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SJCOG Glossary of Terms
AB 32 — Assembly Bill 32
The Global Warming Solutions Act of
2006 requires that the State reduce
greenhouse gas emissions to 1990
levels by the year 2020.

ACE – Altamont Commuter Express
The San Joaquin Regional Rail
Commission owns, operates, and is the
policy‐making body for the Altamont
Commuter Express. ACE is a passenger
rail service that operates trains round‐
trip from Stockton to San Jose.

Active Transportation
A mode of transportation that includes
walking, running, biking, skateboarding,
and other self‐propelled forms of
transportation

ADA – Americans with Disabilities Act
Far‐reaching federal civil rights act for
disabled persons. Requires equal
opportunity to be provided for all
persons, regardless of any mental or
physical disabilities they may have. All
persons must be provided an equal
opportunity to use transit services,
regardless of disability.

AHSC – Affordable Housing for
Sustainable Communities
State program administered by the
Strategic Growth Council and
implemented by the Department of
Housing and Community Development
(HCD), the AHSC Program funds land‐
use, housing, transportation, and land
preservation projects to support infill
and compact development that reduce
greenhouse gas ("GHG") emissions.

Alternative Transportation Modes
A means of travel other than driving
alone. Usually refers to
carpool/vanpool, bus, rail, bicycle, or
walking. Can also refer to
telecommuting/working from home.

ALUC – Airport Land Use Commission
A body that regulates certain land use
in a defined area of influence around
public access airports in a county. COG
serves as San Joaquin’s Airport Land
Use Commission. Staff reviews general
plan amendments, subdivision maps,
and other such applications for
consistency with the Airport Land Use
Plan.

ALUP – Airport Land Use Compatibility
Plan
Airport land use compatibility is the
reconciliation of how land development
and airports function together. The
desired outcome or result of airport
land use compatibility planning is to
minimize the public’s exposure to
excessive noise and safety hazards
while providing for the orderly
expansion of airports.

AMTRAK – National Railroad
Passenger Corporation
Passenger railroad service that provides
medium‐ and long‐distance intercity
service in the contiguous United States.
Founded in 1971 to take over most of
the remaining U.S. passenger rail
services, it is partially government
funded yet operated and managed as a
for‐profit corporation.
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APCD – Air Pollution Control District
The agency that regulates air emissions
in air basin or county. San Joaquin
County is part of eight‐county San
Joaquin Valley Unified Air Pollution
Control District (SJVUAPCD). Is called Air
Quality Management District (AQMD) in
some counties.

AQMD – Air Quality Management
District
See APCD.

ARB – Air Resources Board
The state agency that monitors air
emissions for California’s regional air
basins. Sets statewide emissions
standards and classifies regions by their
attainment of these standards.
Sometimes referred to as CARB.

BRT – Bus Rapid Transit
Bus transit service that seeks to reduce
travel time through measures such as
traffic signal priority, dedicated bus
lanes, limited stop service, and faster
fare collection policies.

CAA – Clean Air Act
Federal law designed to control air
pollution on a national level. It is one of
the United State’s first and most
influential modern environmental laws.
It is administered by the U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)
in coordination with state, local, and
tribal governments.

California Clean Air Act of 1988
State Law that sets air quality
attainment standards and deadlines for

achieving reduced air emissions.
Requires air pollution control districts,
in conjunction with COGs, to adopt a
plan for implementing transportation
control measures.

Caltrans – California Department of
Transportation
The state agency that is responsible for
the operation of the state
transportation system, including state
highways, public access airports, and
intercity rail systems. The implementing
agency for most state highway projects.

CARB – (California) Air Resources
Board
See ARB.

CEQA – California Environmental
Quality Act
California statute passed in 1970 to
institute a statewide policy of
environmental protection. CEQA does
not directly regulate land uses, but
instead requires state and local
agencies within California to follow a
protocol of analysis and public
disclosure of environmental impacts of
proposed projects and adopt feasible
measures to mitigate those impacts.

CHSRA—California High‐Speed Rail
Authority
Agency responsible for planning,
designing, constructing, and operating a
state‐of‐the‐art highspeed train system
in California.

CIP – Capital Improvement Program
A short‐range plan (usually four to ten
years), which identifies capital projects
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and equipment purchases. It is
developed as part of the Congestion
Management Program. Projects must
maintain or improve the traffic level of
service standards or transit
performance impacts. All projects in the
Regional Transportation Improvement
Program (RTIP) must first be listed in
the CIP (this applies to most state‐
funded projects).

Clean Air Act Amendments of 1990
Federal Law Amending Clean Air Act
(CAA). Set standards and deadlines for
achieving reduced air emissions.
Requires areas that do not attain air
quality standards to adopt
Transportation Improvement Programs
that will reduce air emissions and
implement transportation control
measures.

Climate Change
Refers to changes in the Earth’s
weather patterns, including the rise in
the Earth’s average temperature due to
an increase in heat trapping or
“greenhouse gases” (GHGs) in the
atmosphere. Climate scientists agree
that climate change is a man‐made
problem caused by the burning of fossil
fuels like petroleum and coal.
Transportation accounts for about 45
percent of San Joaquin County’s GHG
emissions. Climate change is expected
to significantly affect public health, air
quality and transportation
infrastructure through extreme
weather.

CMA – Congestion Management
Agency
The agency responsible for adopting
and implementing the Congestion
Management Program in a county. COG
serves as the Congestion Management
Agency for San Joaquin County.

CMAQ – Congestion Mitigation and
Air Quality improvement program
A funding program created by the
federal Inter‐modal Surface
Transportation Efficiency Act of 1991
(ISTEA). Provides monies for
transportation projects that will have a
beneficial impact on air quality (bus,
rail, bicycle, and other alternative
transportation modes). Money is given
only to regions classified as non‐
attainment areas under the federal
Clean Air Act Amendments of 1990.

CMP – Congestion Management
Program
The state‐mandated program that links
local land use decision‐making with
regional transportation planning and air
quality control. Sometimes referred to
as RCMP.

COG – Council of Governments
A governmental agency formed by joint
powers agreement by all the member
governments within a given region.
Specific powers vary by agency, but
usually involve transportation issues.
Also called “Association of
Governments” (See SJCOG).

Conformity Analysis
An analysis to determine whether the
Transportation Improvement Program
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(TIP) conforms with the air quality
regulations in the State
Implementation Plan (SIP). The TIP set
of projects must contribute to the
annual reductions in pollutant
emissions and provide for the speedy
implementation of transportation
control measures (TCMs).

EIR — Environmental Impact Report
An informational document, required
under CEQA, which will inform public
agency decision‐makers and the public
generally of the significant
environmental effects of a project,
possible ways to minimize significant
effects, and reasonable alternatives to
the project.

County Minimums
The minimum amount of state
transportation funds that will be
programed for each county in a given
year, Is calculated using a formula
based 75% on county population and
25% on state highway miles in the
county.

EJ — Environmental Justice
Stemming from a Presidential Executive
Order to promote equity for
disadvantaged communities and the
inclusion of racial and ethnic
populations and low‐income
communities in decision‐making
processes. Local and regional
transportation agencies must ensure
that services and benefits, as well as
burdens, are fairly distributed to avoid
discrimination in respect to the
development, implementation, and
enforcement of environmental laws and
policies.

CTC – California Transportation
Commission
The entity that oversees state funding
of transportation projects. Reviews
projects proposed by Caltrans in the
Proposed State Transportation
Improvement Program (PSTIP) and by
regional transportation planning
agencies in the RTIP for the inclusion in
the State Transportation Improvement
Program (STIP). Also oversees the
major programs authorized by AB1 and
various bond measures.

Ex‐Officio Members
Non‐voting members of the SJCOG
Board of Directors acting in an advisory
capacity.

dibs
CTP – California Transportation Plan
Provides a long‐range policy framework
to meet future mobility needs and
reduce greenhouse gas emissions. The
CTP defines goals, performance‐based
policies, and strategies to achieve our
collective vision for California's future
statewide, integrated, multimodal
transportation system.

A program to encourage rideshare
options was established by the San
Joaquin Council of Governments in
1978 to enhance air quality and help
reduce congestion through
Transportation Demand Strategies such
as carpooling, vanpooling, riding transit
and biking and walking. This program,
now called dibs, partners with the
Stanislaus Council of Governments and
the Merced County Association of
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Governments to offer services to the
three counties of San Joaquin,
Stanislaus and Merced.

FAA — Federal Aviation
Administration
Federal agency responsible for issuing
and enforcing safety regulations and
minimum standards, managing air
space and air traffic, and building and
maintaining air navigation facilities (i.e.
airports).

FAST Act – Fixing America’s Surface
Transportation Act
The 2015 bill is the most recent federal
authorization of surface transportation
funding. This five‐year bill retains much
of the program structure of the
previous authorization, MAP‐21, with
relatively minor changes to funding
levels and programmatic eligibility.

FCR — Flexible Congestion Relief
A state fund established by Proposition
111 to pay for regionally significant
transportation projects that reduce
traffic congestion. Regional agencies bid
for FCR as part of the state funding—or
State Transportation Improvement
Program (STIP)—process.

FFY – Federal Fiscal Year
The twelve‐month period on which the
budget is planned. The state fiscal year
begins July 1 and ends June 30 of the
following year. The federal fiscal year
begins October 1 and ends September
30 of the following year.

FHWA – Federal Highway
Administration
A division of the U.S. Department of
transportation that assists states in
constructing highways and roads and
provides local transportation funding.

FRR – Fare Recovery Ratio
The ratio of fare revenues to operating
costs. State law requires that public
transit operators meet specific fare
recovery ratios in order to receive TDA
monies. The exact ratio depends upon
the type of service and populace of the
service area. There is a provision in law
that allows a region to select other
metrics.

FTA – Federal Transit Administration
A division of the U.S. Department of
Transportation that administers federal
transit programs.

FTIP – Federal Transportation
Improvement Program
FTIP is a federally mandated four year
program of all surface transportation
projects that will receive federal
funding or are subject to a federally
required action. The FTIP is a
comprehensive listing of such
transportation projects proposed over a
six‐year period. Sometimes called MTIP.

GHG – Greenhouse Gases
Components of the atmosphere that
contribute to the greenhouse effect, in
which the atmosphere allows incoming
sunlight to pass through but absorbs
heat radiated back from the Earth’s
surface. The principal greenhouse gases
that enter the atmosphere because of
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human activities are carbon dioxide,
methane, ozone, nitrous oxide, and
fluorinated gases.

GIS – Geographic Information System
A system designed to capture, store,
manipulate, analyze, manage, and
present spatial or geographic data. GIS
applications are tools that allow users
to create interactive queries (user‐
created searches), analyze spatial
information, edit data in maps, and
present the results of all these
operations.

Global Warming
See Climate Change

HBP ‐ Highway Bridge Program
State program to replace or rehabilitate
public highway bridges over waterways,
other topographical barriers, other
highways, or railroads when the State
and the Federal Highway
Administration determine that a bridge
is significantly important and is unsafe
because of structural deficiencies,
physical deterioration, or functional
obsolescence. About $300 million of
federal funds are made available to
local agencies annually.

HOT Lanes – High Occupancy Toll
Lanes
Roadway lanes that are available to
high‐occupancy vehicles and other
exempt vehicles without charge; other
vehicles are required to pay a variable
fee that is adjusted in response to
demand. Unlike toll roads, drivers have
an option to use general purpose lanes,
on which a fee is not charged.

HOV Lanes – High Occupancy Vehicle
Lanes
Roadway lanes whose use is restricted
to vehicles with more than one person.
Some HOV Lanes restrict use only
during peak travel periods (Mon‐Fri 6
a.m. – 9 a.m., and 3 p.m. – 6 p.m.).
Occupancy restrictions range from a
minimum of 2 to 4 persons. These vary
by region.

HSR — High‐Speed Rail
Intercity passenger rail service that is
reasonably expected to reach speeds of
at least 110 miles per hour.

HUD – United States Department of
Housing and Urban Development
A federal Cabinet department in the
Executive branch of the United States
federal government. Established on
September 9, 1965, HUD’s mission is to
create strong, sustainable, inclusive
communities and quality affordable
homes for all. HUD is working to
strengthen the housing market to
bolster the economy and protect
consumers; meet the need for quality
affordable rental homes; utilize housing
as a platform for improving quality of
life; build inclusive and sustainable
communities free from discrimination.

Indirect Source
A facility, building, structure
installation, real property, road or
highway that attracts or may attract
mobile sources (e.g. automobiles) of
pollution.
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IRRS – Inter‐Regional Road System
A series of state highway routes outside
urbanized areas that link major
economic centers and recreational
areas. Projects are nominated for IRRS
funding by Caltrans in the Proposed
State Transportation Improvement
Program (PSTIP). (Example: Portions of
Highway 99 and Interstate 5).

respective circulation systems. The
adopted Congestion Management
Program for San Joaquin County sets
the level of service standard at “D”.

LTA – Local Transportation Authority
The body responsible for implementing
the Measure K transportation sales tax
fund. San Joaquin COG services as the
Local Transportation Authority.

ITS – Intelligent Transportation System
A system that uses modern detection,
communications and computing
technology to collect data on system
operations and performance,
communicate that information to
system managers and users, and use
that information to manage and adjust
the transportation system to respond to
changing operating conditions,
congestion, or accidents. ITS technology
can be applied to arterials, freeways,
transit, trucks, and private vehicles.

JPA – Joint Powers Authority
Two or more agencies that enter a
cooperative agreement to jointly wield
powers that are common to them. JPAs
are a vehicle for the cooperative use of
existing governmental powers to
finance and provide infrastructure
and/or services in a cost‐efficient
manner.

LOS – Level of Service
A qualitative measurement of traffic
flow. It is measured on a scale from A to
F in which A signifies the least
congested (free flow) while F signifies
the most congested (gridlock). Local
general plans and the Congestion
Management Program set level of
service goals or standards for their

LTF – Local Transportation Fund
Monies distributed to Regional
Transportation Planning Agencies
(RTPAs) by the State of California. The
annual allocation is the local share of
revenues from ¼ cent of the state sales
tax rate. COG receives this money and
distributes it to the local jurisdictions
based on population. The money must
first be used to fill any unmet transit
needs, and then can be used for local
road and street expenses. A small
portion of the money is reserved for
pedestrian /bikeway and planning
expenditures. The LTF is part of the
Transportation Development Act.

Map‐21 — Moving Ahead for Progress
in the 21st Century Act
Signed into law by President Obama on
July 6, 2012. Funding surface
transportation programs over $105
billion for fiscal years 2013 and 2014,
MAP‐21 is the first long‐term highway
authorization enacted since 2005. By
transforming the policy and
programmatic framework for
investments to guide the system’s
growth and development, MAP‐21
creates a streamlined and performance‐
based surface transportation program
and builds on many of the highway,
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transit, bike, and pedestrian programs
and policies established in 1991.

letter of intent, which is a non‐binding
written agreement that implies a
binding contract is to follow.

Measure K
A ½ cent countywide transportation
sales tax measure adopted by San
Joaquin County voters in November
1990 and 2006. Raises money over 30
years for a multi‐modal program of
regional transportation improvements.

Measure K Expenditure Plan
A capital improvement plan specifying
the allocation of Measure K sales tax
funds to various categories of
transportation projects. Also establishes
objectives and requirements of
administration of the funds

MOA – Memorandum of Agreement
A written document describing a
cooperative relationship between two
parties wishing to work together on a
project or to meet an agreed upon
objective. An MOA serves as a legal
document and describes the terms and
details of the partnership agreement.
An MOA is more formal than a verbal
agreement, but less formal than a
contract. An MOA may be used
regardless of whether or not money is
to be exchanged as part of the
agreement.

MOU – Memorandum of
Understanding
A formal agreement between two or
more parties. MOUs are not legally
binding but they carry a degree of
seriousness and mutual respect. Often,
MOUs are the first steps towards a legal
contract. In US law, a memorandum of
understanding is synonymous with a

MPA – Metropolitan Planning Area
The Metropolitan Planning Area (MPA)
boundary is a federal requirement for
the metropolitan planning process. The
boundary is established by the governor
and individual Metropolitan Planning
Organizations within the state, in
accordance with federal metropolitan
planning regulations. The MPA
boundary must encompass the existing
urbanized area and the contiguous
areas expected to be urbanized within a
20‐year forecast period.

MPO – Metropolitan Planning
Organization
An agency designated to receive and
distribute federal transportation
monies. Responsible for transportation
planning activities for the designated
region. Each urbanized area with 50,000
in population must have an MPO.

MTC – Metropolitan Transportation
Commission
The agency responsible for regional
transportation planning for the 9‐
county San Francisco Bay area region.
Serves as the MPO.

MTIP – Metropolitan Transportation
Improvement Program
See FTIP.

NAAQS – National Ambient Air Quality
Standard
Standards established by the United
States Environmental Protection Agency
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(EPA) under authority of the Clean Air
Act (42 U.S.C. 7401 et seq.) that apply
for outdoor air throughout the country.
Primary standards are designed to
protect human health, with an
adequate margin of safety, including
sensitive populations such as children,
the elderly, and individuals suffering
from respiratory diseases.

NEPA ‐ National Environmental Policy
Act
United States environmental law that
promotes the enhancement of the
environment and established the
President's Council on Environmental
Quality (CEQ).

Non‐Attainment Area
An area, generally a metropolitan area,
county, or larger air basin, that does not
meet state and/or federal Clean Air Act
standards for pollutant emissions.

OWP – Overall Work Program
A list of the tasks that the Council of
Governments expects to perform over a
given year. The program is used as a
management tool.

PM — Particulate Matter
A mixture of tiny solid and liquid
particles—such as those from dust, dirt,
soot, and smoke—that are found in the
air. When inhaled, these particles can
settle deep in the lungs and cause
serious health problems.

Program
Verb: to assign funds to a project that
has been approved by SJCOG, the state
or another agency, and (2) noun, a

system of funding for implementing
transportation projects or policies.

Proposition 1A
Passed by voters in 2006, Proposition
1A protects transportation funding for
traffic congestion relief projects, safety
improvements, and local streets and
roads. It also prohibits the state sales
tax on motor vehicle fuels from being
used for any purpose other than
transportation improvements and
authorizes loans of these funds only in
the case of severe state fiscal hardship.

Proposition 1B
Highway Safety, Traffic Reduction, Air
Quality, and Port Security State of
California. Passed in November 2006,
Proposition 1B provides $19.9 billion to
fund state and local transportation
improvement projects to relieve
congestion, improve movement of
goods, improve air quality, and enhance
safety and security of the
transportation system.

Proposition 108
Passenger Rail and Clean Air Bond Act
of 1990. A $1 billion bond for intercity,
urban, and commuter rail transit.
Established a competitive process for
funding specified rail corridors in the
state, including the Altamont Pass and
Stockton‐Sacramento rail corridors.

RCMP – Regional Congestion
Management Program
See CMP

RFP ‐ Request for Proposals
A document used to solicit bids for the
preparation of a plan of completion of a
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project. Usually includes a background
discussion, description of the scope of
work, and request for examples of
relevant experience.

RHNA — Regional Housing Needs
Allocation
The law requires the California
Department of Housing and Community
Development, in consultation with
SJCOG, establish a county‐wide housing
construction target. SJCOG’s
responsibility includes identifying the
areas within the region that can
sufficiently accommodate the regional
housing need.

Rolling Stock
The wheeled vehicles of a railroad.

RTD – San Joaquin Regional Transit
District
See SJRTD.

RTIF – Regional Transportation Impact
Fee
A county‐wide, multi‐jurisdiction capital
improvement funding program
intended to cover a portion of the costs
for new transportation facilities
required to mitigate new development
within the County.

prepare this document and submit it to
the California Transportation
Commission. Projects must be listed in
the RTIP to be considered for funding in
the State Transportation Improvement
Plan (STIP).

RTP – Regional Transportation Plan
A 20‐year plan prepared by Regional
Transportation Planning Agencies to
guide the development of a balanced
transportation system within a county.
State and federal law requires the plan
to be updated every four years. Must
include: a policy element, an action
element, and a financial element. The
plan must be financially constrained
(i.e. project costs must match expected
available resources).

RTPA – Regional Transportation
Planning Agency
Agencies designated by the State (AB
520, 1976), to preform regional
transportation planning functions.
Responsibilities include: distribution of
Transportation Development Act funds
and preparation of the Regional
Transportation Plan and the Regional
Transportation Improvement Program.
COG serves as the RTPA for the San
Joaquin County region.

RTSP – Regional Transit Systems Plan
RTIP – Regional Transportation
Improvement Program
A five‐year listing of proposed highway,
transit, and airport projects that
implement the Regional Transportation
Plan. Projects are listed in priority
order with costs and funding sources
identified. COG and other regional
transportation planning agencies must

A 10‐year plan prepared by COG
recommending the transit system
within San Joaquin County to meet near
and long‐term travel demand needs.

San Joaquin One Voice
SJCOG’s regional advocacy effort that
assembles a public‐private delegation
to visit our Congressional and federal
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departmental representatives in
Washington, D.C. The goal of this effort
is to educate Congressional and federal
departmental representatives on
federal funding and regulatory relief
needs, issues, and projects of regional
significance to the San Joaquin region.
The San Joaquin One Voice® delegation
members also receive first‐hand
information on grants and other
funding available to meet our regional
priority needs.

SACOG – Sacramento Area Council of
Governments
The agency that conducts regional
planning for the Sacramento area. The
area covers Sacramento, Yolo, Sutter,
and Yuba counties, and the cities of
Lincoln, Rocklin, Roseville, Serves as the
MPO, ALCU, and for some counties, the
RTPA.

SAFE – Service Authority for Freeways
and Expressways
The authority responsible for
administering a multi‐county roadway
callbox program. State legislation
signed into law in 1991 created the
authority, which will place call boxes
along freeways and expressways in five
counties, including Sacramento, and
San Joaquin. A twenty‐year increase in
local vehicle registration fees pays for
the program.

Safe Routes to School
A state and federal program which
funds education, encouragement
campaigns, and infrastructure
improvements to help reduce the
amount of traffic congestion around
schools.

SB – Senate Bill
Designation for a California State bill.

SB 1
Also known as The Road Repair and
Accountability Act of 2017, SB 1 is a $5
billion‐a‐year program with the goals of
fixing infrastructure of streets and
roads and state highways.

SB 132
Amends the Budget Act of 2016 by
amending and adding items of
appropriation and making other
changes. Includes provisions related to
SB 1.

SB 375
Established to implement the state’s
greenhouse gas (GHG) emission‐
reduction goals, as set forth by AB32, in
the sector of cars and light trucks. This
mandate requires the California Air
Resources Board to determine per
capita GHG emission‐reduction targets
for each metropolitan planning
organization (MPO) in the state at two
points in the future—2020 and 2035. In
turn, each MPO must prepare a
Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS)
that demonstrates how the region will
meet its GHG reduction target through
integrated land use, housing, and
transportation planning.

SCS – Sustainable Communities
Strategy
A SCS is an enhanced land use element,
developed as part of each Regional
Transportation Plan (RTP) update. It
sets forth a growth strategy for the
region, which combined with the
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transportation plan, strives towards
achieving GHG emissions reductions.

Section 5307
This program is the primary FTA
formula grant program, which makes
federal resources available to urbanized
areas and to governors for transit
capital and operating assistance in
urbanized areas and for transportation‐
related planning. An urbanized area is
an incorporated area with a population
of 50,000 or more that is designated as
such by the U.S. Bureau of the Census.

Section 5309
This program is FTA’s primary
competitive grant program for funding
major transit capital investments,
including heavy rail, commuter rail, light
rail, streetcars, and bus rapid transit. It
is a discretionary grant program.

Section 5310
This program provides formula funding
to states for the purpose of assisting
private nonprofit groups in meeting the
transportation needs of older adults
and people with disabilities when the
transportation service provided is
unavailable, insufficient, or
inappropriate to meeting these needs.
Funds are apportioned based on each
state’s share of the population for these
two groups. Formula funds are
apportioned to direct recipients; for
rural and small urban areas, this is the
state Department of Transportation,
while in large urban areas, a designated
recipient is chosen by the governor.

support public transportation in rural
areas with populations of less than
50,000, where many residents often
rely on public transit to reach their
destinations.

Section 5337
This program provides capital
assistance for maintenance,
replacement, and rehabilitation
projects of high‐intensity fixed
guideway and bus systems to help
transit agencies maintain assets in a
state of good repair. Additionally, SGR
grants are eligible for developing and
implementing Transit Asset
Management plans

Section 5339
This program makes federal resources
available to states and direct recipients
to replace, rehabilitate and purchase
buses and related equipment and to
construct bus‐related facilities including
technological changes or innovations to
modify low or no emission vehicles or
facilities. Funding is provided through
formula allocations and competitive
grants.

SHOPP – State Highway Operation
and Protection Program
A Caltrans program, SHOPP funds
capital improvement and
maintenance/pavement rehabilitation
projects along the State Highway
System. SHOPP capital improvements
projects are limited to operational and
safety enhancement that do not add
capacity to the State Highway System.

Section 5311
This program provides capital, planning,
and operating assistance to states to
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SIP – State Implementation Plan (for
air quality)
A state plan required by the federal
Clean Air Act to attain and maintain
national air quality standards. Sets
requirements aimed at reducing ozone
and carbon‐monoxide levels. Is adopted
by local air quality districts and the
state Air Resources Board (ARB). All
transportation plans must conform with
the SIP.

SJCOG – San Joaquin Council of
Governments
The regional planning agency for the
San Joaquin County area, which was
formed as a JPA. Serves as the Airport
Land Use Commission, Congestion
Management Agency, Local
Transportation Authority,
Metropolitan Planning Organization,
Ridesharing Agency, and Regional
Transportation Planning Agency.

SJUVAPCD – San Joaquin Valley
Unified Air Pollution Control District
Eight county district empowered by the
state to regulate air emissions within
the San Joaquin Valley counties (San
Joaquin, Stanislaus, Merced, Madera,
Fresno, Kings, Tulare, and Kern
counties).

SJRTD – San Joaquin Regional Transit
District
Operator of fixed‐route and dial‐a‐ride
bus service in the metropolitan
Stockton area and the unincorporated
area between cities. Sometimes
referred to as RTD.

Smart Growth
A set of policies and programs to
encourage a compact and
environmentally‐sensitive pattern of
development. Smart growth aims to
preserve open space and natural
resources by focusing growth in
established rural and urban centers.
This approach places housing and
transportation choices near
employment, shops and schools making
the building and maintenance of towns
and cities more efficient.

Smart Streets
Also known as Complete Streets, are
streets that are designed for everyone
to use. This means they are designed
with all types of users in mind, to create
safe and easy access for everyone,
including pedestrians, bicyclists,
motorists and transit riders of all ages
and abilities.

SOV – Single Occupant Vehicle
One person per vehicle. Ridesharing
programs aim to reduce the number of
SOV’s to increase the person‐carrying
capacity on the road.

SRTP – Short Range Transit Plan
A product of all transit systems
receiving federal funds, the purpose of
the SRTP is to identify comprehensive
and cooperative planning efforts made
by RTD to address the growing needs
for mass public transportation. The
SRTP is a five‐year capital and operating
plan,

STA – State Transit Assistance (fund)
State funding for transit derived in part
from diesel fuel tax revenues.
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[DRAFT]

Regional Transportation Plan Checklist for MPOs
(Revised December 2016)
(To be completed electronically in Microsoft Word format by the MPO and
submitted along with the draft and final RTP to Caltrans)

Name of MPO:

San Joaquin Council of Governments

Date Draft RTP Completed:

March 2, 2108

RTP Adoption Date:

Scheduled for consideration June 28, 2018

What is the Certification Date of the Environmental
Document (ED)?

Scheduled for consideration June 28,
2018

Is the ED located in the RTP or is it a separate document?

Separate Document

By completing this checklist, the MPO verifies the RTP addresses
all of the following required information within the RTP.

Regional Transportation Plan Contents
General

Yes/No

Page #

1.

Does the RTP address no less than a 20-year planning horizon? (23 CFR 450.324(a))

Yes

ES-1

2.

Does the RTP include both long-range and short-range strategies/actions? (23 CFR
450.324(b))

Yes

Appendix L

3.

Does the RTP address issues specified in the policy, action and financial elements
identified in California Government Code Section 65080?

Yes

Ch. 3
Ch. 4

4.

Does the RTP address the 10 issues specified in the Sustainable Communities Strategy
Yes
(SCS) component as identified in Government Code Sections 65080(b)(2)(B) and
65584.04(i)(1)?
a. Identify the general location of uses, residential densities, and building intensities Yes
within the region?
b. Identify areas within the region sufficient to house all the population of the region,
including all economic segments of the population over the course of the planning
period of the regional transportation plan taking into account net migration into the
region, population growth, household formation and employment growth?

Appendix X
EIR

Yes

1-3 to 1-9,
Appendix R
EIR

c. Identify areas within the region sufficient to house an eight-year projection of the N/A
regional housing need for the region pursuant to Government Code Section 65584?

2014 Plan
Appendix U
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d.
e.

f.

Yes/No
Identify a transportation network to service the transportation needs of the region? Yes

Page #
1-8 to 1-15

Gather and consider the best practically available scientific information regarding Yes
resource areas and farmland in the region as defined in subdivisions (a) and (b) of
Government Code Section 65080.01?
Consider the state housing goals specified in Sections 65580 and 65581?
Yes

Appendix X
EIR

g.

Utilize the most recent planning assumptions, considering local general plans and Yes
other factors?

h.

Set forth a forecasted development pattern for the region, which, when integrated Yes
with the transportation network, and other transportation measures and policies,
will reduce the greenhouse gas emissions from automobiles and light trucks to
achieve, if there is a feasible way to do so, the greenhouse gas emission reduction
targets approved by the ARB?
Provide consistency between the development pattern and allocation of housing Yes
units within the region (Government Code 65584.04(i)(1)?

i.

j.

Allow the regional transportation plan to comply with Section 176 of the federal Yes
Clean Air Act (42 U.S.C. Section 7506)?

1-5, 6-5
Appendix R,
2014 Plan
RHNA
(Appendix U)
Appendix M
Appendix T
Appendix R
5-8 , Appendix
M

Appendix R,
2014 Plan
RHNA
(Appendix U)
1-17, AQ
Document

4.

Does the RTP include Project Intent i.e. Plan Level Purpose and Need Statements?

Yes

Executive
Summary

5.

Does the RTP specify how travel demand modeling methodology, results and key
assumptions were developed as part of the RTP process? (Government Code 14522.2)

Yes

AQ Document

Yes

Appendix J

Yes

Appendix J
Appendix K

Yes

Appendix J
Appendix K

(iii) Employing visualization techniques to describe metropolitan transportation
plans and TIPs;

Yes

(iv)

Yes

Appendix J
Appendix K
Appendix T
Appendix J
Appendix K

Consultation/Cooperation
1.

Does the RTP contain a public involvement program that meets the requirements of
Title 23, CFR 450.316(a)?
(i) Providing adequate public notice of public participation activities and time for
public review and comment at key decision points, including a reasonable
opportunity to comment on the proposed metropolitan transportation plan and
the TIP;
(ii) Providing timely notice and reasonable access to information about
transportation issues and processes;

(v)

Making public information (technical information and meeting notices)
available in electronically accessible formats and means, such as the World
Wide Web;
Holding any public meetings at convenient and accessible locations and times;

Yes

Appendix K
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(vi)

2.

Demonstrating explicit consideration and response to public input received
during the development of the metropolitan transportation plan and the TIP;

(vii) Seeking out and considering the needs of those traditionally underserved by
existing transportation systems, such as low-income and minority households,
who may face challenges accessing employment and other services;
(viii) Providing an additional opportunity for public comment, if the final
metropolitan transportation plan or TIP differs significantly from the version
that was made available for public comment by the MPO and raises new
material issues that interested parties could not reasonably have foreseen from
the public involvement efforts;
(ix) Coordinating with the statewide transportation planning public involvement
and consultation processes under subpart B of this part; and
(x) Periodically reviewing the effectiveness of the procedures and strategies
contained in the participation plan to ensure a full and open participation
process.
Does the RTP contain a summary, analysis, and report on the disposition of significant
written and oral comments received on the draft metropolitan transportation plan as
part of the final metropolitan transportation plan and TIP that meets the requirements
of 23 CFR 450.316(a)(2), as applicable?

Yes

Yes/No
Yes

Draft
N/A

Appendix K
FTIP
Document
Page #
Chapter 2
Appendix J
Appendix K
Draft N/A

Yes

Appendix J

Yes

Appendix J
Appendix K

Draft
N/A

Draft
N/A

3.

Did the MPO/RTPA consult with the appropriate State and local representatives
including representatives from environmental and economic communities; airport;
transit; freight during the preparation of the RTP? (23 CFR 450.316(b))

Yes

Chapter 3

4.

Did the MPO/RTPA who has federal lands within its jurisdictional boundary involve
the federal land management agencies during the preparation of the RTP?
(23 CFR 450.316(d))

N/A

N/A

5.

Where does the RTP specify that the appropriate State and local agencies responsible
for land use, natural resources, environmental protection, conservation and historic
preservation consulted? (23 CFR 450.324(g))

Yes

EIR

6.

Did the RTP include a comparison with the California State Wildlife Action Plan and
(if available) inventories of natural and historic resources? (23 CFR 450.324(g)(1&2))

Yes

EIR

7.

Did the MPO/RTPA who has a federally recognized Native American Tribal
Government(s) and/or historical and sacred sites or subsistence resources of these
Tribal Governments within its jurisdictional boundary address tribal concerns in the
RTP and develop the RTP in consultation with the Tribal Government(s)? (23 CFR
450.316(c))

Yes

Appendix J
EIR

8.

Does the RTP address how the public and various specified groups were given a
reasonable opportunity to comment on the plan using the participation plan developed
under 23 CFR part 450.316(a)? (23 CFR 450.316(a)(i))

Yes

Chapter 2
Appendix J
Appendix K

[DRAFT]
9.

Does the RTP contain a discussion describing the private sector involvement efforts
that were used during the development of the plan? (23 CFR 450.316(a))

Yes

2-9

10.

Does the RTP contain a discussion describing the coordination efforts with regional air
quality planning authorities? (23 CFR 450.316(a)(2)) (MPO nonattainment and
maintenance areas only)

Yes/No
Yes

Page #
AQ Document
EIR

11.

Is the RTP coordinated and consistent with the Public Transit-Human Services
Transportation Plan? (23 CFR 450.306(h))

Yes

Appendix L

12.

Were the draft and adopted RTP posted on the Internet? (23 CFR 450.324(k))

Yes

N/A

13.

Did the RTP explain how consultation occurred with locally elected officials?
(Government Code 65080(D))

Yes

Chapter 2
Chapter 3
Appendix K

14.

Did the RTP outline the public participation process for the sustainable communities
strategy? (Government Code 65080(E))

Yes

Chapter 2
Appendix K

15.

Was the RTP adopted on the estimated date provided in writing to State Department of
Housing and Community Development to determine the Regional Housing Need
Allocation and planning period (start and end date) and align the local government
housing element planning period (start and end date) and housing element adoption
due date 18 months from RTP adoption date? (Government Code 65588(e)(5))

N/A

2014 Plan
Appendix U

Title VI and Environmental Justice
1.

Does the public participation plan describe how the MPO will seek out and consider
the needs of those traditionally underserved by existing transportation system, such as
low-income and minority households, who may face challenges accessing employment
and other services? (23 CFR 450.316 (a)(1)(vii))

Yes

Appendix J
Appendix K

2.

Has the MPO conducted a Title VI analysis that meets the legal requirements
described in Section 4.2?

Yes

Chapter 2
Appendix Q

3.

Has the MPO conducted an Environmental Justice analysis that meets the legal
requirements described in Section 4.2?

Yes

Chapter 2
Appendix Q

Modal Discussion
1.

Does the RTP discuss intermodal and connectivity issues?

Yes

Chapter 1
Appendix L

2.

Does the RTP include a discussion of highways?

Yes

1-8 to 1-10
Appendix L
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3.

Does the RTP include a discussion of mass transportation?

Yes

1-10 to 1-11
Chapter 7
Appendix L

4.

Does the RTP include a discussion of the regional airport system?

Yes

1-4
Appendix L

5.

Does the RTP include a discussion of regional pedestrian needs?

Yes

6.

Does the RTP include a discussion of regional bicycle needs?

Yes/No
Yes

4-20
Appendix F
Appendix L
Page #
4-20
Appendix F
Appendix L

7.

Does the RTP address the California Coastal Trail? (Government Code 65080.1) (For
MPOs and RTPAs located along the coast only)

N/A

N/A

8.

Does the RTP include a discussion of rail transportation?

Yes

1-10 to 1-11
4-13 to 4-14
Appendix F
Appendix L

9.

Does the RTP include a discussion of maritime transportation (if appropriate)?

Yes

1-13 to 1-14
Appendix L

10.

Does the RTP include a discussion of goods movement?

Yes

1-11 to 1-15
Appendix L

Programming/Operations
1.

Is the RTP consistent (to the maximum extent practicable) with the development of the
regional ITS architecture? (23 CFR 450.306(g))

Yes

Appendix F

2.

Does the RTP identify the objective criteria used for measuring the performance of the
transportation system?

Yes

Appendix M

3.

Does the RTP contain a list of un-constrained projects?

Yes

Appendix U

Financial
1.

Does the RTP include a financial plan that meets the requirements identified in 23
CFR part 450.324(f)(11)?

Yes

Chapter 4
Appendix G

2.

Does the RTP contain a consistency statement between the first 4 years of the fund
estimate and the 4-year STIP fund estimate? (65080(b)(4)(A))

Yes

Appendix G
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3.

Do the projected revenues in the RTP reflect Fiscal Constraint? (23 CFR part
450.324(f)(11)(ii))

Yes

Chapter 4
Appendix G

4.

Does the RTP contain a list of financially constrained projects? Any regionally
significant projects should be identified. (Government Code 65080(4)(A))

Yes

Appendix F

5.

Do the cost estimates for implementing the projects identified in the RTP reflect “year
of expenditure dollars” to reflect inflation rates? (23 CFR part 450.324(f)(11)(iv))

Yes

4-2

6.

After 12/11/07, does the RTP contain estimates of costs and revenue sources that are
reasonably expected to be available to operate and maintain the freeways, highway and
transit within the region? (23 CFR 450.324(f)(11)(i))

Yes

Chapter 4
Appendix F
Appendix G

7.

Does the RTP contain a statement regarding consistency between the projects in the
RTP and the ITIP? (2016 STIP Guidelines Section 33)

Yes

Appendix G

8.

Does the RTP contain a statement regarding consistency between the projects in the
RTP and the RTIP? (2016 STIP Guidelines Section 19)

Yes

Appendix G

Yes/No
Yes

Page #
Appendix F

9.

Does the RTP address the specific financial strategies required to ensure the identified
TCMs from the SIP can be implemented? (23 CFR part 450.324(f)(11)(vi)
(nonattainment and maintenance MPOs only)

Environmental
1.

Did the MPO/RTPA prepare an EIR or a program EIR for the RTP in accordance with
CEQA guidelines?

Yes

EIR

2.

Does the RTP contain a list of projects specifically identified as TCMs, if applicable?

Yes

Appendix F

3.

Does the RTP contain a discussion of SIP conformity, if applicable?

Yes

AQ Document

4.

Does the RTP specify mitigation activities? (23 CFR part 450.324(f)(10))

Yes

EIR

5.

Where does the EIR address mitigation activities?

Yes

EIR Exec
Summary

6.

Did the MPO/RTPA prepare a Negative Declaration or a Mitigated Negative
Declaration for the RTP in accordance with CEQA guidelines?

Yes

EIR

7.

Does the RTP specify the TCMs to be implemented in the region? (federal
nonattainment and maintenance areas only)

Yes

Appendix F

[DRAFT]
I have reviewed the above information and certify that it is correct and complete.

(Must be signed by MPO Executive Director

Date

or designated representative)

Print Name

Title
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NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING ON THE
DRAFT 2019 FEDERAL TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM,
THE DRAFT 2018 REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION PLAN/SUSTAINABLE
COMMUNITY STRATEGY, CORRESPONDING DRAFT CONFORMITY ANALYSIS,
AND DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN that the San Joaquin Council of Governments will hold one
public hearing on April 4, 2018 at 12:00 pm at the City of Lathrop City Council Chambers in the
City Hall office building located at 390 Towne Centre Drive, Lathrop, CA 95330 regarding the
Draft 2018 Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (2018 RTP/SCS)
and the 2018 RTP/SCS Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR), and one public hearing on
April 26, 2018 at 4:00 pm at the SJCOG office building located at 555 E. Weber Avenue,
Stockton, CA 95202, regarding the Draft 2019 Federal Transportation Improvement Program
(2019 FTIP), the Draft 2018 Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Community Strategy
(2018 RTP/SCS), the corresponding Draft Air Quality Conformity Analysis for the 2019 FTIP
and 2018 RTP/SCS and the 2018 RTP/SCS Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR). The
purpose of the public hearings is to receive public comments on these documents.
•
•

•
•
•

The 2019 FTIP is a near-term listing of capital improvement and operational expenditures
utilizing federal and state monies for transportation projects in San Joaquin County
during the next four years.
This public notice also satisfies the program of projects (POP) requirements of the
Federal Transit Administration (FTA) Urbanized Area Formula Program, Section 5307.
If no comments are received on the proposed POP, the proposed transit program (funded
with FTA 5307 dollars) will be the final program.
The 2018 RTP/SCS is a long-term coordinated transportation/land use strategy to meet
San Joaquin County transportation needs out to the year 2042.
The EIR document provides an analysis of potential environmental impacts related to the
implementation of the 2018 RTP/SCS as required by the California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA).
The corresponding Conformity Analysis contains the documentation to support a finding
that the 2019 FTIP and 2018 RTP/SCS meet the air quality conformity requirements for
ozone and particulate matter.

Individuals with disabilities may call Rebecca Calija (209-235-0600) of SJCOG (with 3working-day advance notice) to request auxiliary aids necessary to participate in the public
hearing. Translation services are available (with 3-working-day advance notice) to participants
speaking any language with available professional translation services.
A 55-day public review and comment period will commence on March 2, 2018 and conclude
on Thursday, April 26, 2018 for the 2018 RTP/SCS.
A 45-day public review and comment period will commence on March 13, 2018 and conclude on
April 26, 2018 for the draft EIR.

A concurrent 30-day comment period for the 2019 FTIP and 2018 RTP/SCS/2019 FTIP
conformity document will commence on March 28, 2018 and conclude on April 26, 2018.
The draft documents are available for review at the SJCOG office, located at 555 E. Weber
Avenue, Stockton, CA 95202 and on the SJCOG website at http://www.sjcog.org.
Public comments are welcomed at the hearings, or may be submitted in writing to Kim Anderson
at the address below by 5pm on April 26, 2018.
After considering the comments, the documents will be considered for adoption, by resolution,
by the San Joaquin Council of Governments at a regularly scheduled meeting to be held on June
28, 2018. The documents will then be submitted to state and federal agencies for approval.
Contact Person:

Kim Anderson, Senior Regional Planner
555 E. Weber Avenue
Stockton, CA 95202
209-235-0565
Contact Email: anderson@sjcog.org
Public Comment Email: sjcog.rtp@gmail.com

AVISO DE AUDIENCIA PÚBLICA SOBRE EL PLAN PRELIMINAR 2019 DEL
PROGRAMA FEDERAL DE MEJORAS AL TRANSPORTE, EL PLAN REGIONAL DE
TRANSPORTE/ESTRATEGIA DE COMUNIDADES SUSTENTABLES PRELIMINAR
DEL 2018, DE SU CORRESPONDIENTE ANÁLISIS PRELIMINAR DE
CONFORMIDAD COMO SU INFORME PRELIMINAR DE IMPACTO
MEDIOAMBIENTAL
POR MEDIO DE LA PRESENTE SE INFORMA QUE a las 12:00 del mediodía del 4 de abril,
2018, el Consejo de Gobiernos de San Joaquín celebrará una junta abierta en el Salón del
Concejo Municipal de la ciudad de Lathrop, ubicado dentro del Ayuntamiento, 390 Towne
Centre Drive, Lathrop, CA 95330 sobre el Plan Regional de Transporte y Estrategia de
Comunidades Sustentables, (RTP/SCS, por sus siglas en inglés) Preliminar para el 2018, y de su
correspondiente Informe de Impacto Medioambiental (EIR, por sus siglas en inglés) del 2018. Y,
a las 4:00 p.m. del 26 de abril del 2018, en las oficinas del SJCOG, ubicadas en 555 E. Weber
Avenue, Stockton, CA 95202, se celebrará una junta adicional para tratar el Plan Preliminar 2019
del Programa Federal de Mejoras al Transporte (2019 FTIP, por sus siglas en inglés), el Plan
Regional de Transporte y Estrategia de Comunidades Sustentables (RTP/SCS) Preliminar del
2018, de los correspondientes Análisis de Conformidad de ambos, como también el Informe
Preliminar de Impacto Medioambiental (EIR). El propósito de esta junta abierta es escuchar la
opinión del público sobre estos documentos.
•

El 2019 FTIP es un listado de gastos a corto plazo para mejoras y operaciones de
importancia, utilizando fondos federales y estatales destinados para proyectos de
transporte en el Condado San Joaquín para los próximos cuatro años.

•

Este anuncio público también satisface el requisito ‘Programa de Proyectos’ (POP) que
dicta la sección 5307 del Programa de Formulación de Áreas Urbanas de la
Administración Federal el Transporte (FTA).
De no recibirse comentarios sobre este POP, el programa de transporte público hasta
ahora propuesto (financiado con dineros de la sección 5307 de la FTA) será la versión
final.

•

El RTP/SCS del 2018 es una estrategia a largo plazo que coordina transporte y uso de
suelo proyectando la demanda en circulación y transporte en el Condado San Joaquín
hasta el año 2042.

•

El documento EIR se hace en conformidad con el Decreto de la Calidad del Aire de
California (CEQA, siglas en inglés), y es un análisis de los posibles impactos que la
implementación del 2018 RTP/SCS pueda causar al medioambiente.

•

El Análisis de Conformidad correspondiente contiene la documentación que avala que
tanto el 2019 FTIP como el 2018 RTP/SCS cumplen con las normas de control de
contaminación del aire respecto del ozono y materia en suspensión.

Personas con limitaciones físicas pueden telefonear al SJCOG al (209) 235-0600 (mínimo 3 días
hábiles antes de la junta), y hablar con Rebecca Calija para solicitar los elementos auxiliares que

requieran para participar de estas audiencias públicas. Igualmente, habrá servicio de
interpretación —a cualquier idioma para el que haya traducción profesional disponible—
llamando con mínimo 3 días de anticipación.
El 2 de marzo del 2018 se dará inicio a un periodo de 55 días tanto para la inspección como el
comentario de parte del público del 2018 RTP/SCS, mismo que concluirá el 26 de abril del 2018.
El 13 de marzo del 2018 se dará inicio a un periodo de 45 días para la inspección como el
comentario de parte del público del EIR Preliminar, mismo que concluirá el 26 de abril del 2018.
El 28 de marzo del 2018 se dará inicio a un periodo concurrente, de 30 días, para la inspección y
el comentario público del documento de conformidad tanto del 2019 FTIP como del 2018
RTP/SCS/2019 FTIP. Este periodo concluirá el 26 de abril del 2018.
Estos documentos preliminares estarán disponibles para su inspección acudiendo a las oficinas
del SJCOG, ubicadas en el 555 E. Weber Avenue, Stockton, CA 95202, o a través del sitio
virtual de la agencia visitando http://www.sjcog.org.
Se recibirán comentarios públicos en las audiencias, o pueden ser sometidos por escrito a la
dirección listada abajo, hasta las 5:00 p.m. del 26 de abril, 2018.
Después de analizar los comentarios, los documentos se someterán para ser aprobados por
votación y resolución durante la junta ordinaria del Consejo de Gobiernos de San Joaquín
programada para el 29 de junio del 2018. Seguidamente se remitirán para su aprobación por las
agencias estatales y federales correspondientes.
Contacto:

Kim Anderson, Jefe Regional de Planificación
555 E. Weber Avenue
Stockton, CA 95202
209-235-0565
Correo Electrónico del Contacto:
anderson@sjcog.org
Correo para Comentarios:
sjcog.rtp@gmail.com
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Included at final adoption.
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[DRAFT]

RESOLUTION
SAN JOAQUIN COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS
R-XX-XX
RESOLUTION ADOPTING THE SAN JOAQUIN COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS
2019 FEDERAL TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM, THE 2018
REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION PLAN/SUSTAINABLE COMMUNITY STRATEGY,
AND THE CORRESPONDING CONFORMITY ANALYSIS

WHEREAS, the San Joaquin Council of Governments is a Regional Transportation
Planning Agency and a Metropolitan Planning Organization, pursuant to State and Federal
designation; and
WHEREAS, federal planning regulations require Metropolitan Planning Organizations to
prepare and adopt a long range Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) for their region; and
WHEREAS, Senate Bill (SB) 375 (Steinberg, 2008) requires that Metropolitan Planning
Organizations prepare a Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS) as part of the 2018 RTP that
demonstrates how the region will reduce the greenhouse gas emissions (GHG) from automobiles
and light trucks to achieve, if there is a feasible way to do so, the applicable greenhouse gas
emission reduction targets approved by the California Air Resources Board (ARB), and
WHEREAS, pursuant to SB 375, the applicable ARB per capita GHG emission reduction
targets for the San Joaquin Valley region are 5% below 2005 per capita emissions levels by 2020
and 10% below 2005 per capita emissions levels by 2035; and
WHEREAS, the state law requires that the 2018 RTP/SCS land-use development pattern
is consistent with the Regional Housing Needs Assessment (RHNA); and
WHEREAS, the 2018 RTP/SCS has been prepared in accordance with state guidelines
adopted by the California Transportation Commission and;
WHEREAS, a 2018 RTP/SCS has been prepared in full compliance with federal guidance;
and
WHEREAS, federal planning regulations require that Metropolitan Planning Organizations
prepare and adopt a short range Federal Transportation Improvement Program (FTIP) for their
region; and
WHEREAS, projects submitted in the 2019 FTIP must be financially constrained and the
financial plan affirms that funding is available; and
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WHEREAS, the 2019 FTIP has been prepared to comply with Federal and State
requirements for local projects and through a cooperative process between the Federal Highway
Administration (FHWA), the Federal Transit Administration (FTA), the State Department of
Transportation (Caltrans), principal elected officials of general purpose local governments and
their staffs, and public owner operators of mass transportation services acting through the San
Joaquin Council of Governments forum and general public involvement; and
WHEREAS, the 2019 FTIP program listing is consistent with: 1) the 2018 RTP/SCS; 2)
the 2018 State Transportation Improvement Program; and 3) the Corresponding Conformity
Analysis; and
WHEREAS, the 2019 FTIP contains the MPO’s certification of the transportation planning
process assuring that all federal requirements have been fulfilled; and
WHEREAS, the 2019 FTIP meets all applicable transportation planning requirements per
23 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Part 450; and
WHEREAS, San Joaquin Council of Governments has established performance targets that
address the performance standards per 23 CFR Part 490 , 49 United States Code (U.S.C.) 5326(c),
and 49 U.S.C. 5329(d) to use in tracking progress toward attainment of critical outcomes for the
region of the MPO; and
WHEREAS, The San Joaquin Council of Governments has integrated into its
metropolitan transportation planning process, directly or by reference, the goals, objectives,
performance measures, and targets described in other State transportation plans and
transportation processes, as well as any plans developed under 49 U.S.C. Chapter 53 by
providers of public transportation, required as part of a performance-based program; and
WHEREAS, the MPO must demonstrate conformity per 40 CFR Part 93 for the 2018
RTP/SCS and 2019 FTIP; and
WHEREAS, the 2018 RTP/SCS and 2019 FTIP includes a new Conformity Analysis; and
WHEREAS, the 2018 RTP/SCS and 2019 FTIP conforms to the applicable SIPs; and
WHEREAS, the 2018 RTP/SCS and 2019 FTIP do not interfere with the timely
implementation of the Transportation Control Measures; and
WHEREAS, the documents have been widely circulated and reviewed by the San Joaquin
Council of Governments advisory committees representing the technical and management staffs of
the member agencies; representatives of other governmental agencies, including State and Federal;
representatives of special interest groups; representatives of the private business sector; and
residents of San Joaquin County consistent with the public participation process adopted by the
San Joaquin Council of Governments; and
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WHEREAS, a public hearing was conducted on [to be added at final] to hear and consider
comments on the 2018 RTP/SCS, 2019 FTIP, and Corresponding Conformity Analysis;
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the San Joaquin Council of Governments
adopts the 2018 RTP/SCS, 2019 FTIP, and Corresponding Conformity Analysis.
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the San Joaquin Council of Governments finds that
the 2018 RTP/SCS and 2019 FTIP are in conformity with the requirements of the Federal Clean
Air Act Amendments and applicable State Implementation Plans for air quality.
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the San Joaquin Council of Governments also finds
that the 2018 RTP/SCS meets the SB 375 GHG reduction targets of 5% below 2005 per capita
emissions levels by 2020 and 10% below 2005 per capita emissions levels by 2035.
THE FOREGOING RESOLUTION was passed and adopted by the San Joaquin Council
of Governments this 28th day of June 2018.

AYES:

NOES:
ABSENT:

____________________________________
Katherine Miller
Chair

I hereby certify that the foregoing is a true copy of a resolution of the San Joaquin Council of
Governments duly adopted at a regular meeting thereof held on the 28th day of June 2018.
Signed: ____________________________________________________
Andrew T. Chesley
Executive Director
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SJ14-1001

Caltrans I-205 HOV

SJ14-1002

Caltrans I-205 HOV

SJ07-1008
SJ07-1014

Caltrans I-5 HOV Mossdale
Caltrans SR-120

SJ18-1001

Caltrans SR-99 HOV

SJ11-1001
SJ07-1005
SJ07-1006

Caltrans I-5 HOV
Caltrans I-5 HOV
Caltrans I-5 HOV

SJ14-1003

Caltrans SR-99 Widening
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Widen 6 to 8 lanes (inside/outside),
including reconstruction of SR99/Main Street and SR-99/Wilma
Avenue interchanges and pedestrian
overcrossing
Widen from 6 to 8 lanes (inside
median) including auxiliary lanes
Widen 6 to 8 lanes (inside)
Widen 6 to 8 lanes (inside)
Widen 4 to 6 lanes (inside) ENVIRONMENTAL ONLY

Project Limits

2018

2023

X

$95,874,000

2020

2026

X

Eleventh Street to MacArthur Drive

$102,000,000

2020

2026

X

MacArthur Drive to I-5

$100,000,000

2020

2026

X

I-205 to Louise Avenue (P.M. 12.5/R 16.5)
I-5 to Main Street (P.M. 5.13)

$207,970,000
$95,191,000

2022
2024

2028
2030

X
X

C
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Caltrans I-205 HOV
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SR 99/120
Operational
Caltrans Improvements

Project Description
Construct a second lane on the SR
99 NB Off-ramp/SR-120 WB OnRamp and on the SR-120 EB offramp/SR-99 SB On-Ramp.
Reconstruct Austin Road
Overcrossing. Widen SR-120 from 4
lanes to 6 between Main Street and
SR-99. Construct auxiliary lanes on
SR-99 between SR-120 and Olive
Avenue.
Widen from 6 to 8 lanes
(inside/outside)
Widen from 6 to 8 lanes
(inside/outside)
Widen from 6 to 8 lanes
(inside/outside)
Widen to add HOV lanes with HOV
Connector Ramps to I-205 and SR120
Widen 4 to 6 lanes (inside)

N
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Table 6-1: 2018 Regional Transportation Plan Project List - Mainline Highway Improvements Category

On SR-120 from Main Street (P.M. 5.13) to SR99 and on SR-99 from SR-120 to Olive Avenue
(P.M. 6.22)

$76,711,000

Alameda County Line to Eleventh Street

2015

SR-120 to Stanislaus County Line

$200,000,000

2026

2032

Hammer Lane to North of Eight Mile Road
French Camp Road to Charter Way
Louise Avenue to French Camp Road

$124,620,000
$97,880,000
$193,880,000

2009
2030
2032

2036
2038
2040

Harney Lane to Turner Road

$3,000,000

$1,297,126,000

X
X
X

X

X

Lathrop

I-5 at Louise Avenue

Lathrop

I-5 at Lathrop Road

SJ11-3066

Lathrop

SJ14-2004

Lathrop

SJ11-2015

Lodi

I-5 at Roth Road
SR 120 at Yosemite
Ave/Guthmiller Road
SR-99 at SR-12 West
(Kettleman Lane)

SJ07-2006

Lodi

SR-99 at Harney Lane

Lodi

SR-99 at Turner Road

SJ07-2012
SJ07-2009
SJ18-2001
SJ18-2002

112-0000-0347

Manteca

SR-120 at Union Road
SR-120 at McKinley Ave
SR-120 at Airport Way
SR-120 at Main Street
SR-99 at Raymus
Expressway

SJ11-2004

212-0000-0309

Stockton

I-5 at Hammer Lane

SJ11-2006

212-0000-0309

Stockton

I-5 at Otto Drive

212-0000-0231

SJ14-2001

Manteca
Manteca
Manteca
Manteca

SJ07-2020

212-0000-0309

Stockton

I-5 at Eight Mile Road

SJ11-2002

212-0000-0562

Stockton

SR-99 at Eight Mile Road

SJ11-2001

212-0000-0561

Stockton

SR-99 at Morada

SJ11-2010

212-0000-0227

Tracy

$28,754,000

2024

2030

X

$39,146,000

2029

2033

X

I-5 at Roth Road
SR 120 at Yosemite Ave/Guthmiller
Road
SR-99 at SR-12 West (Kettleman
Lane)

$16,800,000

SR-99 at Harney Lane

$35,362,000

SR-99 at Turner Road

$6,142,986

SR-120 at Union Road
SR-120 at McKinley Avenue
SR-120 at Airport Way
SR-120 at Main Street
SR-99 at Raymus Expressway
I-5 at Hammer Lane

2020

$3,000,000
$50,000,000

$22,000,000
$37,850,000
$36,828,000
$36,828,000

2030

2036

X

2009

2028

2033

X

2019

2036

2041

X

2009

2014
2029
2031

2021
2022
2031
2033

X
X
X
X

$3,000,000

X

$47,164,647

2007

2009

2036

$103,371,218

2007

2009

2036

I-5 at Eight Mile Road

$57,255,179

2007

2009

2036

SR-99 at Eight Mile Road

$93,070,215

2030

2036

SR-99 at Morada
Construct Interchange I-205 at
Eleventh street realign and widen
Eleventh Street to 6-lanes north of
Grant Line to Byron Road. Construct
Aux lane Hansen to Eleventh; in WB I205 Eleventh Street to Grant Line
Road

$96,474,024

2030

2036

I-5 at Otto Drive

SJ14-2002

Tracy

SJ14-2003

Tracy

SJ11-2011

Tracy

I-205 at Grant Line Road

Tracy

I-205 at Chrisman Rd

Modification of existing interchange I-205 at Grant Line Road
Phase 1: Construct new interchange
east-west ramps
I-205 at Chrisman Rd

SJ18-2003

Tracy

I-205 / MacArthur
Interchange modification

Modification of existing interchange At MacArthur (PM 7.8 -PM 8.5)
ENVIRONMENTAL ONLY

SJ11-2031

Tracy

I-580 at Corral Hollow
Road

SJ11-2032

Tracy

I-580 at Lammers Road

Modification of existing interchange I-580 at Coral Hollow Road
ENVIRONMENTAL ONLY
Construction of new interchange I-580 at Lammers Road
ENVIRONMENTAL ONLY

212-0000-0228
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I-5 at Louise Avenue
I-5 at Lathrop Road

I-205/Lammers
Rd/Eleventh St
I-580 at International
Pkwy/Patterson Pass
Road
Reconstruct interchange
I-205 at Mountain
House/International Pkwy Reconstruct interchange

SJ11-2012

To
ta
l

o
tt

Project Limits

C
os

Project Description
Reconstruct interchange (PM 16.416.8)
Reconstruct interchange (P.M.
17.3/17.8)
Relocation of intersection at
Roth/Harlan Road inclusive of
signalization; relocation of
intersection at Roth/Manthey Road
inclusive of signalization. Widen
from 2 to 5 lanes from Roth/Harlan
road intersection to Roth/Manthey
Road Intersection
Reconstruct interchange ENVIRONMENTAL ONLY
Reconstruct interchange and widen
to free flowing interchange
Reconstruct interchange to provide
6 through lanes on SR 99, 4 lanes
on Harney between Reynolds Ranch
Pkwy and SR 99 and modify onramps and off-ramps
Reconstruct interchange to provide
operational and safety
improvements on SR 99 at Turner
Road (PM 31.3/31.6)
Reconstruct interchange (P.M.
4.1/4.1)
Construct new interchange
Reconstruct interchange
Reconstruct interchange
Construction of new interchange ENVIRONMENTAL ONLY
Interchange Modification and
auxiliary lanes (PM 32.6)
Construction of a new interchange
and auxiliary lanes (PM 33.3/34.2)
Modification of interchange (P.M.
34.7/35.9)
Reconstruct Interchange (PM 35.135.5)
Reconstruct interchange (PM 23.524.5)
Construct Interchange I-205 at
Eleventh street realign and widen
Eleventh Street to 6-lanes north of
Grant Line to Byron Road.
Construct Aux lane Hansen to
Eleventh; in WB I-205 Eleventh
Street to Grant Line Road
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Table 6-2: 2018 Regional Transportation Plan Project List - Interchange Improvements Category

I-580 at Mountain House Parkway
I-205 at Mountain House Parkway

2007

2012

2022

X

$9,000,000

2015

2018

2021

X

$4,000,000

2015

2018

2021

X

2018

2024

2020

2026

$36,056,267

2009

$9,670,000

$5,500,000

2018

$5,500,000

2018

$866,847,355

X

X

$51,500,000

$32,574,820

X

X

SJ07-3014

Lathrop

Golden Valley Parkway

SJ14-3001

Lathrop

Golden Valley Parkway

SJ07-3014

Lathrop

Golden Valley Parkway

SJ07-3018

Lodi

Harney Lane

SJ07-3022
SJ07-3017

Lodi
Lodi

Victor Road (SR-12)
Ham Lane

SJ11-3010
SJ07-3023
SJ11-3008
SJ07-3027
SJ11-3011
SJ07-3024
SJ11-3014
SJ14-3003
SJ11-3013
SJ11-3012
SJ11-3015
SJ14-3004
SJ18-3003
SJ11-3020
SJ11-3017

Manteca
Manteca
Manteca
Manteca
Manteca
Manteca
Manteca
Manteca
Manteca
Manteca
Manteca
Manteca
Port of Stockton
Ripon
Ripon

SJ11-3019
SJ11-3016
SJ07-3137

212-0000-0586

Atherton Drive
Airport Way
Airport Way
Louise Avenue
Atherton Drive
Lathrop Road
Raymus Expressway
Airport Way
Raymus Expressway
Atherton Drive
Raymus Expressway
Airport Way
Washington Street
River Road, Phase 2
Jack Tone Road, Phase 1

Ripon

Garrison Road Gap Closure

Ripon
Ripon

Stockton Avenue
W. Ripon Road

SJ14-3006

Ripon

SJ07-3137

Ripon
San Joaquin
County
San Joaquin
County
San Joaquin
County

Olive Expressway

San Joaquin
County
San Joaquin
County
San Joaquin
County
San Joaquin
County
San Joaquin
County

Grant Line Road Corridor
Improvements

SJ11-3023
SJ11-3028
SJ11-3029

SJ14-3005
SJ11-3031
SJ11-3027
SJ07-3154
SJ11-3008

Canal Boulevard Extension

Pershing Avenue
Cherokee Road
Howard Road

Tracy Boulevard

Intersection of Ullrey Avenue and
McHenry Avenue including UPRR
railroad crossing.

2022

2024

$446,066

2020

2026

$7,500,000

2018

2023

$45,000,000

2018

2026

$7,500,000

2018

2027

2016

2026

X

$9,013,203
$2,784,072

2030

2034
2037

X
X

East of Airport Way to Union Road
SR-120 to Yosemite Ave.
Lathrop Road to Roth Road
Main Street to SR-99
McKinley Ave to West of Airport Way
From East of UPRR to SR-99
Main Street to SR-99
Yosemite Ave. to Lathrop Road
SR-120 to Woodward Ave
Woodward Ave to McKinley Ave
Woodward Ave to Main Street
SR 120 to Lathrop Road
Navy Drive to Port Rd 21
Fulton Avenue to Jack Tone Road
Santos Road to South Clinton Avenue
Maple Avenue to 500 ft east of Acacia
Avenue

$2,481,200
$9,039,644
$6,563,978
$1,522,000
$1,095,144
$3,079,636
$9,343,608
$6,327,751
$2,801,188
$4,321,170
$11,115,162
$12,351,768
$6,000,000
$2,500,000
$9,500,000

2010
2010
2012
2022
2012
2016
2017
2010
2017
2019
2019
2010
2017
2017
2013

$3,000,000

2014

2021

Second Street to Doak Boulevard
Jack Tone Road to Olive Expressway

$3,300,000
$10,000,000

2017
2020

2021
2024

Jack Tone Road to Olive Expressway

$4,600,000

2013

2026

Canal Boulevard to Raymus Expressway

$3,000,000

Along Northwest side of I-5 from
Brookhurst Blvd to Stewart Road
Along Northwest side of I-5 from Stewart
Road to Paradise Road
Along Northwest side of I-5 from
Brookhurst Blvd to Stewart Road
Hutchins Street to Lower Sacramento
Road

Between SR 99 to Central California
Traction railroad tracks.
From Lodi Avenue to Elm Street

$18,390,688

2009

2022
2022
2023
2023
2024
2026
2027
2028
2029
2031
2036
2021
2019
2020

Meadow Avenue to Thorton Road

$3,754,775

2009

2019

$3,816,000

2016

2020

$15,000,000

2021

2023

Eleventh Street

Passing lanes and channelization
Operational and safety improvements
along corridor and at intersections

Roth Road

Widen from 2 to 4 lanes with shoulders) UPRR to Airport Way

Airport Way

Widen from 2 to 4 lanes

$27,459,000

2023

I-205 to Howard Road

$5,000,000

2023

2025

Tracy City Limits to I-5

$15,439,000

2023

2028

Roth Road to French Camp Road

X

X
X

X
X
X

X

X
X

SR-99 to Ashley Road

Passing lanes and channelization
Tracy Blvd to Matthews Road
Realign roadway and widen from 2 to 4
lanes with operational and safety
improvements
Tracy City Limits to 11th Street
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2020

$1,000,000

SR-120 at Brennan Avenue
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$400,000

N

Narcissus to Jones Road

Pr
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Intersection improvements
Construct new roadway parallel to I-5,
2 lanes from Brookhurst Blvd to Stewart
Road
Construct new roadway parallel to I-5,
4 lanes from Stewart Road to Paradise
Road
Widen from 2 to 4 lanes, from
Brookhurst Blvd to Stewart Road
Widen from 2/3 lane collector to 4 lane
divided arterial
Widen from 2 to 4 lanes. Add center
dual left turn lane, turn pockets at
intersections and median seperation
with landscape
Widen 2/3 lanes to 4 lanes
Construct new 4 lane roadway (gap
closure)
Widen from 2 to 4 lanes
Widen from 2 to 4 lanes
Widen from 2 to 4 lanes
Construct new 4 lane roadway
Widen from 2 to 4 lanes
Construct new 4-lane expressway
Widen from 2 to 4 lanes
Construct new 2 lane expressway
Construct new 4 lane roadway
Construct new 2 lane expressway
Widen from 4 to 6 lanes
Widen from 2 to 4 lanes
Widen from 2 to 6 lanes
Widen from 2 to 6 lanes
Construct 2-lane extension of Garrison
Road.
Rehabilitate and widen roadway from 2
to 4 lanes
Widen from 2 to 6 lanes
Construct 4-lane extension of Canal
Boulevard
Construct 6-lane Olive Expressway ENVIRONMENTAL ONLY
Widen from 2 to 3 lanes, add drainage,
curb, gutter, sidewalk
Widen from 2 to 3 lanes, add paved
shoulders

Project Limits
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Escalon

Ullrey Avenue/McHenry
Avenue Intersection
SR 120/Brennan Ave
Intersection

Escalon
212-0000-0228

McHenry Avenue

Project Description
Widen and reconstruct to include center
turn lane, bike lane, and graded
shoulders.
Reconstruct intersection, including
addition of turn pockets, improvement
of traffic signal and installation of train
pre-emption system for UPRR railroad
crossing.
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Table 6-3: 2018 Regional Transportation Plan Project List - Regional Roadway Improvements Category

$4,678,947

2028

$11,446,302

2036

X

X

X

X

X

Escalon Bellota Road

SJ11-3030
SJ11-3032
SJ07-3076
SJ11-3057
SJ11-3060
SJ11-3034
SJ11-3054
SJ11-3037
SJ11-3033
SJ07-3087
SJ07-3084

San Joaquin
County
Stockton
Stockton
Stockton
Stockton
Stockton
Stockton
Stockton
Stockton
Stockton
Stockton

Mariposa Road
Holman Rd
Trinity Parkway Extension
Arch-Airport Rd
Arch-Airport Rd
Davis Rd
French Camp Road
Hammer Ln Extension
Lower Sacramento Rd
Trinity Parkway Extension
Morada Lane

SJ07-3093
SJ11-3044
SJ11-3045
SJ07-3078
SJ11-3062
SJ11-3056
SJ11-3039
SJ11-3055

Stockton
Stockton
Stockton
Stockton
Stockton
Stockton
Stockton
Stockton

Alpine Avenue
Arch Road
Arch Road
Maranatha Dr
Maranatha Dr
Lower Sacramento Rd
Lower Sacramento Rd
Lower Sacramento Rd

SJ07-3088
SJ11-3047
SJ11-3048
SJ11-3050

Stockton
Stockton
Stockton
Stockton

Airport Way
Eight Mile Rd
Eight Mile Rd
Eight Mile Rd

SJ07-3094
SJ11-3061
SJ07-3095
SJ11-3051
SJ07-3089
SJ11-3053
SJ11-3063
SJ18-3001

Stockton
Stockton
Stockton
Stockton
Stockton
Stockton
Stockton
Stockton

Eight Mile Rd
Eigth Mile Rd
Eight Mile Rd
Eight Mile Rd
Arch Road
French Camp Road
March Ln Extension
Mariposa Road

Tracy

MacArthur Drive

SJ18-3002
SJ07-3110

Tracy
Tracy

International Parkway
Corral Hollow Road

SJ07-3109
SJ07-3107

Tracy
Tracy

Schulte Road
Grant Line Road

SJ07-3181

Tracy

212-0000-0427

SJ11-3067

Tracy

SJ07-3183

Tracy

Widen 2 to 4 lanes with shoulders
Widen roadway from 2 to 3 lanes and
widen BNSF railroad grade separation
from 2 to 4 lanes
Construction of new 6 lane road
Construction of new 4 lane road
Widen from 3 to 6 lanes
Widen from 3 to 6 lanes
Widen from 3 to 4 lanes
Widen from 4 to 8 lanes
New Street
Widen from 2 to 6 lanes
Construct 4 lane extension
Widen from 3 to 6 lanes
Widen from 2 to 4 lanes with a middle
turn lane. Construct curb, gutter,
sidewalks and driveways.
Widen from 2 to 6 lanes
Widen from 2 to 6 lanes
Construction of new 4 lane road
Construction of new 4 lane road
Widen from 4 to 6 lanes
Widen from 2 to 6 lanes
Widen from 4 to 6 lanes
Intersection and operational
improvement
Widen from 2 to 4 lanes
Widen from 2 to 4 lanes
Widen from 5 to 6 lanes
Widen from 2 to 4 lanes
Widen from 2 to 6 lanes
Widen from 2 to 6 lanes
Widen from 2 to 6 lanes
Widen from 2 to 6 lanes
Widen from 2 to 6 lanes
Construction of new 8 lane road
Widen from 2 to 4 lanes
Widen 2 to 4 lanes (Valpico Road to
Schulte Road)
Widen from 2 to 4 lanes, including
reconstruction of Delta-Mendota Canal
and California Aqueduct bridges
Widen from 2 to 4 lanes

Extend 4 lane roadway
Widen from 5 to 6 lanes
Widen 2 to 4 lanes including ROW and
Corral Hollow Road Widening construction of two bridges
Extend 4 lane roadway on new
alignment and construct railroad grade
separation
MacArthur Drive
Widen from 4 lane minor arterial to 4
Tracy Blvd.
lane major arterial

Austin Road to Jack Tone Road
Gary Galli Dr to Eight Mile Rd
Bear Creek to Otto Dr
SR-99 to Pock Lane
Alitalia Ave to Airport Way
Eight Mile to Bear Creek
Manthey Rd to I-5
Mariners Dr to Trinity Parkway
Grider Way to Armor Dr
Otto Drive to Hammer Lane
West Ln to UPRR

$27,177,409
$13,600,000
$1,500,000
$4,000,000
$1,800,000
$2,400,000
$1,700,000
$3,600,000
$7,000,000
$8,000,000
$8,503,073

UPRR (SPRR) to Wilson Way
Fite Court to Frontier Way
Frontier Way to SR-99
March Ln to Hammer Ln
Wilson Way to March Ln
Armor Dr to Morada Ln
Marlette Rd to Pixley Slough
Morada Ln to Hammer Ln

$17,987,271
$1,526,193
$4,796,606
$6,431,812
$11,337,431
$4,469,564
$25,291,193
$17,364,769

2026
2026
2026
2026
2026
2026
2026
2031

Harding Way to Industrial Rd
New Road D to New Road F
New Road F to New Road E
I-5 to Thornton Rd

$7,693,929
$2,616,330
$5,014,633
$10,722,581

2031
2026
2026
2036

X

Thornton Road to Lower Sacramento Rd
Lower Sacramento Rd to West Lane
West Ln to Holman Rd
Holman Rd to SR 99
Newcastle Rd to Fite Court
Wolfe Rd to Manthey Rd
Holman Rd to SR 99
Stagecoach Road to Austin Road
MacArthur Drive from Valpico Road to
Schulte Road;

$30,299,304
$9,001,673
$14,429,152
$19,459,498
$8,927,474
$11,226,974
$30,299,304
$46,260,545

2036
2036
2036
2036
2036
2036
2036
2036

X
X
X
X

$10,973,987

2020

X

2032

2036

X

2037
2020
2020
2020
2020
2020
2020
2021
2021
2021
2026

X

X

X

X
X

X

X

I-205 to I-580
Parkside Drive to Linne Road
Faith Lane (San Marco Subdivision limits)
to Lammers Road
Naglee Road to Lammers Road

$35,000,000
$22,906,820

2022
2022

X

$16,937,000
$6,392,443

2024
2026

X
X

Linne Road to I-580

$38,312,346

2026

Mt. Diablo Road to Eleventh Street

$22,602,553

2034

I-205 to Eleventh Street

$17,401,433

2030

$843,640,008
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Table 6-3: 2018 Regional Transportation Plan Project List - Regional Roadway Improvements Category

X

2041

X

$29,100,000

2020

X
X

$22,250,000

2030

2034

$40,000,000

2028

2035

$3,000,000

2030

X

$47,831,000

2038

X

2021

X

$42,230,000
$10,000,000

$226,911,000
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$32,500,000
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Construct a 2 lane grade separation Fyffe Avenue at CCTC

Airport Way/UPRR
Lower Sacramento Road/UPRR (near
Woodson Road)

EP
A

Fyffe Avenue at CCTC

Manteca
San Joaquin
County

N

West Lane at UPRR

SJ07-4008

FT

Stockton
Port of
Stockton

Roth Road Grade Separation (Easterly)

M
ile
st

SJ07-4027

Lathrop

Project Description
Construct a grade separation in
Escalon at the BNSF Railroad

To

Alpine Ave/UPRR (East)

SJ11-4002

SJ18-4001

on

D
o

Alpine Road/UPRR (West)

Escalon BNSF Grade Separation

os
tt

Stockton
Stockton

Escalon

C

SJ07-4014
SJ07-4017

Project Limits
On Yosemite Avenue (SR-120) and
on McHenry Avenue at BNSF
On Roth Road East of the Army
Depot and West of the UPRR
Construct 4 lane grade separation
Intermodal Terminal
between Roth Road and Railroad
Construct five lane grade separation Airport Way/UPRR between Louise
over the UPRR
Avenue and Northgate Drive
Replace grade separation of
Lower Sacramento Road/UPRR
roadway and railway
(near Woodson Road)
Construct at-grade quiet zone
On Alpine Avenue at UPRR west of
improvements
Coronado Avenue
On Alpine Ave at UPRR between
Construct a 4 lane grade separation West Lane and Montego Avenue
On West Lane between Alpine
Avenue & El Pinal Drive/Klinger
Construct a 6 lane grade separation Road

C

Facility Name/Route

SJ07-4003

SJ11-4001
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Table 6-4: 2018 Regional Transportation Plan Project List - Railroad Crossing Safety Improvements Category

SJ11-5002

SJ14-5001
SJ07-5002
SJ07-5004
SJ07-5005

Escalon
Lodi
Lodi
Lodi

Lodi

SJ18-5002

Lodi

Grapeline Operating
Transit Facilities Safety & Security
System

SJ18-5003
SJ18-5004

Lodi
Lodi
Lodi
Lodi

Southwest Transit Transfer Station
Bus Replacements
Grapeline Capital
Grapeline Capital

Lodi
Lodi
Lodi

Grapeline Capital
Grapeline Capital
Grapeline Capital

Costs associated with Grapeline fixed
route and Paratransit/Dial-A-Ride services
Safety and security for Lodi Grapeline
service
Construct transit transfer station in
southwest Lodi
Purchase replacement buses
Bicycle Support Program
Radio/Communication Upgrade
Intelligent Transportation System (ITS)
upgrades
CNG Fuel upgrades
Bus Wash upgrades
Bus shelters/pedestrian facilities, bike
facilities, lighting and multifunctional
landscaped area.

rs

City of Lodi

$125,000,000

City of Lodi

$900,000

City of Lodi
City of Lodi
City of Lodi
City of Lodi

$750,000
$30,000,000
$200,000
$300,000

City of Lodi
City of Lodi
City of Lodi

$1,800,000
$600,000
$400,000

City of Manteca

$10,000,000

SJ07-5015

212-0000-0681

Manteca

Passenger Amenities

SJ07-5016

212-0000-0300

Manteca

Safety and Security

Costs associated with Safety/Security/ITS City of Manteca

SJ07-5017

212-0000-0235

Manteca

Manteca Transit Rolling Stock

City of Manteca

$14,000,000

SJ07-5018

212-0000-0213

Manteca

Manteca Transit System Operations

City of Manteca

$85,000,000

SJ14-5031

212-0000-0694

Manteca

Bus Maintenance & Storage Facility

City of Manteca

$4,800,000

SJ18-5006

Manteca

Manteca Transit Planing

Purchase of replacement and new buses
Costs associated with the Operations and
administration of Dial-A-Ride and fixed
route service in Manteca
Construct a bus maintenance and storage
facility
Costs to support transit planning efforts to
update the City of Manteca Short-Range
Transit Plan every four years

City of Manteca

$760,000

SJ18-5007

Manteca

Bus Enhancements

$3,875,000

Manteca

Travel Training

City of Manteca

$1,193,177

SJ18-5009

Manteca

SJ07-5019

Ripon

Ripon Blossom Express Operations

SJ18-5010

Ripon

Ripon Dial-A-Ride Operations

SJ18-5011

Ripon

Ripon Bus Purchases

SJ18-5012
SJ18-5013

Ripon
Ripon

SJ07-5026
SJ07-5032
SJ07-5037

RTD
RTD
RTD

SJ07-5039

RTD

Transit Capital Improvements
Ripon Multimodal Station
Bus Rapid Transit and SMA
Operations
Countywide DAR-Operations
Intercity/County Hopper Operations
Non-Revenue Fleet-Replacement
Vehicles

RTD

Preventative Maintenance

Enhancements for Manteca Transit buses
Training to assist customers in using
transit services
Construct improvements at Manteca
Transit Center
Costs associated with the delivery of a
fixed route transit system
Costs associated with the delivery of a
Dial-A-Ride service in Ripon
Purchase of replacement and expansion
buses
Construct benches, shelters, and transit
maintenance facility
Construct Multimodal Station
Costs associated with BRT and SMA
Operations
Countywide Dial-A-Ride Operations
Intercity/County Hopper Operations
Costs associated with the purchase of
hybrid or electric replacement vehicles
Costs of preventative maintenance of
vehicle fleet

City of Manteca

SJ18-5008

BRT Project: March Lane Corridor

Costs associated with the implementation
of the BRT service along the corridor
including traffic signal upgrades, bus stop
amenities and access enhancments
Stockton Metropolitan Area

SJ07-5039

SJ14-5016

212-0000-0161

RTD

Transit Center Improvements

$3,000,000

City of Manteca

$5,011,345

Cities of Ripon and Modesto

$2,000,000

City of Ripon

$2,000,000

City of Ripon

$4,200,000

City of Ripon
City of Ripon

$3,810,000
$5,800,000

Stockton Metropolitan Area
San Joaquin County
San Joaquin County
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$8,400,000
$3,600,000
$2,500,000
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eTrans Capital Improvements
Grapeline Capital
Grapeline Capital
Grapeline Capital
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$6,500,000

M
ile

Cities of Escalon and Modesto

Bus Replacements, passenger amenities,
and miscellanious equipment
Bus stop shelters/improvements
Transit facility upgrades
Transit Station Expansion

Pr
og
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eTrans Transit Operations

Project Description
Costs associated with eTrans demand
responsive & fixed route transit system

SJ07-5006 212-00000-0154

Project Limits
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Table 6-5: 2018 Regional Transportation Plan Project List - Bus Transit Improvements Category

$938,917,500
$83,291,817
$166,583,633

San Joaquin County

$3,327,606

San Joaquin County

$75,948,485

$14,500,000

2025

SJ14-5018

RTD

SJ14-5020
SJ14-5021

RTD
RTD

SJ14-5028

212-0000-0474

RTD

SJ14-5029
SJ14-5030

212-0000-0475
212-0000-0610

RTD
RTD

SJ14-5033
SJ18-5014

RTD
RTD

SJ18-5015

RTD

SJ18-5016

RTD

SJ18-5017

RTD

SJ18-5018

RTD

SJ18-5019

RTD

SJ18-5020

RTD

SJ18-5021
SJ07-5049

RTD
Tracy

212-0000-0149

Tracy

SJ07-5056

Tracy

SJ18-5022

Tracy

SJ18-5023

Tracy

BRT Project: Arch Road/Sperry
Corridor

Costs associated with the implementation
of the BRT service along the corridor
including traffic signal upgrades, bus stop
BRT Project: Eight Mile Road Corridor amenities and access enhancments
Expansion of BRT and/or intercity
New Transfer Station Facilities
connection facilities
Hammer Triangle Transfer Station
Hammer Triangle Transfer Station
Purchase and install safety and security
devices related to buses and facilities
Safety and Security
Costs related to grant acitivites and
Project and Grant Administration
administration
Capital Tire Lease
Multi-year tear funding lease contract
Construct solar power charging facilities
for electric buses
RTD Solar Power Project (Phase I)
Capitalized Spare Parts
Bus component rebuild and parts
Purchase of replacement buses for all
Bus Replacements
RTD services
Purchase of Automatic Vehicle Location
and Communications Equipment for
Buses
Bus Operations Technology
Agency-wide servcers, back-ups, and
Information Technology
work station replacements
Purchase of cleaning equiipment, tools,
particulate cleaner, testing equipment,
Facility and Maintenance Equipment component overhaul equipment
Purchase and install new and
replacement benches, shelters, and other
amenities
Passenger Amenities
Costs associated with the delivery of
Metro Hopper Operations
deviated fixed route operations
Costs associated with the delivery of
Interregional Commuter Operations
interregional commuter operations
TRACER Capital
Purchase replacement buses
Costs associated with the delivery of fixed
route and paratransit services including
salaries, contracting of service,
TRACER Operations
equipments, etc.
Costs to support transit planning efforts to
update the City of Tracy Short-Range
Transit Analysis and Action Plan every
Tracy Transit Planning
five years
TRACER Grant Management and
Costs to support transit service
Administration
administration and Grant Management
Construction of bus stop improvements
TRACER Capital
every five years
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Project Description

Costs associated with the implementation
of the BRT service along the corridor
including traffic signal upgrades, bus stop
amenities and access enhancments
Stockton Metropolitan Area
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Table 6-5: 2018 Regional Transportation Plan Project List - Bus Transit Improvements Category

$15,000,000

2035

Stockton Metropolitan Area

$15,000,000

2040

San Joaquin County
Stockton Metropolitan Area

$25,000,000
$25,000,000

2040

San Joaquin County

$7,179,790

San Joaquin County
San Joaquin County

$13,320,976
$9,075,561

Stockton Metropolitan Area
San Joaquin County

$10,000,000
$5,375,000

San Joaquin County

$252,601,279

San Joaquin County

$4,991,884

San Joaquin County

$41,658,813

San Joaquin County

$6,478,840

San Joaquin County
Stockton Metropolitan Area
San Joaquin County to Bay Area and
Sacramento
Purchase 3 buses every 5 year period

City of Tracy

City of Tracy
City of Tracy
Various locations in City of Tracy

$4,050,000
$83,291,817
$83,291,817
$6,000,000

$100,000,000

$750,000
$31,775,000
$7,500,000

$2,357,309,340

2007

SJ11-6001
SJ07-6003

112-0000-0277
212-0000-0281/
212-0000-0645
212-0000-0190

SJ07-6013

112-0000-0140

SJRRC

Stockton Track Extension Phases
II & III (ACE Gap Closure Project)

SJRRC

ACE Service Extensions

SJRRC

ACE Forward

SJRRC

Phase II Implementation Plan for
the Central Valley Rail Service

Commuter rail service

Central Valley to Sacramento

SJRRC

Operations

Shuttle Services in San Joaquin County stations

San Joaquin County

SJRRC

Capital

SJRRC

ACE Operations

SJ07-6016
SJ07-6017
SJ07-6018
SJ07-6019
SJ07-6020

SJ07-6021

SJRRC

Rail Information Systems

SJRRC

Central Valley Rail Service

SJRRC

ACE Capital

SJRRC

ACE Capital

SJRRC

ACE Capital

SJ07-6023

SJ07-6025
SJ07-6028
SJ07-6029

SJ07-6035

SJ14-6002

City of Stockton

$7,630,963

pl
e

2030

2007

$20,712,615

$9,334,848

2030

$49,056,193
$1,090,138
$1,224,225

2030

$17,000,000

2020

$556,612,929

2030

$92,661,697
ACE Operational Corridor and
Station Planning Areas

$34,884,404

Central Valley to Sacramento

$58,867,431

2030

ACE Operational Corridor and
Station Planning Areas
$32,704,128
ACE Operational Corridor and
Station Planning Areas

Extension of Wyche Siding

SJRRC

ACEforward: Capital Phase 1

Connection from UPRR Fresno Sub to UPRR
Oakland Sub

SJRRC

ACEforward: Capital Phase 2

High priority locations between
Grade crossing improvements/grade seperations Stockton and San Jose. Chrisman
Rd MP 72.8, McKinley Ave MP 82.1

SJRRC

Robert J. Cabral Station
Expansion

SJRRC

Lathrop/Manteca Station Platform
Extension project

Lathrop/Manteca: MP 82.7 to MP
80.4, 8,500' clear of McKinley Ave
Lathrop, Ca: Oakland Sub MP 84.25
to Fresno Sub MP 94.1

In Stockton, between the UPRR,
Weber Avenue, Union Street, and
Main Street
Lathrop/Manteca

$9,669,521

2030

$9,000,000

2022

$7,848,492

2018

$15,000,000

2022

$1,311,000

2020

$1,791,000

2022
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$8,245,801
$9,811,239

$14,607,844

ACEforward: Capital Phase 1

SJ14-6006

$9,593,211

Central Valley to Sacramento

SJRRC

Construct park and ride lot and related on-street
parking, sidewalks, lighting, security, and other
passenger amenity improvements
Lengthen platform at current Lathrop/Manteca
Station to allow for eight car train capacity

$19,622,477

ACE Operational Corridor and
Station Planning Areas

Minor Capital

SJ14-6003

$34,012,294

SJRRC/Santa Clara/Alameda
contributions shown

SJRRC
SJ14-6005
SJ14-6001

Maintenance Facility Expansion from 9 train sets
to 17 train sets Phase 2
ACE operations and Capital Access Fee (5 trains
from 2012 to 2016, 6 trains from 2017 to 2021, 7
trains from 2022 to 2029 and 8 trains from 2030
to 2041)
Rail Information Systems (Ticket vending
machines, on-train internet, changeable message
signs at stations, trip planner via internet, real
time system for train status for ACE and other
connecting services)
Central Valley Rail Service Operations and
Maintenance, Capital Access Fees, ROW
purchase)
Rolling Stock/Track Improvements/ Station
Improvements
Central Valley to Sacramento Commuter Rail
Project - Extension of services
Altamont Corridor Speed and Safety upgrades
(including signal upgrade to automatic train stop
increase train speed from 79 to 90 MPH and
several track realighment projects)
Facilities and information technology
maintenance and enhancements, fleet vehicle
replacements and expansion

om

ACE Capital

C

SJRRC

Near Altamont Pass
Downtown Stockton, between
Weber Ave and Miner Ave
Between the Stockton ACE Station
and the ACE Equipment
Maintenance Facility
San Joaquin County and San
Joaquin Valley; Sacramento,
Modesto, and San Francisco
Between Stockton and Niles
Junction
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ACE Capital

ACE Capital

N

SJRRC

SJRRC shared costs for the overall maintenance
of vehicles
Realignment of tracking
Restoration of abandoned Western Pacific Depot
building
Allow SJRCC to operate on separate tracks from
Union Pacific Railroad between maintenance
yard and the station siding.
Enhance/extend rail to benefit residents;
integrate ACE with the State intercity rail service;
extend ACE service
Acquisition of ACE Corridor between Stockton
and Niles Junction

FT
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ACE Capital

ile

SJRRC

ACE Capital

M

Purchase rail cars for ACE service expansion
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ACE Capital
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SJRRC

Intersection of the BNSF and UP
railroads.
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Caltrans Intercity Rail Passenger
Facility

Project Limits
San Joaquin County between
Escalon and Stockton

C

Caltrans
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Project Description
Construct double main track, panelized turnouts,
relocate/renew siding turnout, and realign
existing trackage.
In Stockton, Construct track connections and a
new intercity passenger rail facility

112-0000-0139

SJ07-6004
SJ07-6009

SJ07-6015

Facility Name/Route
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Table 6-6: 2018 Regional Transportation Plan Project List - Rail Corridor Improvements Category

SJRRC
SJ07-6022

SJRRC

Lathrop Transfer Station

SJRRC

Manteca Station Project - Platform

City of Manteca

SJRRC

Manteca Station Project - Parking

City of Manteca

SJRRC
SJRRC
SJRRC
SJRRC
Tri-Valley /
SJV
Tri-Valley /
SJV

Ripon Station Project - Platform
Ripon Station Project - Parking
2nd Main Ripon to Modesto
Rolling stock associated with SB 132
Feasibility Report analyzing transit
Altamont Pass Corridor
connectivity
Environmental document for transit
Altamont Pass Corridor
connectivity

City of Ripon
City of Ripon
Ripon to Modesto
Ripon to Lathrop
Between BART and ACE in TriValley
Between BART and ACE in TriValley

City of Lathrop
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City of Tracy
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Project Description
Lengthen platform at current Tracy Station to
allow for eight car train capacity
Lathrop Transfer Station- Between ACE and
Central Valley Service
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Tracy Station Platform Extension
project
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Table 6-6: 2018 Regional Transportation Plan Project List - Rail Corridor Improvements Category

$1,791,000

2022

$26,753,555

2022

$6,734,647

2022

$2,577,533
$6,778,813
$5,921,877
$5,753,593
$71,442,000

2022
2022
2022
2022
2026

$1,600,000

2019

$7,000,000

2021

$1,158,645,467

San Joaquin
County
San Joaquin
County
San Joaquin
County
San Joaquin
County
San Joaquin
County
San Joaquin
County

Stockton Metro Airport
Stockton Metro Airport
Stockton Metro Airport
Stockton Metro Airport
Stockton Metro Airport

San Joaquin
County

Stockton Metro Airport

San Joaquin
County

Stockton Metro Airport

San Joaquin
County
San Joaquin
County

Stockton Metro Airport
Stockton Metro Airport

San Joaquin
County

Stockton Metro Airport

San Joaquin
County

Stockton Metro Airport

San Joaquin
County

Stockton Metro Airport

San Joaquin
County

Stockton Metro Airport

San Joaquin
County
San Joaquin
County

Stockton Metro Airport
Stockton Metro Airport

Terminal Apron Extension
Widen Cargo Apron (includes
Environmental Assessment)
Airport Security System
Replacement
Taxiway B & Taxiway F
Realignment
Terminal Modernization and
Expansion - Phase 1
Runway 11L-29R & Runway 11R29L Rehabilitation (Crack & Slurry
Seal)
Pavement Reconstruction /
Rehabilitation - Various Taxiways Phase 1
Pavement Reconstruction /
Rehabilitation - Various Aprons Phase 1
Terminal Modernization and
Expansion - Phase 2
Pavement Reconstruction /
Rehabilitation - Various Taxiways Phase 2
Pavement Reconstruction /
Rehabilitation - Various Aprons Phase 2
Taxiway M & L Decommissioning &
Taxiway Nomenclature
Pavement Reconstruction /
Rehabilitation - Various Taxiways Phase 3
Pavement Reconstruction /
Rehabilitation - Various Aprons Phase 3
Taxiway B East (partial) & West
Reconstruction

ro
om
va
pl
l
et
io
n

Ye
ar
s

A
pp

C

EP
A
N

M

ta
l
To

ile
st
o

ne

D
el
iv
er
o

Stockton Metro Airport

Project Description
Extend Taxiway B to Runway 29R
end
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Table 6-7: 2018 Regional Transportation Plan Project List - Public Airport-Aviation Projects Category

$6,043,100

2018

$4,599,600

2018

$9,637,302

2019

$1,166,300

2019

$10,284,300

2020

$10,000,000

2021

$956,100

2021

$105,933

2021

$6,548,667

2021

$10,000,000

2022

$105,933

2022

$6,548,667

2022

$138,700

2022

$105,933

2023

$6,548,667

2023

$16,823,000

2025
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Tracy Municipal Airport
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SJ14-7024

FBO Office - Repair FBO Building
Land Acquisition Identified in
Airport Master Plan, Canal Ar
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Tracy Municipal Airport
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Tracy

Stockton Metro Airport

ta
l

SJ14-7023

Stockton Metro Airport

To

Build Permanent Public Restrooms

SJ14-7022
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Tracy Municipal Airport

SJ14-7019
SJ14-7020
SJ14-7021

Facility Name/Route
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Tracy

Pr

Stockton Metro Airport
Tracy Municipal Airport
Tracy Municipal Airport
Tracy Municipal Airport

Project Description
Runway 11R-29L Rehabilitation
(Crack & Slurry Seal)
Taxiway D Extension - Phase 1
Environmental & Design
Taxiway D Extension - Phase 2
Construction
Install Helicopter Pad
Aircraft Wash Facility
Perimeter Fencing (1,100LF)

San Joaquin
County
San Joaquin
County
San Joaquin
County
Tracy
Tracy
Tracy
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Table 6-7: 2018 Regional Transportation Plan Project List - Public Airport-Aviation Projects Category

$241,400

2026

$643,400

2027

$6,726,900
$126,000
$98,000
$44,000

2028
2018
2019
2019

$220,500

2020

$1,016,946

2020

$21,848,504

2020

$120,577,852

SJ14-8018

SJ07-3200

Lodi

212-0000-0446

SJ14-8019

SJ14-8021

Ripon

212-0000-0664

SJ07-3116

212-0000-0403

SJ07-3116

212-0000-0403

SJ07-3116

212-0000-0403

SJ14-9008

212-0000-0710

SJ14-9009

212-0000-0711

Stockton

SJ14-9010

212-0000-0712

Stockton

212-0000-0715

Stockton

13 various signalized intersections
throughout Lodi

$565,000

2017 2017 2020

Install crosswalks, LED in-pavement
crosswalk lights, speed feedback
Parkview Elementary Safe Routes to signs, signs and striping; construct
School
bulb-outs

Fulton Ave. between W. Shasta Ave.
and Cindy Dr.; Cindy Dr./ Calhoun
Ave.; W. Shasta Ave. between N.
Ripon Rd. and Fulton Ave.

$493,000

2013 2018 2019

$272,000

2017 2017 2019

Montauban Ave and Hammertown
Drive Roundabout and Bicycle Lane Install Class II Bicycle Lanes
Lincoln Street and Eighth Street
Roundabout and Bicycle Lane
Install Class II Bicycle Lanes

Bear Creek and Pixley Slough
Bicycle and Pedestrian Path

Install new bicycle facilities and
upgrade various existing bicycle
facilities.

On Montauban Avenue between
Hammertown Drive and Swain Rd
On Eighth Street between Lincoln
Street and S. El Dorado Street
On Bear Creek Bike Path between
Thornton Road and Lower
Sacramento Road, Pixley Slough
Bike Path between Bear Creek Bike
Path and Eight Mile Road, on
Thornton Road between Bear Creek
and Eight Mile Road, on Eight Mile
Road between Thornton Road and
Lower Sacramento Road, and on
Lower Sacramento Road between
Eight Mile Road and Bear Creek

$1,772,000
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Project Description
Install video detection of bicyclists
Citywide Bicycle Facilities Detection and green painted bicycle lanes at
Improvement Project
signalized intersections

C

Facility Name/Route

Install 3-position bike racks on 40'
and smaller buses, luggage bay bike
racks for 45' commuter buses,
interior bike locks on articulated
RTD's Bike and Bus Transportation buses, and bike storage racks with In Stockton at the Downtown Transit
SJRTD
Project
Center and on SJRTD's bus fleet
lids at Downtown Transit Center.
On Ardelle Avenue between the East
San Joaquin Elmwood School Access
Side Community Park and Bird
Improvements
Construct sidewalk, curb, and gutter Avenue
County
Install complete street improvements On Miner Avenue between Center
Stockton
Miner Avenue Complete Street
on Miner Avenue
Street and the UPRR
Install pedestrian crossings (with
enhanced safety features) including
high visibility crosswalks and flashing 9 intersections in the Weston Ranch
Stockton
Weston Ranch Pedestrian Crossings beacons
subdivision in southwest Stockton
Reduce travel lanes from four to
three to accommodate center twoway left turn lane and install Class II N. El Dorado Street between Morada
Stockton
North El Dorado Street Road Diet
Lane and W. Hammer Lane
bicycle lanes
Install a raised median with
pedestrian median fencing to prevent
jaywalksing and install new
sidewalks and ADA compliant curb N. El Dorado Street between Essex
Stockton
El Dorado Street Enhancements
ramps
Street and the Calaveras River Trail
Tam O'Shanter Drive and
Knickerbocker Drive Roundabout
On Tam O'Shanter Drive between
Stockton
and Bicycle Lane
Install Class II Bicycle Lanes
Hammer Lane and Knickbocker Drive

SJ14-8001

SJ14-8017
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Table 6-8: 2018 Regional Transportation Plan Project List - Active Transportation and Community Enhancement Projects Category

2017

2018

$15,746,000

2015 2017 2020

$1,034,700

2017 2018 2020

$530,550

2017 2018 2020

$664,830

2017 2018 2020

$39,890

2017 2018 2020

$72,260

2017 2018 2020

$93,320

2017 2018 2020

$1,727,110

2017 2019 2020

SJ14-8015

SJ14-8016

212-0000-0713

212-0000-0714

SJ14-8020
SJ14-8013

SJ07-8021

SJ14-8001

Stockton

Stockton

Various

Various

Miscellaneous regional community
enhancement projects

Tracy

Parallel to March Lane in the EBMUD
corridor between Brookside Road and
Hillsboro Way, on March Lane
between Hillsboro Way and West
Lane, and on West Lane between
March Lane and the EBMUD corridor

On the south side of Lowell Avenue
between Chester Dr and Tracy Blvd
City of Tracy

Various locations throughout San
Joaquin County

Specific streetscape and community
enhancement projects are subject to Various locations throughout San
Joaquin County
competitive project selection.

TOTAL

$3,868,738

2017 2019 2021

$2,620,929

2017 2019 2021

$328,000

2017 2017 2019

$1,472,000

2017 2017 2020

$178,057,879

$96,051,723

$305,409,929
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Closing Gaps to Schools

Construct curb, gutter, and sidewalk
to close sidewalk gaps along routes
to schools. Install or upgrade curb
ramps for ADA compliance. Upgrade
draingage, crosswalks, and school Various locations near schools
throughout Stockton
approach signage as needed

Lowell Avenue Sidewalk
Construction Project
Mt. Diablo/ Mt. Oso/ C St.
Improvements

Project Limits

os

March Lane/EBMUD Bicycle and
Pedestrian Path Connectivity
Improvements

Project Description
Reconstruct, widen, and improve
existing pathway to Class I Bicycle
and Pedestrian Path standards.
Install intersection and midblock
improvements, high visibility
crosswalks, striping, gap closures,
upgrade of ADA ramps, flashing
beacons, and wayfinding signage

C

Facility Name/Route

Construct 1,200 feet of sidewalk and
one ADA curb ramp
Mt. Diablo/ Mt. Oso/ C St.
Improvements
Specific projects are listed in the
2012 Regional Bicycle, Pedestrian,
Safe Routes to School Master Plan
Miscellaneous regional bicycle,
and local agency bike plans subject
pedestrian, and safe routes to school to updates and competitive project
facilities and programs
selection.

Tracy
212-0000-0661
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Table 6-8: 2018 Regional Transportation Plan Project List - Active Transportation and Community Enhancement Projects Category

SJ14-9001

SJ14-8018
SJ14-9002
SJ14-9003
SJ14-9004
SJ14-6006
SJ14-5033

Lathrop

Citywide Bicycle Facilities
Detection Improvement Project
Colony/Hoff Traffic Signal
Ripon
Project
San Joaquin SR 26 and Jack Tone Road
Roundabout
County
San Joaquin SR 4 and Jack Tone Road
Roundabout
County
Robert J. Cabral Station
SJRRC
Expansion
RTD Solar Power Project
(Phase I)
SJRTD
Lodi

Install traffic signal and interconnect four signals
Install video detection of bicyclists at and green painted bicycle
lanes at signalized intersections
Install traffic signal
Install roundabout
Install roundabout
Construct park and ride lot
Construct solar power facilities to charge battery electric buses

SJ14-5034

SJRTD

Hopper Bus Purchase

Purchase 4 ultra-low emission gasoline buses (Replacement)

SJ14-5035

SJRTD

Electirc Bus Purchase

Purchase 7 battery-electric 40' buses (Replacement)

SJ14-8019

SJRTD

RTD's Bike and Bus
Transportation Project

Install 3-position bike racks on 40' and smaller buses, luggage bay
bike racks for 45' commuter buses, interior bike locks on articulated
buses, and bike storage racks with lids at Downtown Transit Center.

SJ14-8001

Stockton

Miner Avenue Complete Street Install complete street improvements on Miner Avenue

Stockton

March Lane/EBMUD Bicycle
and Pedestrian Path
Connectivity Improvements

SJ14-8015

SJ14-8016

Stockton

SJ14-8017

Stockton

SJ14-9005

Stockton

SJ14-9006

Stockton

SJ14-9007

SJ14-9008

SJ14-9009

Closing Gaps to Schools

Reconstruct, widen, and improve existing pathway to Class I Bicycle
and Pedestrian Path standards. Install intersection and midblock
improvements, high visibility crosswalks, striping, gap closures,
upgrade of ADA ramps, flashing beacons, and wayfinding signage
Construct curb, gutter, and sidewalk to close sidewalk gaps along
routes to schools. Install or upgrade curb ramps for ADA
compliance. Upgrade draingage, crosswalks, and school approach
signage as needed

Bear Creek and Pixley Slough
Bicycle and Pedestrian Path
Real-time Traffic Flow
Monitoring

Install new bicycle facilities and upgrade various existing bicycle
facilities.
Implement real-time traffic flow monotiring using Bluetooth/Wifi
vehicle probe technology

See Active Transportation
and Community
Enhancement Project List
See Active Transportation
and Community
Enhancement Project List

See Active Transportation
and Community
Enhancement Project List
See Active Transportation
and Community
Enhancement Project List
See Active Transportation
and Community
Enhancement Project List
See Operations and
Maintenance Project List

Stockton

Pacific Avenue and March Lane
Intersection Modification
Install southbound right turn lane and retime traffic signal
Left-Turn Lanes Additions at
Various Intersections
Install left turn lanes

See Operations and
Maintenance Project List
See Operations and
Maintenance Project List

Stockton

Tam O'Shanter Drive and
Knickerbocker Drive
Roundabout and Bicycle Lane

Install roundabout and Class II Bicycle Lanes

See Operations and
Maintenance Project List

Stockton

Montauban Ave and
Hammertown Drive
Roundabout and Bicycle Lane

Install roundabout and Class II Bicycle Lanes

See Operations and
Maintenance Project List
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See Operations and
Maintenance Project List
See Active Transportation
and Community
Enhancement Project List
See Operations and
Maintenance Project List
See Operations and
Maintenance Project List
See Operations and
Maintenance Project List
See Rail Corridor
Improvements Project List
See Bus Transit
Improvements Project List
See Bus Transit
Improvements Project List
See Bus Transit
Improvements Project List
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Project Description
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Project Name
Golden Valley Parkway &
Lathrop Road Intersection
Improvements
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Table 6-9: 2018 Regional Transportation Plan Project List - Transportation Control Measure Category

Lincoln Street and Eighth Street
Roundabout and Bicycle Lane Install roundabout and Class II Bicycle Lanes

SJ14-9010

Stockton

SJ14-8020

Tracy

SJ11-CM26

Tracy

SJ11-CM18

Tracy

SJ07-9001

Various

Corral Hollow Road and
Valpico Road Traffic Signal
Corral Hollow Road Adaptive
Traffic Control
Ridesharing and Vanpool
Programs

SJ07-9002

Various

Park and Ride Lots

SJ07-9003

Various

Lowell Avenue Sidewalk
Construction Project

Construct 1,200 feet of sidewalk and one ADA curb ramp

Install traffic fignal
Install adaptive traffic control system
Trip Reduction Coordination, Guaranteed Ride Home, Vanpool
Enhancement, Match lists, TDM marketing, etc.

Various Locations
Signal System Improvements, Operational and Intersection
Traffic Flow Improvements and Improvements to Smooth Traffic Flow, Closed Circuit TV, Freeway
Service Patrols
Systems Managements

See Operations and
Maintenance Project List
See Active Transportation
and Community
Enhancement Project List
See Operations and
Maintenance Project List
See Operations and
Maintenance Project List
See Operations and
Maintenance Project List
See Operations and
Maintenance Project List
See Operations and
Maintenance Project List

$0

Ye
ar
s

M
ile
st
on
e

pl
et
io
n

Ye
ar
s
st
on
e
M

ile

To
ta
l

Project Description

Co
m

er
De
liv
o
Project Name

Co
st
t

M
PO
o
ID
In je
fo ct
rm
at
io
n
Ju
ris
di
ct
io
n
Pr

R
TP

ie
r
Id
en
tif

20
18

s

Table 6-9: 2018 Regional Transportation Plan Project List - Transportation Control Measure Category

212-0000-0313
212-0000-0314

Caltrans
Caltrans

Various locations
Various locations

SJ07-1021

212-0000-0315

Caltrans

Various locations

SJ07-1022

212-0000-0392

Caltrans

Various locations

SJ07-3002

212-0000-0272

Caltrans

Various locations

SJ07-3003

various

Caltrans

Various locations

SJ07-3004

212-0000-0307
212-0000-0353/
212-0000-0567

Caltrans

Various locations

Caltrans

Various locations

Caltrans

SR-120 TMS
Upgrade/Repairs

Caltrans

SR 120

Caltrans

Various routes Phase 1

Caltrans

Various routes Phase 2

Caltrans

Caltrans

SR 4 various locations
I- 5 various locations I 205 to
Mathews Rd
I-5 various locations from
Mathews to Dr. Martin Luther
King Jr. Blvd
I-5 various locations from Dr.
Martin Luther King Jr. Blvd to
Calaveras River
I-5 various locations from
Calaveras River to Eight Mile
Rd.
SR 99 various locations from
Hammer Lane to Armstong
Rd

Caltrans

SR 99 various locations from
Armstong to

Caltrans

Caltrans

Caltrans

Caltrans

Caltrans

SR 99 various locations

SJ11-3046

212-0000-0001

Escalon

Various Street Rehabilitation

SJ11-3047

212-0000-0001

Lathrop

SJ14-CM17 212-0000-0644

Lathrop

Caltrans Minor Program (Safety)
Upgrade existing communication
infrastructure between field elements
and District 10 TMC
Contingency Project: Install Ramp
Meters
Repair, update, and install ITS
elements, including installation of
MVPs, and filling in the gaps
Repair, update, and install ITS
elements, including installation of
MVPs, and filling in the gaps
Installing ramp meters

in
g

$194,525,465

various

various

2042

Various

$136,747,973

various

various

2042

Various

$116,490,513

various

various

2042

Various

$197,179,445

various

various

2042

Various

$3,750,000

various

various

2042

Various

$12,115,575

various

various

2042

On Route 5, 120, and 99 at various
locations in San Joaquin County
In San Joaquin County on State Route
120

$6,970,000

2022

$22,740,000

2023

$5,500,000

2024

In San Joaquin County on Various
Routes

In San Joaquin County on SR-99 from
Hammer Lane Road to Armstrong Road
In San Joaquin County on SR-99 from
Armstrong Road to River North of Turner
Road
In San Joaquin County on SR-99 from
River North of Turner Road to North of
Acampo Road

Install ramp meters and ITS elements
Rehabilitation of various streets and
roads
City streets, various locations
Rehabilitation of various streets and
Various Street Rehabilitation roads
City streets, various locations
Costs associated with the improvement
Louise Avenue and McKinley of the Louise Avenue and McKinley
Avenue Intersection
City of Lathrop
Avenue intersection including
Improvements
installation of left turn lanes and
modified traffic signal equipment.

$4,250,000

2025

$56,503,000

2024

$32,175,000

2026

$29,250,000

2027

$23,400,000

2030

$37,050,000

2030

$21,450,000

2029

$33,150,000

2030

$23,400,000

2031

$20,736,003

various

2042

$48,882,059

various

2042

2017

2020

$450,000
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In San Joaquin County on Various
Routes
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various
various

Install ramp meters and ITS elements

Install ramp meters and ITS elements

M
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st

various
various

In San Joaquin County on I-5 from
Calaveras River to Eight Mile Road

Install ramp meters and ITS elements

ta
l

$282,542,602
$92,928,777

Install ramp meters and ITS elements

Install ramp meters and ITS elements

To

Various
Various

SR-4 Ramp metering system Installation
In San Joaquin County on I-5 from I-205
to Mathew Road
In San Joaquin County on I-5 from
Mathew Road to Dr. Martin Luther King
Jr. Blvd
In San Joaquin County on I-5 from Dr.
Martin Luther King Jr. Blvd. to Calaveras
River

Install ramp meters and ITS elements
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SHOPP-Other (Emergency Response,
Mandates, Bridge Preservation,
Roadside Preservation Etc.)
Caltrans Highway Bridge Program
Lump Sum projects (Safety)
Caltrans Highway Bridge Program Line
Item projects (Safety)
Lump sum for Emergency Repair
Program (Safety)

Project Limits

C

Project Description
SHOPP - Collision Reduction Grouped
Projects
SHOPP - Mobility Grouped Projects
SHOPP Roadway Preservation
Grouped Projects
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Table 6-10: 2018 Regional Transportation Plan Project List - Operations and Maintenance Category

Golden Valley Parkway &
Lathrop Road Intersection
Improvements

SJ14-9001
SJ11-3048

212-0000-0699
212-0000-0001

Lathrop
Lodi

Various Street Rehabilitation

Lockeford Street
Improvements

SJ11-3190
SJ11-3049

212-0000-0552
212-0000-0001

Lodi
Manteca

Various Street Rehabilitation

Rough & Ready Island Rail
Port of Stockton Bridge
SJ14-9001

212-0000-0700

Ripon

Colony/Hoff Traffic Signal
River Road Sidewalk and
Intersection Improvements

SJ14-8004

212-0000-0658

Ripon
River Road Phase I

SJ11-3020

212-0000-0695

SJ11-3050

212-0000-0001

SJ11-3051

212-0000-0001

SJ14-9003

212-0000-0701

SJ14-9004

212-0000-0702

SJ07-3116

212-0000-0403

SJ07-3116

SJ07-3116

SJ11-3042

Ripon
Ripon

Various Street Rehabilitation

212-0000-0403

San Joaquin
County
San Joaquin
County
San Joaquin
County
San Joaquin
County
San Joaquin
County

Various Roadway
Rehabilitation
SR 26 and Jack Tone Road
Roundabout
SR 4 and Jack Tone Road
Roundabout
Byron Road and Grant Line
Road Roundabout
Duncan Road and Comstock
Road Roundabout

212-0000-0403

San Joaquin
County

Liberty Road and Dustin
Road Roundabout
Regional Surface
Transportation Program
(STP) Lump Sum Projects

212-0000-0001

SJCOG

SJ07-3116

212-0000-0403

Stockton

SJ07-3116

212-0000-0403

Stockton

SJ07-3116

212-0000-0403

Stockton

in
g

$450,000

Construct new rail bridge (double-track)
to replace existing deficient structure
City of Stockton
At intersection of Colony Rd/Hoff
Drive/SR 99 Ramps
Install traffic singal
In Ripon, install traffic signal and
crosswalks at River Road/Fulton
City of Ripon
Avenue intersection and install
sidewalk.
Widen River Road from 2 to 6 lanes
City of Ripon
between Fulton Avenue intersection
and North Ripon Road
Rehabilitation of various streets and
roads
City streets, various locations
Rehabilitation to include: driveways,
wheelchair ramps, median islands,
pedestrian improvements, and class II Rehabilitate roadway and surrounding
bicycle lanes.
streets
At intersection of Jack Tone Road and
Install roundabout
SR 26
At intersection of Jack Tone Road and
Install roundabout
SR 4
At intersection of Byron Road and Grant
Install roundabout
Line Road near Tracy
At intersection of Duncan Road and
Install roundabout
Comstock Road near Linden
At intersection of Liberty Road and
Dustin Road in northern San Joaquin
County
Install roundabout

San Joaquin County

Dr. Martin Luther King Jr. Blvd between
Convert signals from pedestal-mounted N. Eldorado Street and S. Aurora Street
Dr. Martin Luther King Jr. Blvd to mast arms and provide protected left- at intersections of S. San Joaquin Street,
California Street, and S. Grant Street
turns
Signal Modifications
Dr. Martin Luther King Jr. Blvd
Dr. Martin Luther King Jr. Blvd between
Median
Install raised median
Bieghle Alley and Mariposa Road
Upgrade existing guardrails with new
guardrails, transition rails, and end
treatments
16 locations throughout Stockton
Guardrail Upgrades

$179,583,369

$5,420,000
$147,861,870

various

2042

2017

2020

various

2042

2040

$660,000

2017

2018

2019

$550,000

2017

2018

2019

2017

2018

2019

$42,047,006

various

2042

$1,303,907,722

various

2042

$1,525,000

2017

2018

2020

$1,659,000

2017

2018

2020

$1,367,300

2017

2018

2020

$1,213,900

2017

2018

2020

$1,279,500

2017

2018

2020

$3,038,998

various

2042

$1,163,500

2017

2018

2020

$370,710

2017

2018

2020

$1,180,900

2017

2018

2020
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$932,000
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City of Lathrop

Rehabilitation of various streets and
roads
City streets, various locations
From the UPRR to Cherokee Lane.
Construct two left lane, parking on both
sides, Class II bikes lanes, install storm
drain system, curb gutter and
sidewalks, landscaping and street
lights. Upgrade existing lighted
City of Lodi
crosswalk. Install new signal at
Lockeford St. and Stockton St.
including installation of EVP, ADA
ramps, signage and striping. Modify
traffic signal and striping at Cherokee
Lane and Lockeford St. to
accommodate travel lanes.)
Rehabilitation of various streets and
roads
City streets, various locations

Various state highway and transit
capital projects

os
tt

Project Limits

C

Project Description
Replace all-way stop intersection at
Golden Valley Parkway with new traffic
signal with detection system, slurry
seal, install signage and striping, and
interconnect four signals on Lathrop
Road between Golden Valley Parkway
and Harlan Road. Install approximately
750 feet of sidewalk on south side of
Spartan Way west of Golden Valley
Parkway intersection
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Table 6-10: 2018 Regional Transportation Plan Project List - Operations and Maintenance Category

Stockton

Pacific Avenue Median

SJ14-9005

212-0000-0707

Stockton

Real-time Traffic Flow
Monitoring

Stockton

SJ14-9007

212-0000-0709

Stockton

Left-Turn Lanes Additions at
Various Intersections

SJ14-9008

212-0000-0710

Stockton

SJ14-9009

212-0000-0711

Stockton

Tam O'Shanter Drive and
Knickerbocker Drive
Roundabout and Bicycle
Lane
Montauban Ave and
Hammertown Drive
Roundabout and Bicycle
Lane
Lincoln Street and Eighth
Street Roundabout and
Bicycle Lane

SJ14-9010

212-0000-0712

Stockton

SJ11-3043

212-0000-0001

Stockton

SJ11-3044

212-0000-0001

Stockton

Regional Surface
Transportation Program
(STP) Lump Sum Projects
Regional Surface
Transportation Program
(STP) Lump Sum Projects

SJ11-3052

212-0000-0001

Stockton

Various Street Rehabilitation
March Lane Adaptive Traffic
Control

SJ11-CM16 212-0000-0589

Stockton
Miner Ave and Filbert St.
Signal

SJ11-CM21 212-0000-0601

Stockton
Swain Rd. and Montauban
Roundabout Installation

SJ11-CM24 212-0000-0604

Stockton
Thorton Rd at Hammer Ln.
and Lower Sac Left Turn
Lanes

SJ14-CM05 212-0000-0632

SJ14-CM08 212-0000-0635

SJ14-CM10 212-0000-0641

SJ14-CM15 212-0000-0642

Stockton

Stockton

Tam O'Shanter Drive and
Castle Oaks Drive
Roundabout

Stockton

Install left turn lanes

Install roundabout and Class II Bicycle
Lanes

Install roundabout and Class II Bicycle
Lanes

Install roundabout and Class II Bicycle
Lanes
Rehabilitation to include: driveways,
wheelchair ramps, median islands,
pedestrian improvements, and class II
bicycle lanes.

Operations and Maintence
Rehabilitation of various streets and
roads
Install adaptive traffic control system
along March Lane between Feather
River drive and Montauban Ave to
improve safety and traffic operations
Install new traffic signal at the Miner
Ave and Filbert St. intersection
including EVP, ADA ramps, signs and
striping
Construct roundabout at Swain Road
and Montauban Ave. including PTZ
cameras, ADA ramp, signs, striping,
and street lights
Add SBL on Thorton(at Hammer), add
WBL on Lower Sac(Thorton/Pacific).
Retime both signals, as well as
adjacent signal (Hammer/Lower Sac).
EVP at
Pacific/Lower Sac to be upgrade.
Install roundabout at intersection of
Tam OShanter Drive and Castle Oaks
Drive

in
g

2018

2020

Various intersections along arterials
throughout Stockton

$595,000

2017

2018

2019

$649,000

2017

2018

2019

$2,125,000

2017

2018

2019

$966,112

2017

2018

2019

$1,078,227

2017

2018

2019

$1,183,302

2017

2018

2019

$5,931,260

various

At intersection of Tam O'Shanter Drive
and Knickerbocker Drive, and on Tam
O'Shanter Drive between Knickerbocker
Drive and Hammer Lane
At intersection of Montauban Avenue
and Hammertown Drive and on
Montauban Avenue between
Hammertown Drive and Swain Road
At intersection of Lincoln Street and
Eighth Street, and on Eighth Stret
between Lincoln Street and El Dorado
Streeet

City streets, various locations

2042

City streets, various locations

$1,930,715

various

2042

City streets, various locations

$822,879,679

various

2042

$1,322,000

2018

2022

$686,000

2018

2022

$837,000

2018

2022

$918,000

2018

2022

$603,000

2018

2022

$2,099,000

2018

2022

$754,000

2018

2022

City of Stockton

City of Stockton

City of Stockton

City of Stockton

City of Stockton

BRT Phase V

West Lane Traffic
Responsiveness Signal
Control System

Install new traffic responsiveness signal
control system on West Lane between City of Stockton
Harding Way and Enterprise Street.
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$969,750

At intersection of Pacific Avenue and
March Lane
At intersections of March Lane and
Feather River Drive, West Lane and
Bianchi Road, and Airport Way and ArchAirport Road.
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Pacific Avenue between the Calaveras
River Trail and W. Hammer Lane

Project Limits

Costs associated with installation of
signal
prioritization equipment for BRT Phase
Stockton Metropolitan Area
5 operations on Weber Ave, Miner Ave,
Wison Way, Fremont St., Filbert St and
Main St.

Stockton
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212-0000-0708
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SJ14-9006

Pacific Avenue and March
Install southbound right turn lane and
Lane Intersection Modification retime traffic signal

N

212-0000-0403

FT

SJ07-3116

Project Description
Install raised median curb between the
existing median limits at various
locations
Implement real-time traffic flow
monotiring using Bluetooth/Wifi vehicle
probe technology
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Table 6-10: 2018 Regional Transportation Plan Project List - Operations and Maintenance Category

Stockton

SJ11-CM26

212-0000-0606

Tracy

SJ11-3053

212-0000-0001

Tracy

SJ11-CM18

212-0000-0616

Tracy

SJ11-CM17 212-0000-0597

SJ11-CM12 212-0000-0542

SJ07-9001
SJ07-9002

SJ07-9003

112-0000-0025

Tracy

Tracy

Various
Various

Various

Corral Hollow Road and
Valpico Road Traffic Signal

Various Street Rehabilitation
Corral Hollow Road Adaptive
Trafic Signal
Traffic Signal Coordination
Install adaptive traffic signal system on
11th Street Adaptive Traffic
11th St. between Corral Hollow Road to
Signal
Mac Arthur Dr.
Construct westbound left turn lane and
eastbound right turn lane and related
Eleventh St and MacArthur Dr signal modifications and UPRR railroad
Geometric Improvements
grade crossing modifications at the
intersection of Eleventh Street and
MacArthur Drive
Trip Reduction Coordination,
Guaranteed Ride Home, Vanpool
Ridesharing and Vanpool
Enhancement, Match lists, TDM
Programs
marketing, etc.
Park and Ride Lots
Various Locations
Signal System Improvements,
Operational and Intersection
Improvements to Smooth Traffic Flow,
Closed Circuit TV, Freeway Service
Traffic Flow Improvements
and Systems Managements Patrols

in
g

City streets, various locations
West Valley Mall to Schulte Road

2018

2022

$751,000

2011

2022

various

2042

$1,121,625

2011

2020

$909,000

2017

2020

$1,875,000

2017

2020

$18,000,000
$2,000,000

various
various

2042
2042

$5,000,000

various

2042

$228,998,217

City of Tracy

City of Tracy

San Joaquin County
San Joaquin County

San Joaquin County

$4,220,178,073
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$1,599,000
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Stockton Metropolitan Area

Corral Hollow Road and Valpico Road
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Intersection Signalization
Rehabilitation of various streets and
roads

Project Limits

C

Project Description
Costs associated with installation of
signal prioritization equipment for BRT
operations on Pacific Avenue and
Madison Street. Replace signalized
intersection at Miner Avenue and San
Joaquin Street with a roundabout
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Table 6-10: 2018 Regional Transportation Plan Project List - Operations and Maintenance Category

Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy

APPENDIX
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RTP REVENUE
ASSUMPTIONS
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2018 RTP REVENUE FORECAST ASSUMPTIONS
LOCAL REVENUES
Measure K Sales Tax Renewal Program: Description: Measure K Renewal was
approved by voters in 2006. Program will sunset in 2041. Data Source: Measure K
Renewal Ordinance and Expenditure Plan. Growth Rate: 4.5%. Assumption Base: Based
on updated Measure K Strategic Plan estimates. Revenue total: $2,054,292,383.
Local Transportation Fund (LTF): Description: LTF is a portion of the Transportation
Development Act (TDA) dollars derived from a ¼ cent general sales tax imposed statewide
for transportation purposes. LTF funds are deemed local as it is not subject to state
appropriation or apportionment. SJCOG administers the LTF funds. Data Source:
SJCOG. Growth Rate: 4.3%. Assumption Base: Based on a three-year historical average.
Revenue total: $1,267,897,073.
Private Railroad Contribution: Description: Contribution of Private Railroad companies
to Railroad Crossing Safety transportation projects. Data Source: SJCOG. Growth Rate:
None assumed. Assumption Base: Based on historical averages and private railroad
contributing 10% to specific Tier I Railroad Crossing Safety project expenditures in the
RTP. Revenue total: $25,744,376.
Transit Fares & Miscellaneous: Description: Consists of transit fares collected by transit
operators in the San Joaquin region. Data Source: Regional Transit Systems Plan, and
National Transit Database reporting. Growth Rate: 4.2%. Assumption Base: Ten-year
average of estimates provided in the Regional Transit Systems Plan. Revenue total:
$244,479,000.
Developer Fees/Local General Fund: Description: Funds associated with transportation
revenue received from the general fund, developer fee programs, traffic impact fees. Data
Source: Figures are calculated from self-reported information provided by the local
jurisdictions. Growth Rate: None assumed. Assumption Base: Based upon historical
figures and growth trends. Revenue total: $835,129,630.
Regional Transportation Impact Fee (RTIF): Description: The RTIF program imposes
a one-time fee on new residential and non-residential development in San Joaquin County.
The fee is imposed and collected by the cities of Escalon, Lathrop, Lodi, Manteca, Ripon,
Stockton, Tracy and the County of San Joaquin. The RTIF program is managed by SJCOG,
and was implemented in 2006. Data Source: SJCOG. Growth Rate: Initial fee increases
3% annually, and development unit projections based on historical growth trends at the start
of the fee program. Assumption Base: Based on historical patterns of growth at the start of
program. Revenue total: $364,794,120.
Altamont Commuter Express (ACE) Fare Revenue: Description: Funds received from
the passenger fares of the ACE train. Data Source: San Joaquin Regional Rail Commission.

Growth Rate: 2.0%. Assumption Base: Based on historical figures. Revenue total:
$288,272,698.
Alameda County/Santa Clara County Contribution for ACE: Description: Funds
received from Alameda and Santa Clara counties for capital projects to “equalize” the initial
capital investment made by the San Joaquin Regional Rail Commission. Data Source:
SJRRC. Growth Rate: 2%. Assumption Base: Based on historical figures. Revenue total:
$158,208,797.
FEDERAL REVENUES
Federal Transit Administration 5307: Description: Distributed annually to state
urbanized areas with a formula based on population, population density and transit revenue
miles of service. Program funds capital projects (and operations expenses in areas under
200,000 in population), preventative maintenance and planning activities. Data Source:
FTA. Growth Rate: 1.9%. Assumption Base: Ten-year average of estimates provided in
the Regional Transit Systems Plan. Revenue total: $605,233,396.
Federal Transit Administration 5309 New Starts Capital Investment Grants:
Description: Section 5309 New Starts Capital Investment Program provides capital funding
for new and replacement buses and facilities, modernization of existing rail systems, and new
fixed guideway systems. Data Source: FTA Growth Rate: Discretionary program.
Assumption Base: Future assumptions on grants for the San Joaquin Regional Transit
District based on past figures. Revenue total: $40,000,000.
Federal Transit Administration 5310: Description: Funds allocated by formula to states
for capital costs of providing services to the elderly and disabled. Data Source:
FTA/SJCOG. Competitive program. Growth Rate: 1.9%. Assumption Base: Ten-year
average of estimates provided in the Regional Transit Systems Plan. Revenue total:
$10,750,179.
Federal Transit Administration 5311: Description: Program provides capital and
operating expenses for rural and small urban public transportation systems. Data Source:
FTA. Growth Rate: 1.9%. Assumption Base: Ten-year average of estimates provided in
the Regional Transit Systems Plan. Revenue total: $12,687,448.
Federal Transit Administration 5337: Description: Program provides capital assistance
for replacement and rehabilitation projects of existing fixed guideway systems to maintain a
state of good repair. Data Source: FTA. Growth Rate: 1.9%. Assumption Base: Ten-year
average of estimates provided in the Regional Transit Systems Plan. Revenue total:
$123,502,472.
Federal Transit Administration 5339: Description: Formula grant program that provides
funding to replace, rehabilitate, and purchase buses and related equipment as well as
construct bus related facilities. Data Source: FTA. Growth Rate: 1.9%. Assumption Base:
Ten-year average of estimates provided in the Regional Transit Systems Plan. Revenue total:
$15,138,484.

Regional Surface Transportation Program (RSTP): Description: The STP program
provides flexible funding for projects on any Federal aide highway, bridges on public roads,
transit capital projects and intracity and intercity bus terminals and facilities on a formula
basis. Data Source: FTA. Growth Rate: 2.6%. Assumption Base: Based upon FHWA
and Caltrans’ annual estimate of apportionments. Revenue total: $325,259,036.
Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality Program (CMAQ): Description: Federal
program with goals to reduce traffic congestion and improve air quality in non-attainment
areas. Project examples include: signal coordination, ridesharing, bus service expansion.
Data Source: FHWA and Caltrans. Growth Rate: 2.6%. Assumption Base: Based upon
FHWA and Caltrans’ annual estimate of apportionments. Revenue total: $350,480,835.
Federal Aid to Airports: Description: Federal Aid to Airports revenue projections are
based on the average annual receipt. Data Source: Stockton Metropolitan Airport and Tracy
Municipal Airport. Growth Rate: none assumed. Assumption Base: Based on historical
annual receipt. Revenue total: $115,577,852.
Safety Program: Description: Funding received from Federal Safety programs including
the Highway Bridge Program (HBP), Emergency Relief, Section 130 Railroad Crossing
Safety, and Minor Construction program. Data Source: FHWA and Caltrans. Growth Rate:
2.6%. Assumption Base: Based upon FHWA and Caltrans’ annual estimate of
apportionments. Revenue total: $258,629,107.
Federal Demonstration/Earmarks: Description: Funding received from future federal
transportation funding bills. Data Source: FHWA. Growth Rate: Discretionary program.
Assumption Base: Based on the annual average of actual earmarks. Revenue total:
$121,250,000.
STATE REVENUES
State Transportation Improvement Program (STIP): Description: Overall, the STIP in
California represents a sum of the Regional Transportation Improvement Programs (RTIPs)
and Interregional Transportation Improvement Programs (ITIPs). The CTC programs an
available amount of STIP funds after a “take-down” of the State Highway Account (SHA)
for the SHOPP and other programs. The STIP funds are distributed 75 percent to RTIP
and 25 percent to ITIP. Data Source: Caltrans. Growth Rate: 1.5%. Assumption Base:
Based on six-year average of apportionments. Revenue total: $307,338,193.
Transportation Bond Formula Funds: Description: California Transportation Bond
package includes $19.9 billion for safety improvements and repairs to State highways,
upgrades to freeways to reduce congestion, repairs to local streets and roads, improvements
to the seismic safety of local bridges, expansion of public transit, reduction of air pollution,
and improvements to antiterrorism security at ports. Includes protection of any future
Proposition 42 transfers. Formula funding includes local streets and roads, STIP
augmentation and Public Transit. Data Source: Caltrans. Growth Rate: N/A. Assumption
Base: Based on formula distribution. Revenue total: $27,000,000.

Transportation Bond Discretionary Funds: Description: California Transportation
Bond package includes $19.9 billion for safety improvements and repairs to State highways,
upgrades to freeways to reduce congestion, repairs to local streets and roads, improvements
to the seismic safety of local bridges, expansion of public transit, reduction of air pollution,
and improvements to antiterrorism security at ports. Actual remaining project allocations
from the CMIA, TCIF, HRCSA and State Route 99 programs were included in the RTP.
Assumptions included for remaining funding programs. Data Source: SJCOG. Growth
Rate: N/A. Assumption Base: Discretionary Program. Revenue total: $6,000,000.
Senate Bill 1 / Gas Tax: Description: Gasoline excise tax subventions that were increased
in 2017. Fifty percent of funds will go to the state, and fifty percent of funds will go directly
to local jurisdictions. Two-thirds of all funds are for “fix it first” projects. Data Source:
California State Controller. Growth Rate: 2%. Assumption Base: Formula distribution
Revenue total: $2,604,283,269.
Senate Bill 1 Competitive Programs: Description: Gasoline excise tax subventions that
were increased in 2017. $750 million per year Statewide is available through the Local
Partnership Program, Solutions for Congested Corridors Program, and Trade Corridor
Enhancement Account. Data Source: California State Controller. Growth Rate: None
assumed. Assumption Base: Formula distribution Revenue total: $296,108,241.
Senate Bill 132: Description: $400 million is assigned to the San Joaquin Regional Rail
Commission for the purpose of extending the Altamont Corridor Express into Stanislaus
and Merced Counties. Data Source: California State Controller, San Joaquin Regional Rail
Commission. Growth Rate: None assumed. Assumption Base: Project cost estimates.
Revenue total: $53,869,100.
Active Transportation Program (ATP): Description: The ATP provides funding for
projects that create a benefit for pedestrian and bicycle travel. Data Source: California
Transportation Commission. Growth Rate: 2.0%. Assumption Base: Based
apportionments available through the first four program cycles. Revenue total: $66,217,612.
State Highway Operation and Protection Program (SHOPP): Description: Funds
state highway maintenance and operations projects. Data Source: Caltrans. Growth Rate:
2%. Assumption Base: Based on a six-year historical average of the SHOPP program.
Revenue total: $726,595,198.
Future State Discretionary Programs: Description: Discretionary program, revenue
estimate is based on the historical receipt of funds from state programs such as the Traffic
Congestion Relief Program (TCRP) and Proposition 1B Transportation Bond Program.
Recognizes potential for additional funds to be received from cost savings from current
programs within the Proposition 1B Transportation Bond Program Data Source: SJCOG.
Growth Rate: Discretionary program. Assumption Base: Historical average. Revenue
total: $260,000,000.
Low Carbon Transit Operations Program (LCTOP): Description: State program with
goals to improve air quality through public transit improvements. Data Source: Caltrans.

Growth Rate: None assumed, as funding levels have stagnated. Assumption Base:
Apportionments available through the first three years of the program. Revenue total:
$21,447,800.
State Transit Assistance (STA): Description: STA is a portion of the Transportation
Development Act (TDA) dollars derived from the statewide sales tax on diesel fuel and are
available only for transportation planning and mass transportation purposes. STA funds are
deemed state as they are subject to state appropriation. Data Source: SJCOG. Rate: 3.8%.
Assumption Base: United States Energy Information Administration estimates. Revenue
total: $226,487,119.
Alameda State Transit Assistance (STA) contribution: Description: Funds received
from Alameda County’s STA portion to the San Joaquin Regional Rail Commission. Data
Source: SJRRC. Growth Rate: $6,000 per year. Assumption Base: Based on $187,000
annual contribution. Revenue total: $6,568,491.
State Aid to Airports: Description: Funding from California Aid to Airports. Data
Source: Survey of San Joaquin County airports. Growth Rate: none assumed. Assumption
Base: Based on historical average of average receipt. Revenue total: $5,000,000.
Public Utilities Commission: Description: The Public Utilities Commission regulates
privately owned electric, telecommunications, natural gas, water and transportation
companies, in addition to household goods movers and rail safety. Funds received from the
Public Utilities Commission to contribute Railroad Crossing Safety projects. Data Source:
SJCOG. Growth Rate: N/A. Assumption Base: Based on 10% contribution to specific
Railroad Crossing Safety Projects and historical receipts. Revenue total: $25,000,000.

Long-Range Plan Revenue Table
REVENUE SOURCES

LOCAL

Local Transportation Fund (Transportation Development Act)

$1,267,897,073

Private Railroad Contribution

$25,744,376

Local Developer Fees/General Funds

$835,129,630

Bus Fares & Miscellaneous

$263,197,499

Altamont Corridor Express Fare Revenue

$288,272,698

Alameda/Santa Clara Contribution to ACE

Local Total
REGION
AL

2018-2042 TOTAL

Measure K Sales Tax Program
Regional Transportation Impact Fee

Regional Total
State Highway Operations and Protection Program (SHOPP)

$158,208,797
$2,838,450,072
$2,054,292,383
$364,794,120
$2,419,086,503
$726,595,198

State Transportation Improvement Program (STIP)
-- Regional RTIP and ITIP

STATE

Senate Bill 1 / Gas Tax

$307,338,193
$2,604,283,269

Senate Bill 1 - Competitive Programs

$296,108,241

Senate Bill 132

$53,869,100

Active Transportation Program

$66,217,612

State Transportation Bond
-- Formula Funds
-- Discretionary Funds

$27,000,000
$6,000,000

Future State Discretionary Programs

$260,000,000

Low Carbon Transit Operating Program (LCTOP)

$21,447,800

State Transit Assistance (STA)

$226,487,119

STA Contibution from Alameda County

$6,568,491

State Aid to Airports

$5,000,000

Public Utilties Commission

State Total

$25,000,000
$4,631,915,023

FEDERAL TRANSIT

Federal Transit Formula
Urbanized Area Formula Program (5307)

$403,154,813

Nonurbanized Area Formula Program (5311)

$12,687,448

Elderly & Persons with Disabilities Formula Program (5310)

$10,750,179

Section 5337 - State of Good Repair

$123,502,472

Section 5339 - Bus and Bus Facilities

$15,138,484

Other
Subtotal

$565,233,396

Federal Transit Non-Formula
New Starts Capital Investment Grants (5309)

$40,000,000

Other
Subtotal

$40,000,000

Federal Transit Total

$605,233,396

Long-Range Plan Revenue Table
REVENUE SOURCES

2018-2042 TOTAL

FEDERAL HIGHWAY

Federal Highway Non-Discretionary
Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality

$350,480,835

Surface Transportation Program (Regional)

$325,259,036

Safety Program Total
-- Highway Bridge Replacement and Rehabilitation Program
-- Highway Safety Improvement Program (MAP-21)
-- Rail/Highway Grade Crossing Protection (USC Section 130)

$258,629,107

-- Minor Construction Program
-- Emergency Relief
Federal Demonstration / Earmarks

$121,250,000

Federal Aid to Airports

$115,577,852

Federal Highway Total

$1,171,196,830

REVENUE TOTAL
SOURCES: See 2018 RTP Revenue Forecast Assumptions in Appendix

$11,665,881,824

Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy
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Exhibit H-1

2/2007
Board

STAFF REPORT
SUBJECT:

Local Project Delivery Policy

RECOMMENDED ACTION:

Motion to: (1) Adopt the 2007 Regional
Transportation Plan Project Delivery
Policies; (2) Approve the Programming
Milestones Calendar; and (3) Approve the
Implementation of the Project Delivery Pilot
Program

DISCUSSION:
Near the end of last year, SJCOG staff led a series of TAC discussions about establishing a
project delivery policy for our region. The main comments from the local jurisdictions were
related to minimizing additional workload on local jurisdiction staff and avoiding duplication of
effort between SJCOG and Caltrans. Since that time, SJCOG and Caltrans staff have worked
together to develop the concept further, and jointly recommend these Project Delivery Policies.
PDP-01 – Programming Milestones
PDP-01authorizes the development and implementation of SJCOG Board-approved
SJCOG Programming Procedures and Milestones Calendar and to assist local
jurisdictions identify and resolve State and federal programming issues before they
impact project schedules or funding.

In addition to this policy, SJCOG staff is proposing the attached SJCOG Programming
Procedures and Milestones Calendar for consideration.
PDP-02 – Project Delivery Pilot Program
PDP-02 authorizes SJCOG staff to develop and implement a Project Delivery Pilot
Program (Pilot Program) designed to assist local jurisdictions track the status of projects
from its inclusion into the Regional Transportation Plan Tier I category, to delivery.
The Pilot Program will consist of the development of a steering committee made up of
members of the Technical Advisory Committee, quarterly status reporting, and a project
tracking form. There will be an emphasis on minimizing any duplication of effort
between existing tools and/or procedures.

The Pilot Program will phase in the applicability of transit projects through SJCOG’s
Interagency Transit Committee (ITC) and the development of a transit-based project
tracking form.
The Pilot Program is authorized for a period of 4 years (the term of the 2007 RTP), and
will be re-evaluated annually to determine its effectiveness and utility. Based on the
annual evaluation, the Pilot Program may be discontinued, modified, or made permanent
by SJCOG Board action.
Caltrans District 10 and SJCOG are jointly recommending adoption of this pilot program, and
propose the following implementation structure:
Implementation of Pilot Program
While all regionally significant projects or federally funded projects in the region would
eventually be incorporated into this program, for the initial implementation, a staged approach is
recommended that incorporates only the projects from the following categories:
• Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality (CMAQ) projects
• Surface Transportation Program (STP) projects
• Highway Bridge Program (HBP) projects
• Proposition 1B projects (CMIA, Route 99, etc.)
• State Transportation Improvement Program (STIP) projects
Pilot Program Steering Committee
The Pilot Program Steering Committee will consist of a subcommittee of the Technical Advisory
Committee whose primary responsibility will be to ensure the completion of the quarterly project
updates. The Interagency Transit Committee (ITC) will serve the purpose of the Steering
Committee for transit projects. The Steering Committee will be the forum for discussing and
resolving any project-related issues that threaten the delivery schedule or funding of projects (i.e.
projects whose “red” status remains unresolved), as well as the forum for identifying processrelated issues (local, State, federal) that can be elevated to the appropriate levels for additional
discussion and resolution. In general, the steering committee will meet on an as needed basis,
with the exception of three quarterly 1-hour kick-off meetings upon implementation of the
program. The initial meetings may include presentations by Caltrans Environmental staff or
Headquarters regarding project delivery-related topics. In addition, supplemental meetings may
be needed at the outset of the program to work out more detailed procedural issues. Any
participating agency may request that the steering committee be convened.
The initial Steering Committee meetings would be held one hour prior to the TAC meetings in
May, August, and November 2007, with additional meetings if needed to work out any
procedural details.
Project Tracking Form
The attached Project Tracking Form provides information relevant to identifying major issues
relating project programming and delivery. While much of this information is available from

existing FHWA, Caltrans, or SJCOG forms, this format provides a concise overview of the
critical programming and delivery milestones necessary to identify emerging issues that would
have a negative impact on the project.
Once the initial project information is added, each agency (Caltrans, SJCOG, Local Jurisdiction)
will have responsibility for updating specific sections on a quarterly basis as indicated in the
Form.
The status bar at the top of the Form provides a quick summary of the project status. The color
codes are defined as:
• Green – Project is progressing smoothly
• Yellow – Project may need extra attention or will risk running into difficulty
• Red – Project is at risk of schedule delays or loss of funding due to programming or
delivery difficulties.
A project with a Yellow or Red status requires attention by the sponsoring agency, SJCOG staff,
and Caltrans, and must include the following:
• An initial discussion and agreement that clearly identifies the issue(s)
• Identification of clearly defined actions necessary to resolve the issue(s)
• Identification of the person(s) responsible for resolving each action point
• Identification of a specific timeframes to resolve each issue
• If necessary, set a meeting to provide an update on the action items
In the event that SJCOG, Caltrans, and the local agency cannot resolve an issue on a specific
project, any agency may request a meeting of the Steering Committee. The Steering Committee
will be presented with the circumstances surrounding the issue, and is authorized to provide
advice and recommendations towards its resolution. If convened, the Steering Committee will
meet 1 hour prior to the monthly TAC meeting.
Quarterly Status Reporting
Each project subject to the Pilot Program will be tracked through an Excel spreadsheet using the
attached Project Status Report format. The Report instruction page indicates which sections each
agency is responsible for updating. Updates may be provided to SJCOG staff in any written
form (fax, email, etc.). SJCOG staff will compile the updates from each agency and report a
summary of the updates as part of the TAC packet in February, May, August, and November.
SJCOG staff will also provide the detailed Reports for each project to the respective jurisdictions
electronically. It is anticipated that initially, each jurisdiction will have one Excel file containing
all the project reports applicable to that jurisdiction.

Prepared by: Douglas Ito, Senior Regional Planner
M:\STAFFRPT\2007\February\BOARD\Local Project Delivery Policy_Feb07_DI.doc

San Joaquin Council of Governments
Project Delivery Policy – 01

Adopted February 22, 2007

Programming Procedures and Milestones Calendar
The following procedures and milestones were developed based on SJCOG Project Delivery
Policy (PDP-01), Board approved on February 22, 2007.
PDP-01authorizes the development and implementation of SJCOG Board-approved
SJCOG Programming Procedures and Milestones Calendar and to assist local
jurisdictions identify and resolve State and federal programming issues before they
impact project schedules or funding.
This document includes deadlines and procedures to ensure that projects remain within
programming requirements, and that any issues are resolved prior to adverse impact on project
schedules or funding.
State Transportation Improvement Program (STIP)
July 1

Local Jurisdiction deadline for current Fiscal Year Allocation Plan information.
• 3 months prior to CTC meeting, project sponsors prepare allocation request.
• 2 months prior to CTC meeting, paperwork is due to CT Local Assistance.

January 1

Local Jurisdiction deadline to submit STIP Amendment requests to SJCOG for
STIP projects programmed in future fiscal years (if needed).

February 1

SJCOG deadline to submit STIP Amendment requests to Caltrans Local
Assistance for projects in future fiscal years.
• STIP Amendments would be noticed at the April CTC mtg and voted in May.

April 1

Local Jurisdiction and SJCOG deadline to submit Allocation or Extension
Requests to Caltrans for the June CTC meeting.
• This is the last opportunity in the fiscal year to request a project allocation or
extension.

Surface Transportation Program (STP) & Congestion Mitigation/Air Quality Program (CMAQ)
March 1

Local Jurisdiction deadline to complete and deliver funding obligation and/or
FTA Transfer Request packages to Caltrans Local Assistance. After this date, the
project loses its priority for that fiscal year OA, and the available OA is
distributed according to the OA Prioritization indicated below.

June 1

Unobligated projects lose their OA guarantee in the current fiscal year and are
considered for re-programming for future fiscal years.
• SJCOG staff assesses status of regional OA. Any unused OA is redirected to
a project that can obligate the funds by the end of the fiscal year.

San Joaquin Council of Governments
Project Delivery Policy – 01

Adopted February 22, 2007

Federal Transit Administration Grant Programs
January 1

Local Jurisdiction deadline to submit FTA Grant-related FTIP amendments for
projects seeking federal obligation by September 30th. If the Federal Register
identifying FTA Grant amounts is not published by this date, the deadline to
submit FTIP amendments will be set by SJCOG staff, and will be no greater than
30 days after the Federal Register is published.

Obligational Authority Prioritization
Due to limited OA, projects will receive OA in the following order of priority:
1. Local jurisdiction compliance with Disadvantaged Business Enterprises (DBE)
requirements
2. Projects programmed in the federally approved TIP
3. Projects listed in the Annual Obligation Plan
4. Projects that meet applicable Project Delivery Milestones
5. Projects requesting Advance Construction Authority/Pre-Award Authority conversions
(see below)
6. Projects requesting advances from future years if:
• The project qualifies under the Expedited Project Selection Procedures,
• The project has advance construction authorization or pre-award authority
• Surplus OA is available (see March 1st milestone deadline)
Advance Construction Authorization/Pre-award Authority (ACA/PA)
When there is limited regional OA to deliver projects in the Annual Obligation Plan, projects
may proceed under Advance Construction Authorization (ACA)/Pre-award Authority (PA)
requirements. Conversion requests for ACA/PA will receive priority for obligation against
available OA after March 1.

San Joaquin Council of Governments
Project Delivery Pilot Program (PDP-02) - Project Tracking Form
Last updated/verified:

Green
Project Identifiers
MPO ID
PPNO ID
Captial EA
CTIPS ID
Federal Project ID

Jurisdiction
Facility Name/Rte
Project Description
Project Limits
Agency Contacts (Name, Phone, Email)
Local Agency
SJCOG
Caltrans
Funding Sources (check)
RSTP
STIP RIP
CMAQ
STIP IIP

STIP TE
Measure K

HBP (HBRR)
Local

FTIP Information
FY
($1,000s)
FTIP (yr)
PE
R/W
CON
Measure K Information
MK ($1,000s) Coop? (Y/N) MK Category
PE
R/W
CON

Federal Demo Projects
Other ____________________

STIP Information
STIP (yr)
FY
PA&ED
PSE
R/W
CON
Allocation Status
Target Request
CTC vote
CON Contract deadline

STIP ($1,000s)

Project Phase Information
Environmental

Design

ROW

Construction

Cost Estimates by Phase
Date of Cost Estimate

Costs
Verified?
(check)

Status of Environmental
CEQA
NEPA
Type
Complete? (y/n)
Draft
Final

Status of Construction
E-76 Dates
Estimated Approval
Local to Caltrans
Caltrans to FHWA
FHWA approval

Project Authorization Tracking (E-76)
Federal
Funds
($1,000s)
E-76 Date
PE
R/W
CON
Notes/Pending Action Items:

Related Tracking Reports:
CT STIP Quarterly Report
CT Progress Project Information

State
Funds

Local
Funds

($1,000s)

($1,000s)

CT XPM
CT PMCS

Initial Project Information (SJCOG and CT)
Local Jurisdiction's Updates
SJCOG Updates
Caltrans Updates

Last Billing Inactive
Date
List? (y/n)

Reversion
Date
(Lapse)

MK Strategic Plan
Other_____________________________

Exhibit H-2

January 2011
SJCOG Board

STAFF REPORT
SUBJECT:

Update of Federal Aid and STIP Project
Delivery Guidelines

RECOMMENDED ACTION:

Motion to Adopt the Revised Federal Aid
and STIP Project Delivery Guidelines

DISCUSSION:
In February 2007 the SJCOG Board adopted local project delivery policies for federal aid and
State Transportation Improvement Program (STIP) funded projects including the establishment
of programming procedures, project delivery milestones, and a Local Project Delivery
Subcommittee. The purpose of these policies has been to ensure the appropriate management
and use of state and federal funds that are made available to the SJCOG region and that are
subject to loss if not used according to defined state and federal policies. The SJCOG Board
adopted the local project delivery policies for a term of four years consistent with the 2007
Regional Transportation Plan.
In recognition of the need for the SJCOG Board to re-adopt local project delivery policies prior
to February 2011, SJCOG staff has worked with the Local Project Delivery Subcommittee over
the months of September, October, and November. This included a review of both existing
project delivery policies and relative recent experiences in the federal aid/STIP project delivery
process with the Caltrans and FHWA. SJCOG staff has used this effort as an opportunity to
reassess the current policies and future project programming to better promote the delivery of
federal-aid projects. Additionally, SJCOG staff is reclassifying these policies as guidelines with
recognition of the need for some flexibility to address unforeseen circumstances in project
delivery. The recommended revised federal aid and STIP project delivery programming
procedures and milestones calendar is presented in Attachment 1. As identified in the
attachment, separate procedures and milestones have been established for roadway and transit
projects. SJCOG staff is also stressing the importance and expectation of each local agency’s
participation in this effort through the Local Project Delivery Subcommittee.

PRIOR COMMITTEE ACTION
The Technical Advisory Committee unanimously approved the revised federal aid and STIP
project delivery guidelines at their January meeting upon support from the Local Project
Delivery Subcommittee.

RECOMMENDATION
SJCOG staff recommends that the SJCOG Board adopt the revised federal aid and STIP project
delivery guidelines.

ATTACHMENTS
1) January 2011 Revised Programming Procedures and Milestones Calendar

Prepared By: Wil Ridder, Senior Regional Planner
M:\STAFFRPT\2011\January\Board\Update of Federal and STIP Project Delivery Guidelines.doc

ATTACHMENT 1
Programming Procedures and Milestones Calendar
January 2011

State Transportation Improvement Program (STIP)
July 1

Local Jurisdiction deadline for current Fiscal Year Allocation Plan information.
 3 months prior to CTC meeting, project sponsors prepare allocation request.
 2 months prior to CTC meeting, paperwork is due to CT Local Assistance.

January 1

Local Jurisdiction deadline to submit STIP Amendment requests to SJCOG for
STIP projects programmed in future fiscal years (if needed).

February 1

SJCOG deadline to submit STIP Amendment requests to Caltrans Local
Assistance for projects in future fiscal years.
 STIP Amendments would be noticed at the April CTC mtg and voted in May.

April 1

Local Jurisdiction and SJCOG deadline to submit Allocation or Extension
Requests to Caltrans for the June CTC meeting.
 This is the last opportunity in the fiscal year to request a project allocation or
extension.

Surface Transportation Program (STP) & Congestion Mitigation/Air Quality Program (CMAQ:
Roadway
October

Local Jurisdiction one-on-one project review with Caltrans Local Assistance to
assess project status and/or development requirements.

November 1

Local Jurisdiction deadline to complete and deliver funding requests for
authorization packages for preliminary engineering (PE) to Caltrans Local
Assistance. After this date, the project loses its priority for that fiscal year OA,
and the available PE obligational authority (OA) is distributed according to the
OA Prioritization indicated below.

November

SJCOG will process a FTIP amendment to modify construction projects per the
project review with Caltrans Local Assistance or reprogram PE projects according
to the OA Prioritization indicated below.

March 1

Local Jurisdiction deadline to complete and deliver funding requests for
authorization (RFA) and/or FTA Transfer Request packages for construction to
Caltrans Local Assistance. After this date, the project loses its priority for that
fiscal year OA, and the available construction OA is distributed according to the
OA Prioritization indicated below.

March

SJCOG will process a FTIP amendment to reprogram construction projects as
necessary according to the OA Prioritization indicated below.

June 1

Unobligated projects lose their OA guarantee in the current fiscal year and are
considered for re-programming for future fiscal years.
 SJCOG staff assesses status of regional OA. Any unused OA is redirected to
a project that can obligate the funds by the end of the fiscal year.

Surface Transportation Program (STP) & Congestion Mitigation/Air Quality Program (CMAQ):
Transit
March/
Publication
of Federal
Register

SJCOG will process an FTIP amendment to reconcile FTA’s Annual
Appropriations and Apportionments Federal Register publication with projects
programmed in the applicable fiscal year by March or after the
publication of the federal register by FTA, whichever is later.

April 1

Local Transit Operators deadline to submit request(s) for transfer of funds to
Caltrans Local Assistance April 1 or one month after publication of federal
register by FTA, whichever is later.

May 1

Local Transit Operators deadline to submit request for concurrence letter(s) to
SJCOG May 1 or one week after FTIP amendment approval whichever is later.
SJCOG staff will alert each local transit operator upon approval of any applicable
FTIP amendment.

June 1

Deadline to submit grant applications in FTA TEAM system

*Please note: all transit deadlines are subject to the timing of the publication of the annual
Appropriations and Apportionments Federal Register by FTA
Federal Transit Administration Grant Programs
Local Jurisdiction deadline to submit FTA Grant-related FTIP amendments for projects seeking
federal obligation by September 30th. The deadline to submit FTIP amendments will be set by
SJCOG staff, and will be no greater than 30 days after the Federal Register is published.

Obligational Authority (OA) Prioritization
Due to limited OA, projects will receive OA in the following order of priority:
1. Local jurisdiction compliance with Disadvantaged Business Enterprises (DBE)
requirements
2. Projects programmed in the federally approved TIP
3. Projects listed in the Annual Obligation Plan
4. Projects that meet applicable Project Delivery Milestones

5. Projects requesting Advance Construction Authority/Pre-Award Authority conversions
(see below)
6. Projects requesting advances from future years if:
 The project qualifies under the Expedited Project Selection Procedures,
 The project has advance construction authorization or pre-award authority
 Surplus OA is available (see March 1st milestone deadline)

Advance Construction Authorization/Pre-award Authority (ACA/PA)
When there is limited regional OA to deliver projects in the Annual Obligation Plan, projects
may proceed under Advance Construction Authorization (ACA)/Pre-award Authority (PA)
requirements. Conversion requests for ACA/PA will receive priority for obligation against
available OA after March 1.
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Exhibit I-1

San Joaquin Council of Governments
SHORT FORM
PRELIMINARY PROJECT
COST ESTIMATE TEMPLATE

Lead Agency:
MPO ID:
RTP Tier:
Contact Name:
Contact Number:

Project Name:
Project Description:
Limits:

Proposed Improvement:
(Scope)

SUMMARY OF PROJECT COST ESTIMATE
PRELIMINARY ENGINEERING ( 3% of Construction)

3%

$0

PROJECT APPROVAL & ENVIRONMENTAL STUDIES (4% of Construction)

4%

$0

DESIGN PHASE (PS &E) (12% of Construction)

12%

$0

CONSTRUCTION COSTS

$0

CONSTRUCTION SUPPORT AND ADMINISTRATION (10%CM + 2% Admin)
ENGINEERING AND CONSTRUCTION COSTS IN

2013

12%

$0
$0

DOLLARS

year

MIDPOINT OF CONSTRUCTION

2016

ESCALATION RATE PER ANNUM

3%

year

E and C COSTS ESCALATED TO MIDPOINT OF CONSTRUCTION

$0

RIGHT OF WAY

$0

Anticipated Date of Acquisition:

1/0/00

RIGHT OF WAY SUPPORT

$0

FINANCING COSTS
UNALLOCATED CONTINGENCY (10% of costs)

0%

$0

TOTAL ESCALATED PROJECT COSTS

$0

All costs are escalated to midpoint of construction with the exception of ROW, which is escalated to point of acquisition
in "ROW Items" Tab, and "Financing Costs", which is provided by Financial Consultant

Reviewed by

Approved by
SJCOG

SJCOG 2018 RTP Cost Estimation Template

Name

(Phone)

(Date)

Name

(Phone)

(Date)

Page 1 of 7

San Joaquin Council of Governments
Lead Agency:
MPO ID:
RTP Tier:
Contact Name:
Contact Number:

ROADWAY
Description of
Roadway
Section
Attach reference sketch in Sketches and Pictures tab

Roadway Length
(in miles)

Number of
Lanes

Cost per Lane
Mile
$100,000

ROADWAY ITEMS

$0

MINOR ITEMS (10% of Roadway Items)

10%

$0

SUPPLEMENTAL WORK (10% of Roadway Items plus Minor Items

10%

$0

MOBILIZATION (10% of Roadway, Supplemental and Minor Items

10%

$0

Subtotal

CONTINGENCY**

$0

25%

$0

GRAND TOTAL ROADWAY

$0

** Always use at least 45% contingency when Short Form is used

Estimate
Prepared By:
Name

(Phone)

(Date)

Name

(Phone)

(Date)

Estimate
Checked By:

SJCOG 2018 RTP Cost Estimation Template
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Lead Agency:
MPO ID:
RTP Tier:
Contact Name:
Contact Number:
BRIDGES AND RAILROAD ITEMS
BRIDGES
Structure 1

Structure 2

Structure 3

Construction cost:

$0

$0

$0

Mobilization @ 10%

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

Bridge Name
Structure Type
Width (out to out) - in feet
Span Length in feet
Total Area - in square feet
Footing Type (pile/spread)
Cost per square foot

Contingency:

35%

Total Cost Per Structure

SUBTOTAL BRIDGE ITEMS

$0

RAILROAD RELATED COSTS
Item

Description

Cost

1
2
3
4
5
Construction cost:
Contingency:

$0

35%

$0
SUBTOTAL RAILROAD ITEMS

$0

TOTAL BRIDGES AND RAILROAD ITEMS

$0

COMMENTS:

Estimate Prepared By:
(Print Name)

SJCOG 2018 RTP Cost Estimation Template
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(Phone)

(Date)

BUS SHELTERS AND STATIONS
Description*
Three bus shelters, 20 ft long, with architectural roof and wind screens
* Attach reference sketch showing typical layout plan and elevation of shelter or station
Quantity

Unit of
Measure

Unit Price

Cost

Sitework

$0

Superstructure
Architectural Finishes
Signage
Fire protection
Utilities
Water
Sewer
Electrical
Communications
Station Furniture
Landscaping
Security

SQ. FT.
LS
LS
LS

Number of Stations

$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
Total Per Station

$0

Total all Stations

$0

Contingency

35%

$0

GRAND TOTAL STATIONS

BICYCLE PATHS
Path Description*

$0

20 miles of two-way blacktop bicycle path, with painted median, five
rest stops and vista points

* Attach reference sketch showing typical pavement structural section elements of the path
Path
Length in
miles

Cost per mile
$ 1,500,000

Total path
Contingency

$0
25%

$0

When adressing cost per path mile make sure to consider rolling surface, drainage, footbridges
striping, signage barriers, furniture, landscaping, and security

TOTAL BICYCLE PATH

$0

Estimate Prepared By:
(Print Name)

OG 2018 RTP Cost Estimation Template
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(Phone)

(Date)

Lead Agency:
MPO ID:
RTP Tier:
Contact Name:
Contact Number:
RIGHT OF WAY ITEMS
Enter All Parcel Data on ROW Worksheet

Current Values
(Future Use)
ROW Acquisition, including excess lands,
damages to remainders, and good will

$0

Escalation
Rate (%/yr)

3.50%

Escalated
Value

$0

TOTAL RIGHT OF WAY

$0

Utility Relocation (Agency Share)

3.00%

$0

Relocation Assistance

3.00%

$0

Clearance / Demolition

3.00%

$0

2.00%

$0

Temporary Easement

3.00%

$0

Condemnation Costs

3.00%

$0

ROW Services - Title and Escrow Fees

$0

$0

TOTAL RIGHT OF WAY SUPPORT
TOTAL RIGHT OF WAY ITEMS
Date of Valuation

$0

1/0/00

Anticipated Date of Right of Way Certification
(Date to which Values are Escalated)

Delta Dates (yrs)

0.00

Construction Contract Work
Brief Description of Work

(Costs Included in Roadway and/or Structures Items of Work as Appropriate)

Estimate Prepared By:
(Print Name)

SJCOG 2018 RTP Cost Estimation Template
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(Phone)

(Date)

INVENTORY OF ALL POTENTIAL ROW TAKES

DATE OF MOST RECENT UPDATE:

In Order, from South to North or West to East
Right-of-Way estimates should consider the probable highest and best use and type and intent of improvements at the time of acquisition.
Acquisition costs should include excess lands, damages to remainders, and good will. Enter current values.
INCLUDE PARCELS REQUIRED FOR BICYCLE PATHS, STATIONS, BUS SHELTERS, ETC.

Parcel ID

Address

Zoning

Total Parcels Affected

Improvements

Use

0

Size

Percent Relocation Demolition
take
needed
required

Assessor's
parcel
number

Estimated
value

Total Value of all Takes

$0

Prepared By:
(Print Name)

SJCOG 2018 RTP Cost Estimation Template

(Phone)
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(Date)

Source of
estimate

Date of
estimate

Comments

SKETCHES AND PICTURES
Use this sheet for importing drawings and sketches that help define items of work and pictures of
ROW items

SJCOG 2018 RTP Cost Estimation Template
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SAN JOAQUIN COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS

PUBLIC PARTICIPATION PLAN
A D OPTED DE CE MBER 15, 2016
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SJCOG fully complies with Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 and related statutes that prohibit
discrimination on the grounds of race, color, national origin, sex, age or disability in its hiring or
employment activities and in its admission to or operations of its programs, services, or activities.
SJCOG provides services or accommodations upon request to persons with disabilities and people who
need an interpreter at public meetings. All SJCOG meetings are wheelchair accessible. For all inquiries on
Title VI and/or American Disabilities Act, contact Rebecca Calija at 209-235-0600 or calija@sjcog.org.

CONTACT US
San Joaquin Council of Governments
555 E. Weber Avenue
Stockton, CA 95202
(209) 235-0600
(209) 235-0438 fax
www.sjcog.org

FORWARD
Set in the heart of California, the San Joaquin region connects the San Francisco Bay Area and Sacramento
to the Central Valley and the Sierra Mountains. Because of its strategic location, San Joaquin County is
one of the fastest growing counties in California. The people who live, work, and play here have varying
transportation needs and priorities, and their voices must be heard if we are to develop planning policies
that truly meet the needs of the region.
Among its many roles, the San Joaquin Council of Governments serves as the Metropolitan Planning
Organization (MPO), Regional Transportation Planning Agency (RTPA), and Local Transportation Sales
Tax Authority for San Joaquin County. Public participation is essential to the integrated approach to
regional transportation, land use, and environmental planning led by the agency. We are committed to
conducting robust public outreach and engagement.
The Public Participation Plan will ensure that SJCOG effectively seeks early and ongoing input from people
and organizations throughout the region to address the ever evolving transportation needs of the San
Joaquin region now and for generations to come.
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I. INTRODUCTION

The San Joaquin Council of
Governments (SJCOG) recognizes that
the opportunity to actively participate
and provide input in the regional
planning process is essential for the
development of regional plans that truly
enhance the overall quality of life in the
San Joaquin region.
To that end, this Public Participation Plan (PPP)
is intended to provide guidance for the public
outreach process with the goal of reaching as many
people as possible, whether they live, work or play
in the region or are affiliated with a partnering
agency or local jurisdiction who engage in the
regional transportation planning process.
Good public participation rests on several basic
premises--that there is open and timely sharing
of information about choices before decisions are
made, that the information is complete and clear,
and that the agencies and the public are able to
openly and honestly discuss the issues.
The preparagion and implementation of this plan
will ensure that SJCOG continues to improve on
the way we provide information and to ensure that
we provide a venue for the public to openly discuss
transportation related issues.

SJCOG PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT
PROCEDURES ARE BUILT ON THE
FOLLOWING PRINCIPLES:

1

Public participation is a dynamic activity
that requires teamwork and commitment at
all levels of the organization.

2

One size does not fit all-- input from
diverse perspectives enhances the process.
Effective public participation strategies
must be tailored to fit the audience and the
issue.

3

Effective public outreach and involvement
requires relationship building -- with
local governments, with stakeholders and
advisory groups, and with all members of
the public.

4

Engaging interested persons in countywide
transportation issues is challenging, yet
possible, by making it relevant, removing
barriers to participation, and saying it
simply.

5

An open and transparent public
participation process empowers lowincome communities and communities of
color to participate in decision making that
affects them.

1
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WHAT IS SJCOG?
Created in 1968, SJCOG is a joint-powers authority
comprised of the County of San Joaquin and the
cities of Stockton, Lodi, Manteca, Tracy, Ripon,
Escalon, and Lathrop. The role of SJCOG is to
foster intergovernmental coordination, both within
San Joaquin County, as well as with neighboring
jurisdictions, the other regional agencies for the San
Joaquin Valley, the State of California and various
Federal agencies. The specific roles of the Council of
Governments are described in this section.

A fifteen-member Board comprised of twelve
locally elected officials and three ex-officio members
directs the Council of Governments. The Board has
three members of the San Joaquin County Board
of Supervisors, three members of the Stockton City
Council and one member from each of the County’s
six other cities. The ex-officio members are a Port
of Stockton Commissioner, a San Joaquin Regional
Transit District Board member, and the Caltrans
District 10 Director. Under the direction of the
Executive Director, a professional staff carries out
the activities of the Council of Governments.

MAP OF SAN JOAQUIN COUNTY
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The mission of SJCOG is to partner with local governments, the private
sector, and community groups as the forum, facilitator, and administrator
of regional programs, and to advocate for regional and inter-regional issues
in the development of a comprehensive strategy to achieve resolutions.

SJCOG CORE FUNCTIONS
1

2

3

4

ESTABLISH A SETTING

DEVELOP & MAINTAIN
REGIONAL
TRANSPORTATION
PLAN

DEVELOP & MAINTAIN
TRANSPORTATION
IMPROVEMENT
PROGRAM

INVOLVE THE PUBLIC

Provides a fair and
impartial setting for
regional decision
making regarding
transportation
planning.

Develops and updates
a multimodal RTP
for the Metropolitan
Planning Area,
covering a planning
horizon of at least
twenty (20) years.

Develops a program
based on the RTP that
is designed to serve
the area’s goals in a
fiscally constrained
manner.

Involves the general
public and all
significantly affected
groups in activities
and services.
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SPECIFIC ROLES OF SJCOG
Since 1969, the Council of Governments has filled
a variety of niches for its member jurisdictions. A
short description of each of these roles is contained
below.

A

METROPOLITAN PLANNING
ORGANIZATION (MPO)
SJCOG is the Metropolitan Planning
Organization for the San Joaquin region.
The MPO is a federal designation
identifying the SJCOG as the agency
responsible for carrying out federal
guidelines, regulations, and statutes for
planning and coordination. SJCOG’s
region is designated as a Transportation
Management Area and SJCOG is
carrying out state and federal Congestion
Management functions.

B

REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION PLANNING
AGENCY (RTPA)
In 1973, SJCOG was recognized by the
state as the Regional Transportation
Planning Agency for San Joaquin County.
Initially the designation related solely
to the administration and allocation of
Transportation Development Act funds for
public transit and possible road and street
projects. However, over time the RTPA
designation has expanded such that SJCOG
is the agency responsible for adopting
a Regional Transportation Plan and a
Regional Transportation Improvement
Program that programs state and federal
funds within the region’s boundaries. In
addition, the designation gives SJCOG
planning and coordination responsibilities
over most federal and state funding
programs for transportation administration
by the State of California.
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C

ADDITIONAL ROLES OF SJCOG
ROLES

AIRPORTS

CENSUS DATA AND STATISTICS

COLLABORATIVE DECISIONMAKING

COMMUTE CONNECTION

FREEWAY SERVICE PATROL

FUNDING

HABITAT

MEASURE K

REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION

DESCRIPTION
State law requires all counties with public use airports to establish
an Airport Land Use Commission. SJCOG serves the region as
the Airport Land Use Commission to assure that surrounding
land uses are compatible with airports, based on the Federal
Aviation Administration’s recommended height, noise and safety
rules.
SJCOG serves as the Census Data Center for San Joaquin
County. The agency receives, compiles, and dispenses the latest
information on population, employment, business, and income
characteristics.
SJCOG brings together the community through forums, retreats
legislative trips, and public meetings to tackle priority issues for
the region.
To help commuters make the transition from driving alone to
a convenient ride-share option, the SJCOG operates Commute
Connection. The program offers commuter matching and
employer outreach services and promotes carpooling, bicycling,
van-pooling and public transit.
Operated by SJCOG with Caltrans and the California Highway
Patrol, the program offers free motorist assistance on Interstate
205. SJCOG currently is providing FSP during the construction
of highway projects on Interstate 5 and Highway 99. Tow trucks
patrol these routes, assisting disabled vehicles in order to reduce
congestion and increase traffic safety.
Working closely with its member agencies, SJCOG makes funding
decisions to design and build transportation projects throughout
the region.
This is a plan to protect, preserve, and promote the region.
SJCOG oversees the habitat and open space conservation plan for
San Joaquin County. SJCOG brings together interested parties to
examine issues related to development, agriculture, public plans
and endangered species.
SJCOG administers local transportation sales tax program, better
known as Measure K. San Joaquin voters approved the 1/2 cent
sales tax to finance a specific list of transportation improvement
projects/programs which cover a wide range of maintenance,
roadway improvement, bicycle/pedestrian, and transit needs.
Regional transportation planning is a major function of SJCOG.
As a state-designated Regional Transportation Planning Agency
and the federally-designated Metropolitan Planning Agency,
SJCOG prepares regional plans, programs, applications, and
studies.
5
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SJCOG MAJOR ACTIVITIES
SJCOG is responsible for three major transportation planning programs, the Regional Transportation
Plan (RTP), the Transportation Improvement Program (TIP), and the Overall Work Program (OWP).
SJCOG is also responsible for the creation of the Public Participation Plan (PPP) and conducting special
transportation studies on as needed basis.
REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION PLAN

RTP

The RTP is a fiscally constrained document that guides the decision-making
process for the selection and implementation of transportation projects in the
San Joaquin Metropolitan Planning Area. It outlines the policies, long-range and
short-range actions that support an integrated and intermodal transportation
system for the effective and efficient movement of people and goods. The RTP’s
planning horizon is at least 20 years. The document is reviewed and updated every
four years. (23 CFR 450.322)
FEDERAL TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM

FTIP

The FTIP is a document that lists each transportation project planned in the
Metropolitan Planning Area within a four-year time frame. All FTIP projects
stem from the RTP. The FTIP’s primary purpose is to serve as the financial
programming document for SJCOG. The FTIP has funding committed for the
projects scheduled in the first two (2) years and is fiscally constrained. Projects
may include transit, highway, local roadway, bicycle and pedestrian investments.
(23 CFR 450.324)
OVERALL WORK PROGRAM

OWP

The OWP identifies proposed transportation planning activities for the upcoming
fiscal year. The OWP also includes work elements that address state and federal
planning requirements and address and resolve local transportation planning
issues. The OWP is updated annually. (23 CFR 450.308)

PUBLIC PARTICIPATION PLAN

PPP

6

SJCOG continuously seeks to create opportunities for public to participate in
planning, reviewing, and implementing its transportation projects and programs.
To draw attention to this effort, SJCOG outlines its plan of action in the PPP,
which is updated on an as needed basis. (23 CFR 450.316)
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SJCOG ORGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURE
The San Joaquin Council of Governments is truly a coordinating agency and has developed a review process
that is inclusive and comprehensive. While this structure deals primarily with transportation isues, it also is
used for housing, air quality, and airport land use planning issues as well. The primary committees are listed
below; however, various advisory committees or task forces are also created to deal with specific issues or
projects.
The Board of Directors (Board) is responsible for
setting policy for SJCOG and is vested with decision
making responsibilities for major transportation
planning and programming within the MPO’s
jurisdicition (San Joaquin County). The Board
consists of elected officials representing the 7 cities
in the San Joaquin region, as well as representatives
from the County of San Joaquin. Supplementing
these voting members are advisory representatives
from Caltrans District 10, San Joaquin Regional
District (RTD), and the Port of Stockton.
The Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) is
comprised of local community development and
public works staff, staff from RTD, Caltrans, San
Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District, Port
of Stockton, and the Stockton Metropolitan Airport.
The TAC meets monthly and functions in an
advisory role to the Board as well as to SJCOG staff.
The Management and Finance Committee (M&F)
is comprised of the City Manager from each of the
7 cities, the County Administrator, the San Joaquin
Regional Transit District General Manager, and the
San Joaquin Regional Rail Commission Executive
Director. M&F meets monthly and their role is to
advise the board on administrative and financial
decisions with a comprehensive look at all local
government functions.
The Executive Committee (EC) is comprised of
five Board members and generally reviews seclected
agenda items and submits a recommendation to the
SJCOG Board. In addition, the Board may delegate
certain responsibilities and authority to the EC to
facilitate activities of SJCOG.

The Citizens Advisory Committee (CAC) is
comprised of sixteen residents of San Joaquin
County who represent each jurisdiction, as well as
various special interest groups, transit providers,
and the business community. The CAC’s primary
function is to advise the Board in its role as the
Local Transportation Authority and to provide
community input on project priorities and other
matters pertaining to the Measure K program.
The Social Service Transportation Advisory
Committee (SSTAC) is comprised of citizens and
staff from various agencies and each jurisdiction.
The SSTAC’s purpose is to advise the Board on
issues relating to transit and to monitor and
promote improvements to public transportation
serves for people traditionally under-represented
and underserved populations such as the elderly,
disabled, low-income, and minority (i.e. Black,
Hispanic, Asian American, Native American/
Alaskan Native, and Pacific Islander) community
groups. The committee, created to meet
requirements in state law, includes representatives
of the elderly, the poor, the disabled, and social
service agencies that serve these and other transit
dependent persons.
The Interagency Transit Committee (ITC)
is comprised of public transit operators from
throughout San Joaquin County. The ITC focuses
on transit planning, programming, and financial
activities of common interest to the operators as
well as transit capital project delivery. It is the first
committee to formulate proposals concerning
regional transit programming and financial matters.
The ITC also serves as an information exchange
concerning transit operational coordination items.
7
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VALLEY COORDINATION
The Project Delivery Committee (PDC) is
comprised of five Board members. The purpose
of the PDC is to recommend policies for
implementing transportation programming
recommendations, monitor project delivery
from design through construction, and make
recommendations on effective scope, cost, and
schedule control of projects utilizing Measure K
funds.
The Habitat Technical Advisory Committee
(HTAC) is comprised of fifteen stakeholders in
the San Joaquin County Multi-Species Habitat
Conservation and Open Space Plan (SJMSCP),
including representatives from each jurisdiction, US
Fish and Wildlife Service, California Department
of Fish and Game, Building Industries Association,
Agricultural Commission, US Cooperative
Extension, Conservation Community, and the
Agriculrural Community. The HTAC reviews and
makes recommendations to the Board regarding
the implementation of the Habitat Plan including
alternative habitat preserve acquisition methods.
The Goods Movement Task Force (GMTF)
is comprised of representatives from member
agencies, State Department of Transportation, Port
of Stockton, California Highway Patrol, California
Trucking Association, Railroad Operators, and
other private/public stakeholders with interest
in Goods Movement. As an advisory committee,
the GMTF meets on an as needed basis to focus
specifically on goods movement issues (e.g., STAA
Terminal Access, Port Access, safety) and related
studies from a regional and interregional focus.
More information about each of SJCOG’s current
committees, subcommittees, and working groups
may be found on the SJCOG website at www.sjcog.
org/committees.
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SJCOG works closely with its counterpart agencies
in adjacent regions and frequently coordinates joint
efforts. SJCOG has an agreement with eight San
Joaquin Valley MPOs over responsibilities related to
transportation conformity.
SJCOG is a member of the San Joaquin Valley
Regional Planning Agencies (RTPAs), which was
established to discuss and bring regional consensus
on issues of Valley importance. As such, SJCOG
participates in two valley coordination committees.

COG PLANNING DIRECTOR’S COMMITTEE
The directors’ committee is comprised of the eight
executive directors of each of the MPOs / RTPAs in
the San Joaquin Valley. This includes the Stanislaus
Council of Governments, Council of Fresno County
Governments, Kern Council of Governments,
Kings County Association of Governments, Madera
County Transportation Commission, Merced
County Association of Governments, San Joaquin
Council of Governments, and Tulare County
Association of Governments.
The directors’ committee provides a forum for
the executive directors of the eight valley MPOs
/ RTPAs to discuss and collaborate on issues of
regional importance, and that impact the entire
region such as transportation, air quality, and
advocacy efforts. The directors’ committee works
on the staff level at building consensus between the
eight MPOs on items that, when implemented by
individual Regional Planning Agencies, results in a
single vision for the entire San Joaquin Valley. The
directors’ committee meetings are held regularly in
alternative locations in the valley. These meetings
are open to the public and there is an opportunity
on every agenda for the public to offer comments.

Introduction

REGIONAL POLICY COUNCIL
This sixteen-member Regional Policy Council was
established to discuss and build regional consensus
on issues of valley importance. The council consists
of two elected officials and one alternate appointed
from each of the regional planning agencies’ policy
boards. The council is positioned to have a unique
and potentially pivotal position in further Valley
collaborative efforts and improveing the quality of
life for all valley residents.

The policy council provides guidance on common
inter-regional policy issues and also represents
the San Joaquin Valley at public forums such as
the California Transportation Commission, the
governor and his administration, as well as state and
federal legislative bodies that require a common
voice from the San Joaquin Valley.

In addition, SJCOG has collaborated and worked with Sacramento and the Bay Area over issues of mutual
interest, such as high speed rail plans for regional rail service.
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II. FEDERAL & STATE REQUIREMENTS FOR
PUBLIC PARTICIPATION PLANS
As the state-designated MPO for the San Joaquin region, SJCOG is responsible under federal and
state transportation planning law to satisfy statutory and regulatory guidelines in the structuring and
implementation of all planning efforts.

FIXING AMERICA’S SURFACE
TRANSPORTATION (FAST) ACT

TITLE VI OF THE CIVIL RIGHTS AT OF 1964
AND ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE

The FAST Act (HR 22) was signed into law in
December 2015 and supersedes the previous
law, Moving Ahead for Progress in the 21st
Century (MAP-21). The FAST Act underscores
the need for public involvement and requires
metropolitan planning agencies such as SJCOG
to provide “interested parties” such as citizens,
affected public agencies, representatives of public
transportation employees, representatives of users
of public transportation, representatives of users
of pedestrian walkways and bicycle transportation
facilities, representatives of the disabled, and
others with reasonable opportunity to comment on
transportation plans and programs within the San
Joaquin region. The law also requires SJCOG to
coordinate transportation plans with the regional
growth forecast, travel demand model, and other
related planning activities when developing and
updating major planning documents such as our
RTP/SCS and FTIP for the region.

Title VI of the Civil rights act of 1964 requires that
transportation planning and programming be nondiscriminatory on the basis of race, color, national
origin or disability. The Civil Rights Restoration
Act of 1987 extended Title VI’s applicability to all
programs sponsored by federally-aided agencies,
regardless of the program’s specific funding sources.
The concept of environmental justice emerged
from these two regulations, and is founded on the
principles of:

1

Avoiding, minimizing, or mitgating
disproportionately high and adverse health
or environmental effects on minority or
low income populations;

2

Ensuring that all affected communities
have the ability to participate fully in
transportation decision making processes;
and

3

Preventing the denial, reduction, or
delay of receiving benefits by minority
populations and low income communities.

Federal laws and regulations guide the public participation efforts of
SJCOG and ensure that input into various planning and programming
activities is received.
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Federal & State Requirements for Public Participation Plans

EXECUTIVE ORDERS
An Executive Order is an order given by the President to federal agencies. As a recipient of federal revenues,
SJCOG assists federal transportation agencies in complying with these orders.
EXECUTIVE ORDER

EXECUTIVE ORDER 12372

EXECUTIVE ORDER 12898

EXECUTIVE ORDER 13166

EXECUTIVE ORDER 13175
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DESCRIPTION
Intergovernmental Review of Fedral Programs
Calls for intergovernmental review of projects to ensure that
federally funded or asssisted projects do not inadvertently
interfere with state and local plans and priorities. The Executive
Order does not repalce public participation, comment, or
review requirements of other federal laws, such as the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), but gives the states an
additional mechanism to ensure federal agency responsiveness to
state and local concerns.
Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority
Populations and Low Income Populations
Adopted in 2011, this order provides for the intergovernmental
review of projects to ensure that federally funded or assisted
projects do not inadvertently interfere with state and local
plans and priorities. This order also requires every agency to
incorporate environmental justice goals as part of its mission
by addressing and identifying the disproportionately high and
adverse human health or environmental effects of the agency’s
programs and policies on disadvantaged communities.
Improving Access to Services for Persons with Limited English
Proficiency
States that people who, as a result of national origin, are limited
in their English proficiency, should have meaningful access to
federally conducted and federally funded programs and activities.
It requires that all federal agencies identify any need for services
to those with limited English proficiency and develop and
implement a system to provide those services so all persons can
have meaningful access to services. SJCOG’s Limited English
Proficiency (LEP) plan can be found in English and Spanish on
SJCOG’s website at www.sjcog.org/LEP.
Consultation and Coordination with Indian Tribal Governments
Establishes regular and meaningful consultation and
collaboration with federally recognized tribal governments in
the development of federal policies that have tribal implications,
to strengthen the government-to-government relationships with
Indian tribes, and to reduce the imposition of unfunded mandates
upon Indian Tribes. In San Joaquin County, the California Valley
Miwok Tribe is the only federally recognized tribe, however, staff
does notify and collaborate with the local offices of Northern
California Native American tribal governments.

Federal & State Requirements for Public Participation Plans

CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
ACT (CEQA) & NATIONAL ENVIRONMENTAL
POLICY ACT (NEPA)
Both CEQA and NEPA define the minimum
standards for reasonable public access to decisionmaking process for transportation ‘projects’. A
project is defined as the whole of an action which
has the potential for resulting in either direct or
indirect physical changes in the environment. The
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)
(CPRC § 21000 et seq) requires transportation plans
and programs developed by SJCOG to undergo
an extensive environmental review process.
The Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable
Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS) requires approval
by governing bodies, and as such, SJCOG must
prepare and Environmental Impact Report (EIR)
that evaluates the significant environmental impacts
of the proposed projects and determine ways to
mitigate the impacts to below significance. In
addition, specific projects may undergo individual
EIR processes depending on their scope or
inclusion in the long range transportation plan EIR.

2008 CALIFORNIA LEGISLATION
State law (SB 375, Steinburg, Chapter 728, 2008
Statutes) calls on SJCOG to develop a Sustainable
Communities Strategy - as part of the Regional
Transportation Plan - to integrate planning for
growth and housing with long-range transportation
investments, to strive to reduce greenhouse gas
emissions for cars and light trucks. The law also
calls for a separate Public Participation Plan for
development of the Regional Transportation Plan
and Sustainable Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS).
Appendix A contains the Public Participation Plan
for SJCOG’s RTP/SCS.

CODE OF FEDERAL REGULATIONS
The Code of Federal Regulations (C.F.R.) is an
annual codification of the general and permanent
rules published in the Federal Register by the
executive departments and agencies of the Federal
Government. 23 C.F.R. 450.316 outlines public
participation requirements for MPO’s such as
SJCOG and these requirements are carefully
considered and addressed throughout this PPP.

The Federal definition of “interested parties” includes citizens, affected
public agencies, representatives of public transportation employees,
freight shippers, providers of freight transportation services, private
providers of transportation, representatives of users of public
transportation, representatives of users of pedestrian walkways and
bicycle transportation facilities, representatives of the disabled, and other
interested parties. (23 U.S.C. 134 and 135, and 49 U.S.C. 5304)
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OTHER REQUIREMENTS
A number of other federal and state laws require
SJCOG to involve and notify the public in its
decisions. SJCOG complies with all other public
notification requirements of the California Public
Records Act, Americans with Disabilities Act of
1990 (ADA), the Ralph M Brown Act, and other
applicable laws.

RESOURCE AGENCIES
SJCOG engages resource agencies in the
development of all plans, and specifically the RTP/
SCS, to elicit their input into the planning process.
SJCOG will distribute notifications to state, local,
and tribal agencies responsible for planned growth,
economic development, environmental protection,
airport operations, freight movement, land use
management, natural resources, conservation and
historic preservation. A state and federal resource
agencies listing is maintained by the California
State Department of Transportation, Division of
Transportation Planning and updated periodically.
SJCOG has also developed working relationships
with other agencies and distributes information to
local organizations and contacts.
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III. PUBLIC PARTICIPATION PROCESS FOR SJCOG

SJCOG, through guidance from Federal agencies and Caltrans, believes that continued interaction with
the entire community builds support and ensures that the public has the opportunity to help shape the
substance of plans and projects. SJCOG strives to enhance the impact of participation on transportation
decision-making.

PUBLIC PARITICIPATION GUIDELINES
All guidelines are derived from federal regulations [23 CFR 450.316] and recommendations from the
SJCOG committees, peer review, and public. The PPP, at minimum, describes explicit procedures, strategies
and desired outcomes to:

A

Provide adequate public notice of activities,
particularly as it relates to the RTP and the
FTIP

B

Provide timely notice and reasonable access
to information regarding issues and process

C

Incorporate innovative visualization
techniques in the planning process for the
RTP and FTIP

D

Provide information in electronic formats for
easy accessibility

E

Schedule public meetings at convenient and
accessible locations and times

F

Allow for open consideration and response
to public input regarding the RTP and FTIP

G Seek out and consider the needs of those that
are traditionally underserved

H

Allow for public comment regarding
significant changes to the RTP and FTIP

I

Coordinate with the statewide transportation
planning public involvement and
consultation processes and periodically
review the PPP for effectiveness

The PPP is SJCOG’s official policy
on involving the public in the
transportation planning process.
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PRINCIPLES FOR PUBLIC PARTICIPATION
Given the long list of planning and coordinating roles fulfilled by SJCOG in the San Joaquin region, it
is important for the agency to share information with the public; to make clear the technical aspects of
regional issues; and to listen to the thoughts and ideas of residents and stakeholders affected by existing and
future transportation facilities and services provided throughout San Joaquin County.
Effective public participation rests on several basic premises--that there is open and timely sharing of
information about choices before decisions are made, that the information is complete and clear, and that
affected agencies and the public are able to access and provide input on key planning and programming
decisions. Specifically, SJCOG believes that the public participation process should involve the following
principles.

1

EDUCATION
Efforts to encourage public participation must include educating and informing the
public about transportation planning projects, and issues within their communities
and the region as a whole. This includes making information relevant and easier to
understand.
ACCESSIBILITY

2

An open and transparent public participation process empowers residents and
stakeholders to take part in the decision-making that affects them. Additionally,
removing barriers to participation are a critical component to designing processes
that are welcoming to people who live with disabilities, are limited English proficient,
or may experience other obstacles.

ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE & CIVIL RIGHTS

3

4
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Input from diverse perspectives enhances the decision-making process. Engaging the
San Joaquin region’s historically underrepresented and underserved communities
requires relationship building and a tailored approach to access and education. By
prioritizing environmental justice and civil rights in the public participation, this
ensures a more inclusive regional transportation planning process. For additional
information see Appendix C.

EVALUATION
As the San Joaquin region continues to grow and transportation needs evolve,
so must public participation and engagement practices. In order to improve
effectiveness, SJCOG must periodically assess the performance of its public
participation strategies, incorporate new technologies, and implement emerging best
practices.

Public Participation Process for SJCOG

PUBLIC PARTICIPATION IN PRACTICE
SJCOG is committed to an active public
involvement process that provides comprehensive
information, timely public notice, and full public
access to key planning and programming decisions.
SJCOG provides the public with opportunities for
continuing involvement in the work of the agency,
through the following specific strategies and
procedures.

STRATEGY 2: OPPORTUNITY
SJCOG strives to provide varied opportunities
for public review and input in the transportation
planning process, including involving underserved
communities and local community groups that may
be underrepresented in the transportation planning
process.
Procedures
•

STRATEGY 1: INVOLVEMENT
SJCOG strives to promote a culture of dialogue
and partnership among residents, stakeholders,
property owners, the business community, and
public officials so that a wide range of perspectives
will be heard.

•

Procedures

•

•

•

•
•

•

•
•

Conduct regular meetings to ensure public
and stakeholder input is considered at the staff,
advisor, and policy levels.
Provide notice of all public meetings on the
SJCOG website and in the SJCOG lobby.
Provide a contact list for all interested members
of the public who would like to be notified
when new information is available.
Provide auxiliary aide or assistance to persons
wishing to participate in meetings (at least 24
hour notice).
Hold all public meetings at convenient and
accessible locations.
Utilize visualization techniques to describe
planning and programming concepts in a
simple yet comprehensive manner.

•

•

•
•

•

•

•

Engage with partner agencies, committees,
working groups, and the public to obtain
comments and suggestions during the
development of planning documents.
Engage the local community groups by
attending their regularly scheduled meetings
and provide opportunities to discuss and debate
issues of concern.
Acknowledge the value of all input and treat all
members of the public fairly.
Use visualization techniques including maps,
charts, and photographs to illustrate trends,
choices being debated, etc.
Avoid overly complex or technical terms and
write in clear, compelling language in a style
appropriate to the intended audience.
Translate vital documents including certain
news releases, brochures, etc. into Spanish upon
request.
Tailor county-based public participation
activities to reflect a diverse population.
Review prior experiences with LEP populations
to determine the types of language services that
are needed.
Consult with the SJCOG Citizens Advisory
Committee, which includes appointed
representatives from diverse communities,
including LEP populations.
Use personal interviews or audio recording
devices to obtain oral comments at key public
workshops/meetings.
Contract with a language translation firm for
on-call assistance (for example, interpreters
for public meetings or translating documents).
Establish competency of translators; have
translators available at meetings as requested.
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STRATEGY 3: ENGAGEMENT
SJCOG strives to provide access to accurate,
understandable, pertinent and timely policy,
program, and technical information to facilitate
effective public participation. Staff will provide
opportunities for the public and individual
stakeholders across the region to engage in
meaningful dialogue during the decision-making
process.
Methods to Implement
• Work with community-based organizations to
co-sponsor meetings or workshops
• Collaborate with local news media to distribute
targeted news releases
• Provide options for public comment through
website surveys, virtual workshops
STRATEGY 4: COMMUNICATION
SJCOG strives to provide communications and
agency reports that are clear, timely, and broadly
distributed.
Methods to Implement
• Provide Google translation tool on SJCOG
website for Limited English Proficiency citizens.
• Provide language translation for Spanish, and if
requested, Tagalog and Khmer.

STRATEGY 5: EVALUATION
SJCOG measuresand engages the public in
evaluating its public participation and planning
activities to be in compliance with federal
requirements and to ensure that public and
stakeholder concerns and issues are directly
considered in the alternatives and solutions
developed and to provide feedback on how the
public influenced SJCOG mission.
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REQUIRED ACTIVITIES FOR
PUBLIC PARTICIPATION INPUT
☑ Define Purpose and
Objectives for Public
Involvement
☑ Consultation and
Coordination with Other
Agencies
☑ Identify Stakeholders and
Target Audience
☑ Hold Optional Public
Hearings

☑ Consult with Advisory
Committees

☑ Comply with The Brown
Act

☑ Provide Visualization
Techniques and Public
Access to Information

☑ Comply with the
Americans with
Disabilities Act

☑ Distribute Final
Documents

☑ Inform and Involve Native
American Indian Tribal
Governments

☑ Respond to Public Input
☑ Review Public
Involvement Process

☑ Meet Requirements
of Executive Order
12989--Environmental
Justice

OPTIONAL ACTIVITIES FOR
PUBLIC PARTICIPATION INPUT
☐ Public Meetings,
Workshops, and Open
Houses

☐ Focus Groups

☐ Speakers Bureau

☐ Media Strategies

☐ Public Attitude Surveys

☐ Special Advisory
Comittees

☐ Newsletters

☐ Miscellaneous Activities

☐ Information via Internet

19

This page left intentionally blank.

20

IV. PUBLIC PARTICIPATION TOOL BOX

To raise public awareness and encourage public participation in the regional transportation planning
process, SJCOG pulls from a menu of approaches, as well as new suggestions we heard from the public
while developing this plan. Combinations of the following tools and techniques are used by SJCOG,
depending on the objectives of the various planning activities of the agency.

SHARING INFORMATION & GATHERING INPUT
PUBLIC MEETINGS/WORKSHOPS

FOCUS GROUPS

•

•

•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Participate in or speak at meetings of existing
agencies/community groups
Co-host workshops with community groups,
business associations, etc.
Host Open Houses
Faciltated discussions
Question-And-Answer sessions with planners
and policy board members
Break-out sessions for smaller group
discussions on multiple topics
Customized presentations
Vary time of day for workshops (day/evening)

VISUALIZATION & INTERACTIVE ENGAGEMENT
TECHNIQUES
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Interactive and educational exercises, such as
participatory budgeting or bean counting
Maps
Charts, graphs, illustrations, photographs
Table-top displays and models
Web content and interactive games
Electronic voting
PowerPoint slide shows and videos
Polls/surveys
Statistically valid telephone polls
Electronic surveys via Web
Intercept interviews where people congregate,
such as at transit hubs
Printed surveys distributed at meetings, transit
hubs, on-board transit vehicles, etc.

•

Participants recruited randomply from
telephone polls
Participants recruited by interest area

PRINTED MATERIALS
•

•
•

User-friendly documents, including use
of executive summaries and simplified or
translated language
Post cards
Maps, charts, photographs, and other visual
means of displaying information

TARGETED MAILERS/FLYERS
•
•
•
•
•

Work with community-based organizations to
hand deliver flyers
Mail to targeted database lists--either COG’s,
outside agencies, or purchased
Distribute “Take-One” flyers to key community
organizations
Place notices on board transit vehicles and
transit hubs
Bill stuffers, or informational flyers included
with monthly utility bill
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ELECTRONIC ACCESS TO INFORMATION

NEWSLETTERS

•

•
•
•

•
•
•
•
•

Website with updated content, simplified
layouts, and translation readily available
Electronic duplication of open house/workshop
materials
Interactive Web with surveys, visuals and
opportunity to comment
Access to maps, charts, plans
Provide information in advance of public
meeting
Post event/meeting information on online news
sites, calendars, community, and discussion
websites

NOTIFY PUBLIC VIA
• Blast e-mails and e-newsletters
• Notice widely disseminated through new
partnerships with community-based and
interest organizations
• Social Media accounts on Facebook, Instagram,
WordPress, LinkedIn, and Twitter
• Printed materials
• Electronic access to information
• Local Media
• Notices placed on board transit vehicles and at
transit hubs
• Targeted mailings/flyers
22

SJCOG Board e-newsletter “COG in Motion”
Project specific email and print pieces
Measure K Annual Report

TECHNIQUES FOR REPORTING ON IMPACT OF
PUBLIC COMMENTS
•
•
•
•

Summarize key themes of public comments in
staff reports to SJCOG standing committees
Direct mail and email to participants from
meetings, surveys, etc. to report final outcomes
Newsletter articles
Updated and interactive web content

GENERAL OUTREACH
•

•

•

Information/comment tables, kiosks, or booths
at community events and public gathering
spaces
Form project working group during plan
development to review documents for
readability
Form a public outreach committee with
representatives from each member agency as
well as community groups

Public Participation Tool Box

INVOLVING ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE COMMUNITIES1
•

•

•
•

•
•

1

Partner with community-based organizations
in low-income and minority communities for
targeted outreach
Grants to community-based organizations
to organize and tailor meetings, customize
presentation materials, provide incentives
and remove barriers to participation in their
communities
“Take One” flyers on transit vehicles and transit
hubs
Outreach in the community (flea markets,
churches, health centers, employer sponsored
events, etc.)
partner with other agencies to reach the public
at scheduled meetings/events
Convert materials going out to the general
public to an appropriate reading level

•
•
•

•

•
•

Translate materials; provide interpreters at
meetings as requested
Include information on meeting notices on how
to request translation assistance
Provide access to and use of information and
data that is comparable to the access to and use
of the information and data by such members
of the public who are not individuals with
disabilities
Robust use of visualization techniques,
including maps and graphics to illustrate trends,
choices being debated, etc.
Use of community and minority media outlets
to announce participation opportunities
When conductin public outreach on regional
plans/projects, develop explanations of the
impacts to each city or local area involved

For additional information, see Appendix C.
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DEVELOPING REGIONAL PLANS &
PROGRAMS
SJCOG develops regional plans and programs in
collaboration with the public and stakeholders;
circulates the draft versions of the Regional
Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities
Strategy (RTP/SCS), Federal Transportation
Improvement Program (FTIP), Overal Work
Program (OWP), and other regional intiatives; and
provides time for public and stakeholder review and
comment prior to finalization of the documents.
Written information about SJCOG activities is
available on an ongoing basis. Interested individuals
are encouraged to attend SJCOG committee and
Board meetings to express their views. Items on
the Board agenda usually come in the form of
recommendations from the standing Committees.
All SJCOG meetings are open to the public. Agenda
packets for all SJCOG standing committees and the
Board are posted on the website at least 72 business
hours prior to each meeting. Interested individuals
can sign up to be notified when agenda packets
are available for each of the various committees by
going to www.sjcog.org/notifyme.

» Sign up to receive agenda packets:
www.sjcog.org/notifyme
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ENGAGING LOCAL MEDIA
SJCOG maintains an open and cooperative
relationship with the local media to help improve
the community’s awareness of SJCOG programs
and ongoing work activities. Under direction
of the Executive Director, SJCOG staff prepares
press releases highlighting SJCOG’s projects and
programs. News releases encouraging involvement
will continue to be published to address key
decision-making points. When possible, the
briefing of reporters and editorial boards of both
newspaper and broadcast media with in-depth
background on a project or program shall occur.
This will assist them to understand SJCOG’s
approach, issues and challenges and foster objective
and accurate reporting. SJCOG promptly returns
all phone messages from reporters and other media
representatives.
Techniques for working with local media
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Distribute news releases
Submit human interest stories that center
around SJCOG projects
Invite reporters to news briefings
Meet with editorial staff
Opinion pieces/commentaries
Negotiate inserts into local printed media
Visit minority media outlets to encourage use of
SJCOG news releases
Public Service Announcements on radio and
TV

Public Participation Tool Box

PUBLIC NOTICE & REVIEW

SOCIAL MEDIA

It is important for the public to know when SJCOG
is seeking their input. For this reason, public
notices for public meetings, hearings, or workshops
are issued in the daily and weekly papers where
the project is located or meeting is being held.
Examples include: Stockton Record, Lodi News
Sentinel, and Manteca Bulletin.

SJCOG social media is integrated into public
outreach efforts. It does not replace, but rather
enhances ongoing communication and outreach
work. SJCOG optimzes community involvement
and public participation utilizing cost-effective
social media tools to create opportunities for
meaningful public engagement. In today’s ever
changing media landscape with decreasing coverage
from the news media and rapidly growing social
networking sites, it is crucial to be where the public
is. Through our efforts to provide informed content,
SJCOG wants the public to know that we are part of
the community and invite you to engage with us on
our various online networks.

WEBSITE
SJCOG maintains a website at www.sjcog.org that
offers important information about the agency, its
programs, projects, meetings and events. The site is
consistently updated to provide the public with the
most up-to-date information available. The latest
documents being reviewed or updated are posted
for comment, public notices and public hearings are
listed, and all public meeting agenda packages are
downloadable.
SJCOG also maintains a website at www.measure-k.
com that offers important information about major
construction projects funded through the one-half
cent sales tax measure dedicated to transportation
projects in San Joaquin County-- Measure K.

»

Connect with SJCOG on social media:

@sanjoaquinCOG

@sjcog

EMAIL NOTIFICATIONS
As appropriate, staff shares with various subgroups of the SJCOG stakeholders database
pertinent information related to trainings, grant
opportunities, meetings, events and activities, and
to encourage their involvment in the transportation
planning process.
» Sign up for email notifications:
www.sjcog.org/notifyme

@sanjoaquincog

@sjcogvideo

San Joaquin Council
of Governments

SJCOG Newsroom
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BRINGING PEOPLE TOGETHER
SJCOG participates in a variet of community-based events throughout the region. Participants are
encouraged to view exhibits, ask questions, consider the information, and give comments. Events create
interest in a plan, program, or project through visualized information and interactive activities. Several
examples include these events below.
BIKE TO WORK WEEK

VALLEY VOICE & SAN JOAQUIN ONE VOICE®

SJCOG takes part in activities to promote the
annual Bike to Work Week. SJCOG’s Commute
Connection staff partner with local agencies and
employers throuhout the San Joauqin, Stanislaus,
and Merced regions to host these events. Active
transportation information is provided at each
event. SJCOG also works with local cycling groups
on related events throuhout the region to encourage
the public to bike instad of drive when possible.

SJCOG promotes San Joaquin County priorities
in Sacramento and Washington, D.C. through the
San Joaquin One Voice® and Valley Voice efforts.
The San Joaquin One Voice® is a delegation of
policymakers, governmental officials, and business
leaders from San Joaquin County who call upon
leaders in the Administration and Congress in
Washington D.C. to discuss specific policy issues
and projects of importance to our region. Each
year the SJCOG Board of Directors formally adopts
specific regional priority projects or issues the San
Joaquin One Voice® group presents to our federal
funding partners.

RIDESHARE WEEK
SJCOG participates in an annual campaign
that encourages the public to rideshare. During
Rideshare Week, presentations are given at area
businesses to encourage modes of transportation
that will assist in the reduction of greenhouse
gas emissions. Information is also provided
about SJCOG’s Commute Connection program.
Commute Connection is an employer-based Travel
Demand Management (TDM) program designed to
help commuters make the transition from driving
alone to a ridesharing option such as carpooling,
vanpooling, bicycling/walking, or riding transit.
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The San Joaquin Valley Regional Policy Council
travels to Washington, D.C., and Sacramento, each
year, to deliver a united message to state and federal
elected officials and agencies on issues and projects
of regional significance. All eight counties advocate
together as the Valley Voice which strengthens the
region’s presence and influence in the policy making
process.

Public Participation Tool Box

PUBLIC MEETINGS/WORKSHOPS

SPEAKERS BUREAU

Regularly scheduled public meetings are held
monthly for standing committees and the SJCOG
Board. The agendas are posted online and at the
SJCOG offices. The opportunity for the public to
provide comments on issues of importance to them
is outlined on every agenda.

SJCOG provides speaking presentations about
its programs, projects, and activities to a variety
of businesses, civic, community, and faith-based
organizations to involve them in the planning
process, and to get their feedback on issues of
importance in an interactive format. To request a
speaker, contact SJCOG at 209-235-0600.
» Request a speaker, contact us:
209-235-0600
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Public Participation Tool Box

ADDRESSING SPANISH AND OTHER
LANGUAGE NEEDS
Executive Order 13166 directs Federal agencies,
recipients and sub-recipients of federal financial
assistance to examine services they provide, identify
any need for services to those with limited English
proficiency (LEP), and develop and implement a
system to provide services so LEP persons have
meaningful access to them.
To develop a Limited English Proficiency Plan
(LEP Plan), SJCOG undertook the Department
of Transportation’s four-factor LEP analysis. An
analysis of San Joaquin County demographics
identified one language--Spanish--as significant in
the region to require translation of vital documents.
As a result, SJCOG regularly sends media releases
and posts notices in Spanish language newspapers,
including Bilingual Weekly and Latino Times,
which serve San Joaquin County. SJCOG also
translates key chapters of documents such as the
RTP/SCS and FTIP into Spanish. Public meetings
and workshops are advertised in English and
Spanish. In addition, SJCOG offers Spanish
translation services upon request for all public
meetings.
Translation may also be required upon request
for Tagalog (Filipino) and Khmer (Cambodian)
speakers. According to the American Community
Survey, 1% of the county population speeks Tagalog
and identify as limited English proficient, while
0.75% speaks Khmer and identify as limited English
proficient.
For major planning efforts, SJCOG partners with
and conducts outreach to community-based
organizations that serve LEP populations to support
outreach and participation. These orgnaizations
can assist in tailoring presentations and meeting
materials to meet the language needs of local
participants.
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Lastly, the SJCOG website has the capability of
being translated in over 30 languages using a tool
called Google Translate. By clicking on a particular
language, the web page is refreshed into the selected
language. Google Translate is useful for basic
translation of the website, but SJCOG recognizes
there may be limitations to the tool and can provide
more accurate translation on a case by case basis.
» View SJCOG LEP Plan:
See Appendix E or download at
www.sjcog.org/LEP

PUBLICATIONS, NEWSLETTERS, &
ANNUAL REPORTS
SJCOG partners with the University of Pacific
Business Forecasting Center to produce two
publications for the San Joaquin region. The
Regional Spotlight is published quarterly and
provides data and analysis of a variety of
socioeconomic issues relevant to San Joaquin
County. The Regional Analyst is produced semiannually and provides a more in-depth analysis of
issues covered in the Regional Spotlight.
COG in Motion is a newsletter that offers a brief
summary of important action and discussion items
by SJCOG Board at monthly meetings.
The Measure K Annual Report, distributed by
SJCOG, documents yearly progress on projects
funded by Measure K, the half-cent sales tax
approved by voters to improve transportation in
San Joaquin County.
Copies of these and other reports can be viewed on
the SJCOG website at www.sjcog.org/publications
or at the SJCOG office.
» View SJCOG Publications, visit:
www.sjcog.org/publications

V. MAJOR ACTIVITIES SUBJECT TO
PUBLIC PARTICIPATION REQUIREMENTS

SJCOG has two key initiatives that are specifically called out in federal law as needing early and continuing
opportunities for public participation-- development of the Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable
Communities Strategy and the Federal Transportation Improvement Plan. These two documents are linked.
The following is a description of each document.

REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION PLAN /
SUSTAINABLE COMMUNITIES STRATEGY
The Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable
Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS) is a fiscally
constrained, region-specific, multimodal plan that
guides the decision making process for the selection
and implementation of transportation projects
in the San Joaquin region through the year 2040.
SCS is a newly required element of the RTP which
integrates land use and transportation strategies to
achieve California Air Resources Board emissions
reduction targets.
It is critical that the public, including individual
residents and public agencies, have access to
the development of the RTP/SCS. It is a long
term vision for a community and there must be
opportunities for influence early on in the planning
stages. There is comparatively less value for
separate public participation in the FTIP, which is a
programming document that identifies funding for
only those programs and projects that are already
included in the RTP/SCS.

REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION PLAN
The Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) is a
long-range plan that prioritizes and guides San
Joaquin County transportation development
over a minimum of 25 years. The RTP is the
comprehensive roadmap for transportation
investment-- transit, highway, local roads, bicycle
and pedestrian projects--and establishes the
financial foundation for how the region invests in
its surface transportation system by identifying
how much money is available to address critical
transportation needs and setting the policy on how
projected revenues are to be spent.
The RTP is generally updated every four years,
with a limited number of amendments as needed.
Because of its comprehensive, long-term vision, the
RTP provides the earliest and best opportunity for
interested residents and public agencies to influence
SJCOG policy and investment priorities for San
Joaquin County transportation. It is at this early
RTP development stage where investment priorities
and major planning-level project design concepts
are established, and broad, regional impacts of
transportation on the environment are addressed.
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Major Activities Subject to Public Participation Requirements

Under California Senate Bill 375 (Steinberg,
Chapter 728, 2008 Statutes), the RTP must include
a Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS) to
integrate planning for growth and housing with
long-range transportaiton investments, including
goals for reducing greenhouse gas emissions for
cars and light trucks.

ACHIEVEMENTS OF THE RTP/SCS
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The law also requires each MPO to adopt a Public
Participation Plan for the development of the
SCS. Appendix A outlines SJCOG public outreach
strategies for the RTP/SCS planning process.

Major Activities Subject to Public Participation Requirements

UPDATING & AMENDING THE REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION PLAN
A complete update of an existing regional transportation plan is required at least once every four years.
The RTP also may be amended in between major updates under certain circumstances, as described in the
narrative and tables below.
»

RTP Update

SJCOG adopts an RTP update every four years. The
RTP update reflects reaffirmed, or new planning
priorities and changing projections of growth and
travel demand based on a reasonable forecast of
future revenues available to the region.

An amendment requires public review and
comment, demonstration that the project can be
completed based on expected funding, and/or a
finding that the change is consistent with federal
transportation conformity mandates.

SJCOG prepares two technical companion
documents for the RTP update. Certain revisions to
the RTP may warrant a revision or update to these
technical documents:

Amendmentsthat require an update to the air
quality conformity analysis will be subject to
the conformity and interagency consultation
procedures. Changes to projects that are included in
the financially unconstrained portion of the RTP (as
information only) do not require an amendment.

✓ A program-level Environmental Impact Report
per California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA) guidelines, and
✓ A transortation air quality conformity analyses
per Federal Clean Air Act requirements, in
order to ensure clean air mandates are met.
Appendix A includes the SJCOG RTP/
SCS Public Participation Plan, detailing the
strategies the agency will use to communicate
with non-traditional as well as traditional
audiences to include them in the transportation
planning process. The plan will help ensure that
environmental justice issues are addressed and
that interested members of the public have ample
opportunity to understand and provide meaningful
input throughout the RTP planning process.
»

»

RTP Administrative Modification

An administration modification is used for minor
changes to the RTP regarding project/project
phase costs, or funding sources. An administrative
modification does not require public review and
comment, demonstration that the project can
be completed based on expected funding, nor a
finding that the change is consistent with federal
transportation conformity requirements. As
such, the public participation process for RTP
amendments follows the requirements as outlined
for the FTIP, as applicable.

RTP Amendment

An amendment is a major revision to the RTP,
including adding or deleting a regionally significant
project (as defined by federal law), major changes
in project costs, schedule, and/or design concept
and scope (e.g., changing project locations, open to
traffic dates, or number of through traffic lanes).
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Major Activities Subject to Public Participation Requirements

REQUIREMENTS FOR UPDATING & REVISING THE REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION PLAN

PUBLIC PARTICIPATION FOR AN RTP UPDATE

1

Prepare an extensive public participation plan developed and executed over many months
to provide early and continuing opportunities to comment. Review public outreach and
involvement program with stakeholders and advisory groups.

2

Launch public outreach program with such activities as:
• Numerous targeted workshops with local governemnts, partner agencies, stakeholder
groups, advisory groups
• Opportunities to participate via the web, surveys, etc.
• Posting draft documents to the web for public review and comment
• Documents available for viewing at the San Joaquin County Public Library

3

Notify the public of opportunities to participate using such methods as local media outlets,
mailings and electronic-mailings to stakeholder and advocacy groups, as well as web postings.

4

Conduct inter-governmental consultation, as appropriate.

5

Conduct interagency consultation.

6

Release Draft Plan for at least a 55-day public review period.
• Hold at least two formal public hearings
• Respond to significant comments

7

Adoption by SJCOG Board at a public meeting that has been noticed in local media, online
postings, and through SJCOG committees.

PUBLIC PARTICIPATION FOR AN RTP AMENDEMENT
RTP Amendments are generally triggered by a project-specific need to be consistent either with
the project’s environmental document or the Federal Transportation Improvement Program
(FTIP). As such, the public participation process for RTP amendments follow the requirements
as outlined for the FTIP.
PUBLIC PARTICIPATION FOR RTP ADMINISTRATIVE MODIFICATION
The public participation process for RTP Administrative Modification follow the FTIP
requirements as outlined on page ## of this plan.
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Major Activities Subject to Public Participation Requirements

FEDERAL TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT
PROGRAM
The Federal Transportation Improvement Program
(FTIP) implements the policy and investment
priorities expressed by the public and adopted
by SJCOG in the Regional Transportation Plan
(RTP). In this way, public comments made as part
of the RTP are reflected in the TIP as well. The
FTIP covers a four- or five-year timeframe, and all
projects included in the FTIP must be consistent
with the RTP. The FTIP is a comprehensive listing
of San Joaquin County surface transportation
projects-- including transit, highway, local roadway,
bicycle and pedestrian investments-- that:
•
•
•

Receive federal funds, or are
Subject to a federally required action, or are
Regionally significant, for federal air quality
conformity purposes.

The FTIP includes a financial plan that
demonstrates there are sufficient revenues to ensure
that the funds committed (or “programmed”) to the
projects are available to implement the projects or
project phases. Adoption of the FTIP also requires
a finding of conformity with federal transportation
air quality conformity mandates.
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Major Activities Subject to Public Participation Requirements

UPDATING & AMENDING THE FEDERAL TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM
Federal regulations require that the FTIP be
updated at least once every four years. SJCOG
adopts a new FTIP every two years and revises it
periodically to keep projects current.
In addition to a FTIP update, revisions to the
FTIP may occur as Amendments, Administrative
Modifications, or Technical Corrections. The
criteria for Administrative Modifications and
Amendments are defined in federal legislation,
specifically Title 23, CFR part 450.104. The
Federal Highway Administration, Federal Transit
Administration, and California Department
of Transportation (Caltrans) have developed
amendment and administrative modification
procedures for the FTIP. These procedures are
posted online at: www.sjcog.org/DocumentCenter/
View/1421
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Further explanation about FTP updates, and how
the types of amendments are processed are shown
in the narrative and tables that follow.
Outside of FTIP updates and revisions, Expedited
Project Selection Procedures (EPSP) allow eligible
projects to be moved between FTIP fiscal years as
long as the project cost and scope do not change.
SJCOG staff is federally authorized to utilize
EPSP without additional state or federal approval
action. SCJOG does not require a formal public
participation process for EPSP actions. A more
detailed description of the EPSP is available from
SJCOG staff upon request

Major Activities Subject to Public Participation Requirements

» FTIP Update
SJCOG adopts a new FTIP every two years. As
part of the adoption, SJCOG removes two prior
years and adds two additional years of funding.
The FTIP is accompanied by either a new air
quality conformity determination and analysis, or
a determination that relies on a previous analysis.
FTIP updates will be subject to the conformity and
interagency consultation procedure.
» FTIP Technical Correction
Technical corrections may be made by SJCOG
staff as necessary. Technical corrections are not
subject to an administrative modification or an
amendment, and may include revisions such as:
✓ Changes to information and projects that are
included only for illustrative purposes;
✓ Changes to information outside of the FTIP
period;
✓ Changes to information not required to be
included in the FTIP per federal regulations; or
✓ Changes to correct simple errors or omissions
including data entry errors.
These technical corrections cannot significantly
impact the cost, scope, or schedule within the FTIP
period, nor will they be subject to a public review
and comment process, re-demonstration of fiscal
constraint, or a conformity determination.

»

FTIP Amendment Type 1: Adminisitrative
Modifications
Administrative modifications include minor
changes to project cost, schedule, or funding
sources. Admininstrative modifications do not
require published public notices, public review and
comment or a public hearing, with the exception
of certain types of Federal Transit Administration
Projects which must go through a formal
amendment process. Administrative modifications
only require approval by SJCOG.2 State and
federal agencies are notified, but do not take
approval action on administrative modifications.
Administrative modifications do not require redemonstration of fiscal constraint or conformity
determination. These modifications are posted on
the SJCOG website at the time of action, and are
later posted on the Caltrans website.
»

FTIP Amendment Type 2: Formal Amendment
- Funding Changes

Type 2 amendments primarily include project
cost changes that are greater than minor changes
identified under administrative modification
procedures. The projects in a Type 2 amendment
do not change in design concept or scope, and
the conformity analysis years, as assumed for the
regional analysis of the currently conforming RTP/
SCS and the FTIP, remain unchanged.

2

Consistent with the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and Federal transit Administration (FTA)
letter dated June 7, 2011, SJCOG has the discretion to delegate authority to the Executive Director to
approve FTIP Administratiev Modifications to the Federal State Transportation Improvement Program
(STIP) consistent with approved FSTIP/FTIP Administrative Modification and Amendment Procedures.
Such delegation of authority was granted as part of SJCOG Resolution No. 2011-25 which was reaffirmed on
April 26, 2012 and approved by Caltrans on May 22, 2012. the following procedures apply to this delegation
of authority: SJCOG will send copies of the approved administrative modification to Caltrans, FHWA, and
FTA. Once the administrative modification is approved by SJCOG, the administrative modifciation will be
deemed part of the Federal State Transportation Improvement Program (FSTIP). SJCOG will demonstrate
in a subsequent amendment that the net financial change from each administrative modification has been
accounted for. Caltrans will conduct periodic reviews of SJCOG’s administrative modification process to
confirm adherence to the procedures. Noncompliance with the procedures will result in revocation of the
MPO’s delegation.
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Major Activities Subject to Public Participation Requirements
Type 2 amendments do not require published
public noticies or a public hearing, with the
exception of certain types of Federal Transit
Administration Projects. Type 2 formal
amendments require approval by SJCOG, Caltrans,
and FHWA/FTA. Publicly accessible notification
of a Type 2 formal amendment is posted on the
SJCOG website at least 7 days prior to action, and
distriuted to local agency partners through SJCOG
standing committees. SJCOG will consider public
comments on the amendment prior to approval
action.

Public notification of a Type 4 formal amendment
includes:

»

»

FTIP Amendment Type 3: Formal Amendment
- Exempt Projects
Type 3 amendments significantly revise, add
or delete exempt or non-regionally sigificant
projects or project phases to/from the FTIP. Type 3
amendments require approval by SJCOG, Caltrans,
and FHWA/FTA. Public notification of a Type 3
formal amendment is posted on the SJCOG website
at least 7 days prior to action, and distributed to
local agency partners through SJCOG standing
committees. Type 3 amendments do not require
published public notices, or a public hearing, with
the exception of certain types of Federal Transit
Administration Projects. SJCOG will consider
public comments on the amendment prior to
approval action.
»

FTIP Amendment Type 4: Formal Amendment
- Confirmity Determination that Relies on a
Previous Regional Emissions Analysis

Type 4 amendments primarily include adding
or deleting projects that have already been
appropriately modeled for air quality purposes
as part of the adopted RTP/SCS. In this case, the
federal approving agencies can use a previous
analysis of the project’s impact on air quality for
apporval purposes. Type 4 amendments may
be accompanied by an RTP/SCS amendment to
maintain consistency. The FTIP amendment and
RTP/SCS Amendment (if applicable) follow the
same public process. Type 4 amendments require
approval by SJCOG, Caltrans, and FHWA/FTA.
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✓ Legally noticed 30-day public comment period;
✓ Legally noticed public hearing;
✓ Posting of amendment information on the
SJCOG website during public comment period;
✓ Publishing amendment information as part of
the following publicly available SJCOG agendas:
TAC, M&F, CAC, and SJCOG Board, and
✓ Consideration and response to public
comments received during comment period.
FTIP Amendment Type 5: Formal Amendment
- Confirmity Determination and New Regional
Emissions Analysis

Type 5 amendments are the highest level
amendment and primarily involve adding or
deleting new projects that must be modeled for
their air quality purposes as part of the RTP/
SCS. Type 5 amendments require an Air Quality
Conformity Document that demonstrates
conformity with applicable air quality requirements
and a new regional emissions analysis. This type
of amendment is also used when a non-exempt,
regionally significant project makes a change to
either the design concept or scope or conformity
analysis completion year which is not consistent
with the existing regional emissions analysis.
The FTIP amendment, Air Quality Conformity
Document, and RTP Amendment (if applicable)
follow the same public process. Type 5 amendments
require approval action by SJCOG, Caltrans, and
FHWA.
Public notification of a Type 5 formal amendment
includes:
✓ Legally noticed 30-day public comment period;
✓ Legally noticed public hearing;
✓ Posting of amendment information on the
SJCOG website during public comment period;
✓ Publishing amendment information as part of
the following publicly available SJCOG agendas:
TAC, M&F, CAC, and SJCOG Board, and
✓ Consideration and response to public
comments received during comment period.

Major Activities Subject to Public Participation Requirements
REQUIREMENTS FOR UPDATING & REVISING THE FEDERAL TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM

AMENDMENT TYPE

Type 1:
Administrative Modification

PUBLIC REVIEW
PERIOD
(# OF DAYS)*

n/a

PUBLIC HEARING
REQUIREMENTS

APPROVAL
AUTHORITY**

n/a

✓ SJCOG
Executive
Director

Type 2:
Formal Amendment Funding Changes

14

n/a

✓ SJCOG Board
✓ Caltrans
✓ FHWA/FTA

Type 3:
Formal Amendment Exempt Projects

14

n/a

✓ SJCOG Board
✓ Caltrans
✓ FHWA/FTA

Type 4:
Formal Amendment Conformity Determination that relies
on a Previous Regional Emissions
Analysis

30

Yes***

✓ SJCOG Board
✓ Caltrans
✓ FHWA/FTA

Yes***

✓ SJCOG Board
✓ Caltrans
✓ FHWA/FTA

Type 5:
Formal Amendement Conformity Determination and New
Regional Emissions Analysis
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* All amendments are posted to the SJCOG Website. Hardcopies available upon request.
** Prior to approval action, all amendments are circulated through SJCOG’s Technical Advisory Committee,
Management & Finance Committee, Citizens Advisory Committee, and SJCOG Board.
*** Notice of Public Hearing published in regional English and Spanish newspapers, as part of the SJCOG
Board agenda packet, and on the SJCOG Website.
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Major Activities Subject to Public Participation Requirements

FEDERAL TRANSIT ADMINISTRATION
PROGRAM OF PROJECTS PUBLIC
PARTICIPATION REQUIREMENTS
Federal transit law and joint Federal Highway
Administration (FHWA)/Federal Transit
Administration (FTA) planning regulations
governing the metropolitan planning process
require a Metropolitan Planning Organization
(MPO) to include the public and solicit
comment when the MPO develops its Regional
Transportation Plan (RTP) and its Federal
Transportation Improvement Program (FTIP).
FTA has determined that when a recipient follows
the procedures of the public involvement process
outlined in the FHWA/FTA planning regulations,
the recipient satisfies the public participation
requirements associated with development of
the Program of Projects (POP) that recipients
of Section 5307 funds must meet (e.g. City of
Lodi, City of Manteca, City of Tracy, San Joaquin
Regional Transit District, San Joaquin Regional
Rail Commission, and any recipients which become
eligible for the receipt of Section 5307 funding as
recognized by FTA).
This Public Participation Plan follows the
procedures for public involvement associated
with FTIP development and therefore satisfies
public participation requirements for the POP. All
public notices of public participation activities and
times established for public review and comment
on the FTIP will state that they satisfy the POP
requirements of the Section 5307 Program for the
following recipients: San Joaquin Regional Transit
District, San Joaquin Regional Rail Commission,
City of Lodi, City of Tracy, and City of Manteca and
any recipients which become eligible for the receipt
of Section 5307 funding as recognized by FTA.

ANNUAL LISTING OF OBLIGATED PROJECTS
By federal requirement, SJCOG publishes at the end
of each calendar year an annual listing of obligated
projects, which is a record of project delivery for the
previous year. The listing also is intended to
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increase the awareness of government spending
on transportation projects to the public. Copies
of this annual listing may be obtained from the
SJCOG website: www.sjcog.org/FTIP. Hard copies
are available upon request by contacting the SJCOG
office at 209-235-0600.

CONGESTION MANAGEMENT PROCESS
Under the new FAST Act legislation, SJCOG acts
as the designated Congestion Management Agency
(CMA) for San Joaquin County, and is required
to maintain the CMP for San Joaquin County. The
SJCOG CMP is a regional process as stipulated by
the Measure K Renewal Ordinance, approved by
San Joaquin County Voters in November 2006 and
referred hereafter as the Regional CMP (RCMP).
The SJCOG RCMP targets reducing SOV travel
demand while increasing multimodal travel,
improving traffic operational management and
prioritizing local and regional system management.
Every two years, SJCOG updates and adopts a
RCMP at an open-public hearing, and this resulting
technical evaluation is used to inform program and
investment priority decisions contained in regional
policy documents like the Regional Transportation
Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS).
SJCOG’s most recent CMP was released in March
2016 and copies of this report may be obtained
from the SJCOG website: www.sjcog-rcmp.org. See
Appendix B for more information.

AIR QUALITY CONFORMITY &
INTERAGENCY CONSULTATION
SJCOG provides opportunity for early coordination
with appropriate agencies and the public in
determining the type of environmental review
documents in action requires, the scope of the
document, the level of analysis, and related
environmental requirements. This involves an
exchange of information from the inception
of a proposal for action to preparation of the
environmental review documents.

Major Activities Subject to Public Participation Requirements

A dialogue between agencies over transportationair quality conformity considerations must take
place in certain instances prior to adoption
of its RTP/SCS or FTIP. These consultations
are conducted through the San Joaquin Valley
Interagency Consultation Group. This group
includes representatives from the following:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency,
Federal Highway Administration (FHWA),
Federal Transit Administration (FTA),
California Air Resources Board (CARB),
Caltrans,
San Joaquin Valley Unified Air Pollution
Control District, and
the 8 San Joaquin Valley MPOs.

These agencies review updates and, in certain
instances, amendments to the RTP and FTIP to
ensure they conform to federal transportation
conformity regulations via transportation-air
quality conformity analysis.

INTERGOVERNMENTAL REVIEW VIA
REGIONAL & STATE INFORMATION
CLEARINGHOUSES
The intent of intergovernmental review, per
Executive Order 12372, is to ensure that federally
funded or assisted projects do not inadvertently
interfere with state and local plans and priorities.
Applicants in San Joaquin County with programs/
projects for intergovernmental review may
submit documentation to SJCOG and/or the
State Clearinghouse in Sacramento, which are
responsible for coordinating state and local review
of applications for federal grants or loans under
state-selected programs. In this capacity, it is also
the function of the Clearinghouse in Sacramento,
which are responsible for coordinating state and
local review of applications for federal grants
or loans under state-selected programs. In this
capacity, it is also the function of the Clearinghouse

to coordinate state and local review of federal
financial assistance applications, federally required
state plans, direct federal development activities,
and federal environmental documents. The
purpose of the clearinghouses is to afford state and
local participation in federal activities occurring
within California. The Executive Order does not
replace public participation, comment, or review
requirements of other federal laws, such as the
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), but
gives the states an additional mechanism to ensure
federal agency responsiveness to state and local
concerns.

TRIBAL GOVERNMENT CONSULTATION
The California Valley Miwok Tribe is the only
federally recognized Native American tribe in the
San Joaquin region. SJCOG lays the groundwork
for consultation early in the process of developing
the Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) and
generally includes a California Valley Miwok Tribal
representative in the technical working group for
the RTP. In addition, staff notifies and consults
with the California Tribal TANF Partnership to
conduct government-to-government consultation
throughout the regional planning process. SJCOG
expresses to each tribe a willingness to conduct
individual meetings at the tribe’s convenience,
which may include attendance at meetings of the
tribal council or committees.
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VI. EVALUATION & UPDATE OF THE
PUBLIC PARTICIPATION PLAN

SJCOG’s Public Participation Plan
is not a static document, but an ongoing strategy that will be periodically
reviewed and updated based on our
experiences, changes in legislation,
and the changing circumstances of
the agency and the transportation
community it serves.

As part of every public outreach and involvement
program developed for the regional transportation
plan, SJCOG will set performance measures for
the effectiveness of the participation program and
report on the results. These performance reports
will serve to inform and improve future outreach
and involvement programs, including future
updates to this Public Participation Plan.
Additionally, SJCOG will periodically evaluate
various components of the items identified under
Section IV. Public Participation Tool Box, which
form the core of SJCOG’s public involvement
activities.
This Public Participation Plan may be subject
to minor changes from time to time. Any major
updates will include a review by SJCOG advisory
committees, a 45-day public comment period with
wide release and notification of the public about the
proposed changes, review by and approval by the
SJCOG Board.
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Evaluation & Update of the Public Participation Plan

SJCOG PUBLIC PARTICIPATION EVALUATION METHODS
PUBLIC PARTICIPATION TOOL
Public Participation Plan
SJCOG Website
SJCOG Newsroom
Project Specific Meetings & Workshop
Legal Notices & Advertisements
Press Releases
Public Hearings
Surveys
Flyers
Social Media
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EVALUATION METHOD
To be reviewed on an ongoing basis and as required; evaluated
via survey and public comment.
Number of hits
Analytics; distribution list size
Number of attendees; number of comments received; press
mentions
No measure required
Distribution; press mentions, number of calls; comments
Number of attendees; number of comments
Distribution; number of responses received; number of
comments received
Distribution; number of comments received
Number of shares; comments received; number of likes
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A COMPREHENSIVE PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT
PROGRAM IS AN IMPORTANT COMPONENT
FOR DEVELOPING THE REGIONAL
TRANSPORTATION PLAN / SUSTAINABLE
COMMUNITIES STRATEGY.

I

INTRODUCTION

Federal regulation (Title 23 USC Section 134) and State legislation
(Government Code Section 65080 et seq.) require SJCOG, as the
Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO), and Regional Planning Agency
(RTPA) to prepare a long-range Regional Transportation Plan, or RTP.
The purpose of the RTP is to combine transportation policies and projects
to lay out the blueprint for San Joaquin County’s transportation network
and how it can best handle the needs of the future. The RTP coordinates a
balanced regional transportation system, identifies adequate funding for
transportation projects, and meets federal air quality requirements. The plan
is developed in cooperation with Caltrans; the cities of Escalon, Lathrop,
Lodi, Ripon, Stockton, and Tracy; and other local and regional stakeholders.
In addition, California Senate Bill 375 (2008) requires SJCOG and other
MPOs to reduce greenhouse gas emissions through development of a
Sustainable Communities Strategy, or SCS, which integrates transportation
and land-use planning. In addition to seeking to achieve a greenhouse
gas target, the San Joaquin County region must also continue to work to
accommodate anticipated population growth while keeping the region
affordable for our residents, preserve open spaces, protect our environment,
and get our residents where they need to go, when they need to get there.
A comprehensive public involvement program is an important component
for developing the RTP/SCS. As SJCOG undertakes the development of the
2018 RTP/SCS, a major goal of the public outreach effort is to communicate
with non-traditional as well as traditional audiences through outreach
efforts and a series of workshops and public hearings. This program will help
ensure that environmental justice issues are addressed and that interested
members of the public have ample opportunity to understand and provide
meaningful input throughout the RTP development process.

»

THE REGIONAL
TRANSPORTATION
PLAN (RTP)
COORDINATES
A BALANCED
REGIONAL
TRANSPORTATION
SYSTEM, IDENTIFIES
ADEQUATE
FUNDING FOR
TRANSPORTATION
PROJECTS, AND
MEETS FEDERAL
AIR QUALITY
REQUIREMENTS.
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II

A

SUMMARY OF RTP PUBLIC PARTICIPATION

RTP PUBLIC PARTICIPATION REQUIREMENTS

TITLE 23 CFR PART 450.316(A) OUTLINES THE FOLLOWING
CONCERNING PARTICIPATION AND CONSULTATION
“The MPO shall develop and use a documented participation plan that
defines a process for providing:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

•
•
•
•

individuals,
affected public agencies,
representatives of public transportation employees,
public ports,
freight shippers,
providers of freight transportation services,
private providers of transportation (including intercity bus operators,
employer-based commuting programs, shuttle program, vanpool
program, transit benefit program, parking cash-out program, shuttle
program, or telework program),
representatives of users of public transportation,
representatives of users of pedestrian walkways and bicycle
transportation facilities,
representatives of the disabled, and
other interested parties

with reasonable opportunities to be involved in the metropolitan
transportation planning process.”
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»

»

»

»

»

»

»
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When significant written and oral comments are received on the draft
RTP and as a result of the participation process or the interagency
consultation process a summary, analysis, and report of the proposed
comments shall be made as part of the final RTP.
The public participation plan should be prepared prior to the
development of the RTP. The public participation plan should have
public input during its preparation and have a 45-day comment period
before the MPOs/RTPAs board adopts it.
Tital 23 CFR part 450.316(a)(1)(iii) requires the participation plan
to use visualization techniques to describe the RTP. Visualization
techniques range from a simple line drawing or hand written chart to
technologically complex web cast public meetings and GIS modeling
and computer generated maps. The specific type of visualization
technique is determined by the MPO/RTPA.
The public participation plan and both the draft and adopted RTP
shall be posted on the MPO/RTPA’s website to the maximum extent
practicable and for the life of the RTP.
It is also recommended MPOs/RTPAs place hard copies of the draft and
adopted copies of RTPs in local libraries and/or other locations where
the public would have access to them.
The MPO shall, to the extent practicable, develop a documented
process that outlines roles, responsibilities, and key decision points for
consulting with other governments and agencies. Non-MPO public
participation efforts shall at minimum develop a documented process
that outlines roles, responsibilities and provides outreach efforts to all
sectors of the local community.
MPO’s and RTPA’s are also encouraged to involve the media, including
ethnic media as appropriate, as a tool to promote public participation in
the RTP development, review and commenting process.

B

ADDITIONAL SCS PUBLIC PARTICIPATION REQUIREMENTS

Public participation and consultation for the development of the RTP remains
an essential element of the overall RTP process. Mapping and visualization
tools should be used, to the extent practicable, to create visual representations
of proposed scenarios, the SCS. Use of the tools will help facilitate more
effective and meaningful public involvement in development and refinement
of the SCS. A Public Participation Plan includes public outreach, public
awareness, and public input beginning with the planning stage.
The MPO shall adopt a Public Participation Plan in advance of developing an
SCS and/or APS to include:

»

THE MPO SHALL
ADOPT A PUBLIC
PARTICIPATION PLAN
IN ADVANCE OF
DEVELOPING AN
SCS.

Outreach efforts encouraging the active participation of a broad range

1 of stakeholders in the planning process, consistent with the agency’s

adopted Public Participation Plan. This includes, but is not limited to:
• affordable housing advocates
• transportation advocates
• neighborhood and community groups
• environmental advocates
• home builder representatives
• broad-based business organizations
• landowners
• commercial property interests
• homeowner associations
Consultation with congestion management agencies, transportation

2 agencies, and transportation commissions.

Regional public workshops with information and tools providing

3 a clear understanding of policy choices and issues. To the extent

practicable, each workshop shall include urban simulation computer
modeling to create visual representations of the SCS.
Preparation and circulation of a draft SCS not less than 55 days before

4 adoption of a final RTP.

For a single county MPO (such as SJCOG), at least two public

5 hearings shall be held. To the maximum extent feasible, the hearings
shall be in different parts of the region to maximize the opportunity
for participation by members of the public throughout the region.
A process enabling the public to provide a single request to receive

6 notices, information and updates.

5

This (SCS) public participation plan is not required to be reviewed or
approved by any state agency and is not necessary to be included as part
of the RTP. However, the MPO should maintain a record of its public
participation efforts relative to the SCS and APS if applicable, and therefore,
it is recommended these additional requirements should be included in the
federally required plan.

CONSULTATION WITH LOCAL ELECTED OFFICIALS

»

U.S. DOT DEFINES
CONSULTATION AS:
ONE OR MORE PARTIES
CONFER WITH OTHER
IDENTIFIED PARITIES
IN ACCORDANCE
WITH AN ESTABLISHED
PROCESS AND, PRIOR
TO TAKING ACTION(S),
CONSIDERS THE VIEWS
OF THE OTHER PARTIES
AND PERIODICALLY
INFORMS THEM ABOUT
ACTION(S) TAKEN.

During the development of the SCS, the MPO must conduct at least
two informational meetings in each county for members of the board of
supervisors and city councils. Only one informational meeting is needed
in each county if it is attended by representatives of the county board
of supervisors and city councils that represent a majority of the cities
representing a majority of the population in the incorporated areas of that
county. The purpose of this meeting (or meetings) shall be to present a
draft of SCS, to the members of the board of supervisors and city council
members in that county and to solicit and consider their input and
recommendations.
Continuing with a collaborative transportation planning process, MPOs
work and consult with local elected officials as key stakeholders in the
regional transportation system. While local elected officials serve on
regional agency boards, expanded consultation is required pursuant to
Government Code Section 65080(b)(2)(E) and (F) to provide outreach to
all local elected officials and their member jurisdictions affected by the SCS
(and APS if applicable).
Pursuant to Government Code Section 65080(b)(2)(G), in preparing an
SCS, the MPO shall consider spheres of influence that have been adopted by
Local Agency Formation Commissions (LAFCOs) within the region. MPOs
should also consult with LAFCOs regarding special districts within the
region that provide property-related services such as water or wastewater
services, and should consult with these regional special districts, as
appropriate, during development of an SCS.
Additionally, MPOs should consider consultation with school districts
within their region during development of the RTP. School-related trips
constitute a significant protion of all vehicle trips.

6

INTERAGENCY COORDINATION
As the MPO works on RTP development and approval, interagency
coordination with both federal and state agencies provides necessary
information for the RTP, and nofication to all interested parties. Advanced
and continuos coordination with all appropriate agencies is highly
recommended. MPO development of the RTP should include interagency
coordination with, but not limited to, the following entities:
1. Federal agencies including: Federal Highways Administration
(FHWA), Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), and Federal Transit
Administration (FTA)
2. California Department of Housing and Community Development
(HCD)
3. California Air Resources Board (ARB)
4. California Department of Transportation (Caltrans)
5. Appropriate Resources Agencies (see list in Section 4.9)
6. Adjacent MPOs and RTPAs with which the MPO shares a significant
amount of interregional travel.
MPOs are also encouraged to work with HCD to incorporate the
appropriate Regional Housing Needs Allocation (RHNA) within their RTPs.

C OTHER CONSULTATION & COORDINATION REQUIREMENTS
PRIVATE SECTOR INVOLVEMENT
Federal regulations require private sector involvement as a component of
the regional transportation planning process. Title 23 USC Part 134 (g)(4),
Title 23 USC Section 135(e) and Title 23 CRF Part 450.316 (a) require the
transportation planning process include input from the goods movement
industry and other transportation organizations.

CONSULTATION WITH INTERESTED PARTIES
Consulting with interested parties on plans, programs and projects shall
include individuals or organizations that are mentioned in Title 23 CFR
Part 450.316(a). Title 23 CFR Part 450.316(d) requires MPOs to consult
with federal land use management agencies as appropriate during the
development of RTP. RTPAs shall comply as well. Title 23 CFR part
450.322(g) states that MPOs shall consult as appropriate with state and
local agencies responsible for land use management, natural resources,
environmental protection, conservation, and historic preservation during
the development of their RTP. RTPAs shall comply with this as well.
7
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U.S. DOT EXPANDED DEFINITION OF INTERESTED PARTIES NOW INCLUDES:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Citizens
Affected public agencies
Representatives of public transportation employees
Freight shippers
Private providers of transportation
Representatives of users of public transportation
Representatives of users of pedestrian walkways and bicycle transportation facilities
Representatives of people with disabilities
Providers of freight transportation services
Other interested parties.

The MPO/RTPA shall provide these interested parties with reasonable opportunity to comment on the
proposed RTP.

NATIVE AMERICAN TRIBAL GOVERNMENT CONSULTATION &
COORDINATION
Title 23 CFR part 450.316(c) requires MPOs to involve the federally
recognized Nativ American Tribal Government in the development of the
RTP. RTPAs shall comply as well. Title 23 CFR part 450.316 (a)(1), the
participation plan shall be developed by the MPO in consultation with all
interested parties and shall, at a minimum, describe explicit procedures,
strategies and desired outcomes. The requirement of including interested
parties in the development of the participation plan and the RTP would
include federally recognized or non-federally recognized tribes.

CONSULTATION WITH RESOURCE AGENCIES
Title 23 CFR part 450.322(g)(1) & (g)(2) requires that the MPO shall
consult, as appropriate, with State and local agencies responsible for land use
management, natural resources, environmental protection, conservation,
and historic preservation concerning the 2010 RTP Guidelines 74
development of the transportation plan. The consultation shall involve, as
appropriate: (1) Comparison of transportation plans with State conservation
plans or maps, if available; or (2) Comparison of transportation plans
to inventories of natural or historic resources, if available. In addition,
the discussion of mitigation activities required by SAFETEA-LU Section
450.322(f)(7) (and described more fully in Section 5.3) shall be developed in
consultation with Federal, State, and Tribal land management, wildlife, and
regulatory agencies.
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), consultation with
agencies, governments or individuals that could potentially be impacted
by transportation projects in the RTP. Government Code Section 65080(b)
(2)(B)(v) requires that MPOs develop a sustainable communities strategy
(which is part of the RTP) that shall gather and consider the best practically
available scientific information regarding “resource areas” and “farmland” as
defined in subdivisions (a) and (b) of Government Code Section 65080.01.
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SJCOG WILL INCORPORATE
TRADITIONAL & GRASSROOTS METHODS
FOR PUBLIC OUTREACH IN AN EFFORT TO
ENSURE PUBLIC INPUT AND INVOLVEMENT
IS COMPREHENSIVE AND REFLECTIVE OF
THE REGION’S DEMOGRAPHICS.
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III

RTP/SCS STAKEHOLDERS & TARGET AUDIENCE

SJCOG strongly encourages public involvement from individuals and
groups of individuals who reside, have interest, or do business in a
given area that may be affected by transportation decisions. They are
the following:

TRANSPORTATION SERVICE PROVIDERS
Private and public providers of transportation services, including,
but not limited to, the trucking and rail freight industries, rail
passenger industry, transit operators, taxi cap operators, ports and
airports.

SPECIALIZED TRANSPORTATION SERVICE PROVIDERS
Specialized transportation service operators, including schools
and social service agencies providing transportation for seniors,
and persons with disabilities.

NON-MOTORIZED TRANSPORTATION USERS
Those persons who utilize non-motorized modes of
transportation such as bicyclists and pedestrians.

HISTORICALLY UNDERSERVED POPULATIONS
Those persons traditional underserved by existing transportation
systems, such as low-income and/or minority households, who
may face challenges accessing employment. Although these
groups may be difficult to reach due to possible communication
barriers, they should be explicitly encouraged to participate in the
public involvment process.

ADVOCATES, ORGANIZATIONS, AND SPECIAL INTERESTS
Affordable housing advocates, neighborhood groups, transit and
active transportation advocates, environmental advocates, home
builder representatives, broad-based business organizations,
landowners, commercial property interests, home owner
associations and public health organizations.
11

As appropriate, SJCOG will incorporate traditional and grassroots
methods for public outreach in an effort to ensure public input
and involvement is comprehensive and reflective of the region’s
demographics. SJCOG staff will work in conjunction with member
jurisdictions in the region to coordinate communications and public
involvement efforts with community-based organizations and
individuals, including list sharing and developing public outreach
efforts and documents together. SJCOG staff is responsible for
developing and maintaining a mailing list with names of interested
individuals and groups. The mailing list can be sorted by specific
categories according to SJCOG sub regions.
PUBLIC HEARINGS & PUBLIC INFORMATION MEETINGS
A public hearing is a formal way to gather resident comments and positions
for public record and input into the decision-making process. Decisionmakers and leaders hear directly from the public prior to a decision point.
SJCOG will hold public hearings as appropriate based on the actions
required.

12

ELEMENTS OF A PUBLIC HEARING PROCESS

PUBLIC
NOTICE

PUBLIC
HEARING

PUBLIC NOTICES

Public notices are used to inform the general
public and media of public hearings. SJCOG
will publish a public hearing notice in a general
circulation newspaper and provide media
releases to non-English media in the region
citing the time, date, and location of the hearing
as well as topics which will be discussed.
Public notices will also be sent out to affected
individuals and interested parties whose names
are in the agency’s mailing list, as well as public
libraries. SJCOG’s goal for mailing public
hearing notices will be at least fifteen days
in advance of the meeting, unless otherwise
required by statute. SJCOG recognizes that the
public notice period is effectively shortened
for those who request formatted or translated
materials. SJCOG’s goal for completion of
formatted or translated materials is five days
from the time the request is received.
PUBLIC HEARINGS

Public hearings will occur during noted
SJCOG meetings and will be held in accessible
buildings as close as possible to public
transportation. In addition, the time of the
hearing can be critical in determining the
success of the public input process. SJCOG will
hold at least one evening public hearing on the
RTP/SCS in order to give the public

INFORMATIONAL
MEETINGS

PUBLIC
COMMENT

more opportunity to provide their input. To the
extent feasible, the hearings shall be in different
parts of the region to maximize the opportunity
for participation.
INFORMATIONAL MEETINGS

SJCOG may conduct one informational
meeting if it is attended by representatives
of the county board of supervisors and city
council members representing a majority of
the popualtions in the incorporated areas of
that county. The purpose of the meeting shall
be to present a draft RTP/SCS to the members
of the board of supervisors and the city
council to solicit and consider their input and
recommendations.
PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD

SJCOG will accept prepared comments from
the public during the period between the notice
and hearing dates. Comments received in
languages other than English will be translated
if possible. All comments will be considered
part of the public record. Also during this
period, SJCOG will accept questions and
provide clarification on issues raised by the
public. The public comment period for the
RTP/SCS will be in accordance with 23 CFR
450.
13

ADVISORY COMMITTEES

»

THROUGH ITS
STANDING AND AD
HOC COMMITTEES,
SJCOG ENCOURAGES
PARTICIPATION OF ALL
INTERESTED GROUPS
AND RESIDENTS IN
THE REGION, AS WELL
AS REPRESENTATIVES
FROM MEMBER
JURISDICTIONS, LOCAL
AGENCIES, AND THE
PRIVATE SECTOR.

The SJCOG Board has established a number of advisory committees
as a means of obtaining advice from residents and key interests in
the community on a variety of subjects. Through its standing and ad
hoc committees, SJCOG encourages the participation of all interest
groups and residents in the region as well as representatives from
member jurisdictions, local agencies, and the private sector. Advisory
committee members are selected by the SJCOG Board, with staff
providing recommendations. Staff uses SJCOG’s public outreach
processes to identify interested parties, specifically with an interest
in creating and maintaining diversity on these committees. SJCOG
staff presents plans, data, and proposed programs to representative
groups of the community for input and feedback early in the planning
process. These committees are augmented, restructured, added to,
or discharged from time to time based upon the issues and concerns
faced by the Board.
The current federal transportation act, Fixing America’s Surface
Transportation (FAST), provides that residents, affected public
agencies, representatives of public transportation employees, freight
shippers, providers of freight transportation services, private providers
of transportation, representatives of users of public transportation,
representatives of users of pedestrian walkways and bicycle
transportation faciltiies, representatives of the disabled, and other
interested parties be provided with reasonable opportunities to be
involved in the metropolitan transportation planning process, with
regard to the RTP/SCS. Many of SJCOG’s advisory committees include
representatives of these groups.
In regards to public participation, staff will provide appropriate standing and
ad hoc advisory committees with Public Participation Plans for review and
comment. Advisory committee members can offer invaluable information,
strategies, and community contacts to increase participation in SJCOG
programs. SJCOG staff will meet with the technical advisory committee
that assisted with the development of the Public Participation Plan on an
as-needed basis to address the plan’s effectiveness and periodic update. All
SJCOG advisory committee meetings are open to the public.
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Membership lists, committee terms, vacancies, and meeting times and
locations will be made available on the SJCOG website. Similarly, each
advisory committee will have a designated SJCOG staff person who will
be identified on the website and in committee materials. The Brown Act
requires at least 72 hours public notice citing the time, date, and location
before regular meetings. SJCOG policy for posting notices for advisory
committee meetings will be at least three days in advance of the meeting.
The current committee list along with the name of the SJCOG staff person
assigned to each committee is listed on the SJCOG website at www.sjcog.
org/committees.
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IV

RTP/SCS PUBLIC OUTREACH OBJECTIVES

The SJCOG Public Participation Plan calls for setting and measuring
progress on involving the public in SJCOG’s Regional Transportation
Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy.

A

OBJECTIVES

1
SOLICIT PARTICIPATION
FROM A BROAD RANGE OF
GROUPS AND INDIVIDUALS
IN THE RTP/SCS DECISIONMAKING PROCESS

4

2

RAISE AWARENESS
AND OFFER
OPPORTUNITIES FOR
PUBLIC INPUT ABOUT
THE RTP/SCS

3
STIMULATE DIALOGUE
ABOUT THE
TRANSPORTATION
CHALLENGES FACING
THE SAN JOAQUIN
COUNTY REGION

PROVIDE INFORMATION TO THE RESIDENTS IN THE SAN JOAQUIN COUNTY
REGION AND OTHER STAKEHOLDERS

5
DEVELOP AND
INCORPORATE INTO THE
RTP/SCS UPDATE REALISTIC
SOLUTIONS THAT ADDRESS
THE DIVERSE MOBILITY
NEEDS OF THE REGION’S
RESIDENTS, VISITORS AND
BUSINESSES

BUILD PUBLIC SUPPORT FOR, AND
UNDERSTANDING OF, THE TRANSPORATION
IMPROVEMENTS OUTLINED IN THE RTP/SCS

6
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B

PERFORMANCE MEASURES
DIVERSITY
Participants must represent a range of socioeconomic, ethnic and
cultural, geographic and user (mode) groups. They must also include
a range of people with varying interests: social service, business,
environment, social justice/equity, etc.
» Targeted groups include all those listed under “Summary of
Outreach Requirements,” including additional SJCOG contacts
» Participating citizens represent a cross-section of people of
various interests, places of residence and primary modes of travel,
as reported on surveys and comments or other communications
received throughout the update process.

REACH
The program should make every effort to include the greatest number
of people possible. Different levels of participation will make it more
inviting for people with a range of involvement preferences to join
the discussion. The success of the program will be measured by the
following:
» Number of comments received
» Number of individuals who actively participated in the SJCOG
RTP/SCS Public Outreach Program, as measured by survey
responses, focus group attendance, comments received and
community outreach involvement (excluding repeat attendance).
» Number of visits or “views” to the SJCOG RTP page on the
website and/or requests for information during active periods of
the public outreach and involvement program
» Number of online/electronic survey respondents
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ACCESSIBILITY
Every effort should be made to ensure that anyone who wants to
participate can do so. This goal can be met by taking the participation
activities to where people are already located, whenever possible.
It can also be met by providing ways to participate, regardless of
individuals’ language or ability to attend a meeting, access to the web,
etc.
» Meetings are held in communities and during existing meeting
dates/times whenever possible
» 100 percent of meeting locations are accessible by transit with the
exception of rural unincorporated communities and other town
pockets that lack the public transportation needed to access all
viable meeting locations in the area.
» Meetings are linguistically accessible to 100 percent of
participants, with 3 working days’ advance request for translation.
Meeting announcements will offer translation services with
advance notice to participants speaking any language with
available professional translation services. At public workshops
SJCOG will provide translators and Spanish language materials as
requested.
» All meetings are accessible under the requirements of the
Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA).

»

EVERY EFFORT
SHOULD BE MADE
TO ENSURE THAT
ANYONE WHO
WANTS TO
PARTICIPATE CAN
DO SO.

IMPACT
The feedback received through this Plan should be analyzed and
provided to the SJCOG Policy Board wherever appropriate. Interested
participants should be informed of Board’s actions. Decisions to
not incorporate recommendations should be noted, with a rationale
provided and ready to be discussed.
» 100 percent of written comments received are logged, analyzed,
summarized and communicated in time for consideration by staff
and the SJCOG Board
» 100 percent of written comments are acknowledged in the form
received, so that the person making them knows whether his or
her comment is reflected in the outcome of a Board action or,
conversely, why the Board acted differently.
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EDUCATION
This outreach program is an opportunity for SJCOG to inform a
wide range of people about transportation issues in the San Joaquin
County region, as well as the link to climate change and sustainable
growth, among other issues. Each step of the process should include
an educational element, whether it is about San Joaquin County
area transportation in general, specific projects being considered
for inclusion in the long-range plan or background on the outreach
results to date.

PARTICIPANT SATISFACTION
People who take the time and energy to participate should feel it was
worth their while to join in the discussion and debate. The following
targeted performance measures are associated with each of the goal
topics.
» Majority of participants rate the SJCOG RTP/SCS Outreach
Program as Excellent or Good on each of the following
performance dimensions (or other specific features to be
determined):
• Accessibility (meeting locations, materials presented in
appropriate languages for targeted audiences, etc.)
• Adequate notice
• Sufficient opportunity to comment
• Clear understanding of items that are established policy versus
those that are open to public influence
• Clear information at an appropriate level of detail
• Educational value of presentations and materials
• Responsiveness to comments received
• Understanding of other perspectives and differing priorities
• Quality of the dicussion

20
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THESE STRATEGIES ARE DESIGNED TO NOT ONLY
ADHERE TO REQUIRED PUBLIC ENGAGEMENT
ACTIVITIES, BUT TO RUN A TRULY INCLUSIVE
OUTREACH PROCESS THAT ENGAGES ALL INTERESTED
STAKEHOLDERS, PARTICULARLY THOSE TRADITIONALLY
UNDERREPRESENTED AND UNDERSERVED IN THE
PLANNING PROCESS.
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V

IMPLEMENTATION OF RTP/SCS
PUBLIC PARTICIPATION PLAN & OUTREACH STRATEGIES

Under state law (SB 375, Steinberg, Chapter 728, 2008 Statutes),
SJCOG must develop a Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS) as
part of their Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) to integrate planning
for growth and housing with long-range transportation investments,
including goals for reducing greenhouse gas emissions for cars and
light trucks. The law also calls for a Public Participation Plan that
addresses outreach for developing the RTP/SCS. Other statutory State,
as well as Federal consultation and coordination requirements are
further covered in Chapter 4 of the current Regional Transportation
Plan Guidelines for Metropolitan Planning Organizations. These
guidelines identify required actions, recommended actions, and best
practices to be considered to achieve extensive, broad-based, and
meaningful public engagement.
Below is a list of strategies that SJCOG intends to implement
throughout the development of the RTP/SCS. These strategies are
designed to not only adhere to required public engagement activities,
but to run a truly inclusive outreach process that engages all interested
stakeholders, particularly those traditionally underrepresented and
underserved in the planning process.

1

»

LOOK FOR THE
GREEN BOX!
The side bars highlight
how members of
the public and other
interested groups
may participate in
the transportation
planning process.

RTP/SCS IMPLEMENTATION WORKING GROUP

The purpose of the RTP/SCS Implementation Working Group is to
support SJCOG staff and standing committees in the development,
preparation, and subsequent implementation of the RTP/SCS.
The Working Group is vital to the success of the process as
members consider key issues in the development of the long-range
transportation plan. The Working Group members are responsible for
providing technical assistance and subject area expertise with the goal
of achieving community-based consensus and support for the final
RTP/SCS.
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The current RTP/SCS Implementation Working Group is comprised
of representation from the following areas:
• Affordable housing advocates,
• Transportation advocates,
• Environmental advocates,
• Home Builder representatives,
• Infill Builder representatives,
• Broad-based business organizations,
• Landowners,
• Commercial Property Interests,
• Local Government Representatives,
• Environmental Justice Representatives, and
• Public Health Agencies

»

JOIN THE RTP/SCS
IMPLMENETATION
WORKING GROUP:
•

•

Open seats will be
announced on the
SJCOG website
and on standing
committee
agendas.
To sign up for
email notifications,
please visit www.
sjcog.org/notifyme.

SJCOG will be expanding representation on the working group to
include additional representation from community groups, walking
and bicycling representatives, non-governmental organizations, the
Native American community, other private sector interests (trucking,
large employers, business organizations) and others identified in the
future as not already represented through other committees or ad hoc
groups.
The RTP/SCS Working Group will meet regularly, at a time
determined by a poll of members. All meetings will be open to the
public. SJCOG will post the application for open seats on its website
and on standing committee agendas. The notice will also be included
in SJCOG blog posts and email lists. To receive updates from the
SJCOG Newsroom, visit www.sjcognewsroom.wordpress to sign up.
To receive email notices of scheduled meetings, please visit www.sjcog.
org/notifyme.

2

» DOWNLOAD
AGENDAS:
•
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Visit the Agenda
Center at www.
sjcog.org

SJCOG BOARD OF DIRECTORS &
STANDING COMMITTEES

Along with the SJCOG Board of Directors, the following list of SJCOG
Standing Committees will be involved in the development of the RTP/
SCS as scheduled below.
SJCOG Board of Directors and Standing Committees usually meet
monthly and will be provided regular updates and consultation
opportunities during the RTP/SCS development process. Meeting
agendas and packet materials are available on the SJCOG website. All
meetings are open to the public. To view the agenda, packets, or access
additional information, please visit www.sjcog.org.

COMMITTEE

DESCRIPTION

MEETINGS TIME LOCATION

Board of
Directors

The Board of Directors is composed
of city council members and county
supervisors, appointed by the member
jurisdictions.
The CAC primarily provides
community input on project priorities
and other matters pertaining to the
Measure K program.
The Executive Committee is made up
of five SJCOG Board members and
generally reviews selected agenda items
and submits a recommendation to the
Board of Directors.
The HTAC is responsible for verifying
that the San Joaquin County MultiSpecies Habitat Conservation and Open
Space Plan is implemented correctly and
for solving any issues that arise during
implementation.
The ITC was created to improve
communication and coordination
among the transit agencies within the
San Joaquin County.
M&F guides administrative and
financial decisions of SJCOG as the
Local Transportation Authroity and
is composed of city managers and the
county administrator.
The PDC is a subcommittee of
the Board of Directors and guides
policies, transportation programming
recommendations, and monitors project
delivery.
The SCSAC meets monthly to discuss
a county wide strategy to meet
community goals for coordinated
transportation and land use.
The SSTAC monitors and promotes
improvements to public transportation
services for persons with disabilities and
seniors residing in San Joaquin County.

Fourth
Thursday of
every month

Citizens Advisory
Committee
(CAC)
Executive
Committee

Habitat Technical
Advisory
Committee
(HTAC)

Interagency
Transit
Committee (ITC)
Management &
Finance Advisory
Committee
(M&F)
Project Delivery
Committee
(PDC)

SCS Advisory
Committee
(SCSAC)

Social Services
Transportation
Advisory
Committee
(SSTAC)
Technical
The TAC advises the SJCOG Board on
Advisory
regional transportation planning and
Committee (TAC) programming matters.

5pm

SJCOG
555 E Weber Ave
Stockton 95202

Third
6pm
Wednesday of
every month

SJCOG

Third Friday
of every
month

SJCOG

12pm

Second
9:30am SJCOG
Wednesday of
every month

3pm
Monthly
on Monday
before Board
Meeting
Third
12pm
Wednesday of
every month

SJCOG

Earnie’s Food &
Spirits
1351 N. Main St
Manteca 95336

Second
Monday of
every month

4:30pm SJCOG

Third
Thursday of
each month

2pm

SJCOG

First
3pm
Wednesday
of every other
month

SJRTD
421 E Weber Ave
Stockton 95202

Second
Thursday of
every month

SJCOG

10am

25

3

STAKEHOLDER FOCUS GROUPS

To consult and coordinate the development of the RTP/SCS with
stakeholders specifically interested or involved with plans or projects
identified in individual work elements, focus groups will be organized
topically as needed during the planning process. These groups may
be a sub-set of an existing SJCOG committee or group. These groups
will be organized on an ad hoc basis depending on identified topics or
issues reuireing more in-depth focus than can be provided by existing
committees or working groups.

4

ONLINE PUBLIC ENGAGEMENT

SJCOG will work with a firm specializing in online public engagement
to develop an interactive web-based platform to supplement in-person
outreach activities. This will include a web-based survey that will be
made available in English and Spanish. While participation in the
survey will be voluntary, SJCOG staff has the ability to monitor input
in real time to ensure that participants are reflective of the county’s
demographics. Following the close of the survey, SJCOG staff will
be responsible for preparing a detailed list of findings that assess the
values and priorities of communities throughout the region. These
survey findings will feed directly into RTP/SCS development.
Once the survey is ready for launch, SJCOG will:
• Post a notice on the website and via social media;
• Work with the RTP/SCS Working Group, community partners,
and “champions” (see Item 6) to distribute the surveys; and/or
• Utilize additional marketing strategies to ensure broad
participation across San Joaquin County.

5

»

SIGN UP FOR EMAIL
UPDATES:
•

Go to www.sjcog.
org/notifyme

EMAILS

Regular updates regarding RTP/SCS development will be included in
the “San Joaquin COG in Motion” e-newsletters. Additional emails
will be sent to government and other stakeholder agencies seeking
their involvement and coordination as required by the Guidance
document.
If you would like to submit a single request to receive all notices,
information and updates regarding the 2018 RTP/SCS development
you may do so, or you may be added to specific email lists only.
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6

COMMUNITY-BASED OUTREACH PROGRAM

To help ensure diverse and direct input from all populations, SJCOG
will develop a community-based outreach program to empower
community leaders and organizations to become “champions” of the
RTP/SCS planning process. The focus of the Champions Outreach
Program is to conduct outreach in communities not typically
involved in the regional transportation planning process. Volunteer
organizations and individuals will be provided training and technical
assistance to conduct outreach activities in their communities and
among populations served by their organization. Champions will be
key in engaging communties in the planning processes, generating
feedback, and maintaining communication with communities
regarding the RTP/SCS process.
Additionally, SJCOG staff is actively exploring a mini-grant program
in order to supplement outreach efforts and provide potential funding
for community-based organizations and grassroots groups who
demonstrate reach and impact in underserved, underrepresented, and
disadvantaged communities throughout the region.

»

BECOME A
CHAMPION:
•

Contact Christine
Corrales at (209)
235-0128 or
corrales@sjcog.org

To receive information to participate as a “champion,” please contact
Christine Corrales, Assistant Regional Planner for SJCOG at (209)
235-0128 or corrales@sjcog.org. Information to participate in the
Champions Outreach Program will also be posted on the SJCOG
website, social media, and emailed.

27

7

SOCIAL MEDIA

Updates, events, workshops and meeting announcements, as well as
any other opportunities to participate will be posted to SJCOG social
media platforms.

» FOLLOW THE RTP/SCS
PROCESS ON
SOCIAL MEDIA:

8

» VISIT & BOOKMARK US:
•

Go to www.sjcog.org

@sanjoaquinCOG

@sjcogvideo

@sjcog

San Joaquin Council
of Governments

@sanjoaquincog

SJCOG Newsroom

WEBSITE

Notices regarding 2018 RTP/SCS public meetings and workshops,
agenda packets, and other public comment/participation
opportunities will be available and accessible in the following areas of
the SJCOG website:
• Homepage
• Events Calendar
• Community Info > Get Involved
• Planning & Funding > RTP/SCS

9

INTERAGENCY CONSULTATION & COORDINATION

» CONSULTATION WITH INTERESTED PARTIES
SJCOG is required by federal law to consult with federal land-use
management, natural resources, environmental protection, conservation and
historic preservation agencies during RTP development. Other interested
parties for which a reasonable opportunity to comment on the document
must be provided include public health agencies, public transportation
employees, public ports, freight shippers, private transportation providers,
users of walkway and bicycle transportation facilities, people with
disabilities, and freight transport services. To the extent that any of these
28

groups are not involved in the RTP/SCS development process through
other working groups or committees, SJCOG will offer individual
formal consultation opportunities.

» CONSULTATION WITH LOCAL ELECTED OFFICIALS
SJCOG will consult with local elected officials and member
jurisdictions that are potentially affected by the RTP/SCS.
Additionally, SJCOG will consult with the San Joaquin Local Agency
Formation Commission (LAFCO), and other regional specific districts
(such as water/wastewater service providers, school districts).

» INTERAGENCY COORDINATION
SJCOG will provide advanced on-going coordination with Federal
and State Agencies with plans or programs providing necessary
information for the RTP/SCS. Interagency Coordination activities will
include, but is not necessarily limited to the following:
• Federal agencies, including: Federal Highways Administration
(FHWA), Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), and Federal
Transit Administration (FTA)
• California Department of Housing and Community Development
(HCD)
• California Air Resources Board (ARB)
• California Department of Transportation (Caltrans)
• Resources Agencies (such as land use management, environmental
protection, conservation, and historic preservation)
• Adjacent MPOs

» SAN JOAQUIN VALLEY COORDINATION
SJCOG has a long history of coordination with the other seven
Metrpolitan Planning Organizations in the San Joaquin Valley. The
following is a list of current valleywide committees, groups, and
programs that will be consulted during RTP/SCS development:
• Model Coordinating Committee
• Program Coordination Group
• San Joaquin Valley Greenprint Committee
• San Joaquin Valley Regional Planning Agencies - Regional Policy
Council
• San Joaquin Valley Regional Planning Agencies - Executive
Directors Committee
• Valley Blueprint Planners Network
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10 COMMUNITY MEETINGS

»

REQUEST A
PRESENTATION:
•

Contact Kim
Anderson at
(209) 235-0565
or anderson@
sjcog.org.

SJCOG staff will make presentations at existing community meetings
for organizations and community groups or associations as requested,
and as available through additional channels.

11 PUBLIC OUTREACH VIA MEMBER JURISDICTIONS
SJCOG staff will work with Board members and their staff from
each local jurisdiction to promote workshops and create interest
among constitutents about the RTP/SCS process. Some potential
opportunities for cross promotion activities may include:
• Utilizing member agency call systems, email distribution lists,
social media, and websites for posting and disseminating
information
• Collaborating on informational meetings or coordinating an
outreach table at local community events and gatherings
If your organization, business, or agency has another method of
communication we may utilize for sharing information, please contact
Kim Anderson, Senior Regional Planner for SJCOG at (209) 235-0565
or anderson@sjcog.org.

12 ADDITIONAL RTP/SCS WORKSHOPS
» RTP/SCS COMMUNITY KICK-OFF MEETING
SJCOG is planning to host a kick-off meeting or workshop for the
RTP/SCS development in late 2016. The goal of the meeting/workshop
will be to gather member agencies, and community stakeholders to
begin talking about the RTP/SCS timeline and process, chapters,
layout, lessons learned and public outreach opportunities.

» RTP/SCS INTRODUCTORY WORKSHOP
SJCOG will host a workshop for those who apply for representation
on the RTP Roundtable, as well as individuals and organizations
interested in participating as part of the Champions Outreach
Program. All prospective Roundtable members and Champions will
be given an overview of what the RTP/SCS is, what is required of
SJCOG during the RTP/SCS development, a timeline of the process,
and what their role will be in the development of the RTP/SCS.
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» MEMBER AGENCY CONSULTATION & WORKSHOPS
SJCOG staff will provide regular updates for the SJCOG Board of
Directors, Standing Committees, and Member Agencies throughout
the RTP/SCS development. An overview of what will be expected of
them and their local agency as SJCOG staff updates the RTP/SCS will
be provided, as well as detailed background information on the SCS
scenario planning process. Workshops will be scheduled as needed to
delve deeper into key issues.

» SENATE BILL 375 PUBLIC PARTICIPATION REQUIREMENTS
• Senate Bill 375 (SB 375) requires that at least three regional
public workshops are conducted to provide the public with clear
information on policy choices and issues in the Draft RTP/SCS.
These workshops will be held throughout San Joaquin County
during the RTP/SCS process.
• One informational meeting is required in each county if it is
attended by representatives of the county board of supervisors and
city councils that represent a majority of the cities representing a
majority of the population in the incorporated areas of that county.
The purpose of this meeting (or meetings) shall be to present a
Draft RTP/SCS to the members of the board of supervisors and
the city council members to solicit and consider their input and
recommendations.
• At least two public hearings shall be held on the Draft RTP/SCS.
To the maximum extent feasible, the hearings shall be in different
parts of the region to maximize the opportunity for participation
by members of the public throughout the region.
All workshop, meeting, and hearing announcements will be
announced via websites, email, meeting agenda items for various
committees and through other strategies available as listed above.
SJCOG staff will also utilize the media for some announcements
provided funds are available.

13 ADDITIONAL TASKS
As appropriate and effective opportunities arise during the RTP/
SCS development process, each opportunity will be evaluated and
discussed. If a viable approach to providing public education or
receiving public input into the planning process is available, and if it is
financially feasible, it will be strongly considered for implementation.

»

HAVE A
SUGGESTION? LET
US KNOW!
•

Contact Kim
Anderson at
(209) 235-0565 or
anderson@sjcog.
org.
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CONTACT US
San Joaquin Council of Governments
555 E. Weber Avenue
Stockton, CA 95202
(209) 235-0600
(209) 235-0438 fax
www.sjcog.org
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APPENDIX B
OWP, UTN, MK, & OTHER PROGRAMS

Strategies, Procedures and Techniques for Public Participation Related to the Overall
Work Program, Unmet Transit Needs Process, Measure K Ordinance and Expenditure
Plan, Airport Land Use Plan, Regional Housing Needs Assessment, Regional
Transportation Impact Fee Program, and Congestion Management Program
This Appendix “B” to the adopted Public Participation Plan provides more explicit details as to
SJCOG’s strategies, procedures and techniques for public participation on the OWP, UTN,
RHNA, Measure K Program, RTIF, CMP, and RTIP. The interrelated goals identified in the Plan
suggest that a coordinated approach to public outreach is best in seeking to spread a consistent
message and increase public awareness of SJCOG’s planning efforts. SJCOG seeks the public’s
feedback, active participation and input in developing its plans and programs.
OVERALL WORK PROGRAM (OWP)
The Overall Work Program (OWP) is the primary document guiding the work effort of SJCOG.
In effect, the OWP constitutes a set of instructions for the planning and programming work
carried out by staff or consultants each year.
The OWP is developed each year, and details the agency’s planning and budgetary priorities for
the following fiscal year. SJCOG’s federal and state funding partners (FHWA, FTA and
Caltrans) must approve SJCOG’s OWP each year before it takes effect.
Throughout the course of each year, SJCOG staff works with local agencies, Caltrans, other
transportation planning agencies, other public and private associations and the general public
independently and through the standing SJCOG committees to develop the program for the year.
A draft OWP is taken through the committees and to the Board, typically around February, to
gather public input prior to the adoption of the final OWP.
More information about the agency’s OWP is available on the SJCOG website at:
http://www.sjcog.org/owp

UNMET TRANSIT NEEDS PROCESS (UTN)
Each year, pursuant to the Transportation Development Act (TDA) statute, SJCOG, as the RTPA
and MPO for San Joaquin County, is required to identify any unmet transit needs that may exist
in the San Joaquin region. If unmet transit needs are identified, a further analysis must be
conducted to determine whether the needs are reasonable to meet.
In accordance with state law, TDA funds must be allocated first to unmet transit needs, which are
found reasonable to meet, before any remaining funds can be distributed to local jurisdictions for
non-transit purposes such as streets and roads. Also, the addition and/or modification of the
existing transit system must be considered in order to resolve an unmet transit need.
The annual UTN assessment requires SJCOG to include, at minimum, the following elements:
1. An annual assessment of the size and location of identifiable groups likely to be transit

dependent or transit disadvantaged, including, but not limited to, the elderly, the
handicapped, including individuals eligible for paratransit and other special transportation
services, and persons of limited means, including, but not limited to, recipients under the
CalWORKs program;
2. An analysis of the adequacy of existing public transportation services and specialized
transportation services, including privately and publicly owned services; and
3. An analysis of the potential alternative public transportation services and specialized
transportation services, including privately and publicly owned services.
To further implement the UTN Assessment process, The SJCOG Board has adopted definitions
for both “unmet transit needs” and “reasonable to meet”, which are reviewed every five years in
compliance with TDA requirements. All unmet transit needs received during the annual UTN
process are reviewed by the Social Services Transportation Advisory Council (SSTAC).
Public participation is an important component in the UTN process. The TDA requires SJCOG
to hold at least one public hearing for the purpose of receiving public input regarding potential
unmet transit needs in the region. Although the TDA requires SJCOG to hold one public hearing,
SJCOG goes beyond the minimum requirements by providing public hearings throughout the
region as well as to make presentations about the UTN process to community groups, legislative
bodies of local jurisdictions, and transit hubs. Public notice of the hearings, including date, time,
location, and specific purpose is provided at least 30-days in advance through publication in one
or more newspapers of general circulation, including a Spanish language publication. Written
notification is also provided to those persons and organizations that have indicated an interest in
the UTN process, including private social service agencies and public transit operators that are
represented on the SSTAC.
Public hearings are held to give members of the public the opportunity to identify potential
unmet transit needs in the region. After the conclusion of a hearing(s), a report is prepared that
addresses the three required UTN Assessment elements listed above, analyzes any identified
unmet transit need for “reasonable to meet”, and provides a recommended finding for the Board
to adopt. Any new comments received after the public hearing, or during the Board meeting to
adopt the UTN finding, are assessed during the subsequent year’s UTN Assessment process.
SB375 mandates that MPO's must meet certain greenhouse gas reductions standards set by the
Air Resources Board. SJCOG, along with other MPO's in the valley have worked diligently on
meeting those targets through the use an integrated land use, transportation, and housing plan.
The goal is to have greenhouse gas emissions reduced to 2012 levels by 2040. Air quality
conformity findings are distributed for a 30-day public comment period, and a public hearing is
held by the SJCOG Board to elicit public input. All applicable posting requirements will be
followed.
If a documented unmet transit need is revealed within a specific jurisdiction that meets the test of
reasonable to meet, the following will occur:





The jurisdiction’s TDA Local Transportation Funds (LTF) must be used to rectify
an unmet transit need prior to using these funds for non-transit purposes such as
maintenance of streets and roads; and,
The addition and/or modification of the existing transit system(s) must be
considered in order to resolve an unmet transit need.

More information about the agency’s UTN process is available on the SJCOG website at:
http://www.sjcog.org/utn

MEASURE K ORDINANCE & EXPENDITURE PLAN/STRATEGIC PLAN
The Measure K program is administered by SJCOG as the local transportation authority for San
Joaquin County. SJCOG was established as the local transportation authority when San Joaquin
County voters approved the enactment of the Measure K program in 1990. A local transportation
authority is a public agency designation authorized by California state law that enables SJCOG
to collect the half-cent sales tax and use the money to fund a specific list of transportation
projects and programs as outlined in the Measure K Expenditure Plan.
The Measure K Expenditure Plan identifies the countywide transportation facility and service
improvements to be delivered by the extension of the existing half-cent sales tax in San Joaquin
County from 2011 to 2041. These improvements include highway, public transit, railroad grade
crossing, passenger rail, smart growth, and bicycle projects. Additionally, the Expenditure Plan
outlines the distribution of all categorical allocations between the local jurisdictions within the
county.
Updating and Revising the Ordinance and Expenditure Plan
A complete update of the Expenditure Plan is required at least once every ten years the sales tax
is in effect. The Ordinance and Expenditure Plan also has language that requires SJCOG to have
an annual process to consider amendments to the Measure K Ordinance or Expenditure Plan.
Such proposed amendments may include, but not limited to, changes in language of the Measure
K Ordinance, changes to the Measure K Program of Projects, and changes to funding categories
identified in the Measure K Expenditure Plan.
The amendment process is described below in the graphic and narrative:

As part of the amendment process, the following must occur:
- The affected SJCOG committee(s), established pursuant to the Measure K Ordinance, must
participate in the development of the proposed amendment(s).
- The Authority must hold a noticed, public hearing on the matter before formal adoption of any
amendment to the Ordinance. Notice of the public hearing shall be published pursuant to
Government Code section 6062. - The amendment must be passed by a two-thirds majority of
the SJCOG Board by a roll call vote, following a noticed public hearing. (Notice of the public
hearing shall be published pursuant to Government Code section 6062)
- The Board of Supervisors, the City Council of each city in the county must be notified and
SJCOG will provide each entity with a copy of the proposed amendment(s).
- Pursuant to Public Utilities Code 180207, the proposed amendment(s) shall become effective
45 days after notice is given, unless appealed under the process outlined in the following
paragraph. Should an appeal be filed, SJCOG is required to hold a public hearing on the
proposed amendment(s) within 45 days of the filing of the appeal.
- In the event that a local jurisdiction does not agree with the Authority's amendments(s), the
jurisdiction's policy decision-making body must, by a majority vote, determine to formally notify
SJCOG of its intent, in writing by registered mail, to obtain an override of the amendment(s).
The appealing jurisdiction will have 45 days from the date SJCOG adopts the proposed
amendment(s) to obtain resolutions supporting an override of the amendment(s) from a majority
of the cities representing a majority of the population residing within the incorporated areas of
the county and from the Board of Supervisors. If a jurisdiction does not obtain the necessary
resolutions supporting the override, the Authority's amendment(s) to the Ordinance will stand. If

the necessary resolutions supporting the override are obtained within 45 days from the date the
Authority adopts the proposed amendment(s), then the amendment(s) shall not become effective.
MEASURE K STRATEGIC PLAN
The Measure K Strategic Plan serves as the programming document for local sales tax revenue
generated by the Measure K Program and is the master document for delivery of the Measure K
Expenditure Plan projects. The Strategic Plan is prepared every two years, and can be amended
at any time. The purposes of the Strategic Plan are as follows:





Defines the scope, cost, and schedule of each project
Identifies accomplishments and critical issues
Lists a set of amendments to these projects
Details the revenue projections and possible financing tools needed to deliver the
Expenditure Plan
 Gathers into one document the policies and procedures of the Expenditure Plan
 Serves as annual budget
Updates of the Measure K Strategic Plan are conducted in consultation with the SJCOG Board of
Directors, the SJCOG standing committees, members of public agencies and transit operators,
and the public. The Strategic Plan continues the guidelines identified in the 2007 Strategic Plan
and the 2011 update that, in general, the local jurisdictions (e.g., cities, the County of San
Joaquin, SJRTD and the Rail Commission) and Caltrans would update their previously submitted
lists of projects to SJCOG for potential funding or amendment. Each project and its
accompanying scope, schedule and budget is then be reviewed by the SJCOG’s standing
committees for consistency with the adopted priorities for programming and current Measure K
Ordinance and Expenditure Plan. Based on this committee review, agency staff will recommend
to the SJCOG Board for review and approval projects for program funding or amendment.

AIRPORT LAND USE COMPATIBILITY PLAN (ALUCP)
As the ALUC for San Joaquin County, SJCOG is responsible for preparing and enforcing an
Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan (ALUCP) around each public access airport in San Joaquin
County. The purpose of the ALUCP is to maximize public safety and long term effectiveness of
airports by eliminating the use of conflicting land uses. The most recent update of the ALUCP
was completed in May 2016.
Project Review and Determination Process
Receipt and review of proposed actions submitted to the ALUC for review shall be in accordance
with the current adopted Airport Land Use Commission Project Review and Process Guidelines.
Public Hearings
a) Public hearings of the ALUC shall be scheduled to consider adoption of amendment to the
ALUC Policy Plan or ALUCP and to hear an appeal of a determination of land use consistency
or inconsistency. Public hearings may be held for other items which would benefit from a public
hearing.
b) The Executive Officer shall give notice of each public hearing by the ALUC. Such notices
shall be given at least ten (10) days prior to the hearing by publication in a newspaper of general
circulation in the territory in which the airport is located and by mailings to the requestor, the
affected local agency, the affected airport, and any other person or agency deemed by the
Executive Officer as requiring notice. The Executive Officer shall also give notice by such other
notice requirements as may be required by statute.
c) Public hearings of the ALUC may be continued. The ALUC shall adopt a resolution making
its decision concerning a public hearing item within thirty-five (35) days from the conclusion of
the public hearing.
Amendment to Rules and Procedures
a) The ALUC may amend these Rules and Procedures. Written notice of proposed amendments
shall be sent to each local agency and each airport under ALUC jurisdiction at least three (3)
weeks prior to the vote by the Commission on the proposed amendment.
b) Approval of proposed amendments to these Rules and Procedures shall require the affirmative
vote of at least two-thirds (2/3) of the total votes of the ALUC.

REGIONAL HOUSING NEEDS ALLOCATION (RHNA)
California’s Housing Element Law (Government Code, §§ 65580 et seq.) mandates that SJCOG
develop and approve a RHNA for the region. It is SJCOG's responsibility to coordinate with
HCD prior to its determination of the regional housing need. Once SJCOG receives the regional
determination, including the overall need number and the income category distribution, it must
adopt a methodology for distributing the regional growth number throughout the region. The
methodology is the basis for the final RHNA that SJCOG ultimately adopts.
State law governing the RHNA process states that “public participation and access shall be
required in the development of the methodology and in the process of drafting and adopting the
allocation of the regional housing needs.” SJCOG’s public participation for RHNA includes a
technical advisory committee comprised of the representatives from each San Joaquin County
jurisdiction’s community development department. Additionally, the RHNA process and
methodology is presented to and discussed by the RTP / SCS Advisory Committee (a multidisciplinary committee serving in an advisory capacity to the SJCOG board), the SJCOG
standing committees and Board of Directors, and the public via public hearing during the
mandated 60-day review period. More information can be found at www.sjcog.org/rhna.

REGIONAL TRANPSORTATION IMPACT FEE (RTIF)
The RTIF is a county-wide, multi-jurisdiction capital improvement funding program intended to
cover a portion of the costs for new transportation facilities required to serve new development
within the County. San Joaquin County and the cities of Escalon, Lathrop, Lodi, Manteca, Ripon,
Stockton, and Tracy are responsible for implementing the RTIF program and collecting the fees.
SJCOG administers the program from a regional perspective and updates the program every five
years (as required by the Mitigation Fee Act). These updates reexamine anticipated growth,
eligible projects, the link (nexus) between the growth and the fee being charged, sets a maximum
fee, and provides an opportunity to address any needed administrative changes.
More information can be found at www.sjcog.org/rtif
CONGESTION MANAGEMENT PROGRAM (CMP) SJCOG adopted its first Congestion
Management Program (CMP) in November of 1991 and continues to implement the Congestion
Management Program and the Federal Congestion Management Process. SJCOG is required to
monitor all elements of the RCMP (Section 65089.3) and to ensure that the County and cities are
conforming to the Regional Congestion Management Program.
The solicitation of public input occurs during the entire Regional Congestion Management
Program (RCMP) process from its initial begins of development, bi-annual updates and regional
adoption to its capital improvement implementation and traffic mitigation performance
evaluation.
According to California Law (Title 7 Division 1 Chapter 2.6 Section 65089), the RCMP is
developed in coordination and in cooperation with a range of public agencies and local
organizations which include local transportation agencies and providers, local government
departments and commissions, and jurisdictional city councils representing the population in the
incorporated area of the county. Ultimately, the RCMP shall be adopted at a notice of a public
hearing of the [congestion management] agency generally allowing for public comment periods
and possible informational discussions.
The RCMP tasks include (1) preparation of plan and updates, (2) data collection (traffic counts
of network roadways and intersections), (3) land use analysis program, (4) Travel Demand
Management (TDM) Program (Tier I or II), (5) Performance Measure Element, (6) Capital
Improvement Program (CIP), (7) CMP Compliance Analysis, and (8) Deficiency Plans.
Many of the RCMP tasks require the Congestion Management Agency (SJCOG for San Joaquin
County) hold noticed public hearings within an appropriate timeframe (60 days) for adoption of
associated RCMP task element for instance the local adoption of a jurisdiction’s Deficiency Plan

requires this by law. Finally, SJOCG’s 2012 RCMP Update included the construction of the
RCMP Website for all Congestion Management-related information.
Implementation Responsibilities
RCMP implementation responsibilities for each agency in San Joaquin County are summarized
in the table below.
RCMP Task

CMA – SJCOG

Jurisdictions

Prepare Plan/Updates

Lead Agency

d-10
Concurrence Input

Data Collection

Lead Agency

Technical Support/ Concurrence
Concurrence
Input
Input

Lead Agency

Technical Support Concurrence

Concurrence Input

Land Use Analysis
Program
TDM Program (Tier I or
II)
Performance Element
Cap. Improvement
Program
RCMP Compliance
Analysis
Deficiency Plans

SJV APCD

Technical Support/ Lead Agency
Concurrence
Lead Agency
Lead Agency

Input

Lead Agency
Lead Agency
Lead Agency
Technical Support/
Concurrence

Concurrence
Concurrence
Input
Concurrence

Technical Support
Input
Input
Lead Agency

Caltrans

Input

Public

Input

Input
Technical
Support
Lead Agency Concurrence Input
Input
Concurrence
Input
Concurrence

More information can be found at www.sjcog-rcmp.org.

REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT PLAN (RTIP)
Under the role of Regional Transportation Planning (RTPA), SJCOG is responsible for
developing the region’s funding priorities for the State Transportation Improvement Program
(STIP) and for submitting the projects to the California Transportation Commission (CTC) by
way of the Regional Transportation Improvement Program (RTIP).
The RTIP, which is updated every two years, spans five years and includes a list of highway,
local road, transit, and active transportation projects the San Joaquin region proposes for funding.
The primary purpose of the RTIP is to help implement the San Joaquin region’s adopted long
range Regional Transportation Plan and Sustainable Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS), which
guides the region’s transportation investments over a 20 to 25 year period. The RTP/SCS is
developed through an extensive public participation process and reflects the unique mobility,
sustainability, and air quality needs of the San Joaquin region.

Input
Input
Input
Input

The projects contained within the 2016 RTIP will help enhance the environment for existing and
future generations; maximize mobility and accessibility; increase safety and security; preserve
the efficiency of the existing transportation system, support economic vitality; maximize cost
effectiveness; and improve the quality of life for residents.
The 2016 RTIP was adopted by the SJCOG Board on November 19, 2015 and revised on
February 28, 2016. For more information, please visit www.sjcog.org.
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APPENDIX C
INCLUSION OF UNDERSERVED COMMUNITIES

CIVIL RIGHTS, ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE, &
INCLUSION OF UNDERSERVED COMMUNITIES
The San Joaquin Council of Governments (SJCOG) seeks to engage the region’s diverse public, to connect
public input to decisions, and to effectively implement public engagement and planning outcomes that
respect civil rights, advance environmental justice, and ensure the inclusion of the region’s historically
underserved communities.
The SJCOG Public Participation Plan identifies civil rights and environmental justice as core principles of
the public participation process. This document provides additional information about the statutory
obligation placed on SJCOG as a recipient of federal funds to ensure nondiscrimination, as well as the
agency’s role in achieving the overarching objective of environmental justice. Included in the document
are findings from a series of focus interviews conducted by SJCOG with key informants serving
underserved communities in the San Joaquin region, as well as a list of supplemental tools and
techniques for engaging underserved communities.

Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964
According to the law, “no person in the United States shall, on the grounds of race, color, or national
origin, be excluded from participation in, be denied the benefit of, or be subjected to discrimination
under any program or activity that receives Federal financial assistance.”
The rights of women, the elderly, and the disabled are also protected under Related Statutes.
Additionally, Presidential Executive Orders 12898 and 13166 address environmental justice in minority
and low-income communities, as well as access to services for those who are limited English proficient,
respectively. Together, the Related Statutes and Presidential Executive Orders fall under the umbrella of
Title VI.
As a recipient of federal funds, SJCOG is committed to ensuring that all policies and programs of the
agency do not violate civil rights and that no one is denied the opportunity to participate in the
transportation planning process because of race, color, national origin, income, sex/gender, age, or
disability.

Environmental Justice
Environmental justice (EJ) is the fair treatment and meaningful involvement of all people regardless of
race, color, national origin, or income with respect to the development, implementation and
enforcement of transportation laws, regulations and policies.
Similar to protecting civil rights, SJCOG is committed to advancing environmental justice in the region by
following three fundamental principles as outlined by the U.S. Department of Transportation (DOT) and
the Federal Transit Administration Authority (FTA):
»

To avoid, minimize, or mitigate disproportionately high and adverse human health and
environmental effects, including social and economic effects, on minority and low income
populations.

»
»

To ensure the full and fair participation by all potentially affected communities in the
transportation decision making process.
To prevent the denial of, reduction in, or significant delay in the receipt of benefits by minority
and low income populations.

Therefore, SJCOG considers these goals throughout transportation planning and project development,
and through all public outreach and participation efforts conducted by the agency. As a result, SJCOG
continues to strive for meaningful involvement of potentially affected communities. Throughout the
transportation planning process, SJCOG will pay special attention to social equity impacts of
transportation plans, as well as develop partnerships with groups and individuals that advocate for and
represent the interests of minority and low income communities.

How Title VI and Environmental Justice Work Together
Title VI and environmental justice are often paired together since the policies ensure that federal
agencies promote and enforce nondiscrimination as a way of achieving a fair distribution of the benefits
and burdens associated with federal programs, policies, and activities. As a result, environmental justice
principles are often confused with the requirements of Title VI. However, it is important to recognize
that Title VI imposes statutory and regulatory requirements that are broader in scope than
environmental justice. While Executive Order 12898 is not a statute or law, Title VI is one of the tools
used by federal agencies to implement the environmental justice directive.
Below is a summary of the key differences between environmental justice and Title VI.
Key aspects of the
authorities
What is the authority?

What does it say?

What is the purpose?
To who does the
authority apply?
What is required?

Title VI

Environmental Justice

Title VI is a federal statue enacted
as part of the Civil Rights Act of
1964.
Title VI prohibits discrimination on
the basis of race, color, or national
origin in programs or activities
receiving federal financial
assistance.

Executive Order 12898 is a
Presidential executive order signed in
1994. It is not a statute or law.
EO 12898 calls on federal agencies to
achieve “environmental justice… by
identifying, as appropriate,
disproportionately high and adverse
human health or environmental
effects of its programs, policies, and
activities on minority populations and
low-income populations…”
EO 12898 focuses federal attention
on the environmental and human
health conditions in minority and
low-income communities.
EO 12898 applies to federal agencies.

Title VI ensures that federal funds
are not being used for
discriminatory purposes.
Title VI applies to recipients of
federal financial assistance.
Title VI requires federal agencies
to monitor their recipients and
ensure their compliance.

EO 12898 requires federal agencies
to create environmental justice
strategies.

Title VI requires recipients of
federal financial assistance to not
discriminate on the basis of race,
color, or national origin.
discrimination based on race,
color, or national origin.
Individuals alleging intentional
discrimination may file suit in
federal court or a complaint with
the federal funding agency.

How is it enforced?

If a program or activity has a
discriminatory effect, individuals
may file an administrative
complaint with the federal funding
agency.
Federal agencies have the
authority to conduct compliance
reviews of recipients to ensure
activities do not violate Title VI.

EO 12898 is not enforceable in court
and does not create any rights or
remedies.
To accomplish the goals of EO 12898,
a federal agency may implement
policies that affect their funding
activity. Agencies may also utilize
their authority under federal various
laws such as the Clean Air Act,
National Environmental Policy Act,
and the Fair Housing Act to achieve
the goals EO 12898.

Identifying Underserved Communities in Our Region
SJCOG uses demographic information from the US Census Bureau for identifying geographic areas with
concentrations of low income and/or minority populations in the region. An analysis of socioeconomic
characteristics will be used to understand transportation needs in the region, as well as focus public
outreach and engagement strategies.
Depending on the transportation planning activity, criteria may be developed for identifying affected
communities that may be vulnerable to adverse effects because of factors such as race, national origin,
income, etc. For example, 2014 RTP/SCS Environmental Justice Area criteria included:
»
»

»

Low-Income Communities: U.S. Census Tracts where 20 percent or more of the population earns
at or below the poverty threshold defined by the U.S. Census.
Minority Communities: U.S. Census Block Groups where 60 percent or more of the population is
Asian, Pacific Islander, African American, Hispanic, Native American, or other Non-White ethnic
group.
Additional vulnerability criteria:
• Single parent households: Areas with higher percentages than the county average of single
parent households with children under 18 years old.
• Households without access to private vehicles: Areas with higher percentages that the
county average of households without access to a car.
• Linguistic isolation: Areas with higher percentages than the county average of households
where English is not the primary language and is not spoken very well.
• Older population: Areas with higher percentages of population aged 65 or older.

•
•

Housing/transportation cost burden: Percentage of households paying more than 50% of
income on housing and transportation costs.
Educational attainment: Percentage of population 25 years or older with less than a high
school degree.

Improving Public Outreach & Engagement in Underserved Communities
In order to evaluate and improve strategies for reaching and engaging underserved communities in the
region, SJCOG conducted focus interviews with local leaders to gather their input on how to facilitate a
more inclusive transportation planning process. Thus far, SJCOG has engaged leaders and organizations
serving the Hispanic/Latino population, transit-dependent population, as well as youth. The table below
provides a brief summary of recommendations from these focus interviews. SJCOG will continue to
gather input from other groups and determine how they may be included in engagement efforts moving
forward.
Group

Hispanic/Latino

Transit-dependent

Youth

What was heard
• Build and strengthen relationships with community leaders, respected
organizations, and/or churches
• Take meetings outside of government or public facilities, as they are seen
as unwelcoming
• Make information available in Spanish
• Provide childcare or children’s activities at public workshops and meetings
• Build and strengthen relationships with human and social service agencies
that serve low income populations, and people living with disabilities
• Locate public workshops and meetings near (frequent service) transit
routes
• Provide incentives to participate, such as food
• Make information available in-language, contract with ethnic
communications firms to tailor, translate and disseminate information
• Build and strengthen relationships with school districts, universities,
colleges, public libraries and youth-serving organizations
• Make transportation planning information relevant to the everyday lived
experience

Public Outreach & Engagement Toolbox
The following list builds upon the strategies included within the SJCOG Public Participation Plan. It is not
meant to be exhaustive, but to serve as a starting point for SJCOG to improve its public outreach and
engagement among the region’s historically underserved communities.
Techniques for Outreach and Engagement in Low Income Communities and Communities of Color
• Build relationships and initiate partnerships with community groups representing low income
residents and/or communities of color to target outreach and increase engagement
• Tailor meetings or customize presentation materials for audiences with different needs
• Provide incentives for participation (e.g. transit passes, food, grocery gift cards, etc.)
• Offer childcare or activities for children at public workshops and meetings

•
•
•
•
•

Conduct outreach in centers of community activity, such as places of worship, schools, libraries,
health centers, markets, community centers, transit facilities, etc.
Ensure that all outreach events are near transit routes, as well as accessible by wheelchair, and
held at reasonable times for accommodating a variety of schedules
Align outreach efforts with community groups who are organizing food giveaways, mobile
farmers market, etc.
Include information on meeting notices for requesting communication or language assistance
services
Utilize community and ethnic media outlets to announce public participation opportunities

Techniques for Outreach and Engagement with Limited-English Proficient Populations
• Build relationships and initiate partnerships with community groups that work with limitedEnglish proficient populations, for increased capacity and reach
• Provide in-language information on meeting notices for requesting translation assistance at
upcoming public workshops and meetings
• Equip the agency website with appropriate translation tools, and provide translation of
important documents and web content regarding key initiatives.
• Utilize “on-call” interpreters for staffing public workshops and meetings and provide language
assistance at public meetings and workshops, as requested
• Upon request, provide printed in-language materials at public workshops and meetings, as well
as at local libraries and other public locations, including community centers, schools, transit
facilities, etc.
• During public review and comment periods, translated summaries of documents will be made
available at public libraries.
• Contract with Spanish communications firms to translate, tailor, and disseminate news releases,
public notices, flyers, and/or advertisements to community and ethnic media outlets such as
Vida en el Valle, Latino Times, and others. Similarly, work with communications firms for major
Asian Pacific language groups of the region.
For further guidance on working with limited English proficient populations, refer to the SJCOG LEP Plan
at www.sjcog.org/LEP.
Additional Outreach and Engagement Techniques
• Provide cultural and community competency training to staff to improve internal capacity for
interacting and engaging with the region’s diverse residents and organizations.
• Build relationships with the individuals and organizations that represent the interests of
underserved populations throughout the region.
• Develop an advisory committee to assist the organization in developing and coordinating a
public outreach and engagement strategy for major transportation planning initiatives.
• Robust use of “visualization” techniques, including maps, charts and graphics to illustrate
regional transportation plans, population trends, explain choices under deliberation, etc.
• Increase SJCOG visibility and exposure in underserved communities by sponsoring, exhibiting, or
presenting at major community events and gatherings.

•

•
•

•

Develop public outreach materials that ensure all residents will have an opportunity to provide
input in their preferred language, including comment cards in multiple languages. Also consider
providing a voice recorder to submit input, for community members who may be challenged
with reading or writing.
Place Comment Cards/Take-One Cards on-board bus and passenger rail, as well as in public
libraries, community centers, or other centers of community activity (e.g. the mall).
Develop a short public service announcement or video to educate the public about the quality of
life impacts of transportation decisions. In order to reach a broad audience, ensure that people
in the video reflect the diversity of the region and offer the PSA in multiple languages.
To help with identifying translation needs, determine which information is most valuable within
specific language communities by distributing a questionnaire.
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APPENDIX D
SJCOG PUBLIC PARTICIPATION MATRIX

SJCOG PLANNING ACTIVITY

DESCRIPTION

As the designated Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) in San Joaquin County, SJCOG is
Air Quality Conformity responsible for conducting a Conformity Analysis for the Federal Transportation Improvement
Program (FTIP) and the Regional Transportation Plan (RTP).
SJCOG is responsible for preparing and enforcing an Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan around
Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan (ALUCP) each public access airport in San Joaquin County to maximize public safety and long term
eﬀectiveness of airports by eliminating conﬂicting land uses.
FTIP implements the policy and investment priorities expressed by the public and adopted by
SJCOG in the RTP/SCS. The FTIP is a comprehensive listing of San Joaquin County surface
Federal Transportation Improvement Plan (FTIP)
transportation projects, including transit, highway, local roadway, bicycle and pedestrian
investments.In between FTIP updates, revisions may occur as an amendment.
Type 1, administrative modiﬁcations, include minor changes to project cost, schedule, or
FTIP Amendment, Type 1
funding sources.
Type 2, formal amendment -- funding changes. Include project cost changes that are greater
FTIP Amendment, Type 2 than minor changes. Type 2 amendments do not change design concept or scope and air quality
conformity is assumed to remain unchanged.
Type 3, formal amendment -- exempt projects. Type 3 signiﬁcantly revises, adds or deletes
FTIP Amendment, Type 3
exempt or non-regionally signiﬁcant projects or project phases to/from the FTIP.
Type 4 amendments, conformity determination relies on previous regional emissions analysis,
FTIP Amendment, Type 4 include adding or deleting projects that have already been appropriately modeled for air quality
purposes as part of the adopted RTP/SCS.
Type 5 amendment, conformity determination and new regional emissions analysis, is the
highest level amendment. Type 5 primarily involves adding or deleting new projects that must
be modeled for their air quality purposes as part of the RTP/SCS. Therefore an Air Quality
FTIP Amendment, Type 5 Conformity Document must demonstrate conformity with applicable air quality requirements
and a new regional emissions analysis. Type 5 is also used when a non-exempt, regionally
signiﬁcant project makes a change to either the design concept or scope or conformity analysis
completion year which is not consistent with the existing regional emissions analysis.
Plan sets forward the eligible uses of MK funds (voter approved 1/2 cent sales tax) and
Measure K (MK) Ordinance & Expenditure Plan identiﬁes the funding categories for various projects. A required process which solicits
proposals to amend the MK Ordinance or Expenditure Plan is issued annually to the public.
Management tool that identiﬁes the tasks and products SJCOG will undertake to deliver for a
Overall Work Plan (OWP)
given ﬁscal year.
Plan establishes process for engaging and obtaining public input on the range of SJCOG's
Public Participation Plan
planning work, program and funding allocations.
The RCMP is developed in coordination with a range of public agencies and local organizations.
Regional Congestion Management Program (RCMP) The RCMP outlines the Congestion Management Agency's strategies for managing the
performance of the regional transportation system.
California's Housing Element Law mandates that SJCOG develop and approve a RHNA for the
Regional Housing Needs Assessment (RHNA)
region.
The RTIF is a county-wide, multi-jurisdiction capital improvement funding program intended to
Regional Transportation Impact Fee (RTIF) cover a portion of the costs for new transportaiton facilities required to serve new
development within the County. The RTIF must be reviewed and updated every ﬁve years.
SJCOG is responsible for developing the region's funding priorities for the State Transportation
Improvement Program (STIP) and for submitting the projects to the California Transportation
Regional Transportation Improvement Plan (RTIP)
Commission (CTC). The RTIP is updated every two years, spans ﬁve years, and includes a list of
projects the San Joaquin region proposes for funding. The RTIP helps to implement the RTP/SCS.
Regional Transportation Plan & Sustainable Communities Strategy The RTP/SCS Plan is the long-range transportation document that is developed and updated by
(RTP/SCS) Plan SJCOG every four years.
A law called the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires SJCOG to prepare a
Program Environmental Impact Report (Program EIR) for the RTP/SCS. The Program EIR serves as
RTP/SCS Program Environmental Impact Report an informational document to inform decision-makers and the public of the potential
environmental consequences of approving the Plan. The Program EIR also includes mitigation
measures designed to help avoid or minimize signiﬁcant environmental impacts.
Between major updates, the RTP may also be amended under certain circumstances, such as
major revisions that add or delete a regionally signiﬁcant project, major changes in project
RTP/SCS Amendment costs, schedule, and/or design concept and scope. The public participation process for RTP
amendments follow the requirements as outlined for the FTIP. For further detail, see FTIP
Amendment Categories above.
SJCOG performs an annual UTN public outreach process to ensure that all unmet transit needs
that are "reasonable to meet" are met before funds are expended for non-transit uses. This
Unmet Transit Needs (UTN)
process entails workshops throughout the county to obtain comments regarding unmet transit
needs.
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APPENDIX E
SJCOG LEP PLAN

SAN JOAQUIN COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS
LIMITED ENGLISH PROFICIENT (LEP) PLAN
The San Joaquin Council of Governments (SJCOG) is the transportation planning, coordinating,
and financing agency for the San Joaquin region. SJCOG also is the region’s federally
designated metropolitan planning organization (MPO). As such, it supports the goals of the U.S.
Department of Transportation’s (U.S. DOT) Limited English Proficiency Guidance to provide
meaningful access to its services, programs and activities to persons with limited English
proficiency. This plan for Special Language Services to LEP populations is intended to ensure
that SJCOG’s language assistance measures reflect the needs of LEP persons across the San
Joaquin region.
SJCOG’s service area includes San Joaquin county and the cities of Escalon, Lathrop, Lodi,
Manteca, Ripon, Stockton, and Tracy, with a population of 648,421 in a range of urban,
suburban, and rural settings. The population is increasingly diverse, with a portion speaking a
language other than English.
The LEP Plan describes how to identify individuals who may need language assistance, methods
to provide such assistance, staff training, and how to provide notification to LEP individuals
impacted or encountered during the planning and development process.
The main objective of this plan is to ensure that community members throughout the San Joaquin
region have the opportunity to participate in the transportation planning and decision-making
process. In addition to this LEP Plan, a separate but related document, SJCOG’s Public
Participation Plan, also lays out ways in which SJCOG seeks broad public participation in our
Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy and in other studies and
planning work.

Who is a Limited English Proficient (LEP) Individual?
As defined in the 2000 United States Census, individuals for whom English is not their primary
language and who have a limited ability to read, write, speak, or understand English are limited
English proficient, or ‘‘LEP.” This Plan for Special Language Services to LEP Populations is
intended to ensure that SJCOG’s language assistance measures reflect the needs of LEP persons
across the San Joaquin region.
Title VI and Executive Order 13166
Two federal documents provide the foundation for the development of the LEP plan: Title VI of
the Civil Rights Act of 1964, and Executive Order 13166 "Improving Access to Services for
Persons with Limited English Proficiency," signed in 2000.
Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, 42 U.S.C. 2000d et seq., and its implementing
regulations state, “No person in the United States shall,on the ground of race, color, or national
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origin, be excluded from participation in, be denied the benefits of, or be subjected to
discrimination under any program or activity receiving Federal financial assistance.”
The Supreme Court, in Lau v. Nichols, 414 U.S. 563 (1974), interpreted Title VI regulations
promulgated by the former Department of Health, Education, and Welfare to hold that Title VI
prohibits conduct that has a disproportionate effect on LEP individuals because such conduct
constitutes national origin discrimination.
In August 2000, President Bill Clinton issued Executive Order 13166, “Improving Access to
Services for Persons with Limited English Proficiency,” which directs Federal agencies to
examine the services they provide to ultimately develop and implement a system by which LEP
individuals can meaningfully access those services (see Appendix D: References).
This Executive Order states,
“Each Federal Agency shall prepare a plan to improve access to its federally conducted programs
and activities by eligible LEP persons. Each plan shall be consistent with the standards set forth
in the LEP Guidance, and shall include the steps the agency will take to ensure that eligible LEP
persons can meaningfully access the agency’s programs and activities.”
On October 25, 2001, President George W. Bush affirmed his commitment to Executive Order
13166 through a memorandum issued by Assistant Attorney General for Civil Rights, Ralph F.
Boyd, Jr. Federal agencies were directed to provide guidance and technical assistance to
recipients of Federal funds as to how they can provide meaningful access to limited English
proficient individuals of Federal programs.
Policy Guidance from U. S. Department of Transportation
On December 14, 2005, in accordance with Executive Order 13166, the United States
Department of Transportation (DOT) issued its Policy Guidance Concerning Recipients’
Responsibilities to Limited English Proficient Persons. This document states, “Title VI and its
implementing regulations require that DOT recipients take responsible steps to ensure
meaningful access to the benefits, services, information, and other important portions of their
programs and activities for individuals who are Limited English Proficient(LEP) and that
recipients should use the DOT LEP Guidance to determine how best to comply with statutory
and regulatory obligations to provide meaningful access to the benefits, services, information,
and other important portions of their programs and activities for individuals who are LEP.”
Adopting the framework established by the Department of Justice in its August 11, 2000
Guidance, the DOT identifies four factors that should be considered by a recipient of federal
funds in assessing the needs of LEP persons and for implementing a plan to address those
needs. These four factors consider the following:
FACTOR 1:
FACTOR 2:

The number or proportion of LEP persons eligible to be served or likely to
be encountered by SJCOG;
The frequency with which LEP individuals come in contact with SJCOG’s
programs, activities, or services.
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FACTOR 3:
FACTOR 4:

The nature and importance of SJCOG’s programs, activities, or services to
LEP persons’s lives; and
The resources available to SJCOG and the costs associated to provide
language assistance.

Four Factor LEP Analysis for SJCOG
The following is an assessment of needs in the San Joaquin region in relation to the four factors
and the transportation planning process.
1) The number or proportion of LEP persons in the service area.
In order to gain a comprehensive understanding of the profile of individuals that may be
participating in the transportation planning process, SJCOG examines the 2014 American
Community Survey demographic data for the San Joaquin region. For the purposes of this LEP
Plan, individuals that identified themselves during the survey as speaking English “not well” or
“not at all” are considered LEP individuals. This LEP Plan addresses only LEP individuals and
specifically identifies the three most common languages spoken in the San Joaquin region.
According to data gathered from the Census Bureau’s American Community Survey (ACS),
2010-2014 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates for 2010 Census Bureau Update,
40.1 percent of the county’s 648,421 residents spoke a language other than English at home.
Approximately 26 percent of those speak Spanish, followed by 2.6 percent Tagalog and 1.4
percent Mon-Khmer, Cambodian. The American Community Survey estimated that between
2010 and 2012, Spanish speakers comprised the biggest limited English speaking group,
followed by Tagalog speakers and then Mon-Khmer, Cambodian speakers. Recognizing such a
sizeable proportion of residents are Spanish speakers and that on occasion Tagalog or MonKhmer, Cambodian speakers will also need assistance, SJCOG has developed processes aimed at
improving communication and outreach.
2) The frequency with which LEP individuals come into contact with the
programs/activities.
SJCOG oversees numerous projects throughout the community and in various neighborhoods.
SJCOG’s prior experience with LEP populations has been primarily with Spanish speakers. This
is consistent with the identified majority of LEP individuals as Spanish language speakers above.
In developing long range transportation plans and other transportation planning activities,
SJCOG gathers input from a range of minority and low-income residents from community based
organizations. RTP/SCS planning material is often translated into Spanish to actively engage and
involve residents who often do not participate in regional government planning activities.
Outreach print materials for RTP workshops, Unmet Transit Needs hearings, and public notices
have regularly been translated into Spanish.
3) The nature and importance of service provided by SJCOG
SJCOG undertakes a variety of planning and policy initiatives to encourage a more sustainable
region now and in the future. To that end, SJCOG assists with regional transportation and land
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use planning. Under federal and state mandates, SJCOG is tasked with developing a Regional
Transportation Plan (RTP) and a Federal Transportation Improvement Program (FTIP) every
four years. Recently with the passage of California’s SB 375 into state law, SJCOG has also been
given the added responsibility of developing a Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS) to
address greenhouse gas emissions as an element of the RTP. Evaluating the impact of proposed
transportation investments on the underserved and underrepresented community groups is a
significant step in developing a comprehensive transportation investment plan. As a result,
SJCOG takes appropriate steps during the planning and public outreach process to invite all
members of the community in the public participation process, including reaching out to the LEP
community. This ensures a variety of input from all stakeholders and community members and
ensures that every effort is taken to make the planning process as inclusive as possible.
4) The resources available to the recipient of the federal funds to assure meaningful access
to the service by LEP persons
In the San Joaquin region SJCOG is committed to including all residents in the transportation
and decision-making process, specifically those from the Spanish, Tagalog, or Mon-Khmer,
Cambodian speaking communities. As such, a variety of resources and strategies are currently
employed to cater to the immediate LEP needs, and to include others who represent LEP
interests at regional decision-making tables, on advisory groups, and citizen panels from across
the region.
SJCOG provides publicity in Spanish for public hearings/public notices pertaining to the
RTP/SCS, Unmet Transit Needs process, Public Participation Plan, and LEP/Title VI documents.
Agendas include a statement regarding the availability of language assistance upon request.
A web-based translation tool is available on the SJCOG website, which translates web content
into a variety of different languages including Spanish. LEP individuals can request that vital
documents or portions thereof be translated into Spanish, Tagalog, or Mon-Khmer, Cambodian.
SJCOG staff works with the El Concilio and Coalition of Mexican American organizations, both
large umbrella groups for the Hispanic, Latino, and Spanish speaking communities. SJCOG staff
periodically attends monthly meetings of these groups to solicit input and comments on various
planning activities/programs. Staff also works with the Asian-American Chamber of Commerce,
representing Asian-owned businesses and entrepreneurs, and community service providers such
as APSARA and Lao-Khmu, serving Stockton’s Cambodian, Khmer-speaking community.
Additionally, staff works regularly with the Latino Times, Bilingual News, and Asian-American
News as well news organizations that reach out to LEP communities to make sure stories about
the organization’s projects and public notices are accessible to those who are limited English
proficient. SJCOG has a staff member who is fluent enough in Spanish to help translate some
written materials and/or read comments received in Spanish. This staff members also answers
calls from the main telephone line that come in in Spanish. Another staff member speaks fluent
Chinese. In some cases, outside translation services are procured. However, in most cases, the
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cost to implement multiple language programs, especially to provide translated materials or
simultaneous translation is significant and unfunded.
Four Factor Analysis Conclusion
SJCOG determined that translation of Vital Documents and access to services should be
provided in the Spanish language as a matter of course. Upon request, and subject to available
resources, SJCOG will provide translation to Tagalog and Mon-Khmer, Cambodian languages.
Based on the Four Factor Analysis findings, SJCOG also developed Vital Document Guidelines
to advise staff on agency protocol for document translation (see Attachment C).

Current Language Assistance Measures
As part of SJCOG’s evaluation of its prior experiences with LEP persons, the agency developed
an inventory of language assistance services currently being provided.
SJCOG currently offers a wide range of tools for LEP populations, including written and
oral language assistance, as well as community outreach and local media engagement. These
language assistance tools and strategies are detailed below:
Written Language Assistance





Translate selected RTP outreach materials into Spanish language
Provide RTP Executive Summary in English and Spanish languages
Translate surveys, public notices, and press releases into Spanish on a routine basis
Utilize third‐party, multi‐lingual website translation services (e.g., Google
Translate) to translate online content for various SJCOG programs and services
 Advertise notice of availability of Spanish translation for SJCOG meetings
 Advertise key opportunities for public participation in Spanish community newspapers
 Avoid overly complex or technical terms and write in clear, compelling language in a
style appropriate to the intended audience
Oral Language Assistance
 Employ a multi‐lingual staff member who speak Spanish for on-the-spot interpreter
assistance (e.g. to assist callers who speak Spanish)
 Spanish speaking translators available upon request for meetings and workshops
 Develop meaningful partnerships with advocates of LEP persons
 Partner with community non‐profits that can assist in tailoring presentations,
meeting materials and meeting announcements to meet the language needs of
local LEP participants
Media and Public Relations
 Place notices in non‐English language community newspapers to announce
important opportunities for public participation
 Work with non‐English language media outlets (print or electronic media) to place
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articles or public service announcements about SJCOG’s work or announce
participation opportunities

Future Language Assistance Measures
SJCOG has identified additional language assistance services that may be implemented to further
provide meaningful access to LEP persons. These suggestions for future language assistance
services are based on interviews with community‐based organizations and best practices reviews
from similar regional MPO agencies. Moreover, these suggestions take into account agency
resources and staff time. Future outreach efforts to LEP populations that SJCOG will consider
include the following:
 Request public service announcements in non‐English language community
newspapers, radio stations, or television stations to announce public meetings for
the long‐range regional transportation plan, major corridor studies, or to
announce other important transportation news
 Create mechanisms for SJCOG staff to document LEP participation at SJCOG hosted
meetings and events (e.g., sign‐in sheets and surveys)
 Expand staff awareness of language assistance guidelines detailing agency protocol on
how to interact and provide services to LEP populations
 Increase staff awareness of the availability of translated materials
 Develop a regional glossary of commonly used transportation terms and translate those
terms
 Provide financial assistance (in response to competitive requests for proposals) to
community‐based organizations that work with LEP persons for such activities as
co‐hosting and conducting meetings in multiple languages and assistance with
identifying LEP individuals for participation in community focus groups or public
meetings
In addition, SJCOG is committed to a policy of non-discrimination in the conduct of its business,
including its Title VI responsibilities, and to the delivery of equitable and accessible
transportation services. Any person who believes that he or she has been subjected to
discrimination under Title VI on the basis of color, race, national origin, age, gender, or
disability may file a Title VI complaint with SJCOG. The Title VI complaint form is available in
both English and Spanish (see Attachment B).

Plan Monitoring and Updating
SJCOG will monitor and update its LEP Plan, as needed, to ensure meaningful access to its
programs and services by LEP persons. SJCOG will use a combination of qualitative and
quantitative approaches to monitor whether the LEP services effectively meets the needs of LEP
persons across the San Joaquin region. Every four years, SJCOG will review demographic data
of the region’s LEP populations and solicit feedback from SJCOG staff, LEP persons and
community‐based organizations serving LEP individuals to evaluate the effectiveness of its LEP.
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By establishing an evaluative review of the LEP Plan, SJCOG can assess whether its language
assistance services are effective and have impacted relations with LEP communities. SJCOG
will monitor its implementation plan by soliciting regular feedback from staff and third‐party
contractors, community‐based organizations and LEP persons.
In compliance with U.S. DOT guidelines, SJCOG will monitor and evaluate its LEP Plan by
reviewing the following information:
 Changes in the number and proportion of LEP persons in the SJCOG service area
 New demographic data from U.S. Census and American Community Survey
 Changes in the frequency of contact with LEP language groups (e.g., translated website
page views)
 Nature and importance of programs, services and activities to LEP persons
 Expansion of services and programs
 Changes in the availability of resources, including technological advances and/or
identification of additional financial resources
 The effectiveness of current language assistance measures in meeting the needs
of LEP persons
 Feedback from LEP persons on the effectiveness of current language assistance
services
 Staff knowledge and understanding of the LEP Plan and how to implement the plan
 The effectiveness of staff LEP trainings and agency‐wide language assistance
protocol (e.g., “Vital Documents Guidelines”)

Attachment A: Languages Spoken at Home by Ability to Speak English, 2010-2014
Attachment B: Title VI Complaint Form - English and Spanish
Attachment C: Vital Documents Guidelines
Attachment D: References
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LANGUAGE SPOKEN AT HOME BY ABILITY TO SPEAK ENGLISH FOR THE POPULATION 5 YEARS AND
OVER
Universe: Population 5 years and over
2010-2014 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates

Supporting documentation on code lists, subject definitions, data accuracy, and statistical testing can be found on the American Community Survey
website in the Data and Documentation section.
Sample size and data quality measures (including coverage rates, allocation rates, and response rates) can be found on the American Community
Survey website in the Methodology section.

Although the American Community Survey (ACS) produces population, demographic and housing unit estimates, it is the Census Bureau's Population
Estimates Program that produces and disseminates the official estimates of the population for the nation, states, counties, cities and towns and
estimates of housing units for states and counties.

Total:
Speak only English
Spanish or Spanish Creole:
Speak English "very well"
Speak English less than "very well"
French (incl. Patois, Cajun):
Speak English "very well"
Speak English less than "very well"
French Creole:
Speak English "very well"
Speak English less than "very well"
Italian:
Speak English "very well"
Speak English less than "very well"
Portuguese or Portuguese Creole:
Speak English "very well"
Speak English less than "very well"
German:
Speak English "very well"
Speak English less than "very well"
Yiddish:
Speak English "very well"
Speak English less than "very well"
Other West Germanic languages:
Speak English "very well"
Speak English less than "very well"
Scandinavian languages:
Speak English "very well"
Speak English less than "very well"
Greek:
Speak English "very well"
Speak English less than "very well"
Russian:
Speak English "very well"
Speak English less than "very well"
Polish:
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San Joaquin County, California
Estimate
Margin of Error
647,722
*****
388,373
+/-3,664
168,999
+/-2,849
92,410
+/-2,444
76,589
+/-2,236
870
+/-225
717
+/-177
153
+/-84
68
+/-107
68
+/-107
0
+/-29
913
+/-208
759
+/-200
154
+/-68
2,878
+/-608
1,680
+/-424
1,198
+/-322
1,276
+/-267
1,062
+/-258
214
+/-82
10
+/-14
10
+/-14
0
+/-29
310
+/-128
289
+/-125
21
+/-29
148
+/-81
148
+/-81
0
+/-29
270
+/-122
172
+/-86
98
+/-63
570
+/-193
286
+/-142
284
+/-140
289
+/-125
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Speak English "very well"
Speak English less than "very well"
Serbo-Croatian:
Speak English "very well"
Speak English less than "very well"
Other Slavic languages:
Speak English "very well"
Speak English less than "very well"
Armenian:
Speak English "very well"
Speak English less than "very well"
Persian:
Speak English "very well"
Speak English less than "very well"
Gujarati:
Speak English "very well"
Speak English less than "very well"
Hindi:
Speak English "very well"
Speak English less than "very well"
Urdu:
Speak English "very well"
Speak English less than "very well"
Other Indic languages:
Speak English "very well"
Speak English less than "very well"
Other Indo-European languages:
Speak English "very well"
Speak English less than "very well"
Chinese:
Speak English "very well"
Speak English less than "very well"
Japanese:
Speak English "very well"
Speak English less than "very well"
Korean:
Speak English "very well"
Speak English less than "very well"
Mon-Khmer, Cambodian:
Speak English "very well"
Speak English less than "very well"
Hmong:
Speak English "very well"
Speak English less than "very well"
Thai:
Speak English "very well"
Speak English less than "very well"
Laotian:
Speak English "very well"
Speak English less than "very well"
Vietnamese:
Speak English "very well"
Speak English less than "very well"
Other Asian languages:
Speak English "very well"
Speak English less than "very well"
Tagalog:
Speak English "very well"
Speak English less than "very well"
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San Joaquin County, California
Estimate
Margin of Error
199
+/-107
90
+/-62
318
+/-248
268
+/-237
50
+/-37
106
+/-149
106
+/-149
0
+/-29
48
+/-42
38
+/-40
10
+/-14
2,831
+/-865
1,861
+/-613
970
+/-386
317
+/-170
251
+/-159
66
+/-61
2,926
+/-552
2,090
+/-464
836
+/-311
2,308
+/-696
1,290
+/-498
1,018
+/-318
11,583
+/-1,997
6,342
+/-1,242
5,241
+/-1,079
1,331
+/-477
653
+/-265
678
+/-284
7,119
+/-1,065
2,530
+/-428
4,589
+/-789
982
+/-323
699
+/-301
283
+/-101
1,053
+/-393
475
+/-197
578
+/-276
9,282
+/-1,196
4,340
+/-823
4,942
+/-660
6,996
+/-1,303
3,261
+/-767
3,735
+/-757
333
+/-241
141
+/-103
192
+/-176
2,281
+/-521
1,240
+/-361
1,041
+/-283
6,274
+/-1,145
2,622
+/-552
3,652
+/-730
1,759
+/-530
1,250
+/-369
509
+/-229
17,409
+/-1,284
9,999
+/-936
7,410
+/-845
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Other Pacific Island languages:
Speak English "very well"
Speak English less than "very well"
Navajo:
Speak English "very well"
Speak English less than "very well"
Other Native North American languages:
Speak English "very well"
Speak English less than "very well"
Hungarian:
Speak English "very well"
Speak English less than "very well"
Arabic:
Speak English "very well"
Speak English less than "very well"
Hebrew:
Speak English "very well"
Speak English less than "very well"
African languages:
Speak English "very well"
Speak English less than "very well"
Other and unspecified languages:
Speak English "very well"
Speak English less than "very well"

San Joaquin County, California
Estimate
Margin of Error
4,001
+/-668
2,197
+/-457
1,804
+/-389
15
+/-23
15
+/-23
0
+/-29
113
+/-107
113
+/-107
0
+/-29
71
+/-94
32
+/-39
39
+/-58
2,114
+/-599
1,355
+/-399
759
+/-246
31
+/-31
21
+/-24
10
+/-20
893
+/-375
693
+/-344
200
+/-123
254
+/-184
192
+/-164
62
+/-56

Data are based on a sample and are subject to sampling variability. The degree of uncertainty for an estimate arising from sampling variability is
represented through the use of a margin of error. The value shown here is the 90 percent margin of error. The margin of error can be interpreted
roughly as providing a 90 percent probability that the interval defined by the estimate minus the margin of error and the estimate plus the margin of
error (the lower and upper confidence bounds) contains the true value. In addition to sampling variability, the ACS estimates are subject to
nonsampling error (for a discussion of nonsampling variability, see Accuracy of the Data). The effect of nonsampling error is not represented in these
tables.

Methodological changes to data collection in 2013 may have affected language data for 2013. Users should be aware of these changes when using
multi-year data containing data from 2013.

While the 2010-2014 American Community Survey (ACS) data generally reflect the February 2013 Office of Management and Budget (OMB)
definitions of metropolitan and micropolitan statistical areas; in certain instances the names, codes, and boundaries of the principal cities shown in
ACS tables may differ from the OMB definitions due to differences in the effective dates of the geographic entities.

Estimates of urban and rural population, housing units, and characteristics reflect boundaries of urban areas defined based on Census 2010 data. As
a result, data for urban and rural areas from the ACS do not necessarily reflect the results of ongoing urbanization.

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2010-2014 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates
Explanation of Symbols:
1. An '**' entry in the margin of error column indicates that either no sample observations or too few sample observations were available to
compute a standard error and thus the margin of error. A statistical test is not appropriate.
2. An '-' entry in the estimate column indicates that either no sample observations or too few sample observations were available to compute an
estimate, or a ratio of medians cannot be calculated because one or both of the median estimates falls in the lowest interval or upper interval of an
open-ended distribution.
3. An '-' following a median estimate means the median falls in the lowest interval of an open-ended distribution.
4. An '+' following a median estimate means the median falls in the upper interval of an open-ended distribution.
5. An '***' entry in the margin of error column indicates that the median falls in the lowest interval or upper interval of an open-ended distribution. A
statistical test is not appropriate.
6. An '*****' entry in the margin of error column indicates that the estimate is controlled. A statistical test for sampling variability is not appropriate.
7. An 'N' entry in the estimate and margin of error columns indicates that data for this geographic area cannot be displayed because the number of
sample cases is too small.
8. An '(X)' means that the estimate is not applicable or not available.
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209.235.0600  209.235.0438 (fax)

San Joaquin Council of Government (SJCOG) Title VI Complaint Form
Complaints must be filed within 180 days of the alleged act of discrimination.
Section I:
Name:
Address:
Telephone (Home):
Email Address:
Accessible Format Requirements:
(Check all that apply)

Telephone (Work):

Section II:
Are you filing this complaint on your own behalf?
*If you answered “yes” to this question, go to Section III.
If not, please supply the name and relationship of the person
for whom you are complaining:
Please explain why you have filed for the third party:

Large
Print

Audio
Tape

Yes*

TDD

Other

No

Please confirm that you have obtained the permission of the
Yes
No
aggrieved party if you are filing on behalf of a third party
Section III:
I believe the discrimination I experienced was based on (check all that apply):
Race [ ]
Color [ ]
National Origin [ ]
Date of Alleged Discrimination (Month, Day, Year):
In the space below, explain as clearly as possible what happened and why you believe you were discriminated
against. Describe all persons who were involved. Include name and contact information of the person(s) who
discriminated against you (if known) as well as names and contact information of any witnesses. If more space is
needed, please use the back of this form.

Section IV:
Have you previously filed a Title VI complaint with this agency?
Yes
No
Section V:
Have you filed this complaint with any other Federal, State, or local agency, or with any Federal or State court?
Yes [ ]
No [ ]
If yes, check all that apply:
[ ] Federal Agency:
[ ] State Agency:
[ ] Local Agency:
[ ] Federal Court:
[ ] State Court:
Please provide information about a contact person at the agency/court where the complaint was filed:
Name:
Title:
Agency:
Phone:
Address:
Section VI:
Name of agency complaint is against:
Contact Person:
Title:
Phone:
You may attach any written materials or other information that you feel is relevant to your complaint.
Signature and date required below:
Signature:
Date:
Please submit this form (in person or by mail) to:
San Joaquin Council of Governments
Title VI Coordinator
555 East Weber Avenue
Stockton, CA 95202

209.235.0600  209.235.0438 (fax)

San Joaquin Consejo de Govierno (SJCOG) Titulo VI Queja Forma
Queja debe ser presentada dentro de 180 dias del presunto acto de discriminacion.
Sección I:
Nombre:
Direcion:
Telefono (Casa):
Correo Electronico:
Requisitos de format accesible:
(Marque todos que aplican)

Telefono (Trabajo):

Sección II:
¿Está presentando esta denuncia en su nombre?
* Si contestaste "sí" a esta pregunta, vaya a la sección III.
Si no, por favor suministrar el nombre y la relación de la
persona para quien se quejan:
Por favor explique por qué han presentado para el tercero:

Letra de
gran
tamaño

Cinta de
audio

Sí*

TDD

Otro

No

Por favor confirme que ha obtenido el permiso de la parte
Sí
No
agraviada si está presentando en nombre de un tercero
Sección III:
Creo que la discriminación que viví fue basada en (marque todos que aplican):
Carrera [ ]
Color [ ]
Nacionalidad [ ]
Fecha de la supuesta discriminación (mes, día, año):
En el siguiente espacio, explicar lo declaro más posible lo sucedió y por qué usted cree fueron discriminados.
Describir a todas las personas participaron. Incluir nombre e información de contacto de la persona discriminó
(si se conoce) así como los nombres y la información de contacto de cualquier testigo. Si necesita más espacio,
aumentando el dorso de este formulario.

Sección IV:
¿Usted ha presentado anteriormente una queja del título VI con
Sí
No
esta agencia?
Sección V:
¿Se presentó esta queja con cualquier otro Federal, estado o agencia local o con cualquier Tribunal Federal o
estatal?
Sí [ ]
No [ ]
En caso afirmativo, marque todas
las que aplican:
[ ] Agencia Federal para el:
[ ] Estado Agencia:
[ ] Agencia local de:
[ ] Tribunal Federal de:
[ ] Estado de corte:
Sírvanse facilitar información sobre una persona de contacto en la Agencia/corte donde la denuncia:
Nombre:
Titulo:
Agencia:
Telefono:
Direccion:
Sección VI:
Nombre de denuncia de la agencia esta en contra de:
Persona de contacto:
Titulo:
Telefono:
Usted puede conectar cualquier material escrito u otra información que es relevante a su queja.
Firma y fecha especificadas a continuación:
Firma:
Fecha:
Por favor, envíe este formulario (en persona o por correo) para:
San Joaquin Consejo de Gobiernos
Coordinador del título VI
555 East Weber Avenue
Stockton, CA 95202

Vital Document Guidelines
SJCOG is committed to full compliance with Title VI and Executive Order 13166 to provide
meaningful access by ensuring effective communication exists between the project, activity, or
services and individuals with limited English proficiency (LEP). In accordance with the U.S.
DOT guidelines, SJCOG must determine which “Vital Documents” should be translated into the
languages that meet SJCOG’s translation threshold.
To assist staff in determining the critical information and documents for translation, SJCOG has
developed “Vital Documents Guidelines.” Classification of a document as “vital” depends upon
the importance of the program, information, service, or encounter involved, and the
consequence to the LEP person if the information in question is not provided accurately or in a
timely manner.
Categories of Vital Documents

SJCOG’s Vital Documents have been defined as follows:
1. Any document that is critical for obtaining services and benefits. Classification of a
document as “vital” depends upon the importance of the program, information, service,
or encounter involved, and the consequence to the LEP person if the information in
question is not provided accurately or in a timely manner.
2. Any document that is required by law.
The importance of SJCOG documents to LEP persons varies depending on multiple factors
including time‐sensitivity and impact on legal rights. SJCOG has ranked Vital Documents into
three tiers, according to the definition above. SJCOG will re‐evaluate these tiers on an on‐going
basis as language assistance demands and needs evolve.
Although a document may be classified as “vital”, SJCOG is not required to provide a word‐
forword translation. Instead, a summary of relevant information may be sufficient. The decision
to translate Vital Documents will be weighed against available resources and staff capacity.
SJCOG will continue to revise these guidelines as the agency updates its LEP Plan.
Tier 1: Critical documents

Tier 1 documents are the agency’s highest priority. SJCOG will translate Tier 1 Vital Documents
into Spanish without request. Tier 1 documents include:
 Documents that, without translation, would seriously impede access by LEP
persons to SJCOG services or programs.
 Documents which, without translation, would deprive LEP persons of an
awareness of their legal rights, particularly rights to language assistance.
Tier 1 documents include Title VI information, legal and public hearing notices, and select
information for SJCOG services such as:
 Notification to beneficiaries of protection under Title VI
 Title VI complaint form

 Documents which would have life‐threatening consequences, if not translated, such as
information on construction projects that include information on construction safety and
impacts
Tier 2: Documents that will enhance access to SJCOG services and programs

Tier 2 documents include information that will enhance or facilitate the customer experience
for LEP individuals. SJCOG will translate any Tier 2 Vital Document into Spanish upon request,
though some Tier 2 Vital Documents, at SJCOG’s discretion and subject to available resources,
will be translated without request. These documents could include the following:
 General SJCOG information
 Meeting announcements, agenda packets and other information for SJCOG Board
Committee Meetings

Tier 3: Documents that will enhance and support participation of LEP persons in transportation decision‐
making

Tier 3 includes documents that encourage LEP persons to participate in SJCOG transportation
planning efforts. SJCOG will translate any Tier 3 Vital Document into Spanish upon request,
though some Tier 3 Vital Documents, at SJCOG’s discretion and subject to available resources,
will be translated without request. These documents may include the following:
 Information regarding long‐range, regional transportation planning
 Long‐term plans regarding transportation funding investments
 Environmental Impact Reports
 Legal notices published in newspapers announcing public comment periods on
various documents or for other planning‐related programs
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Proficient (LEP) Persons: A Handbook for Public Transportation Providers. (April 2007).
The White House, Office of the Press Secretary. Executive Order 13166: Improving Access to
Services for Persons with Limited English Proficiency. (August 2000).
U.S. Census Bureau, American Community Survey (2010‐2014).
U.S. Department of Transportation. Policy Guidance Concerning Recipients Responsibilities to
Limited English Proficient Persons. (December 2005).

APPENDIX F
GLOSSARY OF ACRONYMS

Glossary of Acronyms
A

B 32— Assembly Bill 32. The Global Warming
Solutions Act of 2006 requires that the State reduce
greenhouse gas emissions to 1990 levels by the year
2020.
ACE – Altamont Corridor Express. The San Joaquin
Regional Rail Commission owns, operates, and is the
policy-making body for the Altamont Commuter
Express. ACE is a passenger rail service that operates
four trains on a twice-daily basis round-trip from
Stockton to San Jose.
Active Transportation—A mode of transportation
that includes walking, running, biking, skateboarding,
and other self-propelled forms of transportation.
ADA— Americans with Disabilities Act of 1991.
Far-reaching federal civil rights act for disabled
persons. Requires equal opportunity be provided for
all persons, regardless of any mental or physical
disabilities they may have. All persons must be
provided an equal opportunity to use transit services,
regardless of disability.
Alternative Transportation Modes— A means of
travel other than the traditional driving alone. Usually
refers to travel by carpool/vanpool, bus, rail, bicycle
or walking. Can even mean telecommuting of
working at home (not traveling at all).
ALCU— Airport Land Use Commission. A body that
regulates land uses in a defined area of influence
around public access airports in a county. COG
serves as San Joaquin County’s Airport Land Use
Commission. Staff reviews general plan amendments,
subdivision maps and other such applications for
consistency with the Airport Land Use Plan.
APCD— Air Pollution Control District. The agency
that regulates air emissions within a county. San
Joaquin County is part of the eight county San
Joaquin Valley Unified Air Pollution Control District
(SJVUAPCD). Is called an Air Quality Management
District (AQMD) in some counties.
ARB—Air Resources Board. The state agency that
monitors air emissions for California’s regional air
basins. Sets statewide emissions standards and
classifies regions by their attainment of these
standards.

BRT – Bus Rapid Transit. Bus transit service that
seeks to reduce travel time through measures such as
traffic signal priority, dedicated bus lanes, limited
stop service, and faster fare collection policies.

CCA— Clean Air Act. Federal legislation which
establishes criteria for attaining and maintaining the
federal air quality standards for allowable
concentrations and exposure limits for various air
pollutants. The legislation also provides emission
standards for specific vehicles and fuels.
CAC— Citizen’s Advisory Committee. Committee
created by Measure K to provide community input on
projects priorities, scheduling, amendments, and any
other activity the Local Transportation Authority
designates.
California Clean Air Act of 1988— State law that
sets new air quality attainment standards and
deadlines for achieving reduced air emissions.
Requires air pollution control districts, in
conjunction with COGs, to adopt a plan for
implementing transportation control measures.
Caltrans—California Department of Transportation.
The state agency that is responsible for the sage
operation of the state transportation system, including
state highways, public access airports and intercity
rail systems. The implementing agency for most state
highway projects.
CEQA—California Environmental Quality Act. State
law providing certain environmental protections that
apply to all transportation projects funded with state
funds.
CHSRA—California High-Speed Rail Authority.
Agency responsible for planning, designing,
constructing, and operating a state-of-the-art highspeed train system in California.
CIP—Capital Improvement Program. A seven-year
list of capital transportation projects developed as
part of the Congestion Management Program.
Projects must maintain or improve the traffic level of
service standards or transit performance impacts. All
projects in the Regional Transportation Improvement
Program (RTIP) must first be listed in the CIP (this
applies to most state-funded projects).
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Clean Air Act Amendments of 1990—Federal law
amending the Clean Air Act. Sets new standards and
deadlines for achieving reduced air emissions.
Requires areas that do not attain air quality standards
to adopt Transportation Improvement Programs that
will reduce air emissions and implement
transportation control measures.
Climate Change—Refers to changes in the Earth’s
weather patterns, including the rise in the Earth’s
average temperature due to an increase in heattrapping or “greenhouse gases” (GHGs) in the
atmosphere. Climate scientists agree that climate
change is a man-made problem caused by the burning
of fossil fuels like petroleum and coal. Transportation
accounts for about 45 percent of San Joaquin
County’s GHG emissions. Climate change is
expected to significantly affect public health, air
quality and transportation infrastructure through
extreme weather.
CMA—Congestion Management Agency. The
agency responsible for adopting and implementing
the Congestion Management Program in a county.
COG serves as the Congestion Management Agency
for San Joaquin County.
CMAQ—Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality
improvement program. A new funding program
created by the federal Inter-modal Surface
Transportation Efficiency Act of 1991 (ISTEA).
Provides monies for transportation projects that will
have a beneficial impact on air quality (bus, rail,
bicycle and other alternative transportation modes).
Money is given only to regions classified as nonattainment areas under the federal Clean Air Act
Amendments of 1990. About $2.3 million is expected
annually for the San Joaquin County region.
CMP—Congestion Management Program. The
state-mandated program that links local land use
decision-making with regional transportation
planning and air quality control. Is required in all
counties with an urbanized area of 50,000 people or
more (31 out of 58 counties in the state).
COG-- Council of Governments. A governmental
agency formed by joint powers agreement by all the
member governments within a given region. Specific
powers vary by agency, but usually involve
transportation issues. Also called “Association of
Governments” (See SJCOG).

Conformity Analysis—An analysis to determine
whether the Transportation Improvement Program
(TIP) conforms with the air quality regulations in the
State Implementation Plan (SIP). The TIP set of
projects must contribute to annual reductions in
pollutant emissions and provide for the speedy
implementation of transportation control measures
(TCMs).
County Minimums—The minimum amount of state
transportation funds that will be programmed for
each county in a given year. Is calculated using a
formula based 75% on county population and 25% on
state highway miles in the county. Flexible
congestion relief, inter-regional road system, TCI,
Urban and commuter rail, Environmental
Enhancement and Mitigation funds, and
safety/sound-wall monies all count against the county
minimum.
CTC—California Transportation Commission. The
entity that oversees state funding of transportation
projects. Reviews projects proposed by Caltrans in
the Proposed State Transportation Improvement
Program (PSTIP) and by regional transportation
planning agencies in the RTIP for inclusion in the
State Transportation Improvement Program (STIP).
Also oversees the major programs authorized by
Propositions 111, 108, and 116.

E

IR—Environmental Impact Report. An
informational document, required under CEQA,
which will inform public agency decision-makers and
the public generally of the significant environmental
effects of a project, possible ways to minimize
significant effects, and reasonable alternatives to the
project.
EJ—Environmental Justice. Stemming from a
Presidential Executive Order to promote equity for
disadvantaged communities and the inclusion of
racial and ethnic populations and low-income
communities in decision-making processes. Local
and regional transportation agencies must ensure that
services and benefits, as well as burdens, are fairly
distributed to avoid discrimination in respect to the
development, implementation, and enforcement of
environmental laws and policies.
Ex-Officio Members—Non-voting members of the
SJCOG Board of Directors acting in an advisory
capacity.
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FAA—Federal Aviation Administration. Federal
agency responsible for issuing and enforcing safety
regulations and minimum standards, managing air
space and air traffic, and building and maintaining air
navigation facilities.

FY—Fiscal Year. The twelve-month period on which
the budget is planned. The state fiscal year begins
July 1 and ends June 30 of the following year. The
federal fiscal year begins October 1 and ends
September 30 of the following year.

FAST-Act—Fixing America’s Surface
Transportation Act. The 2015 bill is the most recent
federal authorization of surface transportation
funding. This five-year bill retains much of the
program structure of the previous authorization,
MAP-21, with relatively minor changes to funding
levels and programmatic eligibility.

atmosphere that contribute to the greenhouse effect,
in which the atmosphere allows incoming sunlight to
pass through but absorbs heat radiated back from the

FCR—Flexible Congestion Relief. A state fund
established by Proposition 111 to pay for regionally
significant transportation projects that reduce traffic
congestion. Regional agencies bid for FCR as part of
the state funding—or State Transportation
Improvement Program (STIP)—process.

Global Warming—See Climate Change.

FHWA—Federal Highway Administration. A
division of the U.S. Department of Transportation
that assists states in constructing highways, and roads
and provides local transportation financing.
FRA—Federal Railroad Administration. Federal
agency created to promulgate and enforce rail safety
regulations, administer railroad assistance programs,
conduct research and development in support of
improved railroad safety and national rail
transportation policy, and consolidate government
support of rail transportation activities.
FRR—Farebox Recovery Ratio. The ratio of fare
revenues to operating costs. State law requires that
public transit operators meet specific fare recovery
ratios in order to receive TDA monies. The exact ratio
depends upon the type of service and population of
the service area.
FTA—Federal Transit Administration. A division of
the U.S. Department of Transportation that
administers federal transit programs. Formally
UMTA, Urban Mass Transit Administration.
FTIP—Federal Transportation Improvement
Program. TA four-year spending plan for San
Joaquin County that lists every transportation project
that will receive federal funds or that is subject to a
federally required action, such as a review and
approval of environmental documents. The projects
in the FTIP are developed and updated by SJCOG
through its member agencies and in cooperation with
state and federal agencies and the eight San Joaquin
Valley counties.

GHG—Greenhouse Gas. Components of the
Earth’s surface. The principal greenhouse gases that
enter the atmosphere because of human activities are
carbon dioxide, methane, ozone, nitrous oxide, and
fluorinated gases.

H

OV Lanes—High Occupancy Vehicle lanes.
Roadway lanes whose use is restricted to vehicles
with more than one person. Some HOV lanes restrict
use only during peak travel periods (Monday –
Friday, 6:00 am -9:00 am and 3:00 pm – 6:00 pm).
Occupancy restrictions range from a minimum of 2 to
4 persons.
HSR—High-Speed Rail. Intercity passenger rail
service that is reasonably expected to reach speeds of
at least 110 miles per hour.

Indirect Source—A facility, building, structure,
installation, real property, road or highway that
attracts or may attract mobile sources (e.g.
automobiles) of pollution.
ITS—Intelligent Transportation System. A Systems
that use modern detection, communications and
computing technology to collect data on system
operations and performance, communicate that
information to system managers and users, and use
that information to manage and adjust the
transportation system to respond to changing
operating conditions, congestion, or accidents. ITS
technology can be applied to arterials, freeways,
transit, trucks, and private vehicles.
IRRS—Inter-regional Road System. A series of state
highway routes outside urbanized areas that link
major economic centers and recreational areas.
Projects are nominated for IRRS funding by Caltrans
in the Proposed State Transportation Improvement
Program (PSTIP).
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IVHS—Intelligent Vehicle Highway System. A
proposed system to allow computerized control of
vehicle speeds and density on the highway. The
purpose of the system is to allow more vehicles to
use the same road (increases roadway capacity).

the policy and programmatic framework for
investments to guide the system’s growth and
development, MAP-21 creates a streamlined and
performance-based surface transportation program
and builds on many of the highway, transit, bike, and
pedestrian programs and policies established in 1991.

J

PA—Joint Powers Authority. Two or more
agencies that enter into a cooperative agreement to
jointly weird powers that are common to them. JPAs
are a vehicle for the cooperative use of existing
governmental powers to finance and provide
infrastructure and/or services in a cost-efficient
manner.

LOS—Level of Service. A qualitative measurement
of traffic flow. Is measured on a scale from A to F in
which A signifies the least congested (free flow)
while F signifies most congested (gridlock). Local
general plans and the Congestion Management
Program set level of service goals or standards for
their respective circulation systems. The adopted
Congestion Management Program for San Joaquin
County sets the level of service standard at “D.”
LTA—Local Transportation Authority. The body
responsible for implementing the Measure K
transportation sales tax fund. San Joaquin County
COG serves as the Local Transportation Authority.
LTF—Local Transportation Fund. Monies
distributed to regional transportation planning
agencies by the State of California. The annual
allocation is the local share of revenues from ¼ cent
of the state sales tax rate. COG receives this money
and distributes it to the local jurisdictions based on
population. The money must first be used to fill any
unmet transit needs, and then can be used for local
road and street expenses. A small portion of the
money is also reserved for pedestrian/bikeway and
planning expenditures. Is part of the Transportation
Development Act fund.
LTIP—Local Transportation Improvement Plan. A
plan specifying the allocation of Measure K sales tax
funds to various categories of transportation projects.
Also establishes objectives and requirements of
administration of the funds.

Map-21—Moving Ahead for Progress in the 21

st

Measure K—A ½ cent countywide transportation
sales tax measure adopted by San Joaquin County
voters in November 1990. Raised money for over 20
years for a multi-modal program of local
transportation improvements. In 2006, San Joaquin
County voters decided to extend Measure K for an
additional 30 years, estimated to generate $2.5 billion
for transportation projects through 2041.
MPO—Metropolitan Planning Organization. An
agency designated to received and distribute federal
transportation monies. Responsible for transportation
planning activities for the designated region. Each
urbanized area with 50,000 in population must have
an MPO.
MTC—Metropolitan Transportation Commission.
The agency responsible for regional transportation
planning for the 9-county San Francisco Bay area
region. Serves as the RTPA and the MPO.

N

EPA—National Environmental Protection Act.
Federal environmental law that applies to all projects
funded with federal funds or requiring review by a
federal agency.
Non-attainment Area—An area, generally a
metropolitan area, county, or larger air basin, that
does not meet state and/or federal Clean Air Act
standards for pollutant emissions.

OWP—Overall Work Program. A list of the tasks
that the Council of Governments expects to perform
over a given year. The program is used as a
management too.

PM— Particulate Matter. A mixture of tiny solid
and liquid particles—such as those from dust, dirt,
soot, and smoke—that are found in the air. When
inhaled, these particles can settle deep in the lungs
and cause serious health problems.

Century Act. Signed into law by President Obama on
July 6, 2012. Funding surface transportation
programs over $105 billion for fiscal years 2013 and
2014, MAP-21 is the first long-term highway
authorization enacted since 2005. By transforming
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Program—(1) verb, to assign funds to a project that
has been approved by SJCOG, the state or another
agency, and (2) noun, a system of funding for
implementing transportation projects or policies.
Proposition 1A—Passed by voters in 2006,
Proposition 1A protects transportation funding for
traffic congestion relief projects, safety
improvements, and local streets and roads. It also
prohibits the state sales tax on motor vehicle fuels
from being used for any purpose other than
transportation improvements and authorizes loans of
these funds only in the case of severe state fiscal
hardship.
Proposition 1B—Highway Safety, Traffic Reduction,
Air Quality, and Port Security State of California.
Passed in November 2006, Proposition 1B provides
$19.9 billion to fund state and local transportation
improvement projects to relieve congestion, improve
movement of goods, improve air quality, and enhance
safety and security of the transportation system.
Proposition 108—Passenger Rail and Clean Air
Bond Act of 1990. A $1 billion bond for intercity,
urban, and commuter rail transit. Established a
competitive process for funding specified rail
corridors in the state, including the Altamont Pass
and Stockton-Sacramento rail corridors.
Proposition 111—Traffic Congestion Relief and
Spending Limitation Act of 1990. Modifies the Gann
spending limit to allow the 4 to 9 cent gasoline tax
increase and Congestion Management Program
legislation approved by the Legislature to take effect.
Also known as the state blueprint legislation for
transportation.
Proposition 116—Project Study Report. An
engineering report that documents agreement on the
scope, schedule and estimated cost of a transportation
project. Usually contains different design
alternatives. The California Transportation
Commission may include a highway capacityincreasing project in the State Transportation
Improvement Program (STIP) only if a PSR has been
completed for the project. Caltrans usually prepares
PSRs for the state highway projects.

R FP—Request for Proposal. A document used to
solicit bids for the preparation of a plan of
completion of a project. Usually includes a
background discussion, description of the scope of
work, and request for examples of relevant
experience.
RHNA—Regional Housing Needs Allocation. The
law requires the California Department of Housing
and Community Development, in consultation with
SJCOG, establish a county-wide housing
construction target. SJCOG’s responsibility includes
identifying the areas within the region that can
sufficiently accommodate the regional housing need.
Ridesharing—To share a ride with two or more
persons, or the opposite of driving alone. Includes
carpooling, vanpooling, biking, walking, taking
transit, and telecommuting. COG serves as the
ridesharing agency for San Joaquin, Stanislaus and
Foothill Counties. The rideshare agency toll-free
number is posted along commute routes: (800) 52SHARE.
Rolling Stock— The wheeled vehicles of a railroad.
RTIF—Regional Transportation Impact Fee. A
county-wide, multi-jurisdiction capital improvement
funding program intended to cover a portion of the
costs for new transportation facilities required to
serve new development within the County.
RTIP—Regional Transportation Improvement
Program. A five year listing of proposed highway,
transit and airport projects that implement the
Regional Transportation Plan. Projects are listed in
priority order with costs and funding sources
identified. COG and other regional transportation
planning agencies must prepare this document and
submit it to the California Transportation
Commission every two years. Projects must be listed
in the RTIP in order to be considered for funding in
the State Transportation Improvement Program
(STIP).

PSTIP—Proposed State Transportation Program. A
seven year program developed by Caltrans for
California Transportation Commission approval.
Includes projects developed through the Interregional Road System, Inter-city Rail, Sound Wall,
Toll Bridge and Aeronautics Programs.
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RTP—Regional Transportation Plan. A 20-year plan
prepared by Regional Transportation Planning
Agencies to guide the development of a balanced
transportation system within a county. Satisfies the
requirements of the California Transportation Reform
Act (AB 402, 1977) and the federal Inter-modal
Surface Transportation Efficiency Act of 1991. State
law requires the plan to be updated every two years.
Must include: a policy element, an action element,
and a financial element. ISTEA requires that the plan
be financially constrained (i.e. project costs must
match expected available revenues).
RTPA—Regional Transportation Planning Agency.
Agencies designated by the State (AB 520, 1976) to
perform regional transportation planning functions.
Responsibilities include: distribution of
Transportation Development Act funds and
preparation of the Regional Transportation Plan and
the Regional Transportation Improvement Program.
COG serves as the RTPA for the San Joaquin County
region.
RTSP—Regional Transit Systems Plan. Twenty year
plan prepared for COG recommending expansion of
the transit system within San Joaquin County to meet
near and long-term travel demand needs. Envisions
the expansion of SMART into a countywide service
provider. Recommends providing bus service
between cities in the county (intercity) and outside
the county (interregional), as well as countywide
dial-a-ride services.

SACOG—Sacramento Area Council of
Governments. The agency that conducts regional
planning for the Sacramento area. The area covers
Sacramento, Yolo, Sutter, and Yuba counties, and the
cities of Lincoln, Rocklin, and Roseville. Serves as
the MPO, ALCU and, for some counties, the RTPA.
SAFE—Service Authority for Freeways and
Expressways. The authority responsible for
administering a multi-county roadway callbox
program. State legislation signed into law in 1991
created the authority, which will place call boxes
along freeways and expressways in five counties,
including Sacramento, and San Joaquin. A twenty
year increase in local vehicle registration fees pays
for the program.
Safe Routes to School—A state and federal program
which funds education, encouragement campaigns,
and infrastructure improvements to help reduce the
amount of traffic congestion around schools.

SAFETEA-LU, the Safe, Accountable, Flexible,
Efficient, Transportation Equity Act: A Legacy for
Users, was signed into law in August 10, 2005, and is
the legislation that provides federal authorizations for
over $240 billion through FY 2008-09 in
transportation funding nationwide.
SJRRC—San Joaquin Regional Rail Commission.
The governing body and operator for the Altamont
Commuter Express, a passenger rail service
connecting Stockton, Tracy Livermore and Fremont
to Santa Clara and San Jose.
SJRTD—San Joaquin Regional Transit District. The
regional public transit provider in the Stockton
Metropolitan Area, as well as Intercity, Interregional,
and Rural Transit Services countywide.
SB 375—Senate Bill 375. Established to implement
the state’s greenhouse gas (GHG) emission-reduction
goals, as set forth by AB32, in the sector of cars and
light trucks. This mandate requires the California Air
Resources Board to determine per capita GHG
emission-reduction targets for each metropolitan
planning organization (MPO) in the state at two
points in the future—2020 and 2035. In turn, each
MPO must prepare a Sustainable Communities
Strategy (SCS) that demonstrates how the region will
meet its GHG reduction target through integrated
land use, housing, and transportation planning.
SCS—Sustainable Communities Strategy. A SCS is
an enhanced land use element, developed as part of
each Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) update. It
sets forth a growth strategy for the region, which
combined with the transportation plan, strives
towards achieving GHG emissions reductions.
Section 3, 9, and 18 Transit Funds—Federal funds
available for transit projects. Section 3 funds are
discretionary monies available on a competitive basis
to transit providers for transit capital purchases.
Section 9 funds are formula-allocated transit
operating monies available to metropolitan areas with
a population of 50,000 or higher. Section 18 funds are
formula-based transit operating monies allocated to
each RTPA for rural transit services.
SIP—State Implementation Plan (for air quality). A
state plan required by the federal Clean Air Act of
1990 to attain and maintain national air quality
standards. Sets requirements aimed at reducing ozone
and carbon-monoxide levels. Is adopted by local air
quality districts and the state Air Resource Board
(ARB). All transportation plans must conform to SIP.
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SJCOG—San Joaquin Council of Governments. The
regional planning agency for the San Joaquin County
area. Serves as the Airport Land Use Commission,
Congestion Management Agency, Local
Transportation Authority, Metropolitan Planning
Organization, Ridesharing Agency, and Regional
Transportation Planning Agency.
SJUVAPCD—San Joaquin Valley Unified Air
Pollution Control District. Eight county district
empowered by the state to regulate air emissions
within the Central Valley counties (San Joaquin,
Stanislaus, Merced, Madera, Fresno, Kings, Tulare,
and Kern counties).
Smart Growth—A set of policies and programs to
encourage a compact and environmentally-sensitive
pattern of development. Smart growth aims to
preserve open space and natural resources by
focusing growth in established rural and urban
centers. This approach places housing and
transportation choices near employment, shops and
schools making the building and maintenance of
towns and cities more efficient.
SOV—Single Occupant Vehicle. One person per
vehicle. Ridesharing programs aim to reduce the
number of SOVs in order to increase the personcarrying capacity on the road.
SRTP—Short Range Transit Plan. A document that
presents a general service program for the public
transit operator and identifies the capital purchases
needed to support that service. Generally covers a 5
to 10-year period. Usually updated on an annual
basis. Provides input into the transit budget and TIP.
SSTAC—Social Service Transportation Advisory
Committee. A committee that advises the SJCOG
Board on issues of concern to transit dependent
persons. The committee, created to meet
requirements of state law, is comprised of
representatives of the elderly and handicapped, and
social service agencies that serve these and other
transit dependent persons. Formerly, the Para-transit
Coordinating Committee.
STA—State Transit Assistance (fund). State funding
for transit derived in part from diesel fuel tax
revenues. Distributed to transit operations and local
agencies by regional transportation planning
agencies, such as COG. Is part of the Transportation
Development Act fund.

STIP—State Transportation Improvement Program.
A list of transportation projects, chosen from those
proposed by regional transportation agencies (in the
RTIP) and Caltrans (in the PSTIP) that are approved
for state funding by the California Transportation
Commission. Includes funding for Flexible
Congestion Relief, Urban and Commuter Rail, and
Inter-regional Road System projects.
STP—Surface Transportation Programs. A funding
program in the Inter-modal Surface Transportation
Efficiency Act to pay for improvements to a wide
variety of transportation activities. Approximately
$3.9 million per year will be available to the San
Joaquin County area.
Sustainability—Doing things and using resources in
ways that protect them so they are available for
current and future generations. Sustainability is about
helping support a prosperous and globally
competitive economy, providing a healthy and safe
environment, and producing equitable opportunities
for all San Joaquin County residents.

TCI—Transit Capital Improvement. A state
program developed by the California Transportation
Commission to fund the following types of capital
projects: railroad right-of-way acquisition, bus
rehabilitation, public mass transit guide-ways, rolling
stock, grade separations, inter-modal transfer
stations, and ferry vessels and terminals.
TCMs—Transportation Control Measures.
Measures intended to reduce vehicle trips or pollutant
emissions. They include ridesharing programs,
bicycle facilities, park-and-ride lots, public transit,
trip reduction ordinances, and the use of cleaner
burning fuels in motor vehicles.
TDA—Transportation Development Act (fund). State
transportation fund that is comprised of State Transit
Assistance and Local Transportation Funds. Monies
are distributed to regional transportation planning
agencies to fund regional transportation needs.
TIP—Transportation Improvement Program. A
staged three to seven year program of regional
transportation projects that require federal funding or
a federal action. Must be consistent with the Regional
Transportation Plan (RTP) and the State
Implementation Plan for air quality (SIP). Is revised
and submitted bi-annually to the federal government.
(FHWA, FTA, EPA).

StanCOG—Stanislaus Area Association of
Governments. The agency that conducts regional
planning for the Stanislaus County area.
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Title VI—Refers to Title VI of the Civil Rights Act
of 1964, and requires that transportation planning and
programming be nondiscriminatory on the basis of
race, color and national origin. Integral to Title VI is
the concept of environmental justice.

US EPA—U.S. Environmental Protection Agency.
Federal agency established to develop and enforce
regulations that implement environmental laws
enacted by Congress to protect human health and
safeguard the natural environment.

TMA—Transportation Management Association. An
association of employers whose goal is to reduce
employee home to work trips and promote
transportation alternatives (e.g. vanpooling,
carpooling, flex-time, telecommuting). Caltrans can
provide seed money for these organizations.

MT—Vehicle Miles Traveled. On highways, a
measurement of the total miles traveled by all
vehicles in the area for a specified time period. It is
calculated by the number of vehicles times the miles
traveled in a given area or on a given highway during
the time period. In transit, the number of vehicle
miles operated on a given route or line or network
during a specified time period.

TOD—Transit-Oriented Development. A type of
development that links land use and transit facilities
to support the transit system and help reduce sprawl,
traffic congestion and air pollution. It includes
housing, along with complementary public uses
(jobs, retail and services), located at a strategic point
along a regional transit system, such as a transit hub.

V

TRO—Trip Reduction Ordinance. Local laws that
require medium- and large-sized employers to use
various work incentives to encourage employees to
rideshare to work. Must be adopted by all
jurisdictions in San Joaquin County under the
Congestion Management Program and all valleywide APCD’s transportation control measure plan.
TSM—Transportation System Management. Shortrange, low cost strategies to increase the efficiency of
the existing transportation system without adding
new traffic lanes. Examples include: synchronization
of traffic signals, conversion of existing lanes into
HOV lanes, ridesharing and other transportation
control measures.

U

CR—Urban and Commuter Rail. A state funding
program financed by the same of bonds authorized by
Proposition 108. Projects are proposed by regional
transportation planning agencies in the RTIP process.
UMTA—Urban Mass Transportation Administration
(see FTA). Former name of the Federal Transit
Administration.
US DOT—U.S. Department of Transportation.
Federal agency responsible for the development of
transportation policies and programs that contribute
to providing fast, safe, efficient, and convenient
transportation at the lowest cost consistent with those
and other national objectives, including the efficient
use and conservation of the resources of the United
States. US DOT administrations, including FHWA,
FTA, FAA, and FRA.
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APPENDIX G
PUBLIC NOTICE DOCUMENTATION

San Joaquin
Council of Governments
AVISO DE AUDIENCIA
PÚBLICA SOBRE LA
PROYECTO DE PLAN DE
PARTICIPACIÓN PÚBLICA 2016
AVISO Se hace saber que el Consejo de San Joaquín de los gobiernos
(SJCOG) llevará a cabo una audiencia pública el 27 de octubre, 2016 a la
reunión de la Junta SJCOG regular en el edificio de oficinas en el
555 E. SJCOG avenida Weber, Stockton, CA 95202, de los proyectos
2016 plan de Participación Pública (PPP). El propósito de esta audiencia
pública es para recibir comentarios del público sobre este documento.
• El proyecto de PPP destaca las oportunidades para los residentes a
participar en el rango de trabajo de planificación y financiación de las
asignaciones SJCOG.
• Incluye, como Apéndice A del proyecto de PPP, son oportunidades de
participación pública para el Plan de Transporte Regional / Estrategia
2018 Comunidades Sustentables (RTP / SCS) - integral de largo alcance
transporte anteproyecto de la región.
• El nuevo proyecto incluye la reordenación de los capítulos, añaden
requisitos de divulgación, los resúmenes de los compromisos de SJCOG
a la participación del público, los medios sociales expandidos, el uso de
un blog y servicios de traducción
Las personas con discapacidad pueden llamar a Rebecca Calija
(209-235-0600) de SJCOG (con una antelación de 3 días hábiles) para
solicitar ayudas auxiliares necesarias para participar en la audiencia
pública. Los servicios de traducción están disponibles (con una
antelación de 3 días hábiles) para los participantes de habla cualquier
idioma con los servicios profesionales de traducción disponibles.
Un período de revisión y comentarios públicos de 45 días concurrente
comenzó el 6 de octubre de 2016 y concluirá el 21 de noviembre de 2016.
El proyecto de documento está disponible para su revisión en la oficina
SJCOG, ubicada en el 555 E. Avenida Weber, Stockton CA 95202 y en la
página web SJCOG en www.sjcog.org/ppp.
Los comentarios del público son recibidos en la audiencia, o pueden ser
presentadas por escrito por 5 p.m. el 21 de noviembre de 2016 al SJCOG
en la dirección abajo.

ST-0001081118-01

Después de considerar los comentarios, se considerará el documento
para su aprobación, por resolución, por la Junta SJCOG en una reunión
programada regularmente, que tendrá lugar en diciembre de 2016.
Persona de Contacto : Nicole Gorham, PIO
Consejo de Gobiernos de San Joaquín
555 E.Avenida Weber, Stockton, CA 95202
Teléfono: (209) 235-0600 | E-mail: gorham@sjcog.org
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Comment Letter 1

November 21, 2016
San Joaquin Council of Governments
Attn: 2016 Public Participation Plan
555 East Weber Avenue
Stockton, CA 95202
Dear Members of the Board:
The members of the San Joaquin Healthy Neighborhoods Collaborative, formerly the Sustainable
Communities Coalition, would like to commend you for a thorough and innovative Draft Public
Participation Plan. As a Collaborative of public health, environmental justice, restorative justice,
housing, and infill advocates, we appreciate the opportunity to provide comments. We are
specifically interested in and commenting on Appendix A, the RTP/SCS Public Participation
Plan.
In general, we are pleased with the Draft RTP/SCS Public Participation Plan (“Draft Plan”). The
Draft Plan seeks to collect public input throughout the RTP/SCS process, from providing
education and learning about community priorities in early public workshops through the
implementation phase with an expanded RTP/SCS Implementation Working Group.
The Draft Plan also seeks to reach historically under-represented communities and vulnerable
populations through the cultivation of “champions,” expanded partnership with representatives
of and organizations serving these constituencies, and a commitment to do presentations and
outreach at existing events, existing community and group meetings, and through pre-established
channels. Meeting community members where they already are, rather than always expecting
them to come to SJCOG, will build trust and relationships that will garner more helpful and
honest public input.
We are especially encouraged by the “champions” approach that has been proposed. By working
directly with key community members who want to understand the RTP/SCS process deeply and
asking them to be your messengers, we expect you will receive a more diverse array of
perspectives and experiences. That SJCOG is willing to try this innovative approach to public

outreach shows a sincere commitment to going above and beyond the minimum public outreach
requirements, and we appreciate that.
While we are generally supportive of the Draft Plan, we would like to make a few
recommendations that we believe will help ensure the success of the Draft Plan and “champions”
approach.
1. Provide “mini-grants” or stipends to very small organizations, councils, or nonprofits to help offset the costs of them becoming your “champions.” Many true
grassroots groups are entirely volunteer-based, and even many small non-profits
operate on extremely limited means and staffing levels. Asking them to work with
you on outreach and put their time and effort on behalf of their community is
essential, but the reality is also that many people or small organizations do not have
the capacity to fully participate without some support. A few hundred dollars could
make a big difference for the most grassroots efforts or smallest organizations.
In the 2014 RTP/SCS process, Fresno COG provided mini-grants to local non-profits
to conduct outreach, using Federal Highway Administration metropolitan planning
funds. In their report “Leading the Way: Policies and Practices for Sustainable
Communities Strategies,” ClimatePlan lifts up this model as an example of a leading
practice.1 It allowed outreach to thousands of additional residents and extremely
strong turnout at public workshops. While this is a different model than what we are
suggesting be added to SJCOG’s “champions” approach, it does demonstrate that a
little bit of funding can make a big difference. Some of the funding for the outside
“online public engagement” firm could even be re-directed toward supporting true
grassroots champions.
2. Set a regular meeting time for the RTP/SCS Implementation Working Group.
We were pleased when this group was formed and with the inclusion of a broad array
of voices, and we commend the further expansion to include more community groups,
walking & biking representatives, NGOs, the Native American community, and
others who may come forward and volunteer. However, it would be easier to maintain
consistent participation and more public involvement if there is a regular meeting day
and time that participants and interested members of the public can plan around.
3. Utilize the “champions,” RTP/SCS Implementation Working Group, and other
community partners like the Healthy Neighborhoods Collaborative to distribute
the English and Spanish web-based surveys. While third-party consultants can be
helpful, in our experience they are not particularly good at reaching community
members who are otherwise not engaged in planning processes. One of the
1

ClimatePlan. October, 2016. Leading the Way: Policies and Practices for Sustainable Communities Strategies. 5.
Retrieved from http://www.climateplan.org/wp-content/uploads/2016/10/Leading-the-Way-Full-Report.pdf.

“additional marketing strategies” mentioned in the Draft Plan should be to utilize the
“champions,” the RTP/SCS Implementation Working Group, and other community
partners rather than relying on a consultant to determine how to disseminate the
surveys.
We commend the SJCOG staff and Board of Directors for this comprehensive and innovative
Draft Plan, and with the above recommendations we are confident we will see robust and
insightful public participation in this important process. Thank you for receiving these comments
on behalf of the San Joaquin Healthy Neighborhoods Collaborative.
Sincerely,
Tom Amato
People and Congregations Together (PACT)
Linda Derivi
Save Downtown Stockton Foundation
David Garcia
TenSpace
LaCresia Hawkins
Public Health Advocates, Stockton
Hector Lara
Reinvent South Stockton Coalition
Jonathan Mendelson
Central Valley Low Income Housing Corporation
Katelyn Roedner Sutter
Catholic Charities of the Diocese of Stockton

Response to Comments

Letter 1:

San Joaquin Healthy Neighborhoods Collaborative

San Joaquin Healthy Neighborhoods Collaborative
ATTN: Catholic Charities, Diocese of Stockton
1106 N. El Dorado Street
Stockton, CA 95202
Ms. Katelyn Roedner Sutter, San Joaquin Regional Director & Environmental Justice Program Manager
December 1, 2016
Dear Members of the San Joaquin Healthy Neighborhoods Collaborative:
Thank you for providing general comments on SJCOG’s Draft Public Participation Plan, and for offering
recommendations to improve Appendix A – a vital document to one of SJCOG’s major planning
initiatives on behalf of the San Joaquin region. Below are responses to the recommendations provided
by the Collaborative.
Response to 1-1: Provide “mini-grants” or stipends to very small organizations, councils, or non-profits
to help offset the costs of them becoming your “champions.”
SJCOG staff is actively exploring a mini-grant program very similar to the model used by Fresno COG in
their 2014 RTP/SCS process. The “champions” outreach program will remain open to any groups
interested in participating, however the mini-grant program is proposed as a supplement to the
“champions” outreach approach by potentially providing funding for community-based organizations
and grassroots groups who demonstrate reach and potential impact in underserved, underrepresented,
and disadvantaged communities throughout the region. The final version of Appendix A reflects this
change.
Response to 1-2: Set a regular meeting time for the RTP/SCS Implementation Working Group.
The RTP/SCS Implementation Working Group will choose a regular meeting date based on a poll of
group members.
Response to 1-3: Utilize the “champions,” RTP/SCS Implementation Working Group, and other
community partners like the Healthy Neighborhoods Collaborative to distribute the English and
Spanish web-based surveys.
SJCOG staff will play a primary role in coordinating community outreach and marketing activities
throughout the RTP/SCS process. In this role, SJCOG staff intends to work with “champions,” the
RTP/SCS Implementation Working Group, and other community partners to develop and implement the
best strategies for achieving broad, as well as focused, outreach through online web-based surveys, as
well as other public engagement opportunities. Rather than implicitly included in “additional marketing
strategies,” the final language under Section V, Item 4 of Appendix A now reflects this strategy explicitly
for the dissemination of web-based surveys.
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APPENDIX K: CIVIC ENGAGEMENT TECHNICAL APPENDIX

Overview
The public participation and community outreach activities for the 2018 Regional
Transportation Plan and Sustainable Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS) are outlined and
summarized in Chapter 2 of the Plan. The purpose of the technical appendix is to provide the
background materials supporting the narrative provided.
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I.SUMMARY
A comprehensive public involvement program is an important component for developing the
2018 Regional Transportation Plan & Sustainable Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS). As the
San Joaquin Council of Governments (SJCOG) updates the 2018 RTP/SCS, a major goal of the
public outreach effort is to communicate with non-traditional as well as traditional audiences to
ensure that environmental justice issues are identified and that interested members of the public
have ample opportunity to understand and provide meaningful input throughout the planning
process.
The Round 1 Public Outreach Survey was administered to assess public opinion on regional
transportation issues, as well as identify current and future transportation needs of residents
across the region. Respondents were asked to assess the state of transportation in the region,
share their perceptions of the need for improvement regarding different aspects of
transportation, their opinions on the foundational goals of the RTP/SCS, as well as identify
priorities on where to invest in transportation.
With over 850 responses to the survey, SJCOG heard from a broad sample of residents
throughout San Joaquin County (see Table 1).
Table 1. SJCOG Round 1 Survey Respondents
Demographic

Highlights

Location

· Residents from all jurisdictions responded to the survey.
· The largest portion of respondents (41%) are residents of
Stockton, with significant representation also coming from Tracy
and Mountain House.
· Low levels of response were observed in Lodi, Manteca,
Lathrop, Escalon, and Ripon.

Age

· Respondents to the survey ranged from high school age to
retirement age.
· The largest portion of respondents (34%) were between the
ages of 35-44. There was also significant representation from
millennials (ages 25 to 34), as well as senior populations (age
65+).
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Race/Ethnicity

· Respondents to the survey represented a diverse sample of
the San Joaquin County region.
· Approximately 30% of respondents identified themselves as
White, while approximately 70% of respondents identified with one
or more communities of color.
· Approximately 36% of respondents identified as Asian/Pacific
Islander, while 16% of respondents identified as Hispanic or
Latino.

Income

· Residents from all income levels responded to the survey.
· The largest portion of respondents (28%) indicated an annual
household income between $100,001-$150,000.
· Approximately 22% of respondents represent the two lowest
household income levels (under $15,000 and between
$15,000-$25,000.

Key Findings
Transportation Overview
● When asked to consider the transportation system in San Joaquin County, a total of 46%
respondents think the transportation system is either getting better (18%) or staying the
same (28%).
● On the other hand, a significant portion of survey respondents (37%) feel that the
transportation system has gotten worse. This group of respondents believe there is a
need for “a lot of improvement” regarding traffic on freeways and roads; pavement
conditions on freeways and roads; walkability and bikeability of neighborhoods; as well
as transit service that gets them to their destination in a timely manner.
● Across the board, the top three transportation problems identified by survey respondents
were: (1) Traffic (457 / 55%); (2) Lack of public transit (442 / 53%); and (3) Condition of
the roads (410 / 49%).
Regional Transportation Goals
● Overwhelmingly, survey respondents envision a future with less driving. A significant
majority of respondents support regional goals to reduce distance and time spent driving,
as well as increase the use of alternative modes of transportation.
● Survey respondents also desire a more prosperous San Joaquin County. At least 90% of
survey respondents felt that it is “very important” (68%) or “important (22%) that the plan
help to increase the number of new jobs in the SJCOG region.
● Survey respondents expressed wider ranges of opinion regarding transit-oriented
development, as well as farmland and natural resources. For these goals, survey
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respondents expressed more neutral and negative opinions compared to other goals
presented.
Regarding transit-oriented development, survey results suggest that a high-frequency
transit network must not only serve low-income populations, but all income levels.
When asked about transit fare and farebox recovery ratios, respondents from
low-income households showed lower levels of interest in increasing fares, whereas
respondents from high-income households showed greater levels of interest.
When asked about emerging technologies in transportation and their importance for
consideration in the 2018 plan, approximately 71% of respondents thought that
infrastructure for charging electric vehicles is “important” or “very important.”
In contrast, respondents were split on the importance of improvements for self-driving
vehicles. Approximately 50% thought it was “important” or “very important”, while 50%
were neutral, unsure, or did not think it was important at all.

Transportation Investment Priorities
● Across the region, one of the top transportation problems is the poor condition of
roadways. As a result, survey respondents overwhelmingly support investment in the
maintenance of highways and roads above other options.
● Additionally, there is wide support to invest in public transit, even though a majority of
survey respondents indicated that nobody in their household had ridden public transit in
the past two months. Overall, the results suggest a slight preference for rail over bus, but
only by a small margin. Additionally, when results are broken down by income, it is clear
that low-income respondents are more interested in expanded bus service, while
high-income respondents are interested in both bus and rail service expansion.
● Since traffic is the number one perceived transportation problem across the region,
survey respondents readily support investment in traffic operations that improve
congestion. This strategy is slightly preferred over increasing road network capacity,
which is the next in ranked priorities region-wide.
● Following these top tiered priorities, respondents recognize and support investment in
transportation projects that protect the environment and reduce greenhouse gas
emissions. These types of projects include transit-oriented development, expanded
bicycle and pedestrian facilities, as well as infrastructure for charging electric vehicles.
● Because there was a wide range of opinions from survey respondents on its importance,
planning for the impact of driverless cars sank to the bottom of the priorities list.
● Transportation investment priorities were also compared across various subsamples,
including minority status, income, jurisdiction, and whether a respondent indicated they
had used a bicycle or ridden transit in the last two months. Similarities and differences
are further discussed in Section VIII.
Transportation Funding Policy
● A majority of survey respondents believe that funds for maintenance and operations
should be increased for existing infrastructure. In ranked order, survey respondents think
it is “very important” to increase funds to maintain and operate the existing road and
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highway system (73%), the bus and rail system (62%), and the existing bicycle and
pedestrian facilities (51%).
Overwhelmingly, 93% of survey respondents believe that the region needs to change the
way funds are appropriated, pursue new funding sources, or a combination of both
strategies to fund the region’s transportation investment priorities. These investment
priorities align with findings above, namely the maintenance of highways and roads and
the expansion of bus and rail transit services throughout the region.

The Round 1 Public Outreach Survey is part of a broader effort to engage the public throughout
the regional transportation planning process. This report offers a summary and analysis of key
issues and priorities identified from the results of the survey.
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II. METHODS
Purpose
The purpose of the Round 1 Public Outreach Survey was to assess public perception of the
existing regional transportation system, gather opinions on the related goals of the Regional
Transportation Plan & Sustainable Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS), and identify potential
needs and priorities for transportation investment. The information gathered would help guide
development of planning scenarios, which present the public with packaged options for future
transportation improvements and investments.
Survey Design
The questions were adapted from a survey developed and administered by the Sacramento
Area Council of Governments (SACOG) for the similar purpose of assessing public opinion as it
related to their most recent RTP/SCS. The survey questions addressed five main topic areas:
1. Assessment of current existing conditions of the regional transportation system
2. Level of support for the foundational goals of the RTP/SCS
3. Identification of transportation investment priorities
4. General opinion of transportation funding policy options
5. Demographics
The survey tool developed and administered by the San Joaquin Council of Governments
(SJCOG) can be found in Appendix K1-A. Please note that commonly used terms, like “traffic,”
were not defined in the survey, so there may be some level of imprecision.
Data Collection
The survey was conducted from March 30 - June 3, 2017 to self-selected respondents who are
residents of the San Joaquin region and ranging in age from young adults to senior citizens
(fifteen or older). The survey was administered via in person, as well as via online web format,
and distributed via multiple channels including:
● 2018 RTP/SCS Community-Based Outreach Mini-Grant program activities (which
included surveying in-person);
● RTP/SCS Working Group and SJCOG standing committees;
● SJCOG community outreach at local events;
● Mini-presentations at local organizations; and
● Via SJCOG social media, press release, and email lists.
The survey was made available in Spanish, however very few responses were received
in-language. Instead, the translated survey was more often used as a tool to engage
Spanish-speaking residents in providing feedback, which was recorded in English. At the close
of the data collection phase, SJCOG received over 850 responses to the survey. An additional 5
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surveys were received after the June 3rd deadline, and thus not included in the following
analysis. They are, however included in the summary report found in Appendix K1-B.
In addition, approximately 400 additional surveys were gathered by participants in the 2018
RTP/SCS Community-Based Outreach Mini-Grant Program. Six organizations throughout the
region were contracted to assist SJCOG with outreach in historically underrepresented and
underserved communities. Due to tailored outreach activities, the data collected by
mini-grantees is summarized separately in Appendix K2.
Limitations
Due to the design of data collection, the combined regional sample does not reflect the
proportional differences in the sizes of the populations of the jurisdictions making up San
Joaquin County. Geographic areas reflected in the regional sample indicate the physical
presence of SJCOG staff and/or mini-grantees in those communities during the outreach
process. Efforts were made to arrange community outreach opportunities throughout the region,
but some of these efforts fell short. As a result, some areas of the region were
underrepresented in the sample due to lack of opportunities to administer the survey in-person,
particularly in smaller jurisdictions such as Escalon, Lathrop, and Ripon. Additionally, SJCOG
received a significant response online from residents in Mountain House. The response is
significant enough that it may skew aggregate results. Therefore, a cross comparison by
jurisdictions was tabulated to identify the unique issues of each community comprising the
region. Crosstabulation by community can be found in Appendix K1-C.
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III. SURVEY RESPONDENTS
At the close of the survey, the San Joaquin Council of Governments (SJCOG) received a total
of 853 responses. This section summarizes the demographic profile of survey participants who
provided input during the first round of public outreach for the Regional Transportation Plan &
Sustainable Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS).
Community Representation
Overall, responses to the survey came from all corners of the region. However, the regional
sample does not proportionately represent the population of each jurisdiction. While cities like
Stockton and Tracy are well represented, residents in Escalon, Lathrop, and Ripon are severely
underrepresented. Additionally, respondents in the “other“ category primarily constituted
residents from Mountain House. The sample from Mountain House is significant enough to skew
aggregate results. Therefore, a cross comparison of survey results by community is also
included in Appendix K1-C.
Figure 1
Q: Which city do you live in?
n= 826
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Household Characteristics of Survey Respondents
The average household size reported by survey respondents was 3.2 persons. In terms of
housing tenure, a significant share of survey respondents indicated that they currently rent
(27%), however an overall majority own their homes (73%).
Survey respondents also reflected a wide range of income levels in the San Joaquin County
region. A noticeable cohort of respondents indicated household incomes between $100,000 and
$150,000. This specific income profile is also strongly linked with the Mountain House
subsample (refer to Appendix K1-C).
Figure 2
Q: What is your approximate annual household income (before taxes)?
n = 779

Travel Behavior
Survey participants were also asked to share some basic information about travel behavior. On
average, 1.9 persons per household work outside the home on either a full-time or part-time
basis. Overall, survey respondents reported an average of 2.1 registered vehicles available to
members of their household. According to survey data, the average household has access to a
personal vehicle for each person working outside of the home, but may not provide access for
every person living in the average household.
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As a result, survey participants also indicated that a significant number of them and/or members
of their household also used alternative modes of transportation in the past two months. The
results suggest that while access to private vehicles is relatively high, alternative modes of
transportation may be widely utilized. Due to the question format, results do not necessarily
indicate primary modes of transportation for these household members.
Figure 3
Q: Has anyone in your household (a) used public transit in the past two months;
and (b) ridden a bicycle in the past two months?

Demographic Profile
At least 53% of survey respondents identified as female, while 45% identified as male, and the
remaining indicated “other” or declined to state their gender.
Survey respondents also reflected the full age spectrum. In the 2014 RTP/SCS process,
participants raised concerns over the lack of representation from young people in their
communities. In 2017, Millennials (approximately ages 18 to 35) and Generation Xers
(approximately ages 35 to 50) participated in high numbers due in large part to enhanced public
outreach efforts to encourage input from young stakeholders throughout the region. Significant
participation was also observed among senior citizens, residents age 65 or older.
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Figure 4
Q: What is your age?
N = 819

Overall, approximately 70% of respondents identified with one or more racial or ethnic groups,
while 30% of respondents identified as white. This mirrors the general makeup of the region.
According to the U.S. Census Bureau, approximately 66% of the population identifies with one
or more minority groups. A closer look reveals that relative to their makeup of the county (40%),
the Hispanic/Latino population is underrepresented in the regional sample. There was a
disproportionately high response from the Asian/Pacific Islander population which makes up
approximately 14% of the regional population. The Asian/Pacific Islander cohort was also
observed to be strongly linked with the Mountain House subsample (see Appendix K1-C).
Figure 5
Q: Which racial and/or ethnic group do you consider yourself a member of?
N = 797
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IV. TRANSPORTATION OVERVIEW
Perception of Regional Transportation System
A sizeable share of respondents in the SJCOG region expressed a lukewarm perception about
the quality of the transportation system with a total of 46% respondents saying the
transportation system has gotten better (18%) or stayed the same (29%). There was, however,
a significant portion of residents expressing a negative view about the quality of the
transportation system, with approximately 37% of respondents indicating the transportation
system has gotten worse in the time they have lived in the region.
Figure 6
Q: The transportation system in San Joaquin County includes its local roads, highways,
public transit (including buses and trains), bike paths, and sidewalks. In the time that you have lived here,
how do you feel the transportation system has changed?
n = 828

Signs of discontent
Over 36% of survey respondents feel the transportation system has gotten worse in the time
they have lived in the region. Many of these dissatisfied residents indicate that they reside in
unincorporated areas of the region, including Mountain House. In fact, this survey population is
also strongly linked to the Mountain House subsample, revealing a strong vocal contingent with
a high degree of discontent concerning transportation in the region.
SJCOG RTP/SCS Transportation Needs Survey
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The cross-tabulation results summarized in Table 2 reveal the top issues for survey respondents
who expressed dissatisfaction:
●

Traffic on freeways and roads. Over 80% of survey respondents in this cohort feel that
the traffic on the freeways they use need a lot of improvement. Over 70% of them also
feel that traffic on the roads and streets they use need a lot of improvement as well. This
may also be linked to high dissatisfaction with commute times.

●

Pavement conditions on freeways and roads/streets. Seventy-one percent of this survey
population feel that the pavement conditions on freeways need a lot of improvement and
60% feel that pavement conditions on roads and streets need improvement as well.

●

Having stores, a pharmacy, restaurants, and other service, and/or recreation within
walking or biking distance. Approximately 68% of this survey population want more
nearby services within walking or biking distance, suggesting a desire for more
mixed-use districts and improved transportation and land use integration.

●

Transit service that gets you where you want to go in a timely manner. At least 70% feel
that transit services need to be improved substantially and that the overall condition of
transit facilities is a cause for concern.

While the issues of least concern among the population seem to be the condition of bicycle and
walking routes, overall, this population feels very strongly that all aspects of the regional
transportation system needs improvement.
Table 2. Cross-tabulation results for respondents who feel transportation has gotten worse
Q: Think about the following aspects of the transportation system in San Joaquin County,
is it just fine as it is, is it something that needs only a little improvement, is it something that
needs a lot of improvement, does it not apply to you, or you don’t know? (n=302)

Needs a lot of
improvement

Needs a little
improvement

Just fine
as it is

I don’t
know

N/A

The time it takes you to
commute

76%

12%

2%

0%

7%

The time it takes
getting to shopping and
other errands

54%

35%

8%

1%

1%

Transit service that
gets you where you
want to go in a timely
manner

70%

11%

2%

6%

10%

Pavement condition on

60%

27%

11%

0%

1%
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the roads and streets
you use
Traffic on the roads
and streets you use

71%

20%

7%

0%

1%

Pavement conditions
on the freeways you
use

71%

9%

5%

2%

3%

Traffic on the freeways
you use

83%

10%

2%

1%

3%

Having stores, a
pharmacy, restaurants,
other services, and/or
recreation within
walking or biking
distance

68%

15%

11%

1%

3%

Condition of walking
routes you use

32%

32%

31%

1%

4%

Having safe driving
conditions on roads
you use regularly

54%

34%

9%

1%

1%

Condition of public
transit facilities you use

60%

14%

3%

8%

14%

Condition of bicycle
routes you use

32%

27%

15%

8%

17%

Signs of satisfaction
On a positive note, at least 18% of the entire survey population feel that the transportation
system has gotten better in the time they have lived in the region. When comparing across
communities in the region, survey respondents from Lodi shared the most optimistic views of the
regional transportation system, followed by Stockton, Manteca and Tracy. According to this
survey cohort, several aspects of the regional transportation system may be serving the public
well (see also Table 3).
●

The time it takes getting to shopping and other errands. At least 40% of survey
respondents in this cohort believe that the time it takes to travel for meeting daily needs
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is “just fine as it is”. Another 40% in this cohort see the need for minor improvement.
These ratings are significantly higher than the opposing cohort discussed previously.
●

Having stores, a pharmacy, restaurants, other services, and/or recreation within walking
or biking distance. While the opinions of the group are evenly split on the level of
improvement needed, at least 30% of this cohort find that their access to destinations by
walking or biking is “just fine as it is”.

●

Condition of walking routes. The opinion of the group is evenly split on the level of
improvement needed, but at least 27% percent of this cohort find that walking routes are
“just fine as it is”. In contrast, the opposing cohort rate walking facilities more favorably,
where 31% believe that walking routes are “just fine as it is.”

●

Safe driving conditions and time it takes to commute. For both issues, at least 25% of
survey respondents in this cohort rate them as “just fine as it is.” These ratings are
significantly higher than the opposing cohort in comparison.

The difference between the two comparison groups in this section points to the impact of
development patterns on quality of life. Resident perception of service and amenity access is
notable. In unincorporated areas, like Mountain House and Thornton, residents are located far
from daily services and amenities. These conditions may help to explain higher levels of
dissatisfaction from residents regarding access and transportation. In contrast, incorporated
areas show greater success in providing services nearby that may be accessible in short time
by car, or at a reasonable distance by walking, biking or riding transit. As a result, residents in
more urbanized areas express higher levels of satisfaction with access to services and
amenities.
Despite different outlooks on the transportation system, there is wide agreement that the
pavement condition on roads and streets needs a lot of improvement. General perceptions from
both groups indicate that pedestrian and bicycle routes may not be as big of a problem as other
aspects of the regional transportation system. However, because the region consists of
communities that are predominantly auto-oriented, this is a tenuous conclusion.
Table 3. Cross-tabulation results for respondents who feel transportation has gotten better
Q: Think about the following aspects of the transportation system in San Joaquin County,
is it just fine as it is, is it something that needs only a little improvement, is it something that
needs a lot of improvement, does it not apply to you, or you don’t know? (n=151)

The time it takes you to
commute

Needs a lot of
improvement

Needs a little
improvement

Just fine
as it is

I don’t
know

N/A

23%

36%

25%

3%

11%
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The time it takes
getting to shopping and
other errands

12%

40%

40%

2%

5%

Transit service that
gets you where you
want to go in a timely
manner

25%

26%

20%

8%

19%

Pavement condition on
the roads and streets
you use

56%

29%

11%

1%

2%

Traffic on the roads
and streets you use

36%

40%

19%

1%

3%

Pavement conditions
on the freeways you
use

40%

37%

15%

1%

5%

Traffic on the freeways
you use

42%

31%

17%

1%

5%

Having stores, a
pharmacy, restaurants,
other services, and/or
recreation within
walking or biking
distance

30%

34%

30%

1%

3%

Condition of walking
routes you use

32%

34%

27%

3%

2%

Having safe driving
conditions on roads
you use regularly

27%

43%

25%

1%

3%

Condition of public
transit facilities you use

19%

26%

23%

8%

23%

Condition of bicycle
routes you use

33%

23%

17%

7%

18%

Public Assessment of Transportation Needs
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As indicated previously, survey respondents were asked to assess various aspects of the
regional transportation system on a continuum of how much improvement is needed. In nearly
all areas of the transportation system assessed, survey respondents perceived the need for a
lot of improvement.
Overall, the top areas perceived needing a lot of improvement as indicated by survey
respondents consisted of the following (see also table 4):
● Traffic on the freeways (532 / 64%)
● Pavement conditions on the freeways (462 / 56%)
● The time it takes to commute to work and/or school (545 / 55%)
● Pavement conditions on the roads and streets (453 / 54%)
Table 4. Transportation Assessment Summary Results
Q: Think about the following aspects of the transportation system in San Joaquin County,
is it just fine as it is, is it something that needs only a little improvement, is it something that
needs a lot of improvement, does it not apply to you, or you don’t know?

Needs a lot of
improvement

Needs a little
improvement

Just fine
as it is

I don’t
know

N/A

The time it takes you to
commute (n=825)

55%

21%

11%

3%

10%

The time it takes
getting to shopping and
other errands (n=837)

36%

36%

20%

3%

5%

Transit service that
gets you where you
want to go in a timely
manner (n=835)

51%

17%

8%

9%

16%

Pavement condition on
the roads and streets
you use (n=841)

54%

28%

14%

2%

2%

Traffic on the roads
and streets you use
(n=834)

51%

30%

14%

1%

3%

Pavement conditions
on the freeways you
use (n=830)

56%

27%

12%

2%

4%

Traffic on the freeways

64%

20%

10%

2%

4%
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you use (n=827)
Having stores, a
pharmacy, restaurants,
other services, and/or
recreation within
walking or biking
distance (n=824)

53%

23%

19%

2%

4%

Condition of walking
routes you use (n=833)

31%

33%

29%

2%

4%

Having safe driving
conditions on roads
you use regularly
(n=831)

39%

39%

18%

1%

3%

Condition of public
transit facilities you use
(n=832)

44%

19%

10%

9%

19%

Condition of bicycle
routes you use (n=831)

30%

26%

16%

8%

19%

Top concerns may reflect the needs of a significant commuter population. Since 1980, the San
Joaquin County daily commuter population grew from less than 10,000 to more than 65,000 in
2015.1 In general, survey respondents expressed dissatisfaction with driving for long periods of
time, on congested corridors, on crumbling pavement, both on freeways and local roads and
streets.
Additionally, respondents assessed some local aspects of the regional transportation system.
Approximately 53% perceive that a lot of improvement is needed for having stores, pharmacies,
restaurants, or other services, and recreation within walking or biking distance. To 51% of
respondents, traffic on the roads and streets they use also need a lot improvement. Similarly,
51% of respondents indicated that a lot of improvement is needed for transit service to get them
where they wanted to go in a timely manner.
While there is overwhelming input supporting the need for a lot of improvement in walkability,
bikeability, and public transit access, approximately 19% of respondents marked “not
applicable”. This may be due to the fact that they are not current users of those modes of
transportation. Nevertheless, the data suggests that survey respondents may be interested in

1

UOP CBPR & SJCOG. Regional Analyst, 2015.
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having destinations located closer together, and utilizing other modes of transportation for their
short trips rather than sitting in traffic on their local streets and roads.

Top Perceived Transportation Problems
Survey respondents were also asked to consider their own community and rank the biggest
transportation problems among five options provided, including traffic congestion, condition of
the roads, lack of public transit, lack of pedestrian and bicycling options, and road safety.
Overall, the top three perceived transportation problems across the region were: (1) Traffic,
55%; (2) Lack of public transit, 53%; and (3) Condition of the roads, 49%. If the two alternative
modes of transportation are combined, the survey results would indicate that approximately
80% of respondents identify a lack of these options as a top transportation problem, even above
traffic and the condition of roads (Figure 7).
The results vary significantly when broken down by community (Figure 8). In Lodi, the top
perceived transportation problem is a lack of pedestrian and bicycling options. In Stockton, the
top perceived problem is the condition of the roads. In Tracy, it is traffic. Consistent with
previously identified trends, unincorporated areas, Mountain House and outlying areas of the
region perceive the lack of public transit as a top problem in their communities. To see
additional cross-tabulation results by community, refer to Appendix K1-C.
Figure 7
Q: Which of the following would you say are the biggest problems in your area? Please limit to 3.
n=833
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Figure 8
Q: Which of the following would you say are the biggest problems in your area? Please limit to 3.
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V. REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION GOALS
Survey respondents were invited to share their opinion on the foundational goals to the 2018
Regional Transportation Plan & Sustainable Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS). From the
aggregate data (Table 5), a clear and broad vision emerges for the region.
Table 5. Regional Transportation Goals Summary Results
Q: The Regional Transportation Plan & Sustainable Communities Strategy is a plan that
will shape the next 20+ years of San Joaquin County’s transportation system.
Please indicate how important each of the following goals are to you.

Very
important

Important

Neutral

Not
important

Don’t
know

Reduce the number of miles
traveled by automobile (n=822)

59%

23%

12%

3%

3%

Reduce the number of miles
traveled by automobile in heavy
traffic (n=820)

66%

23%

7%

2%

3%

Reduce travel time spent in car
(n=824)

60%

26%

10%

2%

2%

More trips by transit, bike, or
walk (n=821)

52%

26%

14%

4%

3%

More transit costs recovered by
ticket sales (n=820)

29%

32%

23%

7%

10%

More new jobs in San Joaquin
County (n=828)

68%

22%

6%

2%

2%

More new jobs near
high-frequency transit (n=831)

62%

25%

8%

2%

3%

More housing options near
high-frequency transit (n=829)

39%

26%

23%

8%

4%

More housing options in
low-income areas near high
frequency transit (n=828)

35%

28%

21%

11%

5%
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Less farmland converted to
development (n=828)

43%

21%

22%

8%

5%

Less impact on vernal pools (or
other environmental resources)
from development (n=825)

40%

25%

22%

4%

8%

Less greenhouse gas emissions
from cars and light trucks
(n=830)

53%

28%

11%

4%

4%

A future with less driving
With over 65,000 daily commuters leaving the region for jobs in the Bay Area to the west,
Sacramento to the north, or the San Joaquin Valley to the south, it is not surprising to see a
desire to reduce driving. A significant majority of respondents supported regional goals to
reduce distance and time spent driving, as well as increase the use of alternative modes of
transportation (Table 5).
●

●
●
●

●
●

An overwhelming 89% of respondents believe that it is “very important” (66%) or
“important” (23%) to reduce the number of miles traveled by automobile in heavy traffic
66%
Similarly, 86% of respondents believe that it is 60% believe that it is “very important”
(60%) or “important” (26%) to reduce travel time spent in an automobile
Along the same vein, 82% think it is “very important” (59%) or “important” (23%) to
reduce the number of miles traveled by automobile
In conjunction with support for reducing driving, at least 78% of respondents think that it
is “very important” (52%) or “important” (26%) to increase walking, bicycling, and taking
public transit
In total, 87% of respondents think that it is “very important” (62%) or “important” (25%) to
locate new jobs in the region near high-frequency transit
Moreover, a total of 81% of respondents think that it is “very important” (53%) or
“important” (28%) that the plan aims to reduce greenhouse gas emissions from cars and
light trucks.

In addition to a desire to drive less, the survey results suggest a general understanding that
travel behavior may negatively impact the environment and that shifting to alternative modes
may help address this challenge.
A more prosperous San Joaquin County
San Joaquin County is geographically located within the growing and increasingly integrated
Northern California Megaregion. This location, the county’s extensive transportation
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infrastructure, and many other factors support a range of regional commute flows. In addition,
the countywide jobs-to-employed residents ratio has declined from 0.98 in 2000 to 0.89 in 2010,
suggesting that the County’s employed residents have become increasingly dependent on
out-of-county employment opportunities.2 As a result, a large number of employed residents
work outside of San Joaquin County, and some must travel more than an hour to work.3
Survey respondents expressed a strong desire to address underlying conditions contributing to
commute patterns in the region. When asked about the location of jobs, at least 90% of survey
respondents expressed that it was “very important” (68%) or “important” (22%) that the plan
increase the number of new jobs in the SJCOG region. Continued regional collaboration should
prioritize transportation investments that support economic development and improve the quality
of life throughout San Joaquin County. Beyond the county line, however, there is a need for
enhanced coordination with neighboring regions to understand local, regional, and
megaregional policies impacting economic development in San Joaquin County.
Supportive strategies for meeting regional goals
With several of the regional goals presented, respondents showed a wider range of opinion.
Several of these may be at odds with the goals to reduce driving and bring more jobs and
prosperity to the region. Therefore, the following regional goals are further explored in the
discussion below:
● Providing more housing options near high-frequency transit;
● Providing more housing options in low-income areas near high-frequency transit;
● Converting less farmland to development;
● Decreasing impact on vernal pools and natural resources; and
● Recovering more costs of transit by ticket sales.
Given the range of viewpoints, the tradeoffs between these goals and those to reduce driving
and support a prosperous region will provide SJCOG, stakeholders, and members of the public
opportunities to explore varied levels of investment and implementation strategies through a
range of scenario options.
Transit-Oriented Development
In urban planning, transit-oriented development (TOD) is a type of community development
pattern that includes a mixture of housing, office, retail and other land uses integrated into a
walkable neighborhood and located within a half-mile of high quality public transportation.
Among the many benefits of TOD are increased transit ridership and fare revenues, walkable
communities, reduced household driving, and reduced transportation costs.

2
3

UOP CBPR & SJCOG. Regional Analyst, 2015.
UOP CBPR & SJCOG. Regional Analyst, 2015.
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When it comes to locating new jobs, at least 87% of survey respondents thing it is “very
impertant” (62%) or “important” (25%) to locate jobs near high quality transit (Table 5). In
contrast only 65% of respondents think that it is “very important” (39%) or “important” (25%) to
locate more housing options near high quality transit. At least 31% of respondents are “neutral”
or think it is “not important” to provide more housing options near high-frequency transit.
The survey results suggest a wide range of opinions for TOD, where more neutral and negative
responses were shared compared to other regional goals. This may translate into a range of
planning scenarios that vary the location and intensity of housing development in high quality
transit areas, with noticeable tradeoffs regarding vehicle miles traveled and greenhouse gas
reduction levels (see also Housing Options). The planning scenarios may also vary on
implementation strategies for facilitating transit-oriented development.
Farmland and Natural Resources
Converting less farmland to development is yet another strategy that can help reduce driving.
By implementing policies that discourage building on the edge of cities and towns and
encourage development within existing neighborhoods, this would allow for more compact
places that make walking, biking, or taking transit an easier choice. While 78% of respondents
want to take more of these types of trips, in contrast only 64% indicated that they think it is “very
important” or “important” to convert less farmland to development. At least 30% of respondents
are “neutral” on the issue, or think it is “not important”. Similar to the urban development
concepts behind converting less farmland, decreasing impact on vernal pools and natural
resources is a complementary strategy that can also help reduce driving by encouraging growth
within existing city and town limits. At least 28% of respondents are “neutral” on the issue, or
think it is “not important”. These survey results may translate into a range of planning scenarios
that vary in terms of the amount of greenfield development, with noticeable tradeoffs regarding
vehicle miles traveled, time spent traveling in cars, as well as greenhouse gas reduction levels.
Agricultural Economy
Furthermore, a mixed response to convert less farmland to developed land may on the one
hand indicate a shifting economic emphasis away from agriculture, and on the other hand may
indicate its decreasing cultural significance as newcomers make the region their home. In either
case, this could potentially be at odds with the widely supported goal to bring new jobs to the
region. The agricultural sector has been a historic mainstay of the regional economy. San
Joaquin County is the 7th largest agricultural producing county in California, and the 7th largest
export market for agricultural goods in the nation. In 2015, San Joaquin agricultural production
was valued at $2.73 billion.4 The economic impact of agriculture extends far beyond farm output
and employment; it includes indirect impacts on local sectors that critically support agriculture,
as well as induced impacts as income earned in agriculture is spent on health care, retail,
4

SJCOG Community Pulse, 2017. Link to access: http://ca-sjcog2.civicplus.com/245/Agriculture
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housing, and other consumer needs. The survey results suggest the value of presenting an
additional tradeoff to farmland conversion, economic impact especially regarding jobs.
Transit Fare and Funding Mechanisms
When asked about recovering more public transit costs through ticket sales, 61% of
respondents thought it was “very important” or “important”, while 30% were either “neutral” on
the issue or thought it was “not important”. One of the primary roles of public transit is to assure
mobility for all by offering transportation that is accessible to everyone and at a reasonable
price. From this perspective, buses and trains serve as a redistributive tool to help reduce
inequalities in our society. The fare structure is an important component of this function, and
while a $1.50 bus ride may be affordable for most, even the smallest savings in transportation
expenses can improve the quality of life of the poorest individuals. Recovering more transit
costs by ticket sales may lead to increases in fare, which may negatively impact the the poorest
individuals in the region. However, when responses to this question are broken down by
income, those within the lowest income brackets showed the widest range of opinion on the
issue, with significant numbers indicating they “don’t know”. Additionally, respondents in the
highest income brackets showed support for recovering more transit costs via ticket sales, which
may indicate a belief that those using public transit should pay more. On the other hand, this
could also indicate a willingness to pay more for public transit services from transit riders in
higher income brackets. In any case, the survey results help to inform future studies to identify
new funding sources for regional transportation, which might include a revised transit fare
structure.
Table 6. Cross comparison of household incomes by opinion on transit farebox recovery ratio
Q: How important is the regional goal: More transit costs recovered by ticket sales?

Household income

Very
important

Important

Neutral

Not
important

Don’t
know

Under $15,000

29%

32%

14%

10%

16%

$15,000 - $25,000

29%

28%

20%

8%

15%

$25,001 - $50,000

21%

29%

28%

5%

16%

$50,001 - $75,000

23%

36%

24%

8%

9%

$75,001 - $100,000

27%

29%

22%

9%

6%

$100,001 - $150,000

33%

32%

25%

3%

8%

$150,000 - $200,000

40%

31%

19%

6%

4%

SJCOG RTP/SCS Transportation Needs Survey

Conducted Spring 2017
26

More than $200,000

28%

39%

17%

8%

8%

Housing Options
As discussed previously, when locating more housing options near high-frequency transit,
respondents were generally supportive but responses also showed greater range of opinion
(see Transit-Oriented Development). A similar question asked whether this type of development
should be directed into low-income communities, but it received slightly lower levels of support.
This question also garnered the highest percentage of respondents indicating that the goal is
“not important” (11%). When responses are broken down by income level, those in lower
income brackets show greater support when compared to those in higher income brackets
(Table 7). Interestingly, responses in higher income brackets show greater levels of support
when the location of the additional housing options is not mentioned in the question.
Directing transit-oriented development into low-income communities is a proven strategy to
improve access and mobility for residents in the region where there may be lower rates of
private vehicle ownership. However, the survey results also suggest that while there is interest
in developing more housing options served by a high-frequency transit network in low income
areas, perhaps this type of development is in demand in other areas throughout the region.
Therefore, the survey results may translate into a range of planning scenarios that vary the
location and intensity of housing development in high quality transit areas, with noticeable
tradeoffs regarding vehicle miles traveled, greenhouse gas reduction levels, as well as public
transit service levels. In each scenario, however, it will be important to approach public transit
investment in a way that does not disproportionately and negatively impact low-income
communities.
Table 7. Cross comparison of household incomes by opinion on the location of housing options
Q: How important is the regional goal: More housing options near high-frequency transit v.
More housing options in low-income (LI) areas near high-frequency transit

Household income
Very
important

Important

LI

LI

Neutral

Not
important

LI

Don’t know

LI

LI

Under $15,000
(n=98 / n=97)

52%

52%

21%

30%

13%

5%

4%

6%

9%

7%

$15,000 - $25,000
(n=65 / n=64)

42%

48%

26%

28%

23%

17%

2%

0%

8%

6%

$25,001 - $50,000

38%

42%

26%

31%

22%

13%

8%

5%

7%

9%
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(n=74 / n=77)
$50,001 - $75,000
(n=77 / n=78)

35%

33%

32%

31%

23%

21%

6%

10%

3%

5%

$75,001 $100,000 (n=99 /
n=97)

37%

36%

33%

28%

20%

26%

6%

8%

3%

2%

$100,001 $150,000 (n=214 /
n=215)

38%

28%

27%

28%

27%

27%

7%

14%

1%

3%

$150,000 $200,000 (n=97 /
n=97)

38%

29%

25%

23%

25%

29%

11%

18%

1%

2%

More than
$200,000 (n=37 /
n=36)

38%

22%

14%

19%

30%

33%

16%

22%

3%

3%
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VI. TRANSPORTATION INVESTMENT PRIORITIES
The San Joaquin Council of Governments (SJCOG) invited survey participants to share their
opinion on transportation investments for the 2018 Regional Transportation Plan & Sustainable
Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS). The purpose of gathering such information is to understand
how to prioritize funding for transportation projects throughout the region.
Table 8. Transportation Investment Summary Results
Q: The SJCOG Board will consider how the San Joaquin County region
will invest in transportation choices over the next 20+ years in the RTP/SCS.
Please tell us how important each item is for the plan update.

Very
important

Important

Neutral

Not
important

Don’t
know

Expand bicycle and pedestrian
routes (n=813)

43%

31%

19%

5%

1%

Widen roadways (n=823)

51%

29%

14%

5%

2%

Build new roadways to improve
access or support new
development (n=821)

50%

28%

14%

5%

2%

Expand rail service, including
service hours and frequency
(n=822)

64%

21%

10%

2%

3%

Maintain highways and local
roads, including fixing potholes
(n=815)

76%

19%

3%

1%

1%

Expand bus service, including
service hours and frequency
(n=821)

61%

22%

11%

4%

3%

Improve traffic operations,
including traffic signal timing or
freeway ramp metering (n=819)

55%

27%

12%

3%

2%

Facilitate residential and
commercial development near
public transit (bus and rail)

47%

29%

18%

4%

3%
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(n=825)
Infrastructure for charging
electric vehicles (n=829)

44%

27%

21%

4%

4%

Improvements for self-driving
vehicles (n=828)

30%

20%

29%

15%

6%

High occupancy vehicle (HOV)
or carpool lanes on freeways
(n=830)

50%

26%

16%

5%

3%

To better understand results and identify priorities, a tiering system separates options by the
degree to which respondents think they are either “very important” or “important” for future
investment (Table 9).
●
●
●

Tier 1 includes all investment options with more than 80% of respondents indicating it is
“very important” or “important” for investment;
Tier 2 includes all investment options where 60-80% of respondents indicate it is “very
important” or “important” for investment; and
Tier 3 includes investment options where 59% or less of respondents indicate it is “very
important” or important” for investment.

Table 9. Regional Transportation Investment Priorities
Tier

Investment Priority

% “very important”
or “important”

1

Maintain highways and local roads, including fixing potholes

95%

1

Expand rail service, including service hours and frequency

85%

1

Expand bus service, including service hours and frequency

83%

1

Improve traffic operations, including traffic signal timing or
freeway ramp metering

82%

2

Widen roadways

80%

2

Build new roadways to improve access or support new
development

78%

2

High occupancy vehicle (HOV) or carpool lanes on freeways

76%

2

Facilitate residential and commercial development near public

76%
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transit (bus and rail)
2

Expand bicycle and pedestrian routes

74%

2

Infrastructure for charging electric vehicles

71%

3

Improvements for self-driving vehicles

50%

Summary of Tier One Priorities
Fix it first. Region-wide, one of the top perceived transportation problems expressed by survey
respondents is the poor condition of roadways (see Section IV). There is overwhelming support
for ensuring the maintenance of highways and roads. As a majority of communities throughout
San Joaquin County can be characterized as auto-oriented, the roadways will continue to be a
critical aspect of the regional transportation system.
Transit service expansion. The lack of public transit is yet another top perceived
transportation problem identified by survey respondents (see Section IV). Despite a majority of
survey respondents indicating that nobody in their household had ridden public transit in the
past two months, there is overwhelming support to invest in public transit. The results may
indicate a high number of potential transit riders. However, more investment in transit service
expansion is needed in order to realize this potential transit rider population. Additionally, the
aggregate results suggest a slight preference for rail over bus, however this preference primarily
aligns with priorities of higher income groups. Lower income groups consistently prioritize bus
transit investment over rail transit investment.
Optimize routes. Overall, traffic is the number one perceived transportation problem identified
by survey respondents (see Section IV). As a result, survey respondents readily support
investment in traffic operations that improve congestion. This strategy to address congestion is
preferred over increasing road network capacity, however only by a small margin.
Summary of Tier Two Priorities
Increase road network capacity. With traffic as a major concern for respondents, there is also
significant support for increasing road network capacity. On a local level, investment in roadway
widenings, as well as new roadways to improve access or support new development garnered
high ratings. On a regional level, investment in high occupancy vehicle (HOV), or carpool lanes
on freeways also garnered high ratings. While conventionally these type of investments can
induce demand on the roads, there might also be potential opportunities for expanding
transportation choice if roadway capacity projects are linked with bicycle, pedestrian, and public
transit investments.
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Protect our environment. Overall, survey respondents recognize and support the goal to
reduce greenhouse gas emissions from cars and light trucks. This indirectly translates into
support for investments that facilitate residential and commercial development near public
transit, expand bicycle and pedestrian routes, as well as provide infrastructure for charging
electric vehicles. These type of investments can help to reduce driving, expand transportation
choices, and decrease dependency on oil and its negative effects on the environment.
Additionally, many of the Tier One priorities include the co-benefit of protecting our environment.
Summary of Tier Three Priorities
Anticipate new technology. While there is a wide range of opinion from survey respondents on
the importance of planning for it, the emergence of new technologies will introduce the
driverless car within the 20+ year horizon of the 2018 RTP/SCS. As driverless cars come online,
it will be necessary to prepare for its impact on the regional transportation system.
Variation across subsamples
Households with members who have ridden a bicycle in the past two months
● Overall, investment priorities in this subsample mirror the regional priorities summarized
above.
● When compared to the regional sample, this group placed significantly higher
importance on the expansion of rail service, expansion of bicycle and pedestrian routes,
facilitating residential and commercial development near public transit, and infrastructure
for electric vehicles.
Table 10. Transportation Investment Priorities for Households with Bicyclists
Tier

Investment Priority

% “very important”
or “important”

1

Maintain highways and local roads, including fixing potholes

96%

1

Expand rail service, including service hours and frequency

88%

1

Expand bus service, including service hours and frequency

83%

1

Improve traffic operations, including traffic signal timing or
freeway ramp metering

82%

2

Widen roadways

79%

2

Expand bicycle and pedestrian routes

79%

2

Facilitate residential and commercial development near public

78%
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transit (bus and rail)
2

Build new roadways to improve access or support new
development

78%

2

High occupancy vehicle (HOV) or carpool lanes on freeways

77%

2

Infrastructure for charging electric vehicles

72%

3

Improvements for self-driving vehicles

50%

Households with members who have ridden public transit in the past two months
● Overall, investment priorities in this subsample mirror the regional priorities identified
above.
● When compared to the overall sample, this group placed significantly higher importance
on the expansion of bus and rail service. The results also suggest a preference for rail,
but only by a small margin. This preference for rail is also strongly linked to Tracy,
Mountain House, and residents from unincorporated areas of the county.
● This group of respondents also placed higher levels of importance on building new
roadways to improve access or support new development and facilitating residential and
commercial development near public transit.
Table 11. Transportation Investment Priorities for Households with Public Transit Riders
Tier

Investment Priority

% “very important”
or “important”

1

Maintain highways and local roads, including fixing potholes

95%

1

Expand rail service, including service hours and frequency

92%

1

Expand bus service, including service hours and frequency

90%

1

Improve traffic operations, including traffic signal timing or
freeway ramp metering

83%

2

Build new roadways to improve access or support new
development

80%

2

Widen roadways

79%

2

Facilitate residential and commercial development near public
transit (bus and rail)

78%

2

High occupancy vehicle (HOV) or carpool lanes on freeways

77%
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2

Expand bicycle and pedestrian routes

73%

2

Infrastructure for charging electric vehicles

72%

3

Improvements for self-driving vehicles

51%

Individuals with strong environmental values
For those respondents who placed high importance on the environmental goals (e.g. preserving
farmland, natural resources, and reducing greenhouse gas emissions) of the RTP/SCS, their
priorities varied significantly with the regional sample.
● While, the top four ranking priorities in this group reflect the same priorities as the overall
survey population, this group also placed significantly higher importance in almost every
category with the exception of roadway widenings and building new roadways.
● An analysis of this subsample suggests an expanded Tier One, with priorities that
include investment in bicycle and pedestrian routes, facilitating residential and
commercial development near public transit, infrastructure for charging electric vehicles,
and HOV or carpool lanes on freeways. The environmental affinity of this group may help
explain how these priorities rise to Tier One.
● The environmental affinity group also placed lower levels of importance on roadway
widenings and building new roadways to improve access or support new development.
Table 11. Transportation Investment Priorities for Environmental Affinity Group
Tier

Investment Priority

% “very important”
or “important”

1

Maintain highways and local roads, including fixing potholes

96%

1

Expand rail service, including service hours and frequency

92%

1

Expand bus service, including service hours and frequency

91%

1

Improve traffic operations, including traffic signal timing or
freeway ramp metering

86%

1

Expand bicycle and pedestrian routes

86%

1

Facilitate residential and commercial development near public
transit (bus and rail)

84%

1

Infrastructure for charging electric vehicles

82%

1

High occupancy vehicle (HOV) or carpool lanes on freeways

81%
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2

Widen roadways

78%

2

Build new roadways to improve access or support new
development

74%

3

Improvements for self-driving vehicles

57%

Self-identified racial and ethnic minorities
For all respondents who identified with one or more racial or ethnic groups, there are some
similarities and differences on transportation investment priorities when compared to the general
survey population.
● The top three ranking priorities in this group reflect the same priorities as the regional
survey population. Unlike previous subsamples, however, minority groups expressed a
slight preference for expanding bus over rail service, but only by a small margin.
● When compared to the overall survey population, this group placed significantly higher
importance in almost every category with the exception of expanding bicycle and
pedestrian routes. In fact, minority groups place less importance on the expansion of
bicycle and pedestrian routes than the general survey population. This might be
explained by disparate existing conditions in some communities where there is a high
concentration of minority residents. It may be that critical infrastructure is not yet in place
or in dire disrepair to the point that bicycle and pedestrian routes are not at the top of the
priorities list.
● Alternatively, minority respondents may be more interested in investments that improve
or reduce travel times, which may very likely be the case given the profile of respondents
from Mountain House.
Table 12. Transportation Investment Priorities for Racial and Ethnic Minorities
Tier

Investment Priority

% “very important”
or “important”

1

Maintain highways and local roads, including fixing potholes

95%

1

Expand bus service, including service hours and frequency

88%

1

Expand rail service, including service hours and frequency

87%

1

Build new roadways to improve access or support new
development

86%

1

Widen roadways

85%

1

Improve traffic operations, including traffic signal timing or
freeway ramp metering

85%
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1

High occupancy vehicle (HOV) or carpool lanes on freeways

82%

2

Facilitate residential and commercial development near public
transit (bus and rail)

77%

2

Infrastructure for charging electric vehicles

76%

2

Expand bicycle and pedestrian routes

72%

3

Improvements for self-driving vehicles

53%

Low-Income Households
For all respondents who indicated a household income less than $25,000 annually, there are
some similarities and differences on transportation investment priorities when compared to the
general survey population.
● When compared to the general survey population, three out of the top four priorities
align.
● Low-income respondents placed greater importance on expanding bus service, as well
as bicycle and pedestrian routes, when compared to the general survey population. This
may be explained by lower rates of access to private vehicles.
● While expanding rail service has risen as a Tier One priority in all other subsamples, it
drops down to Tier Two when looking at the results by respondents with low-income
levels. This may be due to the mismatch of job opportunities accessible by low-income
respondents via current rail service.
● Low-income respondents also placed significantly lower importance on HOV lanes on
freeways, infrastructure for charging electric vehicles, and improvements for self-driving
vehicles.
Table 13. Transportation Investment Priorities for Low-Income Households
Tier

Investment Priority

% “very important”
or “important”

1

Maintain highways and local roads, including fixing potholes

91%

1

Expand bus service, including service hours and frequency

86%

1

Widen roadways

81%

2

Improve traffic operations, including traffic signal timing or
freeway ramp metering

80%

2

Expand bicycle and pedestrian routes

77%
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2

Expand rail service, including service hours and frequency

76%

2

Facilitate residential and commercial development near public
transit (bus and rail)

76%

2

Build new roadways to improve access or support new
development

73%

2

High occupancy vehicle (HOV) or carpool lanes on freeways

71%

3

Infrastructure for charging electric vehicles

58%

3

Improvements for self-driving vehicles

47%

Communities Across the Region
When respondents are broken down into subsamples by communities across the region, we see
some similarities, as well as wide variation in transportation investment priorities (Table 14).
Looking at variation across subsamples is helpful in identifying the diverse needs of the region
and can also help to develop an RTP/SCS that is balanced, as well as responsive to all
communities that have a stake in the region’s future. It is important to note that smaller
communities such as Escalon, Lathrop, and Ripon were underrepresented in the survey and
therefore results may not accurately reflect the needs of their population.
● Maintaining highways and local roads, including fixing potholes is the top priority in the
region. Similarly, across the board, improvements for self-driving vehicles ranked the
lowest in the region.
● Tracy, Mountain House, as well as respondents in unincorporated areas of the county
placed high importance on a significant number of investment options and therefore
show expanded Tier One priorities. Of particular interest to these communities are
expanded rail service, expanded bus service, and improved traffic operations. Outside of
these communities, Lodi placed high importance on the expansion of rail service.
● Expanding bicycle and pedestrian routes saw a wide range of opinion across the region.
It received the highest level of support in Lodi. Respondents in Escalon, Manteca and
Ripon, on the other hand did not place high importance on this type of investment.
● Expanded bus service received majority support across all communities, except for
Ripon. The greatest level of support for expanded bus service comes from residents in
unincorporated areas of the county. This may indicate the growing importance of
addressing mobility needs in more rural parts of the county, as well as responding to
rapid growth occurring in Mountain House.
● Facilitating residential and commercial development near public transit received the
lowest support in Manteca and Ripon. Surprisingly, the highest level of support for such
investment comes from residents in other areas of the region, as well as places like
Lathrop, Mountain House and unincorporated areas of the county. Support is higher in
places like these, compared to Stockton which is the urban core of the region.
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●

●

●

Roadway widenings and building new roadways to support new development received
high ratings in communities like Ripon, Tracy and Mountain House. For Tracy and
Mountain House, this may be explained by the high rate of growth these communities
have experienced in recent years. Lathrop respondents also rated this type of
investment highly.
There was a wide range of opinion across the region regarding infrastructure for
charging electric vehicles. Communities such as Escalon, Lathrop, and Ripon showed
the lowest support, while Tracy, Mountain House, and other unincorporated areas of the
county expressed high levels of support.
High occupancy vehicle or carpool lanes on freeways saw majority support across the
region, except for Ripon. The highest ratings for HOV lanes come from Mountain House
and Tracy respondents, which may be explained by the high number of residents from
these areas of the county who commute over the Altamont Pass daily for work.

Table 14. Percent of respondents by community who think it is “very important” or “important” to
invest in the following transportation options
GENE
RAL

Es
cal
on

Lath
rop

Lod
i

Man
teca

Rip
on

Stoc
kton

Tra
cy

Unin
corp
orat
ed
Cou
nty

Mou
ntai
n
Hou
se

Othe
r*

Expand bicycle and
pedestrian routes

74%

33
%

80
%

92
%

47
%

0%

76
%

76
%

71
%

56
%

94
%

Widen roadways

80%

66
%

80
%

65
%

60
%

100
%

65
%

84
%

76
%

92
%

88
%

Build new roadways
to improve access or
support new
development

78%

33
%

80
%

54
%

60
%

100
%

62
%

83
%

73
%

93
%

77
%

Expand rail service,
including service
hours and frequency

85%

33
%

60
%

85
%

67
%

67
%

71
%

84
%

101
%

96
%

94
%

Maintain highways
and local roads,
including fixing
potholes

95%

10
0
%

100
%

100 87
%
%

100
%

84
%

93
%

98
%

97
%

100
%
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Expand bus service,
including service
hours and frequency

83%

67
%

80
%

69
%

60
%

33
%

73
%

81
%

90
%

91
%

95
%

Improve traffic
operations, including
traffic signal timing or
freeway ramp
metering

82%

66
%

80
%

69
%

80
%

67
%

72
%

84
%

88
%

86
%

89
%

Facilitate residential
and commercial
development near
public transit

76%

67
%

80
%

73
%

53
%

33
%

68
%

77
%

75
%

80
%

94
%

Infrastructure for
charging electric
vehicles

71%

0
%

0%

70
%

60
%

33
%

59
%

71
%

78
%

86
%

77
%

Improvements for
self-driving vehicles

50%

0
%

40
%

54
%

40
%

33
%

44
%

49
%

58
%

56
%

41
%

High occupancy
vehicle (HOV) or
carpool lanes on
freeways

76%

66
%

60
%

69
%

73
%

33
%

64
%

80
%

75
%

88
%

71
%

*Note: The “Other” category includes communities such as Thornton, Linden.
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VII. TRANSPORTATION FUNDING POLICY
After survey respondents rated the transportation system and identified their investment
priorities, the San Joaquin Council of Governments (SJCOG) also invited opinions on
transportation funding policy. Recognizing that transportation funding is complex, the questions
were designed to learn general perceptions. Because the average survey respondent may not
fully appreciate the complexity of the funding issue, these results should be viewed with caution.
Figure 9
Q: Transportation projects are funded through a wide variety of federal, state, and local sources,
such as gas tax, sales tax, local city and county budgets, and transit fares. This funding is limited,
and projects included in the RTP/SCS must be constrained by this budget. Investment decisions come
with difficult trade offs. If you believe more funding is needed for an area you identified as a priority in
previous questions, what is the best way for SJCOG to pay for it?
n=802

Based on the survey results, an overwhelming majority of respondents (93%) indicate a desire
to either (a) seek change in the use of existing regional funds, (b) pursue new funding sources,
or a combination of both (a) and (b) within the SJCOG region. The response that was most
favored (52%) is to “both” change the way the region currently uses existing regional funds, and
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also pursue new funding sources. The second most favored response to the question (32%) is
that the region should change the way existing funds are used. Next, approximately 9% believe
that the region should exclusively find new funding sources to pay for projects (e.g. taxes and
fees). Finally, only 5% of survey respondents believe that no change is needed.
To understand how existing and potential new funding might be prioritized for transportation
investment, a cross comparison analysis was conducted to identify the types of projects that
were rated as “very important”. Based on the analysis and consistent with survey results
discussed in Sections IV and VI, most survey respondents heavily prioritize highway and local
roadway maintenance and expanding public transit, both bus and rail services. The following
cross tabulation results further break down how survey respondents answered funding policy
questions and prioritized transportation investment. Of those who answered “both”, 415
responded to the funding priorities list, indicating that maintaining highways and local roads was
their top priority. Additionally, 255 respondents said to “change the way the region is using
existing funds”. This group of respondents similarly indicated that maintaining highways and
local roads was very important. Lastly, 73 participants responded that the region “find new
funding sources to pay for projects”, but also agreed that maintenance was of utmost
importance.
Table 15. Cross Tabulation Results by Funding Policy Responses and Top Transportation
Investment Priorities
Both (a) & (b)
(n=415)

Change the way the
region is using
existing funds
(n=255)

Find new funding
sources to pay for
projects (n=73)

Maintain highways
and local roads
(including fixing
potholes)

72%

76%

77%

Expand bus service
including service
hours and frequency

61%

61%

62%

Expand rail service
including service
hours and frequency

66%

64%

62%
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Figure 10

Figure 10 shows that out of the 415 people that answered (c) both a & b (change the way the
region uses funds and find new sources):
● 72% said that it is “very important” to maintain highways and local roads, including fixing
potholes
● 66% said it is “very important” to expand rail service including service hours and
frequency
● 61% said it is “very important” to expand bus service including service hours and
frequency
Figure 11

Figure 11 shows that out of the 255 people that answered (a) change the way the region is
using existing funds:
● 76% said that it is “very important” to maintain highways and local roads, including fixing
potholes
● 64% said it is “very important” to expand rail service including service hours and
frequency
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●

61% said it is “very important” to expand bus service including service hours and
frequency
Figure 12

Figure 12 shows that out of the 73 people that answered (b) find new funding sources to pay for
projects:
● 77% said that it is “very important” to maintain highways and local roads, including fixing
potholes
● 62% said it is “very important” to expand rail service including service hours and
frequency
● 62% said it is “very important” to expand bus service including service hours and
frequency
Funding for Maintenance and Operations
SJCOG also sought to understand the relationship between how respondents believe existing
infrastructure should be paid for and maintained.
Table 16. Cross Tabulation Results by Funding Policy Responses and Funding for Maintenance

Existing bus and rail
system (more bus
routes, fixing and
replacing buses and
rail cars)

Both (a) & (b)
(n=415)

Change the way the
region is using
existing funds
(n=255)

Find new funding
sources to pay for
projects (n=73)

63%

60%

71%

SJCOG RTP/SCS Transportation Needs Survey

Conducted Spring 2017
43

Existing road and
highway system
(fixing potholes, new
lane striping,
resurfacing roads)

73%

75%

68%

Existing bicycle and
pedestrian facilities
(e.g. new striping
improved signage
traffic calming
crosswalks etc)

56%

45%

47%

The graphs below further sum up the data in a more visual way.
Figure 13

Figure 13 shows that out of the 415 people that answered (c) both a & b (change the way the
region uses funds and find new sources)
● 73% said that it is “very important’” to invest in maintaining and operating the existing
road and highway system (e.g. fixing potholes, new lane striping, resurfacing roads)
● 63% said it is “very important” to invest in maintaining and operating the existing bus and
rail system (e.g. more bus routes, fixing and replacing buses and rail cars)
● 56% said it is “very important” to invest in maintaining and operating existing bicycle and
pedestrian facilities (e.g. new striping, improved signage, traffic calming, crosswalks etc)
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Figure 14

Figure 14 shows that out of the 255 people that answered (a) Change the way the region is
using existing funds (e.g. redistribute funding from one type of project for another)
● 75% said that it is “very important” to invest in existing road and highway system (e.g.
fixing potholes, new lane striping, resurfacing roads)
● 60% said it is “very important” to invest in existing bus and rail system (e.g. more bus
routes, fixing and replacing buses and rail cars)
● 45% said it is “very important” to invest in existing bicycle and pedestrian facilities (e.g.
new striping, improved signage, traffic calming, crosswalks etc)
Figure 15

Figure 15 shows that out of the 73 people that answered (b) Find new funding sources to pay
for projects (e.g. taxes and fees)
● 71% said that it is “very important” to invest in existing bus and rail system (e.g. more
bus routes, fixing and replacing buses and rail cars)
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●
●

68% said it is “very important” to invest in existing road and highway system (e.g. fixing
potholes, new lane striping, resurfacing roads)
34% said it is “very important” to invest in existing bicycle and pedestrian facilities (e.g.
new striping, improved signage, traffic calming, crosswalks etc)

As is evident from the cross tabulation results discussed here, regardless of how respondents
believe funding policy should be approached for the region, across all groups, funding for
maintenance and operations of existing roads and highway systems is a top priority. The results
suggest a range of planning scenarios that prioritize system maintenance and operations, and
show varied levels of increased funding commitment compared to the 2014 RTP/SCS.
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VIII. DEMOGRAPHICS
The survey population can be broken down by demographics to help identify unique needs and
priorities. This section highlights some of the key findings by racial/ethnic identity, household
annual income, and age.
Relationship of racial/ethnic self-identification to survey results
San Joaquin County is a diverse region, with over 65% of its population identifying with one or
more racial or ethnic groups. In accordance with federal and state statutes, SJCOG must
identify and address the needs of minority communities through its planning activities.
Therefore, a cross comparison by minority status was performed to identify any significant
differences with non-Hispanic white respondents.
●

Transportation Needs
For minority respondents, top issues include traffic on the freeways, commute times, as
well as pavement conditions on the freeways. Two of these reflect top issues across the
region, traffic on the freeways and pavement conditions. However, commute time rises
above others for this subsample as a top issue. This trend may be linked to the sizeable
Mountain House subsample, as a significant number of respondents identified as
“Asian/Pacific Islander.”
Results for minority respondents also showed higher percentages in almost every
category needing “a lot of improvement”. These results may point to disparities in
existing conditions of the transportation system where minorities live in the region.
Alternatively, the results might point to a transportation system that does not adequately
address the needs of minority communities. One of the potential areas where the needs
of minority residents might be better served is in public transit. When asked to rate
transit service that gets you where you want to go in a timely manner, there is a 20-point
difference between the responses of minority and white survey participants. This divide
is also observed when survey participants are asked to rate the condition of public transit
facilities used. In both cases, minority respondents overwhelmingly indicate the need for
“a lot of improvement” regarding public transit service and facilities.
Interestingly, bicycle and pedestrian facilities are two categories where results from
minorities showed lower percentages than white respondents. Compared to white
respondents, the results suggest that a larger share of minority respondents feel
relatively satisfied with bicycle and pedestrian facilities. From an alternative perspective,
perhaps these facilities are not critical when there is limited access to destinations within
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walking or biking distance. Compared to 39% of white respondents, at least 58% of
minority respondents indicated the need for “a lot of improvement” regarding stores, a
pharmacy, restaurants, other services and/or recreation within walking or biking
distance. Perhaps linked to this challenge is the fact that 42% of minority respondents,
compared to 24% of white respondents, indicate “a lot of improvement is needed”
regarding the time it takes getting to shopping and other errands.Together, the results
reiterate that there may be disparate existing conditions in minority communities
throughout the region.
Table 17. Percent of respondents who believe the following aspects of the transportation system
“need a lot of improvement”
Minority

White

General

The time it takes you to commute

64%

37%

55%

The time it takes getting to shopping and other
errands

42%

24%

36%

Transit service that gets you where you want to go
in a timely manner

58%

33%

51%

Pavement condition on the roads and streets you
use

51%

61%

54%

Traffic on the roads and streets you use

56%

43%

51%

Pavement conditions on the freeways you use

59%

47%

56%

Traffic on the freeways you use

71%

51%

64%

Having stores, a pharmacy, restaurants, other
services and/or recreation within walking or biking
distance

58%

39%

53%

Condition of walking routes you use

29%

36%

33%

Having safe driving conditions on roads you use
regularly

42%

31%

39%

Condition of public transit facilities

54%

21%

44%

Condition of bicycle routes you use

29%

32%

30%

●

RTP Goals
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Compared to white respondents, minority respondents were more likely to express
stronger support for nearly all RTP/SCS goals presented. Significant differences are
observed between the groups when looking at responses to reducing vehicle miles
traveled and travel time in the car. Minority respondents placed higher importance on
these goals compared to white respondents by approximately 20 points. This pattern
might be explained by high numbers of minority respondents who must commute long
distances to work and may be experiencing frustration with daily travel, as may be the
case the the profile of respondents from the Mountain House sample.
Minority respondents also placed higher importance than white respondents on goals to
recover more transit costs by ticket sales, bring new jobs to San Joaquin County, and to
locate new jobs near high frequency transit. Again, minority respondents placed higher
importance on these goals compared to white respondents by approximately 20 points.
The findings here may be linked to the frustration with daily travel previously mentioned.
Among this subsample, there is a strong desire to see more new jobs in San Joaquin
County that are accessible via public transit. The results also suggest a willingness to
pay more for transit service by those minority respondents with higher household
incomes.
The only two goals where minority respondents’ support fell below white respondents
concerned farmland conversion and environmental resources protection. While these
goals are supplemental to others very strongly supported by minority respondents, it is
likely that the other goals have higher priority in the minds of this group because they
have a greater potential for making direct and immediate impact on quality of life.
Table 18. Percent of respondents who believe the following goals of the RTP/SCS are “very
important”
Minority

White

General

Reduce the number of miles traveled by
automobile

66%

44%

59%

Reduce the number of miles traveled by
automobile in heavy traffic

72%

53%

66%

Reduce travel time spent in car

67%

45%

60%

More trips by transit, bike, or walk

56%

41%

52%

More transit costs recovered by ticket sales

35%

16%

32%

More new jobs in San Joaquin County

74%

56%

68%

More new jobs near high frequency transit

69%

49%

62%
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More housing options near high frequency transit

41%

33%

39%

More housing options in low income areas near
high frequency transit

36%

32%

35%

Less farmland converted to development

39%

52%

43%

Less impact on vernal pools or other environmental
resources from development

37%

46%

40%

Less greenhouse gas emissions from cars and
light trucks

55%

47%

53%

●

Investment Priorities
As highlighted in Section VI, the top investment priorities of minority respondents mirror
the priorities of the general survey population. There are some key observations,
however, that highlight differences between minority and white respondents. For
instance, when compared to white respondents, minority respondents placed
significantly higher importance on investment options that increase roadway network
capacity by nearly 30 points. As mentioned previously, these results may be linked to
long commutes to work and frustration with daily travel. As a result, minority respondents
expressed overwhelming support to widen roadways, build new roadways to improve
access or support new development, as well as add high occupancy vehicles (HOV) or
carpool lanes on freeways. Results may further suggest disparities in the existing
conditions of the transportation network in communities of color throughout the region.
When it comes to public transit investment, a higher percentage of minority respondents
compared to white respondents expressed it is “very important” to expand rail service,
expand bus service, and facilitate commercial and residential development near public
transit. While there is a 17-point difference between the groups on expanding rail
service, the gap grows to 24-points when asked about expanding bus service.
The only investment category where minority response was less than white respondents
concerned the expansion of bicycle and pedestrian routes. Compared to 47% of white
respondents, 41% of minority respondents think expanding bicycle and pedestrian
routes is “very important”. This is consistent with the observation of relative satisfaction
expressed by minority respondents of bicycle and pedestrian facilities. Other investment
categories take much higher priority in the minds of minority respondents, which may be
due to existing conditions in communities of color. Additionally, there may be differences
in the perception of active modes of transportation. For instance, perceptions of safety
may go beyond whether a bicyclist or pedestrian can safely navigate along streets and
without physical impediments. Perceptions of safety in low-income and communities of
color may also include encounters with criminal activity or unfair policing. Additionally, in
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communities of color and low-income communities, social stigma may hinder individuals
from walking or biking where a personal vehicle might be regarded as a status symbol.
Table 19. Percent of respondents who believe the following investment priorities are “very
important”
Minority

White

General

Expand bicycle and pedestrian routes

41%

47%

43%

Widen roadways

60%

33%

51%

Build new roadways to improve access or support
new development

60%

29%

50%

Expand rail service, including service hours and
frequency

69%

52%

64%

Maintain highways and local roads, including fixing
potholes

80%

70%

76%

Expand bus service, including service hours and
frequency

68%

44%

61%

Improve traffic operations, including traffic signal
timing or freeway ramp metering

60%

44%

55%

Facilitate residential and commercial development
near public transit

53%

33%

47%

Infrastructure for electric vehicles

50%

30%

44%

Improvements for self driving vehicles

33%

22%

30%

High occupancy vehicles (HOV) or carpool lanes
on freeways

60%

30%

50%

●

Funding Policy
Overall, minority respondents reflect general survey population results when asked
about increasing maintenance and operations funding for the existing transportation
system. Some differences, however, were observed when analyzing results between
minority and white respondents. When compared to white respondents, a higher
percentage of minority respondents think it is “very important” to increase maintenance
and operations funding for the existing road and highway system, as well as bus and rail
systems. Consistent with earlier findings, a higher percent of white respondents think it is
“very important” to increase funding for maintaining and operating existing bicycle and
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pedestrian facilities. In fact, a higher percentage of white respondents expressed it is
“very important” to increase funding for maintaining and operating existing active
transportation facilities over public transit.
Table 20. Percent of respondents who believe the following options are “very important”
Q7: How important do you think it is for the updated plan to increase funding
for maintaining, operating, and rehabilitating the following:

Minority

White

General

Existing road and highway system

76%

68%

73%

Existing bus and rail system

69%

47%

62%

Existing bicycle and pedestrian facilities

49%

52%

51%

Overall, minority respondents reflect the responses of the general survey population
regarding where funding should come from to pay for increased transportation budgets.
A majority of minority respondents (51%) support a combination strategy of changing the
way the region is using existing funds and finding new funding sources to pay for
projects.
Table 21. Percent of respondents who believe the following options are “very important”
Q8: Transportation projects are funded through a wide variety of federal, state, and local sources,
such as gas tax, sales tax, local city and county budgets, and transit fares. This funding is limited, and
projects included in the RTP/SCS must be constrained by this budget. Investment decisions come with
difficult tradeoffs. If you believe more funding is needed for an area you identified as a priority in previous
questions, what is the best way for SJCOG to pay for it?

Minority

White

General

Change the way the region is using existing funds
(a)

34%

29%

32%

Find new funding sources to pay for projects (b)

10%

9%

9%

Both (a) and (b)

51%

57%

52%

No change is needed

4%

5%

5%

Relationship of household income to survey results
●

Transportation Needs

SJCOG RTP/SCS Transportation Needs Survey

Conducted Spring 2017
52

For respondents whose household income is less than $25,000, top areas where they
indicated the need for “a lot of improvement” include pavement conditions on roads and
streets, pavement conditions on freeways, as well as the condition of walking routes
used. In contrast, for respondents whose household income is more than $100,000, top
areas where they indicated the need for “a lot of improvement” include traffic on the
freeways, the time it takes to commute, and having stores and other community
amenities within walking or biking distance.
Given the history of disparities in public and private investment between low income and
high income neighborhoods, it is not surprising that there is a significant gap between
responses from low income and high income households across the region. However,
contrary to conventional wisdom, the survey results point to a high need for “a lot of
improvement” from respondents of high income households compared to low income
households in the region. This trend is strongly linked to the Mountain House subsample,
whose profile of survey participants primarily indicate household incomes greater than
$100,000. Located in an unincorporated area of San Joaquin County and experiencing a
high rate of growth in recent years, Mountain House respondents may not have
adequate access to services at this point in time.
Table 21. Percent of respondents who believe the following aspects of the transportation system
“need a lot of improvement”
Less than
$25,000

More than
$100,000

General

The time it takes you to commute

25%

77%

55%

The time it takes getting to shopping and other
errands

29%

46%

36%

Transit service that gets you where you want to go
in a timely manner

30%

67%

51%

Pavement condition on the roads and streets you
use

57%

48%

54%

Traffic on the roads and streets you use

40%

60%

51%

Pavement conditions on the freeways you use

43%

65%

56%

Traffic on the freeways you use

38%

85%

64%

Having stores, a pharmacy, restaurants, other
services and/or recreation within walking or biking

34%

68%

53%
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distance
Condition of walking routes you use

43%

21%

33%

Having safe driving conditions on roads you use
regularly

38%

41%

39%

Condition of public transit facilities you use

28%

59%

44%

Condition of bicycle routes you use

27%

29%

30%

●

RTP Goals
An overwhelming majority of low-income respondents perceive increasing jobs in the
region as “very important” (74%). Compared to high-income respondents, low-income
respondents showed stronger support for the type of development that provides more
housing options and jobs that are accessible via high quality transit service.
Similar to low-income respondents, more new jobs in San Joaquin County is a very
important goal to high-income respondents (70%). But this goal comes secondary to
others intended to reduce miles traveled by car, in heavy traffic, and travel time spent in
cars. Despite the fact that high-income respondents place high importance on goals to
reduce miles traveled by car (72%) and travel time spent in car (78%), survey results
suggest relatively low support for transit-oriented development. This subsample
generally supports locating new jobs near high frequency transit (67%), however only
38% think it is very important to provide more housing options near high frequency
transit. These results suggest that a park and ride transit situation might be preferred by
higher income respondents.

Table 22. Percent of respondents who believe the following goals of the RTP/SCS are “very
important”
Less than
$25,000

More than
$100,000

General

Reduce the number of miles traveled by
automobile

45%

72%

59%

Reduce the number of miles traveled by
automobile in heavy traffic

46%

83%

66%

Reduce travel time spent in car

35%

78%

60%

More trips by transit, bike, or walk

35%

61%

52%
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More transit costs recovered by ticket sales

29%

34%

32%

More new jobs in San Joaquin County

74%

70%

68%

More new jobs near high frequency transit

60%

67%

62%

More housing options near high frequency transit

49%

38%

39%

More housing options in low income areas near
high frequency transit

50%

28%

35%

Less farmland converted to development

43%

42%

43%

Less impact on vernal pools or other environmental
resources from development

37%

40%

40%

Less greenhouse gas emissions from cars and
light trucks

47%

59%

53%

●

Investment Priorities
Low-income and high income respondents agree that maintaining highways and local
roads, including fixing potholes, should be a top investment priority for the region.
Additionally, investing in expanded public transit service is very important to both groups.
A majority of both groups think it is very important to expand bus service. In fact, a larger
share of high income respondents support expanding bus service compared to
low-income respondents (68% versus 58%). However, there is significant divide on the
expansion of rail service with 80% of high income respondents believing that expanding
rail service is very important, compared to 44% of low-income respondents.
Expanding bicycle and pedestrian routes ranked among the top investment priorities of
low-income respondents. In contrast, this type of investment ranked among the lowest
investment priorities for high income respondents. This trend may be due to lower rates
of access to private vehicles in low-income households. This pattern may also extend to
differences observed between the low and high income households regarding
investment in carpool lanes as well as infrastructure for charging electric vehicles. In
both of these cases, high income households rated these type of investments as “very
important” by nearly 20 points.
In Section V, it was found that low-income respondents showed high support for locating
more housing options and jobs near high quality transit. When translated into investment
priorities, low-income respondents did not rank this high on their list. In fact, the percent
of respondents who think it is “very important” to facilitate residential and commercial
development near public transit was greater among high income respondents compared
to low-income respondents. For low-income respondents, increasing roadway capacity
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and improving traffic operations ranked higher on the list of investment priorities.
Because of inconsistencies with results discussed in previous sections, it would be
beneficial to present scenario options that offer a range of location and intensity of
transit-oriented development.
Table 23. Percent of respondents who believe the following transportation investment priorities
are “very important”
Less than
$25,000

More than
$100,000

General

Expand bicycle and pedestrian routes

50%

35%

43%

Widen roadways

45%

61%

51%

Build new roadways to improve access or support
new development

42%

62%

50%

Expand rail service, including service hours and
frequency

44%

80%

64%

Maintain highways and local roads including fixing
potholes

69%

82%

76%

Expand bus service, including service hours and
frequency

58%

68%

61%

Improve traffic operations including traffic signal
timing or freeway ramp metering

51%

62%

55%

Facilitate residential and commercial development
near public transit

41%

52%

47%

Infrastructure for charging electrical vehicles

32%

53%

44%

Improvements for self-driving vehicles

30%

31%

30%

High occupancy vehicles (HOV) or carpool lanes
on freeways

43%

60%

50%

●

Funding Policy
For both income groups, maintenance, operations and rehabilitation funds are prioritized
in the order of (1) existing road and highway system, (2) existing bus and rail system,
and (3) existing bicycle and pedestrian facilities. For high income respondents, however,
less than 50% believe that there should be increased funding for maintaining, operating,
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and rehabilitating existing bicycle and pedestrian facilities. Additionally, when asked
about how transportation funding should be used to support investment priorities, a
majority of both income groups believe it is important for SJCOG to pursue a
combination of reallocating existing funds and finding new sources of funding. It is
interesting to note the divergent opinions when considering the exclusive strategies of
reallocating funds and finding new funding sources. The low-income group showed less
support for changing the way existing funds are allocated, compared to the high income
group. The low-income group also showed higher support for finding new sources of
funding, compared to the high income group.
Table 24. Percent of respondents who believe the following options are “very important”
Q7: How important do you think it is for the updated plan to increase funding
for maintaining, operating, and rehabilitating the following:

Less than
$25,000

More than
$100,000

General

Existing road and highway system

68%

77%

73%

Existing bus and rail system

61%

69%

62%

Existing bicycle and pedestrian facilities

55%

43%

51%

Table 25. Percent of respondents who believe the following options are “very important”
Q8: Transportation projects are funded through a wide variety of federal, state, and local sources,
such as gas tax, sales tax, local city and county budgets, and transit fares. This funding is limited, and
projects included in the RTP/SCS must be constrained by this budget. Investment decisions come with
difficult trade offs. If you believe more funding is needed for an area you identified as a priority in previous
questions, what is the best way for SJCOG to pay for it?

Less than
$25,000

More than
$100,000

General

Change the way the region is using existing funds
(a)

19%

37%

32%

Find new funding sources to pay for projects (b)

16%

8%

9%

Both (a) and (b)

52%

53%

52%

No change is needed

13%

2%

5%
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Relationship of age to survey results
While millennials and seniors citizens may be on opposite sides of the age spectrum, both
identity categories share commonalities when it comes to opinion on housing options and
transportation investments. In this study, millennials are defined as persons who are between
17 and 34 years of age and senior citizens are defined as persons age 65 and older. Analysis
was done by cross comparison of each age population who responded with either “needs a lot
of improvement” or “very important” to survey questions. From the survey results the following
trends emerge.
●

Transportation Investments
Condition of walking and biking routes
Thirty-two percent of each survey populations think that condition of walking routes need
to be improved. In terms of biking routes 29% of millennials and 20% of seniors think
they are in need of a lot of improvement. This coincides with an overwhelming response
(54%) by millennials saying more daily trips should be taken through transit, bike, or
walk. Almost thirty percent of senior citizens (27%) felt the same. Also, each population
feels that SJCOG should maintain a goal of expanding bicycle and pedestrian routes
(42% of millennials, 37% of senior citizens). Each population also feels that the updated
plan should increase funding toward the maintenance of existing bicycle and pedestrian
facilities (56% of millennials, 49% of seniors).
Condition of Freeways and Roads
Forty-four percent of millennials and 35% of senior citizens felt that one of the biggest
problems in their area is the overall condition of the roads. Similarly, each age group
feels that maintenance of highways, local roads, and fixing potholes should be held at a
high degree by SJCOG (69% of millennials, 58% of senior citizens).
Transit Services
Sixty-four percent of millennials and 44% of senior citizens think that bus services
including hours and frequency needed to be expanded. Sixty-four percent of millennials
and 49% of senior citizens also feel more funding should be invested towards existing
bus and rail services.

●

Housing Options
Forty percent of millennials and about 31% of senior citizens think that locating more
housing options near high frequency transit is very important. In each category’s
population response, they also thought more housing options in low income areas near
high frequency transit was very important as well (37% of millennials, 40% of senior
citizens).
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IX. CONCLUSIONS AND IMPLICATIONS FOR
2018 RTP/SCS
Based on survey results and analysis presented in this report, there are numerous ways to
address the needs and priorities identified by survey respondents across the region. Overall, the
2018 RTP/SCS should aim to reduce driving throughout the region and to bring more jobs to
San Joaquin County. With a wide range of opinion from survey respondents on how to achieve
these goals, the SJCOG Board, stakeholders, and the general public would benefit from seeing
a range of planning scenarios that:
● Explore various ways to address Tier One Priorities that highlight a fix-it-first
implementation focus, emphasize an expansion of public transit service, and favors
transportation management systems to improve congestion
● Vary the level of investment, and perhaps locations, on Tier Two Priorities that would
address road network capacity and protect the environment. Environment
implementation strategies may include facilitating transit-oriented development, providing
infrastructure for charging electric vehicles, and expanding bicycle and pedestrian
infrastructure.
Important considerations should be made regarding how to balance the needs of disadvantaged
communities with the strain of the region’s growth, especially as SJCOG Board, stakeholders,
and the general public must consider the needs of residents in Mountain House and Tracy. And
while there is a great emphasis on accommodating growth in existing communities, mobility in
unincorporated areas of the region, especially rural areas remains a significant issue. These are
the parts of the region that specifically seek improved access to public transit services. Finally,
as funding constraints are considered, what potential opportunities might exist when a
significant number of survey respondents indicate a willingness to pay for better transit service.
Next Steps
The 2018 RTP/SCS planning scenarios will offer a range of packages to help move the region
towards its goals to improve mobility and enhance quality of life in San Joaquin County.
Updated scenarios will be presented during a second round of public outreach scheduled for the
late Summer/Fall months in 2017. This effort will include a web-based interactive survey tool
called MetroQuest designed to inform and engage the public in providing input on a preferred
2018 RTP/SCS scenario.
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2018 RTP/SCS Round 1 Survey

The transportation system in San Joaquin County includes its local roads, highways, public
transit (including buses and trains), bicycle paths, and sidewalks. The transportation system is
an important connector of people, to places, and opportunities.
The San Joaquin Council of Governments is continuously working to improve transportation
options for current and future generations of San Joaquin County residents. This questionnaire
is anonymous, and your input will be used to guide future transportation system
improvements.

1. Which city do you live in?
a) Escalon
b) Lathrop
c) Lodi
d) Manteca
e) Ripon
f) Stockton
g) Tracy
h) I live in San Joaquin County, outside of the cities
i) Other: ________________
2. The transportation system in San Joaquin County includes its local roads, highways, public
transit (including buses and trains), bike paths, and sidewalks. In the time that you have
lived here, how do you feel the transportation system has changed?
a) The transportation system has become better
b) The transportation system has stayed the same
c) The transportation system has gotten worse
d) This question does not apply to me
e) I don’t know

Pavement condition on the roads and streets you use
Traffic on the roads and streets you use

Don’t know

Transit service that gets you where you want to go in a
timely manner

Does not apply

The time it takes getting to shopping and other errands

○
○
○
○
○

Needs a lot of
improvement

The time it takes you to commute (e.g. get to and from
work or school)

Needs a little
improvement

Just fine as it is

3. Think about the following aspects of the transportation system in San Joaquin County, is it
just fine as it is, is it something that needs only a little improvement, is it something that
needs a lot of improvement, does it not apply to you, or you don’t know?

○
○
○
○
○

○
○
○
○
○

○
○
○
○
○

○
○
○
○
○
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Pavement condition on the freeways you use
Traffic on the freeways you use
Having stores, a pharmacy, restaurants, other services,
and/or recreation within walking or biking distance
Condition of walking routes you use (e.g. sidewalks, walking
paths, cross walks, etc.)
Having safe driving conditions on roads you use regularly
Condition of public transit facilities you use (e.g. bus stops,
train stations, buses and/or trains, etc.)
Condition of bicycle routes you use (e.g. roads/streets,
sidewalks, bike lanes, bike paths, etc.)

○
○
○
○
○
○
○

○
○
○
○
○
○
○

○
○
○
○
○
○
○

○
○
○
○
○
○
○

○
○
○
○
○
○
○

4. Which of the following would you say is/are the biggest problem(s) in your area? Choose
up to 3.
a) Traffic
b) Condition of the roads
c) Lack of public transit
d) Lack of pedestrian and bicycling options
e) Road safety
f) Other: ___________________

More transit costs recovered by ticket sales
More new jobs in San Joaquin County
More new jobs near high-frequency transit (15 minutes
service or better during peak hours)
More housing options near high-frequency transit

Don’t know

More trips by transit, bike, or walk

Not important

Reduce travel time spent in car

Neutral

Reduce the number of miles traveled by automobile in
heavy traffic

Important

Reduce the number of miles traveled by automobile

Very important

5. The Regional Transportation Plan & Sustainable Communities Strategy is a plan that will
shape the next 20+ years of San Joaquin County’s transportation system. Please indicate
how important each of the following goals are to you.

○
○
○
○
○
○
○
○

○
○
○
○
○
○
○
○

○
○
○
○
○
○
○
○

○
○
○
○
○
○
○
○

○
○
○
○
○
○
○
○
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More housing options in low-income areas near highfrequency transit
Less farmland converted to development
Less impact on vernal pools (or other environmental
resources) from development
Less greenhouse gas emissions from cars and light trucks

○
○
○
○

○
○
○
○

○
○
○
○

○
○
○
○

○
○
○
○

Other goals or outcomes of the plan you would like to see (fill in blank):

Maintain highways and local roads, including fixing
potholes
Expand bus service, including service hours and frequency
Improve traffic operations, including traffic signal timing or
freeway ramp metering
Facilitate residential and commercial development near
public transit (bus and rail)
Infrastructure for charging electric vehicles
Improvements for self-driving vehicles
High occupancy vehicle (HOV) or carpool lanes on freeways

Don’t know

Expand rail service, including service hours and frequency

Not important

Build new roadways to improve access or support new
development

Neutral

Widen roadways

Important

Expand bicycle and pedestrian routes

Very important

6. The SJCOG Board will consider how the San Joaquin County region will invest in
transportation choices over the next 20+ years in the RTP/SCS. Please tell us how
important each item is for the plan update.

○
○
○
○
○
○
○
○
○
○
○

○
○
○
○
○
○
○
○
○
○
○

○
○
○
○
○
○
○
○
○
○
○

○
○
○
○
○
○
○
○
○
○
○

○
○
○
○
○
○
○
○
○
○
○

7. How important do you think it is for the updated plan to increase funding for maintaining,
operating, and rehabilitating the following:
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Existing road and highway system (e.g. fixing potholes, new
lane striping, resurfacing roads)
Existing bus and rail system (e.g. more bus routes, fixing
and replacing buses and rail cars)
Existing bicycle and pedestrian facilities (e.g. new striping,
improved signage, traffic calming, cross walks, etc.)

○ ○
○ ○
○ ○

Don’t know

Not important

Neutral

Important

Very important

2018 RTP/SCS Round 1 Survey

○ ○ ○
○ ○ ○
○ ○ ○

8. Transportation projects are funded through a wide variety of federal, state, and local
sources, such as gas tax, sales tax, local city and county budgets, and transit fares. This
funding is limited, and projects included in the RTP/SCS must be constrained by this
budget. Investment decisions come with difficult tradeoffs. If you believe more funding is
needed for an area you identified as a priority in previous questions, what is the best way
for SJCOG to pay for it?
a) Change the way the region is using existing funds (e.g. redistribute funding from one
type of project for another)
b) Find new funding sources to pay for projects (e.g. taxes and fees)
c) Both a & b
d) No change is needed
e) Other: _____________
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About Yourself (optional)
SJCOG asks the following questions to ensure that we are hearing from a wide variety of San
Joaquin County residents. Any information you share will be kept anonymous.
9. Including yourself, how many people currently live in your household? _______
10. Including yourself, how many people in your household work outside the home, either on a
full-time or part-time basis? _______
11. How many registered vehicles are available to members of your household? _______
12. Have you, or has anyone in your household…
a) Used public transit in the past two months? Circle one. Yes /No/ Don’t know
b) Ridden a bicycle in the past two months? Circle one. Yes / No / Don’t know
13. Do you own or rent your home?
a) Own
b) Rent
14. What is your 5-digit home zip code? _______
15. What is your age?
a) 17 and under
b) 18-24
c) 25-34
d) 35-44
e) 45-54
f) 55-64
g) 65+
16. Please circle one: Female / Male / Other / Decline to State
17. Which racial and/or ethnic group do you consider yourself a member of?
a) African American
b) Asian / Pacific Islander
c) Hispanic / Latino, of any race
d) Native American / Alaska Native
e) White
f) Other: _____________________
18. What is your approximate annual household income (before taxes)?
a) Under $15,000
b) $15,000-$25,000
c) $25,001-$50,000
d) $50,001-$75,000
e) $75,001-$100,000
f) $100,001 - $150,000
g) $150,001-$200,000
h) More than $200,000
Thank you for participating! Your time and input are valuable to us!
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Which city do you live in?
831 out of 858 people answered this question

1

Stockton

345 / 42%

2

Other

222 / 27%

3

Tracy

171 / 21%

4

I live in San Joaquin County, outside of the cities

40 / 5%

5

Lodi

26 / 3%

6

Manteca

16 / 2%

7

Lathrop

5 / 1%

8

Escalon

3 / 0%

9

Ripon

3 / 0%

The transportation system in San Joaquin County includes its local roads, highways, public transit (including buses
and trains), bike paths, and sidewalks. In the time that you have lived here, how do you feel the transportation system
has changed?
833 out of 858 people answered this question

1

The transportation system has gotten worse

304 / 36%

2

The transportation system has stayed the same

237 / 28%

3

The transportation system has become better

152 / 18%

4

I don't know

5

This question does not apply to me

82 / 10%
58 / 7%

The time it takes you to commute (e.g. get to and from work or school)
830 out of 858 people answered this question

1

Needs a lot of improvement

456 / 55%

2

Needs a little improvement

174 / 21%

3

Just fine as it is

https://sjcog.typeform.com/report/Bzr0yY/dUN9?typeform-print=1&typeform-cache=0
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4

Does not apply

5

I don't know

80 / 10%
26 / 3%

The time it takes getting to shopping and other errands
842 out of 858 people answered this question

1

Needs a lot of improvement

304 / 36%

2

Needs a little improvement

302 / 36%

3

Just fine as it is

171 / 20%

4

Does not apply

38 / 5%

5

I don't know

27 / 3%

Transit service that gets you where you want to go in a timely manner
840 out of 858 people answered this question

1

Needs a lot of improvement

424 / 50%

2

Needs a little improvement

142 / 17%

3

Does not apply

133 / 16%

4

I don't know

72 / 9%

5

Just fine as it is

69 / 8%

Pavement condition on the roads and streets you use
846 out of 858 people answered this question

1

Needs a lot of improvement

456 / 54%

2

Needs a little improvement

236 / 28%

3

Just fine as it is

121 / 14%

4

Does not apply

19 / 2%

5

I don't know

14 / 2%

https://sjcog.typeform.com/report/Bzr0yY/dUN9?typeform-print=1&typeform-cache=0
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Traffic on the roads and streets you use
839 out of 858 people answered this question

1

Needs a lot of improvement

430 / 51%

2

Needs a little improvement

255 / 30%

3

Just fine as it is

121 / 14%

4

Does not apply

22 / 3%

5

I don't know

11 / 1%

Pavement conditions on the freeways you use
835 out of 858 people answered this question

1

Needs a lot of improvement

463 / 55%

2

Needs a little improvement

224 / 27%

3

Just fine as it is

97 / 12%

4

Does not apply

34 / 4%

5

I don't know

17 / 2%

Traffic on the freeways you use
832 out of 858 people answered this question

1

Needs a lot of improvement

532 / 64%

2

Needs a little improvement

169 / 20%

3

Just fine as it is

81 / 10%

4

Does not apply

35 / 4%

5

I don't know

15 / 2%

Having stores, a pharmacy, restaurants, other services, and/or recreation within walking or biking distance
829 out of 858 people answered this question

https://sjcog.typeform.com/report/Bzr0yY/dUN9?typeform-print=1&typeform-cache=0
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1

Needs a lot of improvement

435 / 52%

2

Needs a little improvement

195 / 24%

3

Just fine as it is

154 / 19%

4

Does not apply

32 / 4%

5

I don't know

13 / 2%

Condition of walking routes you use (e.g. sidewalks, walking paths, cross walks, etc.)
838 out of 858 people answered this question

1

Needs a little improvement

278 / 33%

2

Needs a lot of improvement

263 / 31%

3

Just fine as it is

246 / 29%

4

Does not apply

35 / 4%

5

I don't know

16 / 2%

Having safe driving conditions on roads you use regularly
836 out of 858 people answered this question

1

Needs a little improvement

327 / 39%

2

Needs a lot of improvement

323 / 39%

3

Just fine as it is

150 / 18%

4

Does not apply

26 / 3%

5

I don't know

10 / 1%

Condition of public transit facilities you use (e.g. bus stops, train stations, buses and/or trains, etc.)
837 out of 858 people answered this question

1

Needs a lot of improvement

366 / 44%

2

Does not apply

161 / 19%

3

Needs a little improvement

157 / 19%

https://sjcog.typeform.com/report/Bzr0yY/dUN9?typeform-print=1&typeform-cache=0
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4

Just fine as it is

5

I don't know

80 / 10%
73 / 9%

Condition of bicycle routes you use (e.g. roads/streets, sidewalks, bike lanes, bike paths, etc.)
836 out of 858 people answered this question

1

Needs a lot of improvement

255 / 31%

2

Needs a little improvement

221 / 26%

3

Does not apply

159 / 19%

4

Just fine as it is

136 / 16%

5

I don't know

65 / 8%

Which of the following would you say is/are the biggest problem(s) in your area? You may choose as many as you
like, but please try to limit to 3.
838 out of 858 people answered this question

1

Traffic

457 / 55%

2

Lack of public transit

443 / 53%

3

Condition of the roads

413 / 49%

4

Road safety

229 / 27%

5

Lack of pedestrian and bicycling options

226 / 27%

6

Other

57 / 7%

Reduce the number of miles traveled by automobile
827 out of 858 people answered this question

1

Very important

484 / 59%

2

Important

192 / 23%

3

Neutral

102 / 12%
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4

Not important

26 / 3%

5

Don't know

23 / 3%

Reduce the number of miles traveled by automobile in heavy traffic
825 out of 858 people answered this question

1

Very important

541 / 66%

2

Important

187 / 23%

3

Neutral

57 / 7%

4

Don't know

26 / 3%

5

Not important

14 / 2%

Reduce travel time spent in car
829 out of 858 people answered this question

1

Very important

497 / 60%

2

Important

218 / 26%

3

Neutral

4

Don't know

18 / 2%

5

Not important

14 / 2%

82 / 10%

More trips by transit, bike, or walk
826 out of 858 people answered this question

1

Very important

428 / 52%

2

Important

217 / 26%

3

Neutral

120 / 15%

4

Not important

35 / 4%

5

Don't know

26 / 3%

https://sjcog.typeform.com/report/Bzr0yY/dUN9?typeform-print=1&typeform-cache=0
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More transit costs recovered by ticket sales
825 out of 858 people answered this question

1

Important

261 / 32%

2

Very important

241 / 29%

3

Neutral

187 / 23%

4

Don't know

5

Not important

79 / 10%
57 / 7%

More new jobs in San Joaquin County
833 out of 858 people answered this question

1

Very important

566 / 68%

2

Important

185 / 22%

3

Neutral

50 / 6%

4

Don't know

19 / 2%

5

Not important

13 / 2%

More new jobs near high-frequency transit (15 minutes service or better during peak hours)
836 out of 858 people answered this question

1

Very important

520 / 62%

2

Important

207 / 25%

3

Neutral

70 / 8%

4

Don't know

25 / 3%

5

Not important

14 / 2%

More housing options near high-frequency transit
834 out of 858 people answered this question

https://sjcog.typeform.com/report/Bzr0yY/dUN9?typeform-print=1&typeform-cache=0
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1

Very important

326 / 39%

2

Important

220 / 26%

3

Neutral

192 / 23%

4

Not important

65 / 8%

5

Don't know

31 / 4%

More housing options in low-income areas near high-frequency transit
833 out of 858 people answered this question

1

Very important

291 / 35%

2

Important

235 / 28%

3

Neutral

178 / 21%

4

Not important

5

Don't know

90 / 11%
39 / 5%

Less farmland converted to development
833 out of 858 people answered this question

1

Very important

361 / 43%

2

Neutral

183 / 22%

3

Important

178 / 21%

4

Not important

66 / 8%

5

Don't know

45 / 5%

Less impact on vernal pools (or other environmental resources from development)
830 out of 858 people answered this question

1

Very important

334 / 40%

2

Important

205 / 25%

3

Neutral

184 / 22%

https://sjcog.typeform.com/report/Bzr0yY/dUN9?typeform-print=1&typeform-cache=0
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4

Don't know

69 / 8%

5

Not important

38 / 5%

Less greenhouse gas emissions from cars and light trucks
835 out of 858 people answered this question

1

Very important

442 / 53%

2

Important

231 / 28%

3

Neutral

4

Don't know

34 / 4%

5

Not important

33 / 4%

95 / 11%

Expand bicycle and pedestrian routes
818 out of 858 people answered this question

1

Very important

354 / 43%

2

Important

252 / 31%

3

Neutral

157 / 19%

4

Not important

43 / 5%

5

Don't know

12 / 1%

Widen roadways
828 out of 858 people answered this question

1

Very important

425 / 51%

2

Important

237 / 29%

3

Neutral

113 / 14%

4

Not important

40 / 5%

5

Don't know

13 / 2%

https://sjcog.typeform.com/report/Bzr0yY/dUN9?typeform-print=1&typeform-cache=0
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Build new roadways to improve access or support new development
826 out of 858 people answered this question

1

Very important

416 / 50%

2

Important

230 / 28%

3

Neutral

119 / 14%

4

Not important

43 / 5%

5

Don't know

18 / 2%

Expand rail service, including service hours and frequency
827 out of 858 people answered this question

1

Very important

528 / 64%

2

Important

176 / 21%

3

Neutral

4

Don't know

25 / 3%

5

Not important

18 / 2%

80 / 10%

Maintain highways and local roads, including fixing potholes
820 out of 858 people answered this question

1

Very important

624 / 76%

2

Important

155 / 19%

3

Neutral

4

Don't know

9 / 1%

5

Not important

6 / 1%

26 / 3%

Expand bus service, including service hours and frequency
826 out of 858 people answered this question

https://sjcog.typeform.com/report/Bzr0yY/dUN9?typeform-print=1&typeform-cache=0
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1

Very important

507 / 61%

2

Important

181 / 22%

3

Neutral

4

Not important

29 / 4%

5

Don't know

22 / 3%

87 / 11%

Improve traffic operations, including traffic signal timing or freeway ramp metering
824 out of 858 people answered this question

1

Very important

455 / 55%

2

Important

226 / 27%

3

Neutral

102 / 12%

4

Not important

22 / 3%

5

Don't know

19 / 2%

Facilitate residential and commercial development near public transit (bus and rail)
830 out of 858 people answered this question

1

Very important

390 / 47%

2

Important

238 / 29%

3

Neutral

145 / 17%

4

Not important

34 / 4%

5

Don't know

23 / 3%

Infrastructure for charging electric vehicles
834 out of 858 people answered this question

1

Very important

367 / 44%

2

Important

223 / 27%

3

Neutral

171 / 21%

https://sjcog.typeform.com/report/Bzr0yY/dUN9?typeform-print=1&typeform-cache=0
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4

Not important

37 / 4%

5

Don't know

36 / 4%

Improvements for self-driving vehicles
833 out of 858 people answered this question

1

Very important

251 / 30%

2

Neutral

241 / 29%

3

Important

167 / 20%

4

Not important

123 / 15%

5

Don't know

51 / 6%

High occupancy vehicles (HOV) or carpool lanes on freeways
835 out of 858 people answered this question

1

Very important

417 / 50%

2

Important

221 / 26%

3

Neutral

135 / 16%

4

Not important

38 / 5%

5

Don't know

24 / 3%

Existing road and highway system (e.g. fixing potholes, new lane striping, resurfacing roads)
830 out of 858 people answered this question

1

Very important

600 / 72%

2

Important

173 / 21%

3

Neutral

39 / 5%

4

Don't know

10 / 1%

5

Not important

https://sjcog.typeform.com/report/Bzr0yY/dUN9?typeform-print=1&typeform-cache=0
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Existing bus and rail system (e.g. more bus routes, fixing and replacing buses and rail cars)
833 out of 858 people answered this question

1

Very important

515 / 62%

2

Important

201 / 24%

3

Neutral

79 / 9%

4

Don't know

25 / 3%

5

Not important

13 / 2%

Existing bicycle and pedestrian facilities (e.g. new striping, improved signage, traffic calming, cross walks, etc.)
832 out of 858 people answered this question

1

Very important

422 / 51%

2

Important

226 / 27%

3

Neutral

133 / 16%

4

Not important

34 / 4%

5

Don't know

17 / 2%

Transportation projects are funded through a wide variety of federal, state, and local sources, such as gas tax, sales
tax, local city and county budgets, and transit fares. This funding is limited, and projects included in the RTP/SCS
must be constrained by this budget. Investment decisions come with difficult tradeoffs. If you believe more funding is
needed for an area you identified as a priority in previous questions, what is the best way for SJCOG to pay for it?
807 out of 858 people answered this question

1

Both a & b

419 / 52%

2

Change the way the region is using existing funds (e.g. redistribute funding from one type of project for another)

255 / 32%

3

Find new funding sources to pay for projects (e.g. taxes and fees)

74 / 9%

4

No change is needed

39 / 5%

5

Other

20 / 2%

Including yourself, how many people currently live in your household?
819 out of 858 people answered this question

https://sjcog.typeform.com/report/Bzr0yY/dUN9?typeform-print=1&typeform-cache=0
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cC
cC
cC
ccccccc
C
3.22 Average rating
1

cccc

228 / 28%

2

cc

166 / 20%

3

ccc

166 / 20%

4

c

123 / 15%

5

ccccc

6

cccccc

7

ccccccc

6 / 1%

8

cccccccc

5 / 1%

9

cccccccccc

5 / 1%

10

ccccccccc

1 / 0%

83 / 10%
36 / 4%

Including yourself, how many people in your household work outside the home, either on a full-time or part-time
basis?
699 out of 858 people answered this question

Cc
Ccccccccc
c
1.85 Average rating
1

cc

314 / 45%

2

c

277 / 40%

3

ccc

4

cccc

5

ccccc

6 / 1%

6

cccccccccc

3 / 0%

7

cccccc

2 / 0%

https://sjcog.typeform.com/report/Bzr0yY/dUN9?typeform-print=1&typeform-cache=0
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Used public transit in the past two months?
813 out of 858 people answered this question

1

No

444 / 55%

2

Yes

356 / 44%

3

Don't know

13 / 2%

Ridden a bicycle in the past two months?
801 out of 858 people answered this question

1

No

448 / 56%

2

Yes

344 / 43%

3

Don't know

9 / 1%

Do you own or rent your home?
810 out of 858 people answered this question

1

Own

594 / 73%

2

Rent

216 / 27%

What is your age?
824 out of 858 people answered this question

1

35 to 44

282 / 34%

2

25 to 34

163 / 20%

3

65 or older

128 / 16%

4

55 to 64

109 / 13%

5

45 to 54

107 / 13%

6

18 to 24

20 / 2%

7

17 or younger

15 / 2%

https://sjcog.typeform.com/report/Bzr0yY/dUN9?typeform-print=1&typeform-cache=0
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Please select one:
788 out of 858 people answered this question

1

Female

420 / 53%

2

Male

352 / 45%

3

Decline to state

4

Other

13 / 2%
3 / 0%

Which racial and/or ethnic group do you consider yourself a member of?
802 out of 858 people answered this question

1

Asian / Pacific Islander

285 / 36%

2

White

236 / 29%

3

Hispanic or Latino, of any race

126 / 16%

4

African American

73 / 9%

5

Other

71 / 9%

6

American Indian / Alaska Native

11 / 1%

What is your approximate annual household income (before taxes)?
783 out of 858 people answered this question

1

$100,001 - $150,000

215 / 27%

2

Under $15,000

102 / 13%

3

$150,001 - $200,000

100 / 13%

4

$75,001 - $100,000

100 / 13%

5

$25,001 - $50,000

81 / 10%

6

$50,001 - $75,000

80 / 10%

7

$15,000 - $25,000

68 / 9%

8

More than $200,000

37 / 5%

https://sjcog.typeform.com/report/Bzr0yY/dUN9?typeform-print=1&typeform-cache=0
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APPENDIX K1-C
Basic Cross-tabulation by Community within San Joaquin County
Notes: (1) Totals may not add up to 100% in all questions due to rounding or other responses
not included; (2) Percentage of persons who didn’t respond to questions was not inputted into
the charts. (3) Data on questions 9-14 and 16 were not included.
2. The transportation system in San Joaquin County includes its local roads, highways, public transit
(including buses and trains), bike paths, and sidewalks. In the time that you have lived here, how do you
feel the transportation system has changed?

Become
better

0%

20%

46%

27%

0%

27%

15%

8%

4%

18%

Stayed the
same

100%

20%

27%

20%

33%

26%

34%

33%

27%

12%

Gotten
worse

0%

40%

8%

33%

67%

24%

35%

40%

57%

41%

Does not
apply

0%

20%

4%

7%

0%

7%

4%

8%

9%

12%

Don’t know

0%

20%

4%

13%

0%

13%

12%

13%

2%

12%

3. Think about the following aspects of the transportation system in San Joaquin County, is it
just fine as it is, is it something that needs only a little improvement, is it something that needs a
lot of improvement, does it not apply to you, or you don’t know?

(a) The time it takes you to commute (e.g. get to and from work or school)
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Just fine as it
is

33%

40%

19%

20%

33%

14%

9%

0%

0%

6%

Needs a little
improvement

33%

20%

31%

13%

0%

32%

20%

15%

2%

24%

Needs a lot of
improvement

33%

40%

12%

27%

67%

27%

60%

80%

94%

24%

Does not
apply

0%

0%

35%

40%

0%

14%

5%

0%

0%

41%

Don’t know

0%

0%

0%

0%

0%

0%

0%

0%

0%

0%

(b) The time it takes getting to shopping and other errands.

Just fine as it
is

33%

40%

39%

20%

33%

28%

22%

5%

7%

12%

Needs a little
improvement

33%

40%

50%

47%

33%

36%

36%

38%

33%

18%

Needs a lot of
improvement

33%

20%

12%

13%

33%

22%

36%

53%

59%

47%

Does not
apply

0%

0%

0%

20%

0%

7%

4%

5%

0%

18%

Don’t know

0%

0%

0%

7%

0%

5%

2%

0%

.5%

6%

(c) Transit service that get you where you want to go in a timely manner.
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Just fine as it
is

33%

0%

4%

7%

0%

13%

11%

0%

.5%

0%

Needs a little
improvement

33%

0%

23%

13%

0%

24%

19%

10%

4%

6%

Needs a lot of
improvement

33%

60%

31%

27%

33%

28%

47%

70%

84%

65%

Does not
apply

0%

40%

27%

40%

0%

20%

15%

15%

7%

24%

Don’t know

0%

0%

15%

7%

67%

13%

7%

5%

2%

6%

(d) Pavement condition on the roads and streets you use.

Just fine as it
is

33%

0%

8%

7%

0%

6%

12%

23%

31%

0%

Needs a little
improvement

67%

0%

42%

0%

33%

24%

30%

28%

33%

35%

Needs a lot of
improvement

0%

100%

50%

93%

67%

61%

55%

48%

35%

59%

Does not
apply

0%

0%

0%

0%

0%

4%

2%

0%

.5%

0%

Don’t know

0%

0%

0%

0%

0%

3%

1%

0%

0%

6%

(e) Traffic on the roads and street you use.
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Just fine as it
is

33%

0%

46%

13%

33%

11%

16%

18%

14%

6%

Needs a little
improvement

67%

40%

35%

40%

0%

39%

23%

18%

19%

65%

Needs a lot of
improvement

0%

60%

19%

47%

67%

40%

57%

58%

65%

24%

Does not
apply

0%

0%

0%

0%

0%

6%

1%

3%

0%

0%

Don’t know

0%

0%

0%

0%

0%

2%

1%

3%

.5%

6%

(f) Pavement condition on the freeways you use.

Just fine as it
is

33%

0%

15%

13%

0%

16%

7%

13%

7%

0%

Needs a little
improvement

33%

20%

42%

13%

67%

34%

21%

25%

18%

29%

Needs a lot of
improvement

0%

80%

35%

67%

33%

36%

68%

58%

71%

71%

Does not
apply

33%

0%

8%

7%

0%

7%

2%

0%

1%

0%

Don’t know

0%

0%

0%

0%

0%

4%

1%

3%

1.5%

0%

(g) Traffic on the freeways you use.
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Just fine as it
is

33%

0%

15%

13%

0%

16%

5%

5%

.5%

12%

Needs a little
improvement

0%

20%

35%

27%

33%

33%

11%

15%

3%

47%

Needs a lot of
improvement

33%

80%

46%

53%

67%

34%

80%

78%

94%

41%

Does not
apply

33%

0%

4%

7%

0%

8%

2%

0%

0%

0%

Don’t know

0%

0%

0%

0%

0%

4%

1%

0%

0%

0%

(h) Having stores, a pharmacy, restaurants, other services, and or recreation within walking or
biking distance.

Just fine as it
is

33%

20%

23%

33%

67%

28%

19%

3%

2%

6%

Needs a little
improvement

67%

60%

38%

33%

0%

27%

30%

8%

10%

6%

Needs a lot of
improvement

0%

20%

38%

20%

0%

33%

47%

83%

81%

76%

Does not
apply

0%

0%

0%

13%

33%

5%

3%

3%

2%

12%

Don’t know

0%

0%

0%

0%

0%

3%

0%

3%

.5%

0%

(i) Condition of walking routes you use (e.g. sidewalks, walking paths, crosswalks, etc.)
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Just fine as it
is

33%

20%

23%

20%

67%

17%

30%

25%

51%

6%

Needs a little
improvement

0%

20%

31%

33%

0%

30%

39%

40%

32%

18%

Needs a lot of
improvement

33%

60%

42%

40%

0%

43%

23%

20%

13%

71%

Does not
apply

33%

0%

0%

7%

33%

4%

5%

10%

2%

6%

Don’t know

0%

0%

0%

0%

0%

2%

2%

5%

.5%

0%

(j) Having safe driving conditions on roads you use regularly.

Just fine as it
is

33%

0%

19%

13%

0%

18%

18%

13%

19%

18%

Needs a little
improvement

67%

100%

62%

40%

67%

38%

40%

35%

33%

24%

Needs a lot of
improvement

0%

0%

19%

47%

33%

32%

36%

50%

47%

59%

Does not
apply

0%

0%

0%

0%

0%

6%

3%

3%

0%

0%

Don’t know

0%

0%

0%

0%

0%

3%

0%

0%

.5%

0%

(k) Condition of public transit facilities you use (e.g. bus stops, train stations, buses and or
trains, etc.)
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Just fine as it
is

0%

0%

23%

7%

0%

14%

11%

5%

1%

0%

Needs a little
improvement

0%

0%

23%

13%

33%

26%

18%

8%

7%

6%

Needs a lot of
improvement

0%

40%

15%

13%

0%

24%

40%

63%

77%

47%

Does not
apply

67%

60%

27%

60%

33%

19%

18%

23%

12%

41%

Don’t know

33%

0%

12%

7%

33%

13%

11%

3%

2%

6%

(l) Condition of bicycle routes you use (e.g. roads/streets, sidewalks, bike lanes, bike paths, etc.

Just fine as it
is

0%

0%

19%

7%

33%

11%

11%

15%

29%

0%

Needs a little
improvement

0%

20%

23%

20%

33%

18%

35%

28%

32%

12%

Needs a lot of
improvement

33%

20%

50%

13%

0%

37%

20%

35%

23%

65%

Does not
apply

67%

60%

8%

53%

33%

20%

22%

20%

11%

18%

Don’t know

0%

0%

0%

7%

0%

10%

11%

3%

4%

6%

SJCOG RTP/SCS Transportation Needs Survey

Conducted Spring 2017
68

4. Which of the following would you say is/are the biggest problem(s) in your area? Choose up
to 3.

Traffic

33%

60%

31%

53%

67%

35%

66%

53%

78%

29%

Condition of
the roads

67%

100%

38%

67%

33%

48%

48%

38%

50%

35%

Lack of public
transit

0%

20%

27%

27%

0%

28%

48%

80%

92%

76%

Lack of
pedestrian
and bicycling
options

33%

20%

58%

20%

33%

40%

18%

20%

10%

24%

Road safety

67%

60%

38%

33%

0%

29%

19%

20%

28%

24%

5. The Regional Transportation Plan & Sustainable Communities Strategy is a plan that will
shape the next 20+ years of San Joaquin County’s transportation system. Please indicate how
important each of the following goals are to you.
(a) Reduce the number of miles traveled by automobile.

Very
important

0%

60%

58%

20%

0%

42%

53%

75%

81%

59%

Important

33%

0%

38%

33%

67%

26%

29%

13%

11%

18%

Neutral

33%

40%

4%

27%

33%

17%

11%

8%

3%

18%

Not
important

33%

0%

0%

13%

0%

4%

2%

0%

2%

0%
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Don’t know

0%

0%

0%

0%

0%

6%

1%

3%

0%

6%

(b) Reduce the number of miles traveled by automobile in heavy traffic.

Very
important

0%

60%

65%

33%

0%

45%

66%

78%

91%

59%

Important

67%

20%

27%

40%

100
%

28%

24%

13%

7%

29%

Neutral

0%

20%

8%

7%

0%

12%

4%

3%

.5%

6%

Not
important

33%

0%

0%

13%

0%

3%

0%

0%

0%

0%

Don’t know

0%

0%

0%

13%

0%

6%

2%

0%

0%

6%

(c)Reduce travel time spent in car.

Very
important

0%

60%

46%

27%

0%

38%

64%

68%

89%

18%

Important

67%

20%

42%

40%

67%

34%

25%

28%

9%

29%

Neutral

0%

20%

12%

7%

33%

15%

8%

5%

.5%

41%

Not
important

33%

0%

0%

13%

0%

3%

0%

0%

0%

6%

Don’t know

0%

0%

0%

0%

0%

5%

0%

0%

0%

6%
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(d) More trips by transit, bike, or walk.

Very
important

0%

20%

73%

27%

0%

40%

46%

63%

66%

65%

Important

33%

60%

12%

20%

67%

26%

31%

25%

20%

24%

Neutral

33%

0%

8%

7%

0%

17%

13%

10%

11%

6%

Not
important

0%

0%

4%

13%

33%

5%

4%

0%

1%

0%

Don’t know

33%

20%

0%

0%

0%

5%

4%

0%

0%

6%

(e) More transit costs recovered by ticket sales.

Very
important

0%

40%

23%

13%

0%

22%

24%

33%

39%

53%

Important

33%

40%

27%

0%

67%

26%

40%

30%

34%

18%

Neutral

33%

20%

27%

40%

0%

25%

21%

15%

19%

18%

Not
important

33%

0%

12%

27%

33%

9%

5%

0%

2%

0%

Don’t know

0%

0%

12%

13%

0%

13%

6%

18%

4%

12%

(f) More new jobs in San Joaquin County.
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Very
important

0%

80%

69%

27%

33%

66%

68%

58%

70%

59%

Important

33%

20%

27%

33%

33%

19%

24%

33%

20%

29%

Neutral

33%

0%

4%

27%

33%

6%

4%

5%

6%

6%

Not
important

33%

0%

0%

7%

0%

1%

1%

5%

1%

0%

Don’t know

0%

0%

0%

0%

0%

4%

0%

0%

2%

6%

(g) More new jobs near high-frequency transit (15 minutes service or better during peak hours).

Very
important

0%

80%

54%

33%

0%

55%

61%

73%

71%

59%

Important

67%

20%

31%

27%

33%

24%

27%

20%

21%

24%

Neutral

0%

0%

12%

13%

67%

10%

7%

3%

5%

12%

Not
important

33%

0%

0%

20%

0%

1%

1%

5%

1%

0%

Don’t know

0%

0%

4%

0%

0%

5%

2%

0%

1%

6%

(h) More housing options near high frequency transit.
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Very
important

0%

40%

35%

20%

0%

40%

36%

43%

36%

53%

Important

67%

40%

31%

40%

33%

25%

32%

20%

19%

35%

Neutral

0%

0%

27%

13%

33%

19%

22%

20%

31%

6%

Not
important

33%

0%

4%

20%

33%

5%

6%

13%

12%

0%

Don’t know

0%

20%

4%

0%

0%

6%

1%

3%

1%

6%

(i) More housing options in low-income areas near high-frequency transit.

Very
important

0%

40%

38%

20%

33%

42%

29%

38%

24%

47%

Important

67%

40%

27%

40%

0%

30%

30%

20%

20%

29%

Neutral

0%

0%

19%

27%

33%

13%

25%

25%

32%

18%

Not
important

33%

0%

8%

7%

33%

5%

11%

13%

20%

0%

Don’t know

0%

20%

4%

0%

0%

6%

2%

5%

3%

6%

(j) Less farmland converted to development.
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Very
important

67%

40%

54%

40%

33%

49%

40%

40%

31%

53%

Important

33%

60%

23%

20%

33%

16%

22%

33%

24%

24%

Neutral

0%

0%

8%

20%

33%

17%

24%

10%

31%

12%

Not
important

0%

0%

12%

7%

0%

6%

7%

0%

11%

0%

Don’t know

0%

0%

4%

0%

0%

7%

4%

3%

3%

12%

(k) Less impact on vernal pools (or other environmental resources) from development.

Very
important

33%

0%

50%

33%

33%

43%

39%

50%

32%

41%

Important

33%

80%

23%

13%

0%

20%

27%

28%

28%

24%

Neutral

0%

0%

8%

27%

67%

20%

19%

8%

31%

24%

Not
important

0%

0%

15%

7%

0%

4%

5%

8%

3%

0%

Don’t know

33%

20%

4%

7%

7%

10%

5%

3%

5%

12%

(l) Less greenhouse gas emissions from cars and light trucks.
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Very
important

0%

20%

54%

47%

33%

47%

50%

63%

58%

65%

Important

67%

60%

23%

27%

33%

25%

29%

30%

28%

18%

Neutral

0%

20%

12%

13%

0%

12%

12%

3%

11%

12%

Not
important

33%

0%

8%

7%

33%

5%

4%

3%

1%

0%

Don’t know

0%

0%

4%

0%

0%

7%

3%

0%

.5%

6%

6. The SJCOG Board will consider how the San Joaquin County region will invest in
transportation choices over the next 20+ years in the RTP/SCS. Please tell us how important
each item is for the plan update.
(a) Expand bicycle and pedestrian routes.

Very
important

33%

60%

77%

20%

0%

53%

39%

33%

22%

65%

Important

0%

20%

15%

27%

33%

23%

37%

38%

34%

29%

Neutral

33%

20%

8%

40%

67%

11%

18%

25%

29%

6%

Not
important

33%

0%

0%

7%

0%

4%

4%

3%

9%

0%

Don’t know

0%

0%

0%

0%

0%

4%

0%

0%

0%

0%
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(b) Widen roadways.

Very
important

33%

20%

42%

20%

67%

35%

54%

43%

73%

59%

Important

33%

60%

23%

40%

33%

30%

30%

33%

19%

29%

Neutral

0%

20%

15%

13%

0%

19%

11%

20%

6%

6%

Not
important

33%

0%

15%

20%

0%

8%

1%

5%

.5%

6%

Don’t know

0%

0%

4%

0%

0%

3%

1%

0%

0%

0%

(c)Build new roadways to improve access or support new development.

Very
important

0%

40%

35%

20%

33%

31%

53%

45%

76%

53%

Important

33%

40%

19%

40%

67%

31%

30%

28%

17%

24%

Neutral

33%

0%

27%

33%

0%

20%

11%

15%

4%

18%

Not
important

33%

20%

19%

7%

0%

8%

2%

8%

0%

6%

Don’t know

0%

0%

0%

0%

0%

5%

1%

3%

0%

0%

(d) Expand rail service, including service hours and frequency.
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Very
important

0%

60%

35%

40%

67%

43%

64%

78%

89%

82%

Important

33%

0%

50%

27%

0%

28%

20%

23%

7%

12%

Neutral

33%

40%

12%

13%

0%

14%

11%

0%

1%

6%

Not
important

33%

0%

0%

7%

33%

3%

2%

0%

.5%

0%

Don’t know

0%

0%

0%

7%

0%

6%

1%

0%

0%

0%

(e) Maintain highways and local roads, including fixing potholes.

Very
important

67%

80%

65%

60%

67%

63%

74%

75%

88%

76%

Important

33%

20%

35%

27%

33%

21%

19%

23%

9%

24%

Neutral

0%

0%

0%

7%

0%

5%

2%

3%

1%

0%

Not
important

0%

0%

0%

0%

0%

1%

1%

0%

0%

0%

Don’t know

0%

0%

0%

0%

0%

3%

0%

0%

0%

0%

(f) Expand bus service, including service hours and frequency.
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Very
important

67%

60%

27%

40%

33%

48%

56%

70%

80%

83%

Important

0%

20%

42%

20%

0%

25%

25%

20%

11%

12%

Neutral

0%

20%

12%

27%

67%

12%

12%

5%

5%

6%

Not
important

33%

0%

8%

0%

0%

4%

4%

0%

3%

0%

Don’t know

0%

0%

12%

7%

0%

5%

1%

0%

0%

0%

(g) Improve traffic operations, including traffic signal timing or freeway ramp metering.

Very
important

33%

60%

31%

33%

67%

43%

59%

60%

68%

65%

Important

33%

20%

38%

47%

0%

29%

25%

28%

18%

24%

Neutral

0%

20%

19%

13%

33%

15%

9%

5%

9%

12%

Not
important

33%

0%

8%

0%

0%

3%

2%

3%

2%

0%

Don’t know

0%

0%

4%

7%

0%

4%

1%

3%

0%

0%

(h) Facilitate residential and commercial development near public transit (bus and rail).
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Very
important

0%

40%

31%

13%

33%

39%

47%

50%

59%

65%

Important

67%

40%

42%

40%

0%

29%

30%

25%

21%

29%

Neutral

0%

0%

23%

40%

33%

19%

17%

18%

14%

0%

Not
important

33%

0%

0%

7%

33%

4%

4%

0%

4%

0%

Don’t know

0%

20%

4%

0%

0%

5%

1%

0%

.5%

0%

(i) Infrastructure for charging electric vehicles.

Very
important

0%

0%

35%

20%

33%

33%

44%

53%

59%

59%

Important

0%

0%

35%

40%

0%

26%

27%

25%

27%

18%

Neutral

67%

80%

19%

40%

67%

23%

21%

18%

11%

24%

Not
important

33%

0%

8%

0%

0%

6%

5%

0%

2%

0%

Don’t know

0%

20%

4%

0%

0%

8%

2%

3%

0%

0%

(j) Improvements for self-driving vehicles.
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Very
important

0%

20%

31%

13%

33%

29%

28%

43%

31%

29%

Important

0%

20%

23%

27%

0%

15%

21%

15%

25%

12%

Neutral

33%

40%

23%

27%

33%

25%

30%

30%

32%

29%

Not
important

67%

0%

15%

13%

33%

16%

15%

10%

11%

24%

Don’t know

0%

20%

8%

20%

0%

10%

5%

0%

0%

6%

(k) High occupancy vehicle (HOV) or carpool lanes on freeways.

Very
important

33%

40%

23%

20%

33%

37%

51%

50%

71%

47%

Important

33%

20%

46%

53%

0%

27%

29%

25%

17%

24%

Neutral

33%

20%

19%

20%

67%

20%

12%

18%

10%

18%

Not
important

0%

0%

8%

7%

0%

7%

4%

5%

1%

6%

Don’t know

0%

20%

4%

0%

0%

5%

2%

0%

0%

6%

7. How important do you think it is for the updated plan to increase funding for maintaining,
operating, and rehabilitating the following:
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(a) Existing road and highway system (e.g. fixing potholes, new lane striping, resurfacing
roads)

Very
important

67%

80%

54%

53%

100%

65%

72%

70%

80%

71%

Important

0%

20%

35%

33%

0%

21%

19%

25%

17%

18%

Neutral

0%

0%

8%

13%

0%

6%

5%

0%

1%

12%

Not
important

33%

0%

0%

0%

0%

1%

0%

3%

.5%

0%

Don’t know

0%

0%

4%

0%

0%

2%

1%

0%

0%

0%

(b) Existing bus and rail system (e.g. more bus routes, fixing and replacing buses and rail cars).

Very
important

33%

60%

50%

27%

33%

53%

57%

68%

75%

82%

Important

33%

20%

23%

47%

0%

26%

26%

25%

16%

18%

Neutral

0%

0%

19%

20%

33%

10%

11%

5%

6%

12%

Not
important

33%

0%

4%

0%

33%

2%

0%

0%

2%

0%
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Don’t know

0%

20%

4%

7%

0%

5%

3%

0%

.5%

0%

(c)Existing bicycle and pedestrian facilities (e.g. new striping, improved signage, traffic calming,
cross walks, etc.).

Very
important

33%

40%

85%

27%

33%

59%

48%

45%

35%

71%

Important

33%

60%

8%

40%

0%

24%

28%

30%

28%

24%

Neutral

0%

0%

8%

20%

33%

7%

16%

18%

28%

6%

Not
important

33%

0%

0%

7%

33%

3%

3%

3%

6%

0%

Don’t know

0%

0%

0%

7%

0%

3%

3%

0%

.5%

0%

8. Transportation projects are funded through a wide variety of federal, state, and local sources,
such as gas tax, sales tax, local city and county budgets, and transit fares. This funding is
limited, and project included in the RTP/SCS must be constrained by this budget. Investment
decisions come with difficult trade offs. If you believe more funding is needed for an area you
identified as a priority in previous questions, what is the best way for SJCOG to pay for it?

a. Change the way the
regious is using existing
funds (e.g. redistribute
funding from one type of
project for another)

67%

20%

31%
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67%

21%
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23%

40%

35%
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b. Find new funding
sources to pay for
projects (e.g. taxes and
fees)

0%

20%

4%

13%

0%

10%

6%

5%

7%

41%

Both a & b

0%

40%

58%

47%

33%

51%

46%

60%

48%

24%

No change is needed

33%

0%

0%

7%

0%

8%

4%

3%

1%

0%

15. What is your age?

17 and under

0%

0%

0%

0%

0%

3%

2%

0%

0%

0%

18-24

0%

0%

4%

0%

0%

4%

1%

0%

.5%

0%

25-34

0%

20%

19%

20%

33%

13%

22%

23%

25%

29%

0%

0%

12%

13%

33%

16%

39%

43%

60%

29%

45-54

67%

40%

8%

7%

0%

10%

19%

13%

11%

6%

55-64

0%

40%

35%

20%

0%

20%

6%

10%

1%

24%

65+

33%

0%

19%

40%

33%

27%

8%

8%

0%

12%

35-44

17. Which racial and/or ethnic group do you consider yourself a member of?

African
American

0%

0%

0%

SJCOG RTP/SCS Transportation Needs Survey

0%

0%

17%
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3%

0%

6%
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Asian/Pacific
Islander

0%

20%

8%

0%

0%

9%

35%

50%

76%

18%

Hispanic/Latino,
of any race

33%

20%

15%

20%

0%

22%

16%

0%

1%

53%

Native
American/
Alaska Native

0%

0%

0%

0%

0%

2%

0%

0%

2%

0%

White

67%

60%

73%

53%

67%

33%

29%

33%

8%

24%

Other:

0%

0%

4%

27%

33%

17%

16%

15%

12%

0%

18. What is your approximate annual household income (before taxes)?

Under $15,000

0%

0%

12%

7%

0%

23%

5%

0%

.5%

47%

$15,000-$25,00

33%

20%

8%

7%

0%

15%

2%

8%

0%

12%

$25,001-$50,000

0%

40%

8%

20%

0%

17%

6%

8%

.5%

6%

$50,001-$75,000

0%

0%

12%

33%

33%

13%

10%

8%

1%

0%

$75,001-$100,000

33%

20%

8%

7%

67%

8%

17%

13%

12%

6%

$100,001-$150,000

0%

0%

27%

7%

0%

8%

35%

35%

45%

24%

$150,001-$200,000

0%

20%

12%

0%

0%

3%

13%

15%

26%

0%

More than $200,000

33%

0%

8%

0%

0%

0%

6%

8%

7%

0%

SJCOG RTP/SCS Transportation Needs Survey

Conducted Spring 2017
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I.INTRODUCTION
The Regional Transportation Plan & Sustainable Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS, or Plan), is a
long-range vision and investment plan that provides a comprehensive look at future
transportation needs in San Joaquin County. The Plan considers future population growth and
housing needs, as well as economic, environmental, and public health goals. The Plan maps out
how the region will integrate transportation and land use, with the goal of providing
transportation options to help the region grow in a financially and environmentally responsible
way. It also contributes to California state goals of reductions in greenhouse gas emissions and
miles driven on the road. The San Joaquin Council of Governments (SJCOG) is required to
update the plan every four years in San Joaquin County to reflect emerging trends in population
growth and economic development, as well as to report progress on projects and Plan
performance.
As SJCOG updates the 2018 RTP/SCS, a major goal of the public outreach effort is to
communicate with non-traditional as well as traditional audiences to ensure that
environmental justice issues are identified and that interested members of the public have
ample opportunity to understand and provide meaningful input throughout the planning
process.

2018 RTP/SCS Community-Based Outreach Mini-Grant Program
To ensure broad input reflective of the region’s diversity, SJCOG expanded its community
outreach activities in the spring of 2017. The agency contracted with community-serving
agencies and organizations throughout the region to solicit public input into the key activities
associated with the preparation of the 2018 RTP/SCS. The primary goals of this effort are to
enhance the transportation planning process through:
1. Reaching out to residents of the San Joaquin County region to determine future
transportation needs and identify the goals and strategies that will shape the 2018
RTP/SCS.
2. Increasing public engagement among historically underserved and underrepresented
communities in the transportation planning process.
3. Obtaining direct input on the draft scenarios for the 2018 RTP/SCS.
4. Building meaningful relationships with and among community-based organizations and
local groups invested in shaping the future of the San Joaquin County transportation
system.
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A Request for Proposals (RFP) was posted from January 5 through 26, 2017. Six applications
were received by the submission date, representing a wide diversity of constituents in the
region. SJCOG staff recommended that all six applicants be award contracts to assist SJCOG
with public outreach activities for the 2018 RTP/SCS.

Meet the Mini-Grantees
Overall, the six mini-grantees have been contracted by SJCOG to assist in reaching a wide
diversity of constituents in the region. Each mini-grantee offers specialized knowledge of the
communities in which they work, including the most effective strategies for engaging their
residents and community members. Each brings a unique perspective to the regional planning
process and will help to elevate the transportation needs and priorities of communities that
have not been represented well in the past. A brief introduction of the six mini-grantees is
provided in this section.
Table 1. 2018 RTP/SCS Community-Based Outreach Mini-Grantees
Agency/Organization
Catholic Charities

Demographic Focus

Geographic Focus

Low-income seniors and people
living with disabilities

Stockton, Tracy, Thornton

Fathers & Families of San
Joaquin

Communities of color, low-income
individuals, English as a second
language, formerly incarcerated

South and East Stockton
neighborhoods

Office of Community &
Economic Development
at CSU Fresno

Rural residents with emphasis on
low-income, senior, youth, veterans,
and immigrants

Eastern rural areas of San Joaquin
County, including Escalon,
Farmington, Lockeford. Linden,
Clements, Dogtown, and Victor

St. Mary’s Dining Room

Houseless and financially burdened
families and individuals

Stockton, homeless encampments
throughout City of Stockton

Stockton NAACP

African American youth and adults

Stockton, Manteca, Lathrop, Tracy

Stockton Shelter for the
Homeless

Houseless families and individuals,
transit dependent individuals

Stockton, San Joaquin County
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Catholic Charities of the Diocese of Stockton
For over 70 years, Catholic Charities of the Diocese of Stockton has provided social services to
people in San Joaquin, Stanislaus, Calaveras, Tuolumne, Alpine, and Mono counties, and
throughout the years, it has served as a sign of hope in local communities for people of all ages,
religions, and races. Today, Catholic Charities administers direct social services and advocacy
through a variety of programs for the elderly, such as the Multipurpose Senior Services
Program, Homemaker Services, Elder Abuse Prevention, and Transportation for seniors over 60
years or older, Long-Term Care Ombudsman Program, and Respite Care.
The agency operates a food bank in Stockton, assists immigrants with family reunification,
citizenship application assistance, Citizenship education classes, enrolls children and adults in
health insurance programs, provides short-term counseling services for families and a youth
engagement program and offers access to health care for pregnant women. Other services
include application assistance for Cal Fresh to alleviate hunger and improve nutrition and the
promotion of environmental justice. For additional information, visit www.ccstockton.org.
Fathers & Families of San Joaquin
Fathers & Families of San Joaquin (FFSJ) is a progressive, solutions orientated organization that
works to address the varying needs of men, women, youth, their families and the community. By
providing socially relevant and culturally-relevant services, FFSJ develops local leadership while
unifying the efforts of existing groups. FFSJ addresses critical problems such as institutional
inequity, fatherless homes, wide spread poverty, employment disparities, inadequate access to
public health services, community re-entry and youth on youth violence. FFSJ describes a healthy
community as follows:
•
•
•
•
•
•

Safe, strong, united, and resourceful
Treats individuals and families equitably and honestly
Promotes positive family images and recognizes family strengths
Creates opportunities for individuals and families to achieve health and wellness
Involved in the positive development of the youth and families in the community
Believes in equality

For additional information, visit www.ffsj.org.
Office of Community & Economic Development at CSU Fresno
The Office of Community & Economic Development at Fresno State connects the University to
the community throughout the eight counties of the San Joaquin Valley. We connect the
community to the resources of Fresno State, through data, research, industry insights, and
connections to collaborators, investors, researchers, affiliates, and new markets.
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We administer the California Partnership for the San Joaquin Valley, San Joaquin Valley Rural
Development Center, San Joaquin Valley Housing Collaborative, San Joaquin Valley Regional
Broadband Consortium, and the Community and Regional Planning Center located on the
Fresno State campus.
We have a history of collaboration with numerous partners, both on the Fresno State campus,
in Fresno and its surrounding communities, and across the San Joaquin Valley. Each partner is
committed to this region and contributes to the effort for aligning economic development
strategies and maximizing regional impact. For additional information, visit
www.fresnostate.edu/academics/oced/.
St. Mary’s Dining Room
St. Mary’s Dining Room responds to poverty in San Joaquin County by feeding the hungry,
caring for health issues and restoring human dignity to over 700 individuals each day. The
dining room is open 7 days a week, 365 days a year. Each day we serve a nutritious breakfast,
lunch and dinner. Meals are prepared by a small staff with a crew of community volunteers.
Additionally, a medical and dental clinic provides treatment to the uninsured, as well as access
to a clothing a hygiene center and social services case management.
The provision of caring services to our community’s homeless and working poor individuals and
families is made possible through the generosity of community. It is because of their financial
support, their gift of time through volunteerism and their donation of in-kind supplies and
materials that we are able to provide hope and dignity to the many men, women and children
that visit our campus each day. For additional information, visit www.stmarysdiningroom.org.
Stockton NAACP
The National Association for the Advancement of Colored People (NAACP) is the nation's oldest,
largest, and most widely recognized grassroots based civil rights organization. Since its founding
in 1909, NAACP has played a critical part in the nation’s civil rights movement. The Stockton
NAACP Branch was chartered in 1931 and is one of the constituent branches of the California
State Conference of NAACP Branches. As the organization pursues its mission to improve the
political, educational, social and economic status of persons of color, the Stockton Branch of
the NAACP continues to make a positive impact on the quality of life for citizens of San Joaquin
County. For additional information, visit www.stocktonnaacp.org.
Stockton Shelter for the Homeless
Stockton Shelter for the Homeless provides emergency shelter, food, clothing and related
services to homeless families and individuals. When our rooms are full, we offer sleeping mats
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on the floor in our family shelter, single men’s shelter and day shelter. We operate 24 hours a
day, 7 days a week, 365 days a year. We never close, and we don’t turn away anyone seeking
emergency shelter.
With support from our community, the mission of Stockton Shelter for the Homeless is to
compassionately address the needs of homeless individuals and families by providing safe
shelter, basic necessities, and a structured opportunity to regain self-sufficiency. Our primary
focus is on emergency shelter and basic necessities. We could not accomplish our total mission
without the help and support of everyone in our community. Client services include, but are not
limited to:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Emergency shelter – providing a safe and secure place to sleep at night
Day shelter – providing a safe and secure environment during the day
Case management services in English & Spanish
Clothing, personal hygiene items, sheets, towels, pillows, blankets, etc.
Children’s items, such as car seats, playpens, diapers, formula, toys, etc.
Comprehensive assistance for pregnant mothers and newborns
Transportation assistance (emergency travel funds, bus passes and free bicycles)
Transportation to and from school for homeless children – all shelter children are
enrolled in school
Transportation to and from local city and county services
Referral assistance
Drug screening and drug program access support
12 Step Program enrollment
Court/client advocacy program that turns court fines into volunteer hours
Transitional housing program for homeless individuals and families living with HIV/AIDS
Transitional housing program for homeless veterans

For additional information, visit www.stocktonshelter.org.
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II.COMMUNITY-BASED OUTREACH ACTIVITIES
Catholic Charities
In December 2016, Catholic Charities of the Diocese of Stockton initiated a new service with the
San Joaquin Housing Authority providing case management and community services to the
senior and disabled residents of all Housing Authority sites. Through this service, a designated
staff member receives referrals from the Housing Authority, assesses the needs of the referred
resident, and connects them to local services. Part of the role of the case manager is attending
the monthly Resident Council meetings at each site to determine what the greater community
needs are and make referrals as appropriate. In addition, Catholic Charities administers
programs providing light housekeeping and personal care services to low-income seniors
throughout San Joaquin County. Given existing programs and services, Catholic Charities is in a
unique position to reach low-income seniors and residents who are disabled throughout San
Joaquin County to better understand their transportation needs and land use priorities.
Summary of Activities
•

Survey Collection
Through its existing programs and services, Catholic Charities staff included the Round 1
transportation survey as part of their one-to-one client services. The survey
administered was identical to the version administered by SJCOG, with the exception
that it was presented in large print format for easier reading and also made available in
Spanish. For example, whenever Catholic Charities staff received a referral that a
Housing Authority resident may be in need of social services, part of their evaluation
would cover health and other basic needs, in addition staff administered the
transportation survey to gather input on their transportation needs and priorities for
the purpose of informing the 2018 RTP/SCS. In addition to the Housing Authority
referral program, the surveys were administered in person to Catholic Charities’ clients
receiving Homemaker Services. For a majority of clients, Catholic Charities staff verbally
administered the survey and recorded responses.

•

Community Meetings
Catholic Charities staff also worked with SJCOG and the San Joaquin County Housing
Authority to plan, promote, host, and facilitate community meetings at various sites
across the region. Meetings were promoted through delivering flyers to resident units,
posting in common areas of Housing Authority sites, and inviting referred or assessed
clients. All Housing Authority residents were welcome, regardless of age or housing site,
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but Catholic Charities focused on the need of low-income seniors and residents who are
disabled. The meetings were coordinated with SJCOG staff to ensure a representative
would be available to give a short presentation, listen to community concerns, as well as
gather surveys. As an added incentive to participate, Catholic Charities provided
refreshments and raffle prizes to those who completed and turned in a survey.
Housing Authority Site

Date / Time

Attendance

Sierra Vista Homes
Resident Council Meeting
South Stockton
Mokelumne Manor
Thornton
Tracy Homes
Tracy
Conway Homes
Resident Council Meeting
South Stockton
Claremont Manor Apartments
South Stockton

April 11, 2017 / 4pm

19

April 21, 2017 / 10am

9

April 28, 2017 / 10am

5

May 10, 2017 / 4pm

14

May 12, 2017 / 10am

16

Community Needs Identified
In total, Catholic Charities helped to collect approximately 150 surveys. Throughout the
outreach process, Catholic Charities submitted their completed surveys to SJCOG staff. These
surveys were included in the regional sample. SJCOG staff performed a cross comparison of
residents from low-income households, which included all surveys collected by Catholic
Charities. From this analysis, low-income households making less than $25,000 identified the
following:
•
•
•
•

The need for a lot of improvement of pavement conditions on roads and freeways, and
therefore maintenance as an investment priority;
The need for a lot of improvement of the condition of walking routes, including
expanding pedestrian routes as well as bicycle routes;
The high importance of increasing jobs within the region;
Increasing the type of development that provides more housing options and jobs that
are accessible via high quality transit service;
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•

Prioritizing expanded public transit services. More specifically, at least 68% of lowincome respondents want to see expanded bus service, compared to 44% who want to
see expanded rail service.

For additional information, please review the full Round 1 Survey Data Analysis Report.
Community meetings also provided a forum for discussion on the transportation needs of
Housing Authority residents. Depending on the site, needs varied however across all sites
residents reinforced the need for improved and expanded public transit services, particularly
the local and regional bus systems. A summary of discussion points from each meeting can be
found in this section.
•

•

•

•

Sierra Vista Homes: Residents shared difficulties with taking the bus from Stockton to
other parts of the region to make it to doctors’ appointments. One resident mentioned
having to travel from South Stockton to Lodi for appointments and having trouble
because the bus not arriving as scheduled.
Mokulemne Manor: The site is located in Thornton, in unincorporated San Joaquin
County. There are limited services available to meet the needs of those living in the
community, such as stores, pharmacies, and restaurants within walking or biking
distance. The primary issue when listening to residents was a lack of public transit
connectivity in Thornton. Residents are worried about the mobility of their senior
populations, they are looking for public transit that will get them to jobs and resources
outside of the community, and are frustrated with a community van service run by the
Housing Authority.
Conway Homes: Residents at the site primarily shared their concerns regarding public
transit. Residents mentioned difficulty with scheduling appointments, particularly when
bus schedules during the day may not be as robust as peak commute times.
Additionally, residents expressed concerns about the lack of bus shelters and benches at
the stops they frequent. One of the residents offered the idea to provide reloadable
transit passes as an option for improving transit service. Another resident expressed
interest in light rail for the region, particularly in enhancing transit connections to
Sacramento and San Francisco. Finally, residents advocated for improvements to
provide safe pedestrian connections to important destinations within walking distance,
such as the Food 4 Less that is approximately 1 mile away. Currently, the sidewalk
network is incomplete here, making a short walking trip to the grocery store in a
neighboring community challenging.
Claremont Manor: Primarily a senior community, discussion points from the group
focused on the condition of the roads and sidewalks, as well as public transit service. For
instance, residents cited debris in the right of way for repeated trips to the auto repair
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shop. With Claremont located in a neighborhood adjacent to downtown Stockton,
residents expressed concern about the condition of roads in the vicinity, and those
along San Joaquin Street and around the downtown courthouse. The residents also
expressed concern over the condition of sidewalks in their community, which make it
very difficult for scooters, wheelchairs, and walkers to navigate. Concerned with the
sparse bus service on evenings, weekends, and holidays, residents discussed the need
for expanded hours and more buses. Additionally, some local routes that no longer run
now present barriers for residents to get to places they need to be. Residents also
pointed to the lack of seating and shelters at bus stops in their area, as such amenities
would improve the ease and comfort of getting around. One of the senior residents also
mentioned displeasure with having to make appointments to use the Dial-A-Ride transit
service.

Fathers & Families of San Joaquin
Recognizing the impact of redlining, urban renewal, and decades of disinvestment in the
communities served by Fathers & Families of San Joaquin (FFSJ), the staff shaped its program
activities using a social justice framework. In pursuit of its work to uplift and empower
disadvantaged communities in the region, FFSJ staff set out to focus RTP/SCS outreach activities
in historically neglected communities of Stockton, specifically in south and east Stockton
neighborhoods.
Summary of Activities
•

Community Outreach and Survey Collection

Outreach was conducted utilizing a two-pronged campaign, which occurred during Round 1
of the RTP/SCS public outreach effort. Part one of the campaign strategy consisted of
“street reach,” where FFSJ staff went out into the community with hardcopy surveys in
hand to talk to residents and collect data. The survey administered by FFSJ was identical to
the version administered by SJCOG. FFSJ staff conducted street reach at highly populated
areas, such as the Stribley Community Center, RTD bus stations, as well as the Calmex
Baseball League. Several of these sites bring together community members from across the
county.
FFSJ staff also canvassed additional locations to promote their community workshop,
namely HUB – Helping Urban Bicyclists, Dolce Vita, Papa Urbs, Cast Iron Restaurant, Cesar
Chavez Library, the Stockton Downtown Movie Theatre, and Franklin High School.
FFSJ maximized its reach by tapping into the daily activities taking place within its vibrant
downtown community center and programs. Staff played an active role in posting and
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sharing flyers and information about the RTP/SCS to all who visited the center. In total, FFSJ
staff reached over 250 individuals through these various activities, and collected 102 survey
responses.
Part two of the two-pronged campaign strategy consisted of a digital media campaign
conducted via Facebook. FFSJ staff created an event page to promote attendance at the
community workshop and actively promoted the event through their social media
networks.
•

Community Workshop

A community workshop was held on June 27, 2017 at Fathers & Families. It was well
attended by a diverse audience of over 40 individuals. The audience included a wide age
range from throughout south and east Stockton communities. Organized and facilitated by
FFSJ staff, the workshop agenda consisted to two main items, first a short presentation
from SJCOG staff about the RTP/SCS and second, a presentation of the results from the
RTP/SCS survey conducted by FFSJ staff. The community workshop also provided a forum
for raising issues with SJCOG staff. Highlights from this dialogue include:
o Young people in the room identified the lack of sidewalks in their neighborhood in
southeast Stockton. One of the elders in the room raised the issue of patchy
sidewalk networks in areas that are outside of city limits, like the neighborhoods
between Main Street and Farmington Road. This was acknowledged as an ongoing
challenge for planning and coordination between public works departments.
o One resident shared a concern about railroad tracks causing damage to car tires,
making it difficult to keep up with the cost of maintenance for personal and family
vehicles.
o One question raised by the group asked how commonly mixed-use development
occurs in San Joaquin County. SJCOG staff highlighted the Cal Weber building in
downtown Stockton as a local example and discussed some of the benefits of
building in this way, including maximum use of land, convenience, and less need to
drive to destinations.
o Another question raised by the group asked why it takes so long for projects to get
finished. SJCOG staff used the example of the very recent and visible freeway
projects and outlined the various steps of planning, programming, environmental
review, design, and construction that influence a project timeline. The question may
also reflect a perception by residents of the lack of projects in south and east
Stockton neighborhoods, which points to a much broader transportation equity
question for regional planning.
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o Another participant raised a concern about the type of asphalt used in various
projects. This comment may have been motivated by a general understanding about
the poor environmental quality of south and east Stockton neighborhoods, which
are known to be among California’s most polluted census tracts.
o One of the respected elders in the room raised the importance of involving the many
youth in the room in the planning process. A photo voice project was proposed as
one method for engaging youth – a research method that trains youth to take
pictures that communicate what they observe in their neighborhoods and what they
think needs to be improved.
Community Needs Identified
Through the targeted outreach of FFSJ staff, over 100 community members were surveyed
primarily representing the 95202, 95205, and 95206 zip codes that encompass south and east
Stockton neighborhoods, communities that FFSJ primarily serves. These areas coincide with
identified environmental justice areas in the adopted 2014 RTP/SCS. FFSJ compiled the data and
conducted an analysis to identify issues that resonate with community members:
•

Survey respondents feel that it is important to increase jobs in San Joaquin County. FFSJ
staff found these survey results in alignment with findings from the San Joaquin County
Community Health Needs Assessment, where 61.3% of community survey respondents
reported the lack of local jobs is a significant social and economic problem in their
community.

•

FFSJ staff also noted the response to transit-oriented development among their survey
participants. Over 70% of their survey participants considered it important to increase
housing options near high-frequency transit. Similarly, 69% of participants found it
important to increase housing options in low-income areas near high-frequency transit.
Overall, 79% of survey participants also feel it is important to increase the number of
jobs near high-frequency transit.
Sustainability is important to residents. Approximately 70% of the participants feel it is
important to convert less farmland into development. Additionally, 40 out of 102
participants indicated that it is very important to reduce emissions from cars and light
trucks. Approximately 67% of respondents feel that it is important to reduce the
number of miles traveled by car.
Some of the biggest problems felt by FFSJ survey participants included traffic and
pavement conditions on the freeways. In fact, 57% of the community voted that the
maintenance and improvement of freeways and local roads is very important. Despite
these concerns however, participants reported feeling the transportation system as a
whole has either stayed the same or gotten better during the time they have lived in
San Joaquin County.

•

•
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•

•

Nearly 70% of FFSJ survey participants believe that it is very important to have more
trips by transit, bike, and walking. At least 60% of FFSJ survey participants see the need
for improvement in locating stores, restaurants, and other services within walking and
biking distance.
FFSJ staff also noted specific needs and priorities as they relate to alternative modes of
transportation. Overall, about 69% of survey participants feel that improvement is
needed on the condition of walking routes they use. Nearly half of FFSJ survey
participants reported riding a bicycle in the past two months, and about 40% of survey
participants think it is important to expand bicycle and pedestrian routes. A majority of
FFSJ survey participants feel that improvement is needed to ensure public transit
delivers people to their destinations in a timely manner, furthermore about 50% of
participants feel that the public transit facilities also need improvement.

NAACP
The Stockton NAACP has a long history of engaging the African American community
throughout the region and coordinates various community programming opportunities
throughout the year that reach more than 500 youth and adults annually. Given its status in the
community and its extensive program calendar, the NAACP is well positioned to engage its
membership and broader community in identifying the unique transportation and land use
issues directly impacting African Americans throughout San Joaquin County.
Summary of Activities
•

Community Outreach and Survey Collection
The NAACP maximized its reach by tapping into its existing community programs and
activities that were concurrent with the Round 1 public outreach effort. In coordination
with SJCOG staff, information about the RTP/SCS was made available at several
community events, exposing more than 400 community members to the work being led
by SJCOG to update the RTP/SCS.
o March 30, 2017 - Annual NAACP Youth Summit: The survey administered at the
Youth Summit was tailored for a youth audience. SJCOG staff was invited to
participate in its career fair and to host an afternoon workshop session. Despite
high numbers of attendance at the Youth Summit, SJCOG staff engaged less than
20 young people through the career fair and workshop session. Through
discussion and interaction with the young people, it was clear that many of them
rely on alternative modes of transportation. Therefore, improvements in bicycle,
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pedestrian, and public transit services would best serve the young people of the
San Joaquin region.
o April 15, 2017 - Annual NAACP Prayer Breakfast: The survey administered by
NAACP was identical to the version administered by SJCOG. During the event
program, Stockton NAACP President Bobby Bivens briefly spoke about the
RTP/SCS and the importance of engaging in the planning process. During his
presentation, he played an informational video and encouraged attendees to
submit an RTP/SCS survey, which were disseminated at each table throughout
the venue. From this event, approximately 20 surveys were collected and
included in the regional data analysis.
o May 20, 2017 - NAACP General Membership Meeting: The survey administered
by NAACP was identical to the version administered by SJCOG. During the event,
SJCOG staff was invited to give a mini-presentation. During the presentation,
staff provided an introduction about the RTP/SCS and fielded questions about
transportation issues in the region.
Community Needs Identified
In total, the Stockton NAACP collected approximately 50 surveys. Part of this sample was
included with the regional data analysis; however, 18 surveys were submitted after the official
close of the survey. These surveys were tabulated separately from the regional sample and
summarized in the section below.
•

•

•
•

According to NAACP survey participants, the biggest transportation problems in their
areas include traffic, lack of public transit, and road safety. Despite these problems, a
majority of NAACP survey participants think that the transportation system as a whole
has gotten better.
Additionally, at least 56% of NAACP participants feel that commute times need
improvement. This pales in comparison to the almost 82% of NAACP participants who
feel that pavement and road conditions need a lot of improvement. In fact, at least 53%
of NAACP participants feel it is very important to invest in maintenance.
At least 61% of NAACP participants also feel that the condition of bicycle routes used
need improvement.
Regarding key RTP/SCS foundational goals, an overwhelming majority of NAACP
respondents feel it is important to provide more housing options in low-income areas
near high-frequency transit; to bring more new jobs to the region; to locate new jobs
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•

near high-frequency transit; and reduce greenhouse gas emissions from cars and light
trucks.
Unlike survey results from across the region, at least 60% of NAACP participants feel
that it is important to consider infrastructure for self-driving vehicles.

Office of Community & Economic Development at Fresno State University
Through its San Joaquin Valley Rural Development Center, OCED proposed a regional rural
outreach approach to maximize community and stakeholder input from rural communities in
eastern San Joaquin County.
Summary of Activities
•

Survey Collection
Unlike the other five mini-grantees, OCED was the only min-grantee to assist with
outreach activities during Round 2 of public outreach for the 2018 RTP/SCS. All other
mini-grantee activities occurred during Round 1 in the Spring of 2017. In Round 2, which
took place in the Fall of 2017, SJCOG launched its online public engagement tool. OCED
conducted several door-to-door canvassing days during Round 2 in the Linden and
Escalon areas of eastern San Joaquin County. During Round 2, SJCOG sought to gather
input from the public on its draft scenarios. According to website analytics, this effort
yielded less than 20 records from Escalon and Linden zip codes. It is important to note
that zip code data is volunteered, so this estimate may be lower than actual
participation levels.

Community Needs Identified
•

Based on the zip code data provided by participants in Escalon and Linden, these
respondents showed support for all of the four scenarios presented to the public during
Round 2. The most highly favored out of the four was Scenario 1, which represented a
scenario that invests aggressively in roadway maintenance, as well as expansion. In
comparison, the average participant in Round 2 favored Scenario 2a, which in
comparison would invest more in public transit, as well as bicycle and pedestrian
projects. Consistent with their Scenario 1 preference, Escalon and Linden participants
also favored congestion management strategies to improve the mobility of cars, such as
implementing intelligent transportation systems and new infrastructure. To improve
public transit, Escalon and Linden participants favored increasing the frequency of
service and improving facilities. On environmental strategies, these participants want to
see better integration of land use and transportation. Regarding social equity, there was
value seen in improving transit access and improving public health. Lastly, on
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innovations in mobility, Linden and Escalon expressed greatest support for studying
pricing strategies for funding the transportation system.

St. Mary’s Dining Room
The St. Mary’s Dining Room serves very low-income individuals and families by restoring human
dignity to over 700 individuals every day through the provision of hot meals, three times a day.
Staff have the existing relationships and rapport with this population to aid in identifying their
needs and issues related to transportation and land use, which may be very distinct from the
mainstream.
Summary of Activities
•

Survey Collection
Prior to administering surveys, SJCOG worked directly with staff at St. Mary’s Dining
Room and Stockton Shelter for the Homeless to tailor the original survey for the
population served by the two agencies. Overall, the tailored survey was based on
questions from the SJCOG survey, however it was designed to be significantly shorter,
focusing on assessing needs and collecting demographic information.
Through its one-on-one case management services, St. Mary’s Dining Room staff
interviewed clients during intake or wait times through its various on-site services. In
addition to one-on-one case management, St. Mary’s Dining Room staff coordinated
with SJCOG staff to conduct outreach during one meal time service. SJCOG staff
provided incentives to encourage participation, while St. Mary’s staff and volunteers
helped administer the survey during a period of high volume traffic through the dining
room. Incentives consisted of t-shirts and other free goodies, such as pens and sticky
notes. This effort alone yielded over 80 surveys within a one-hour time span.

Community Needs Identified
In total, St. Mary’s Dining Room collected 133 surveys. Almost all St. Mary’s Dining Room
participants (98%) indicated an annual income under $30,000 annually. This group of
participants were racially and ethnically diverse, with White (34%) and Hispanic/Latino (29%)
individuals making up the two largest groups in the survey sample. Approximately 43% of
respondents were between the ages of 35 and 54, making up the largest age cohort in the
survey sample. A summary of major findings from the St. Mary’s Dining Room survey sample is
included in the following section.
•

When asked about where improvement is needed in San Joaquin County’s
transportation system, 70% of St. Mary’s Dining Room participants pointed to the
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•

•

•

pavement condition of the roads and streets they use (70%). Following closely,
participants also pointed to the condition of the walking routes (68%) and bicycle routes
they use (64%). Because of the focus on bicycle and pedestrian infrastructure, these
results may implicate higher rates of walking and biking for transport compared to the
region as a whole.
About 63% of participants reported difficulties with transporting themselves to
important destinations. Some of the reasons provided include limited or no access to a
car, mobility issues due to illness or disability, lack of money to pay for bus fare, as well
as issues with bus service, either bus routes do not serve destinations of interest or not
on schedule.
For the St. Mary’s Dining Room participants, accessing health care, whether the doctor’s
office or the hospital, emerged as a top destination, with the bus stop and stores
ranking second and third respectively.
When asked to identify their top transportation problems, St. Mary’s Dining Room
participants ranked traffic as the highest, while road conditions and road safety ranked
second and third respectively. These top three problems may be conditions that make
walking and biking for transport difficult for St. Mary’s Dining Room participants.

Stockton Shelter for the Homeless
Stockton Shelter for the Homeless provides emergency shelter, food, clothing and related
services to homeless families and individuals, serving over 3,000 individuals in 2016. The staff
have the knowledge and experience needed to help identify the unique needs of the region’s
homeless population, which may be very distinct from the mainstream regarding land use and
transportation issues.
Summary of Activities
As discussed in the previous section, the survey administered by Stockton Shelter for the
Homeless was identical to the version administered by St. Mary’s Dining Room, and specifically
tailored for the populations served by both organizations. The survey was administered inperson upon intake for on-site services at the Shelter by staff.
Community Needs Identified
In total, approximately 109 surveys were collected by Stockton Shelter for the Homeless.
Shelter participants ranged in age from 25 to 65+, but the two largest age cohorts were
individuals ages 55 to 64 (27%) and 25 to 34 (24%). Approximately 50% of participants reported
their gender as female. In terms of racial and ethnic makeup, at least 42% of respondents
identified as African American. Hispanic/Latino respondents were the second largest racial
group represented in the Shelter sample (23%). Very few individuals reported income, but of
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the data received at least 85% of Shelter survey participants make less than $15,000 annually. A
summary of major findings from the Stockton Shelter for the Homeless survey sample is
included in the following section.
•

•

•

•

When asked about where improvement is needed in San Joaquin County’s
transportation system, 60% of Shelter participants pointed to the pavement conditions
of the roads and streets they use. In second place and trailing much further behind,
Shelter participants also expressed concern about the condition of walking routes they
use (48%). The top third area needing improvement as perceived by Shelter participants
is accessibility in terms of walking and biking to stores, restaurants, and other services
(47%).
In contrast to participants at St. Mary’s Dining Room, at least 62% of Shelter
respondents indicated that they do not experience any difficulties with transporting
themselves to important destinations. Comments from those reporting challenges with
mobility primarily focused on public transit service. Many expressed concerns about
frequency and scheduling, as well as the need for better connectivity to areas outside of
Stockton. A few participants mentioned the lack of late night service as a challenge for
getting around.
Like participants at St. Mary’s Dining Room, the top destination reported by Shelter
participants was health care services, including doctor’s offices, the VA clinic, or the
hospital. Other top destinations included bus stops and community services, inclusive of
places like the library, court, community centers, schools, libraries and churches.
When asked to identify their top transportation problems, Shelter participants ranked
the lack of public transit as their priority issue (22%), while road conditions (20%) and
road safety (20%) ranked second and third respectively.
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COMMUNITY-BASED OUTREACH MINI-GRANT PROGRAM
SAN JOAQUIN COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS
2018 RTP/SCS

ROUND 1 PUBLIC OUTREACH REPORT
Agency/Organization: Fathers and Families of San Joaquin
1. In accordance with the scope of work, submit an itemized billing of all expenses incurred, not
to exceed $3000. :
-

Budget has been included as an attachment. It has been budgeted to not exceed $3,000.

2. If you purchased anything that is being billed to the mini-grant for reimburse you must
submit a complete receipt attached to a description of how the item was used in project
activities.
- Receipts will be scanned and attached as a digital copy. There will be two receipts.
1. Food: Enchiladas from Rancho San Miguel
2. Dessert: Ice Cream from Dolce Vita
3. Submit all sign-in sheets or other records of participation.
-

Sign-in sheets will given as hard copies with the raw data.

4. Submit copies of all flyers or promotional communications you used to advertise the surveys,
workshops/meetings/events and recruit attendees. Approximately, how many people did you
reach through project activities (not all may have participated in the survey or attended a
meeting or workshop)?
-

-

FFSJ reached out to over 250 individuals through various avenues including but not
limited to: Program participants, volunteer workshops, youth academy, street outreach,
and digital media campaign. 102 individuals were surveyed.
A digital copy of the flyer used will be attached.

5. Describe in detail all tasks completed in publicizing the workshop/meeting/event(s), i.e. your
outreach strategy. Provide specifics, as applicable.
-

Outreach was conducted utilizing a two pronged campaign approach. Hardcopy and
street reach; as well as a digital media campaign. Our hardcopy outreach strategy
included visiting various high populated areas including: Stribley Community center to
inform the community about the RTP workshop, Calmex Baseball league which brings
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SAN JOAQUIN COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS
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community members from across the county, and RTD station. The front desk also
played a large role by handing out flyers to all participants who walked through our
door. Additional locations included: HUB- Helping Urban Bicyclist, Dolce Vita, Papa Urbs,
Cast Iron Restaurant, Cesar Chavez Library, Stockton Downtown Movie Theatre, and
Franklin High School
The digital media campaign included a countdown on the social media platform Facebook.
Lastly, an event page was created to invite social media friends.
6. Describe attendance at workshops/meetings/events, i.e. number of attendees (not all may
have participated in the survey).
The attended group was a diverse audience of over 40 individuals. The audience included a
wide age range from different areas of the community.
7. List all staff who participated on the grant and describe their various roles.
The project was managed and carried out by the Health Justice Department staff.
-Gilbert Martinez oversaw the project.
-Seidy Gastelum was in charge of all logistics of the event including food security and event set
up.
-Olga Friaz Borbon was the outreach lead and was in charge of conducting 100 surveys with
the support of Irene Calimlim, Daniel Aguilar and FFSJ Interns Jennifer Diaz, Hannah Devino,
and Denis Maldonado. Hannah, Denis and Jennifer compiled the survey data and created a
powerpoint with the summary report findings. Additionally Denis, Jennifer, and Hannah
presented the findings at the event.
8. Did you do any follow-up communication with survey respondents or attendees after
workshop/meetings/events? If so, describe.
-

Information was sent to individuals who had requested the information prior to filling
out the survey. Few individuals wanted a follow up workshop to see what SJCOG would
do with the information and/or if there will be implementation of any of the data.
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9. Tell us, did you meet the goals you set in your application packet?
-

All goals listed in the agreement were completed. Intensive outreach was conducted
and 102 surveys were collected. A culminating workshop was conducted on June 27,
2017.

10. List the name, address, phone and email of the person submitting the billing and final
report. If different from above, please provide information for making payment.
Lori Avila Email: accounting@ffsj.org Phone: (209) 941-0701
338 E. Market Street Stockton, Ca 95202

2018 REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION PLAN &
SUSTAINABLE COMMUNITIES STRATEGY

CONNECTING
SAN JOAQUIN
HELP IDENTIFY STRATEGIES TO DETERMINE
THE FUTURE OF TRANSPORTATION NEEDS
SUSTAINABLE COMMUNITIES IN THE
SAN JOAQUIN COUNTY.

JUNE 27 3PM-5PM
338 E. MARKET ST.
(209) 941-0701

Regional Transportation Plan Report 1
Survey of Transportation Needs in San Joaquin County
Introduction
The following is a report of the results of the survey for the Regional Transportation and
Sustainability Strategies Plan. The purpose of this report is to summarize the data collected
through the survey and make recommendations for future surveys and transportation needs.
The survey was given to community members primarily in the 95202, 95205, and 95206 area
codes, as these are the communities FFSJ primarily works in. Many surveys were given out at
the Downtown Transit Center as community members waited for their buses as well as the
surrounding downtown area. We were also able to reach a large youth population as our Youth
Department has a large youth base to pull from. The questionnaire consisted of questions
addressing commute times, freeway and sidewalk conditions, and sustainability efforts.

Main Body
Demographics
The respondents were mainly in the 25-35 age range, followed by the 18-24 age range.
As for the city’s most of the participants are from Stockton but also people from surrounding
cities, for example Manteca, Lodi and Lathrop that participated in the survey. The findings for
race and ethnicity, showed that most of the people who completed the survey were of the
Hispanic/Latino ethnicity. We also found that 75% of the respondents rent their homes while
25% own their homes.
Jobs
Generally, the survey respondents addressed that it was important to increase more jobs
in San Joaquin County. It was additionally important to increase the number of jobs specifically
near high-frequency transit (15 minutes or better at peak hours). Both statistics regarding jobs
align with the findings from the Community Health Needs Assessment of San Joaquin: 61.3% of
community survey respondents report the lack of local jobs is a significant social/economic
problem in their community
Housing
Based on the survey responses, about 40% of the respondents considered this to be a very
important community need to increase more housing options near high-frequency transit. About
35% found it important to have more housing options in low-income areas near high-frequency
transit.
Sustainability

San Joaquin County is agriculturally rich and provides produce to most of California. It
does not come as a surprise that the survey results showed over 50% of the participants felt it
was important to have less conversion of farmland into development. Additionally, when
surveyors were presented the topic of rating the importance of less greenhouse gas emissions
from cars and light trucks, of the 102 surveys collected, 40 individuals voted that this was “Very
Important”. An observation noted on this result is that 21 people voted it was “Important” while
22 people voted their position to be “Neutral”. These results can be contrasted with that of the
prompt: Reduce the number of miles traveled by automobile. A 10% increase from “Neutral”
voters, changed to “Important” when it came to answering how they feel on reduction of miles
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traveled by car which results in about 67% of respondents felt that this topic was, overall,
important.
Freeways and Streets
Some of the biggest problems people felt were prominent in their area was; traffic and
condition of the freeways. In fact, 57% of the community voted that the maintenance and
improvement of the freeways and local roads is very important. Despite the freeway, and
roadways being obvious points of concern for the community, they feel that transportation as a
whole (bus system, bike routes) has either stayed consistent since they have lived in San Joaquin
County, or even improved.

Walking, Biking, and Transit
Walking routes
Findings were mixed for the need to improve the condition of walking routes they utilize.
37.5% of the respondents said that the condition of walking routes needs a lot of improvement,
32.3% of them said the conditions need a little improvement, and 25% said it was just fine as it
is.
Bicycle routes
About 40% found it very important to expand the bicycle and pedestrian routes. 47.8% of
them (or anyone in their household) has ridden a bike in the past 2 months. Findings were mixed
for the need to have stores, a pharmacy, restaurants, other services within walking or biking
distance. 32% said this needed a lot of improvement, 28% of the respondents needed a little
improvement, and 28% judged it to be just fine as it is.
More trips by transit, bike, or walk
People believe that it is important to have more trips by transit, bikes, or by walking.
Having more stores near transit as well as more bike routes will make it easier for pedestrians
and bikers to access nearby stores, using less cars and therefore creating less traffic and
greenhouse emissions. 32.7% believe that it is very important to have more trips by transit, bike,
or walking and 36.7% believe that it is only important.
Condition of public transit facilities you use (bus stops, train)
The conditions of public transit need to be worked on, 26.5% say it needs a little of
improvement while 30.6% say its needs a lot of improvement.
Timeliness of transit
This ties well with the timely manner of transportation. The 38.6% of respondents say
transit needs a little of improvement with the time it takes to arrive to their destination, while
19.8% say it needs a lot of improvement.
Conclusion
The survey that we conducted featured 102 participants and their responses. Collecting
and organizing their data enabled us to gain insight on our community’s needs. We discussed
their demographics and the effects of transportation in relation to where they live. A majority of
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the responses show that the people in San Joaquin care about the improvement of roadways and
freeway safety, expansion of bike routes, cleanliness of bus stations and being sustainable.
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ROUND 1 PUBLIC OUTREACH REPORT
St. Mary’s Dining Room
1. In accordance with the scope of work, submit an itemized billing of all expenses
incurred, not to exceed $2,933.
- Attached 2. If you purchased anything that is being billed to the mini-grant for reimburse you must
submit a complete receipt attached to a description of how the item was used in project
activities.
- N/A 3. Submit all sign-in sheets or other records of participation.
- Attached 4. Submit copies of all flyers or promotional communications you used to advertise the
surveys, workshops/meetings/events and recruit attendees. Approximately, how many
people did you reach through project activities (not all may have participated in the
survey or attended a meeting or workshop)?
- No promotional flyers were used to advertise the survey. Clients were asked if they
would like to participate. Approximately 655 individuals were reached during the 8
weeks of the project.
5. Describe in detail all tasks completed in publicizing the workshop/meeting/event(s), i.e.
your outreach strategy. Provide specifics, as applicable.
- Surveys were given to clients coming for services in the St. Mary’s Hygiene department,
Medical and Dental clinics, Social Services department and during dinner service in the
Dining Room.
6. Describe attendance at workshops/meetings/events, i.e. number of attendees (not all
may have participated in the survey).
- No workshops were conducted. All outreach was done on a one-on-one basis.
7. List all staff who participated on the grant and describe their various roles.
- Lupita Villalobos, Albert Tamba and Rene Bayardo are case managers in the St. Mary’s
Dining Room Social Services department. They conducted the surveys throughout the St.
Mary’s campus. Colleen Maldonado is the Women’s Hygiene Center coordinator. She
conducted surveys with the women coming to the Hygiene Center. Mercedes Moreno is
the Director of Social Services. She conducted some surveys and oversaw the staff
working on the project.
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8. Did you do any follow-up communication with survey respondents or attendees after
workshop/meetings/events? If so, describe.
- No 9. Tell us, did you meet the goals you set in your application packet?
- Yes. We anticipated reaching an average of 80 individuals during the project and we
met that goal.
10. List the name, address, phone and email of the person submitting the billing and final
report. If different from above, please provide information for making payment.
- Rebecca Glissman, Director of Development
St. Mary’s Dining Room
545 W. Sonora Street
Stockton, CA 95203
(209) 467-0703, ext. 3121
rglissman@stmarysdiningroom.org
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ROUND 1 PUBLIC OUTREACH REPORT
Agency/Organization: Stockton Shelter for the Homeless
1. In accordance with the scope of work, submit an itemized billing of all expenses
incurred, not to exceed $3000.
Please see attached.
2. If you purchased anything that is being billed to the mini-grant for reimburse you must
submit a complete receipt attached to a description of how the item was used in project
activities.
Pending workshop (please see item 5).
3. Submit all sign-in sheets or other records of participation.
110 questionnaires were completed. The questionnaire summary sheets and hard copies
have been submitted as records of participation.
4. Submit copies of all flyers or promotional communications you used to advertise the
surveys, workshops/meetings/events and recruit attendees. Approximately, how many
people did you reach through project activities (not all may have participated in the
survey or attended a meeting or workshop)?
We did not use any promotional materials, since questionnaires were administered during
the intake process as clients entered the Shelter. 110 questionnaires were completed by
residents in both the Men’s Shelter and the Family Shelter.
5. Describe in detail all tasks completed in publicizing the workshop/meeting/event(s), i.e.
your outreach strategy. Provide specifics, as applicable.
Clients were asked to complete a questionnaire upon intake. Due to work being done on the
roof of our Family Shelter, our only suitable meeting space was made temporarily
unavailable. We will be re-scheduling the workshop as soon as possible.
6. Describe attendance at workshops/meetings/events, i.e. number of attendees (not all
may have participated in the survey).
Please see above.
7. List all staff who participated on the grant and describe their various roles.
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Adam Cheshire, CEO: submitted application and coordinated staff
Kimberly Maxwell, Executive Assistant: assisted CEO in compiling survey data into a
spreadsheet
Kay Tiffany, Bookkeeper: submitted itemized billing
Linda Frontz/Katie Villa/Susan Valdez/Ralph Gage, intake and case management staff:
Ensured implementation of surveys, including their completion and submission to Kimberly,
for the clients they serve.
8. Did you do any follow-up communication with survey respondents or attendees after
workshop/meetings/events? If so, describe.
There was no follow up with clients after surveys were completed.
9. Tell us, did you meet the goals you set in your application packet?
Yes, we were able to gather a huge sample of data for the survey.
10. List the name, address, phone and email of the person submitting the billing and final
report. If different from above, please provide information for making payment.
Billing contact:

Kay Tiffany, Bookkeeper
411 South Harrison Street, Stockton CA 95203
(209) 465-3612
kay@stocktonshelter.org

Reporting contact:

Adam Cheshire, CEO
411 South Harrison Street, Stockton CA 95203
(209) 465-3612
ceo@stocktonshelter.org

Office of Community and Economic Development
Fresno State University

No report submitted by mini-grantee recipient as of February 23, 2018.
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Metroquest Visual Data Report

memo
SJCOG
To:

Policy Board

From:

Staff

Date:

November 13, 2017

Re:

RTP/SCS Round 2 Public Outreach – Scenario Cross Tabulations

The Round 2 Public Outreach Survey was administered to assess public opinion on four regional scenarios
representing alternative futures for transportation in San Joaquin County. The information gathered would inform
SJCOG staff and committees on selecting a preferred scenario for developing the 2018 Regional Transportation Plan &
Sustainable Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS).
The survey was conducted from September 11 – October 20, 2017 to self-selected participants who are residents of
the San Joaquin region and ranging in age from young adults to senior citizens. The survey was administered through
an online web format, and distributed via multiple channels, including:
•
•
•
•

RTP/SCS Working Group and SJCOG standing committees:
SJCOG community outreach at local events;
Mini-presentations at local organizations; and
Via SJCOG social media, press release, and email lists.

The Round 2 Public Outreach strategy focused heavily on social media campaigns and media outreach to encourage
participation. The survey, as well as marketing materials, was made available in Spanish, however very few responses
were received in-language. The survey tool developed and administered by SJCOG Staff, can be accessed at the
following demonstration link: https://sjcog-demo.metroquest.com/.
At the close of the survey, SJCOG received 590 responses and heard from a broad sample of residents throughout San
Joaquin County (see Table 1).
Table 1. SJCOG Round 2 Survey Respondents
Location

•
•

Age

•
•
•

Race/Ethnicity

•
•

Income

•
•
•

Participants reported from zipcodes throughout San Joaquin County.
There were marked increases in the rate of participation from residents in
Escalon, Lathrop, and Ripon compared to the first round of public outreach.
Over 25% of participants indicated they were between the ages of 18 and 34.
Approximately 28% of participants were between the ages of 35 and 44, while
20% were between the ages of 45 to 54.
Participants age 55 or older made up approximately 25% of the survey
population.
Over 55% of participants identified as white or Caucasian.
Non-white residents of San Joaquin County make up approximately 70% of the
region, and are thus underrepresented in the survey results.
Nearly 10% of participants reported an income below $25,000.
Approximately 35% of participants indicated an annual household income
between $50,000 and $100,000.
Approximately 25% of participants indicated an annual household income above
$100,000.

San Joaquin County Weighs in on Regional Scenarios
Overall, when presented with the four regional scenarios, Scenario 2a received the most favorable ratings. Scenario
2a represents the updated 2014 RTP/SCS, with the removal of an assumed additional transportation sales tax
measure.

Figure 1. Average Scenario Ratings in San Joaquin County
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While it is helpful to see average results for the region, San Joaquin County is also made up of diverse communities
with different needs and preferences. Therefore, the following section breaks down results by jurisdiction, by age
cohorts, as well as provides a closer look at minority and low-income participants in the region. It is important to note
that the analysis that follows is limited by a sample of volunteer respondents, and therefore do not reflect a
statistically accurate representation of the county.
Results by Jurisdiction
Across all jurisdictions, Scenario 2a either ranked first or second based on the average ratings by participants in their
respective community. Lodi, Manteca, Stockton, and Unincorporated County results show Scenario 2a in first place.
While in Tracy, Ripon, Lathrop, and Escalon, Scenario 1 came out on top. In contrast, Scenario 1 feel to the bottom in
Lodi and Stockton. Table 2 illustrates how the different scenarios ranked in each jurisdiction based on responses by
community members. Scenario 2b, which represents the 2014 RTP/SCS with an additional transportation sales tax
assumption, consistently ranked third place in most communities and outperformed Scenario 3.

Table 2. Scenario Rankings by Jurisdiction

First
Second
Third
Fourth

San
Joaquin
County
2a
1
2b
3

Escalon
(n=11)

Lathrop
(n=16)

Lodi
(n=43)

Manteca
(n=61)

Ripon
(n=24)

Stockton
(n=107)

Tracy
(n=95)

1
2a
2b
3

1
2a
2b
3

2a
3
2b
1

2a
1
3
2b

1
2a
2b
3

2a
2b
3
1

1
2a
2b
3

Unincorporated
County
(n=15)
2a
2b
1
3

Interestingly, while Lodi may seem like the lone jurisdiction to show favor with Scenario 3, average ratings in Stockton
were found to be higher -- 3.519 in Stockton compared to 3.375 in Lodi (see Table 3). Table 3 shows scenario ratings
by jurisdiction, providing further detail on the calculated averages per scenario in each community.
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Table 3. Average Scenario Ratings by Jurisdiction

AVERAGE SCENARIO RATINGS BY JURISDICTION

3.077

3.714

3.467
3.014

3.854
3.673
3.519

2.414

2.888
2.350

2.750

3.642
3.595

4.214

Scenario 3

3.917
3.667

3.788
2.980
3.120

3.393

3.225
3.375
2.884

3.000
2.733

2.636
2.400

Scenario 2b

3.810

4.019
3.455

3.699
3.225
3.017

3.298

Scenario 2a

4.063
3.933

Scenario 1

San Joaquin
County

Escalon

Lathrop

Lodi

Manteca

Ripon

Stockton

Tracy

Unincorporated
County

Scenario 1

3.298

4.019

4.063

2.884

3.393

3.917

2.888

3.642

3.467

Scenario 2a

3.699

3.455

3.933

3.810

3.788

3.667

3.854

3.595

4.214

Scenario 2b

3.225

2.636

3.000

3.225

2.980

2.750

3.673

3.014

3.714

Scenario 3

3.017

2.400

2.733

3.375

3.120

2.350

3.519

2.414

3.077

Results by Minority Status
For the purposes of this memo, any participant indicating they are white or Caucasian was defined as “non-minority,”
while all others (e.g. non-white or Caucasian) were defined in an aggregate “minority” category. Figure 2 shows
average scenario ratings comparing the responses of minority and non-minority participants with overall San Joaquin
County. With each scenario, minority participants gave higher overall ratings (Figure 2). A similar pattern was also
noted in the Round 1 survey results, where minority participants expressed higher rates of (dis)agreement or
(dis)satisfaction compared to the average respondent. Despite higher ratings, however, scenario rankings among
minority participants mirror that of the overall county, as well as non-minority participants (Table 4).

Figure 2. Average Scenario Ratings by Minority Status
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Table 4. Scenario Rankings by Minority Status
San Joaquin County
First
Second
Third
Fourth

2a
1
2b
3

Minority
(n=164)
2a
1
2b
3

Non-Minority
(n=214)
2a
1
2b
3

Results by Income Status
For the purposes of this memo, any participant indicating an annual household income below $25,000 is defined as
“low income.” In Table 5, results indicate that Scenarios 2a and 2b were tied for first place for low income
participants. Because 2b represents an additional sales tax measure, it is surprising to see participants from low
income households support it as it may mean an additional cost for an already burdened household. Compared to San
Joaquin County and participants from all other income groups, low income participants ranked Scenario 1 in last
place. Because low income households experience lower rates of car ownership, this may help explain why Scenario 3
is ranked higher than Scenario 1, which directs more funding toward public transit, biking and pedestrian projects.

Table 5. Scenario Rankings by Income Status
San Joaquin County
First
Second
Third
Fourth

Low Income
(n=32)

2a
1
2b
3

2a

All Others
(n=329)
2a
1
2b
3

2b
3
1

Figure 3 provides additional detail with average scenario ratings comparing the responses of low income participants
with all other income groups.

Figure 3. Average Scenario Ratings by Income Status
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Results by Age Cohort
Analysis by age cohorts adds an additional layer of consideration. Across all age cohorts, Scenario 2a is ranked first or
second (Table 6). In cohorts of participants between the ages of 25 and 54, Scenario 1 is ranked either first or second.
Perhaps participants in these age categories represent a greater share of workers who commute out of the region for
work, and thus have interest in increased road capacity. Overall, scenario rankings among participants between the
ages of 25 and 54 mirror the rankings of the overall county.
In contrast, the youngest and oldest age cohorts overall rank Scenario 1 in fourth place. Participants in these age
groups may include a younger work force and/or retirees, who might primarily travel within the region. The youngest
and oldest age cohorts also represent members of the community who may rely on other modes of getting around
besides a private vehicle, either due to cost or disability. Accordingly, these age cohorts rank Scenario 3 higher than
the rest of the County and other age groups, which would result in greater impact on alternative modes of travel such
as public transit, walking and biking within San Joaquin County. Interestingly, these same age groups also showed
greater interest in Scenario 2b, which includes an additional transportation sales tax measure.
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Table 6. Scenario Rankings by Age Cohort
18-24
(n=20)
3
2a
2b
1

San Joaquin County
First
Second
Third
Fourth

2a
1
2b
3

25-34
(n=71)
2a
1
2b
3

35-44
(n=99)
2a
1
2b
3

45-54
(n=71)
1
2a
2b
3

55-64
(n=61)
2a
2b
3
1

65+
(n=26)
2a
2b
3
1

Interestingly, despite ranking Scenario 3 in fourth place, participants between the ages of 25 and 34 have a calculated
average for the scenario that is greater than over San Joaquin County – 3.211 compared to 3.017 (Table 7).
Participants 55 and older, also have a higher calculated average for Scenario 3 than the County in general.

Table 7. Average Scenario Ratings by Age Cohorts

Average Scenario Ratings by Age Cohorts
5.0
4.5
4.0
3.5
3.0
2.5
2.0
1.5
1.0
0.5
0.0

San Joaquin
County

18-24

25-34

35-44

45-54

55-64

65+

Scenario 1

3.298

3.042

3.444

3.492

3.613

2.851

3.077

Scenario 2a

3.699

4.050

3.667

3.817

3.542

3.887

4.038

Scenario 2b

3.225

3.864

3.267

3.202

3.014

3.290

3.640

Scenario 3

3.017

4.300

3.211

2.687

2.831

3.164

3.577

Scenario 1

Scenario 2a

Scenario 2b

Scenario 3

Overall, the discussion within this memo suggests key differences in needs and preferences when looking at
participation and responses by jurisdiction, minority and income status, as well as age cohorts. While overall, San
Joaquin County shows favorable results for Scenario 2a, a few jurisdictions may prefer Scenario 1, and yet other
subgroups within the county, such as low-income residents, young people, and senior citizens, express a desire for
greater investment in public transit, biking and walking.
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Annual Household Income

Total

Answer
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%GT Count
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100001 150000

89

22.65%

89

22.65%

15000 25000

19

4.83%

19

4.83%

150001 200000

47

11.96%

47

11.96%

25001 50000

46

11.70%

46

11.70%

50001 75000
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17.56%

69

17.56%
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67
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9.41%
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RaceEthnicity
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Answer
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%GT Count

Count
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7.56%
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2
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2

0.49%

Other
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17

4.15%

Two or more
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9.27%

38

9.27%
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55.37%

410

100.00%

410

100.00%

Native American Alaska Native

White or Caucasian
Total

Data points for this Screen:

Reponses: 2085

Comments: 69
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Screen 5

A table of the distribution of answers. Also see below. Choose
questions at the top.



Question
Back to Report
Zip Code
Question
Answer
95220

LAST REFRESH:12/13/2017, 12:37:07 PM

Zip Code
Count
3



Total
%GT Count
0.71%

Count
3

%GT Count
0.71%

95231

2

0.47%

2

0.47%

95236

5

1.18%

5

1.18%

95237

1

0.24%

1

0.24%

95240

27

6.35%

27

6.35%

95241

1

0.24%

1

0.24%

95242

21

4.94%

21

4.94%

95252

2

0.47%

2

0.47%

95258

1

0.24%

1

0.24%

95266

1

0.24%

1

0.24%

95304

10

2.35%

10

2.35%

95320

11

2.59%

11

2.59%

95330

18

4.24%

18

4.24%

95336

27

6.35%

27

6.35%

95337

37

8.71%

37

8.71%

95340

1

0.24%

1

0.24%

95350

1

0.24%

1

0.24%

95355

1

0.24%

1

0.24%

95366

25

5.88%

25

5.88%

95367

2

0.47%

2

0.47%

95369

1

0.24%

1

0.24%

95376

53

12.47%

53

12.47%

95377

34

8.00%

34

8.00%

95385

1

0.24%

1

0.24%

95391

5

1.18%

5

1.18%

95605

1

0.24%

1

0.24%

95632

2

0.47%

2

0.47%

95816
Total

1

0.24%

1

0.24%

425

100.00%

425

100.00%

Question

Zip Code

Total

Answer

Count %GT Count

Count

%GT Count

85377

1

0.24%

1

0.24%

93710
94114

4
1

0.94%
0.24%

4
1

0.94%
0.24%

94546
95126

1
1

0.24%
0.24%

1
1

0.24%
0.24%

95201
95202

1
1

0.24%
0.24%

1
1

0.24%
0.24%

95203
95204

11
23

2.59%
5.41%

11
23

2.59%
5.41%

95205
95206

2
21

0.47%
4.94%

2
21

0.47%
4.94%

95207
95209

21
10

4.94%
2.35%

21
10

4.94%
2.35%

95210
95212

11
4

2.59%
0.94%

11
4

2.59%
0.94%

95215
95219

3
14

0.71%
3.29%

3
14

0.71%
3.29%

95220
95231

3
2

0.71%
0.47%

3
2

0.71%
0.47%

95236
95237

5
1

1.18%
0.24%

5
1

1.18%
0.24%

95240
95241

27
1

6.35%
0.24%

27
1

6.35%
0.24%

95242
95252

21
2

4.94%
0.47%

21
2

4.94%
0.47%

95258
95266

1
1

0.24%
0.24%

1
1

0.24%
0.24%

95304
95320

10
11

2.35%
2.59%

10
11

2.35%
2.59%

95330
95336

18
27

4.24%
6.35%

18
27

4.24%
6.35%

95337
95340

37
1

8.71%
0.24%

37
1

8.71%
0.24%

95350
95355

1
1

0.24%
0.24%

1
1

0.24%
0.24%

95366
95367

25
2

5.88%
0.47%

25
2

5.88%
0.47%

Data points for this Screen:

Reponses: 2085

Comments: 69
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Screen 5

 Below: Wrap Up questions showing answer breakdowns.
Age

Annual Household Income
121 3544

Gender

89 100001 150000

249 Female

86 4554

70 50001 75000

169 Male

85 2534

67 75001 100000

7 Decline to State

75 5564

48 150001 200000

2 Other

33 65

46 25001 50000

30 1824

37 More than 200000

3 17 or younger
433 Total

427 Total

19 15000 25000
19 Under 15000
395 Total

RaceEthnicity
229 White or Caucasian
74 Hispanic Latino of any race
38 Two or more
31 Asian Pacific Islander
21 Black or African American
17 Other
2 Native American Alaska Native
412 Total

Zip Code
Too many responses have been given for this view.
See excel download for data.
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Screen 1 / Site Traffic

Shows participants who left data input versus visitors who just
read information.
 

10

5

0

Sep 24

Oct 01

 

sjcog-sp.metroquest.com
sjcog-sp-tablet.metroquest.com

Oct 08

Oct 15

8

47

Participants

Visits

Data points for this Site:

Participants: 9

All data points: 157

All comments: 6
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Screen 1 / Site Traffic

Total number of participants over time.

Participants

9

10

8

6

4

2

Sep 24

Oct 01

Oct 08

Oct 15

0

Data points for this Site:

Participants: 9

All data points: 157

All comments: 6
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Screen 2

Priorities listed by average rank.
 

Reducir contaminantes

2.17

Mejorar el transporte púb…

2.20

Ciclovías y banquetas

2.40

Mejorar la calidad del aire

3.00

Conservación de recursos

3.50

Reducir congestión

3.50

Reparar y mantener las ví…

3.67

Data points for this Screen:

Rankings: 28

Comments: 1
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 Below: Each ranking item, showing how often each item was ranked in each position, ordered by average. Note that 1 is the highest rank.

Reducir contaminantes

Mejorar el transporte …

2 (33%)
3 (50%)

1

1

4

2 (40%)
1 (20%)
1 (20%)
1 (20%)

(0%)

3

(0%)

1 (17%)

5

(0%)

2

Times ranked: 6
Average rank: 2.167

Mejorar la calidad del …
1

1 (33%)

1

2

(0%)

2

3

1 (20%)
1 (20%)
3 (60%)

3

1 (33%)

3

4

(0%)

4

(0%)

4

5

(0%)

5

1 (33%)

5

2

Times ranked: 5
Average rank: 2.200

Conservación de recu…

Ciclovías y banquetas

Times ranked: 5
Average rank: 2.400

Reducir congestión

Times ranked: 3
Average rank: 3.000

Reparar y mantener la…

1 (25%)

1

(0%)

1

(0%)

1

(0%)

2

1 (50%)

2

(0%)

2

(0%)

3

(0%)

3

3

2 (50%)
1 (25%)

4

(0%)

4

1 (33%)
2 (67%)

5

1 (50%)

5

(0%)

5

Times ranked: 4
Average rank: 3.500

Times ranked: 2
Average rank: 3.500

4

Times ranked: 3
Average rank: 3.667
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Screen 2

Priorities listed by the number of times each priority was ranked
above the line.
A combined view, suitable for printing.
 

Reducir contaminantes

6

Mejorar el transporte público

Ciclovías y banquetas

Conservación de recur…

5

4

Reparar y mantener las vías

Reducir co…

3

Mejorar la calidad del aire

5

3

2
Data points for this Screen:

Rankings: 28

Comments: 1
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Screen 3

The average rating of each item for all participants.
4.0
3.5
3.0

Average

2.5
2.0
1.5
1.0
0.5
0.0
Escenario 1

Escenario 2a

Escenario 2b

Escenario 3

Data points for this Screen:

Ratings: 19
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Screen 3

 Below: Each rating item, showing how many times each item was given each rating, sorted by average rating.

Escenario 3

Escenario 2b

1

2

3

4

5

1

-

2

1

2

(17%) (0%) (33%) (17%) (33%)

Times rated: 6
Average rating: 3.500

Escenario 2a

1

2

3

4

5

-

1

1

2

1

(0%) (20%) (20%) (40%) (20%)

Times rated: 5
Average rating: 3.600

Escenario 1

1

2

3

4

5

-

-

2

-

2

(0%) (0%) (50%) (0%) (50%)

Times rated: 4
Average rating: 4.000

1

2

3

4

5

-

-

1

2

1

(0%) (0%) (25%) (50%) (25%)

Times rated: 4
Average rating: 4.000
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Screen 3

The number of times each item was rated by a participant.
6

5

4

3

2

1

0
Escenario 3

Escenario 2b

Escenario 1

Escenario 2a

Data points for this Screen:

Ratings: 19
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Screen 4

The average rating of each item for all participants.
Panels:

Mitigacin en Co…

Transporte Pblico

Medioambiente

Igualdad Social

Innovaciones en…

All Panels

 

5

4

Average
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Data points for this Screen:

Ratings: 96

Comments: 5
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 Below: Each rating item, showing how many times each item was given each rating, sorted by average rating.

Mitigacin en Congestin
Sistemas Inteligentes
1

2

3

4

5

-

1

1

1

2

(0%) (20%) (20%) (20%) (40%)

Times rated: 5
Average rating: 3.800

Control de Demanda
1

2

3

4

5

-

-

-

4

-

Transporte Activo

(0%) (0%) (0%) (100%) (0%)

1

2

3

4

5

-

-

-

3

2

(0%) (0%) (0%) (60%) (40%)

Nueva Infraestructura
1

2

3

4

5

-

-

-

2

2

(0%) (0%) (0%) (50%) (50%)

Transporte Pblico
1

2

3

4

5

-

-

-

-

3

(0%) (0%) (0%) (0%) (100%)

Times rated: 4
Average rating: 4.000

Times rated: 5
Average rating: 4.400

Times rated: 4
Average rating: 4.500

Times rated: 3
Average rating: 5.000

Incrementar servici…

Expandir servicio d…

Incrementar servici…

Expandir servicio f…

Transporte Pblico
Mejorar instalaciones
1

2

3

4

5

-

-

-

1

3

(0%) (0%) (0%) (25%) (75%)

Times rated: 4
Average rating: 4.750

1

2

3

4

5

-

-

-

1

3

(0%) (0%) (0%) (25%) (75%)

1

2

3

4

5

-

-

-

-

4

(0%) (0%) (0%) (0%) (100%)

Times rated: 4
Average rating: 4.750

Times rated: 4
Average rating: 5.000

Balance EmpleosVi…

Transporte y Uso d…

1

2

3

4

5

-

-

-

-

4

(0%) (0%) (0%) (0%) (100%)

Times rated: 4
Average rating: 5.000

1

2

3

4

5

-

-

-

-

4

(0%) (0%) (0%) (0%) (100%)

Times rated: 4
Average rating: 5.000

Medioambiente
Urbanizacin de Lot…
1

2

3

4

5

-

-

1

2

1

(0%) (0%) (25%) (50%) (25%)

Times rated: 4
Average rating: 4.000

1

2

3

4

5

-

-

-

3

1

(0%) (0%) (0%) (75%) (25%)

Times rated: 4
Average rating: 4.250

1

2

3

4

5

-

-

-

3

2

(0%) (0%) (0%) (60%) (40%)

Times rated: 5
Average rating: 4.400

Mejora de Calidad …
1

2

3

4

5

-

-

-

1

3

(0%) (0%) (0%) (25%) (75%)

Times rated: 4
Average rating: 4.750

Igualdad Social
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Acceso a Transport…
1

2

3

4

5

-

-

1

-

4

(0%) (0%) (20%) (0%) (80%)

Times rated: 5
Average rating: 4.600

Costo de Transporte
1

2

3

4

5

-

-

1

-

4

Inversin Oportuna

(0%) (0%) (20%) (0%) (80%)

Times rated: 5
Average rating: 4.600

1

2

3

4

5

-

-

-

1

3

(0%) (0%) (0%) (25%) (75%)

Salud
1

2

3

4

5

-

-

-

-

4

(0%) (0%) (0%) (0%) (100%)

Times rated: 4
Average rating: 4.750

Times rated: 4
Average rating: 5.000

Vehculos automatiz…

Vehculos No Conta…

Innovaciones en Circulacin
Precio

Circulacin Compart…

1

2

3

4

5

-

-

3

1

1

(0%) (0%) (60%) (20%) (20%)

Times rated: 5
Average rating: 3.600

1

2

3

4

5

-

-

2

2

1

(0%) (0%) (40%) (40%) (20%)

Times rated: 5
Average rating: 3.800

1

2

3

4

5

-

1

1

-

3

(0%) (20%) (20%) (0%) (60%)

Times rated: 5
Average rating: 4.000

1

2

3

4

5

-

-

1

2

2

(0%) (0%) (20%) (40%) (40%)

Times rated: 5
Average rating: 4.200
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Screen 4

The average rating of each item for all participants.
Panels:

Mitigacin en Co…

Transporte Pblico

Medioambiente

Igualdad Social

Innovaciones en…

All Panels

 

5

4

Average

3

2

1

0
Mejora de 3. Mejora Transporte 3. Balance
3.
3.
Balance
Urbaniza…
Calidad del de Calidad y Uso de EmpleosV… Transporte Urbaniza… EmpleosV… de Lotes
Aire
del Aire
Suelo
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de Lotes
Baldos
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Baldos
Data points for this Screen:

Ratings: 96

Comments: 5
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Screen 4

The average rating of each item for all participants.
Panels:

Mitigacin en Co…

Transporte Pblico

Medioambiente

Igualdad Social

Innovaciones en…

All Panels

5

4

Average

3

2

1

0
5.
Vehculos
automati…

5.
5.
Vehculos
Vehculos Circulacin
No
No
Comparti… Contami…
Contami…

5. Precio

Circulacin
Comparti…

Precio

Vehculos
automati…

Data points for this Screen:

Ratings: 96

Comments: 5
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The average rating of each item for all participants.
Panels:

Mitigacin en Co…

Transporte Pblico

Medioambiente

Igualdad Social

Innovaciones en…

All Panels
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Data points for this Screen:

Ratings: 96

Comments: 5
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Screen 4

The average rating of each item for all participants.
Panels:

Mitigacin en Co…

Transporte Pblico

Medioambiente

Igualdad Social

Innovaciones en…

All Panels

 

5

4

Average
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1

0
4. Acceso a 4. Costo de 4. Inversin
Transporte Transporte Oportuna
Pblico

4. Salud

Salud
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Data points for this Screen:

Ratings: 96

Comments: 5
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Screen 4

The number of times each item was rated by a participant.
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Data points for this Screen:

Ratings: 96

Comments: 5
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Screen 4

The number of times each item was rated by a participant.
Panels:

Mitigacin en Co…

Transporte Pblico

Medioambiente

Igualdad Social
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Screen 5

 Below: Wrap Up questions showing answer breakdowns.
Edad

Ingreso Anual de su Hogar
2 4554

1 25 001 50 000

1 1824

1 Bajo 15 000

3 Total

2 Total

Raza o Etnia
3 Hispano o Latino de cualquier r…
3 Total

Sexo
2 Mujer
1 Hombre
3 Total

 MetroQuest Studio
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Screen 5

A table of the distribution of answers. Also see below. Choose
questions at the top.
Question
Edad



Question

Edad

Total

Answer

Count

%GT Count

Count

%GT Count

1824

1

33.33%

1

33.33%

4554

2

66.67%

2

66.67%

Total

3

100.00%

3

100.00%

Data points for this Screen:

Reponses: 14
Private: 3

 MetroQuest Studio
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Screen 5

A table of the distribution of answers. Also see below. Choose
questions at the top.
Question
Sexo


 

Question

Sexo

Answer

Count

%GT Count

Count

%GT Count

Hombre

1

33.33%

1

33.33%

Mujer

2

66.67%

2

66.67%

3

100.00%

3

100.00%

Total

Total

Data points for this Screen:

Reponses: 14
Private: 3

 MetroQuest Studio
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Screen 5

A table of the distribution of answers. Also see below. Choose
questions at the top.
Question
Ingreso Anual de su Hogar



Question

Ingreso Anual de su Hogar

Total

Answer

Count

%GT Count

Count

%GT Count

25 001 50 000

1

50.00%

1

50.00%

Bajo 15 000

1

50.00%

1

50.00%

2

100.00%

2

100.00%

Total

Data points for this Screen:

Reponses: 14
Private: 3

 MetroQuest Studio

https://studio.metroquest.com/#/Data?customer=144&project=920
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Screen 5

A table of the distribution of answers. Also see below. Choose
questions at the top.
Question
Raza o Etnia



Question

Raza o Etnia

Total

Answer

Count

%GT Count

Count

%GT Count

3

100.00%

3

100.00%

3

100.00%

3

100.00%

Hispano o Latino de cualquier raza
Total

Data points for this Screen:

Reponses: 14
Private: 3

 MetroQuest Studio

https://studio.metroquest.com/#/Data?customer=144&project=920
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2018 RTP/SCS Public Outreach and Workshop Materials

2000
419,227
acres

2008
2014
382,877
396,984
acres
acres

2009
23 Days

Overall, less prime farmland is being developed
within our region

2000
74,149
acres

2008
90,529
acres

2014
93,888
acres

Although there is still much land being developed in
our region, the numbers are showing a trend of
leveling out, indicating that, overall, less is being built
than over the last several years.

2010
28.5
minutes

2013
31.3
minutes

Number of cities in SJC,
not including county areas

2015
32 Days

The air quality in the Unhealthy for Sensitive
groups section has seen an increase. However,
that number is slowly decreasing providing for
better air days.

The 2014 Regional Transportation Plan & Sustainable
Community Strategy (RTP/SCS) set specific indicators to
track how the region is doing. These indicators show us what
type of progress our region is making and where we can do
better. The goal of the 2018 RTP/SCS will be to place
emphasis where it is needed most, and this will be determined
based on how our region's progress looks.

2012
2008
2016
218,114 200,456 234,151

Employed residents within our county have seen rapid
growth in jobs in the recent years.

2015
31.1
minutes

2005
10,170.99

Average commute times within the county are
increasing, and maintaining

2012
38 Days

2009
2014
9,247.07 8,914.06

There has been a steady decrease in Vehicle Miles Traveled
(VMT) per person within San Joaquin, over the last several years.

Total San Joaquin County
Population

Total number of
houses

Average % of people
who carpool to
work/school

Average % of people who
drive alone to work/school

2008
11.8%

2012 2015
14.4% 9.4%

There is a decrease in unemployment in our county.

Average % of people who
walk or bike to
work/school

Average % of people who take
public transportation to
work/school

Train

Bus

Car

Bicycle

Walk

  
The Regional Transportation Plan & Sustainable Communities Strategy
(RTP/SCS) is an ambitious regional plan. Whether you get around by car, on
transit, walk or ride a bike, the Plan works to connect the San Joaquin County
region over the next 20+ years.

Encourages the efficient
location of housing and jobs in
high quality transit areas in the
region through focused
transportation investments.

Enhances the environment for
existing and future generations
by encouraging infill
development and maintaining
agricultural vitality.

   


Is a roadmap for
transportation and land use
planning in San Joaquin
County.





Is an investment plan that
provides a comprehensive
look at future transportation
needs in the region.

projected
 Includes
population and housing

Is a long range plan that
looks out over 20-plus
years but is updated every
four years.





Is based on local
planning efforts that
have taken place in
communities around
San Joaquin County.




levels for San Joaquin
County's 7 cities and
unincorporated areas.
Contributes to California
state goals of reducing
greenhouse gas
emissions and miles
driven on the road.

Supports a strong regional
economy by investing in goods
movement infrastructure.



Sets goals that
include maintaining
agricultural vitality,
offering more choices
for getting where we
need and want to go,
supporting economic
vitality, preserving the
efficiency of the
existing transportation
system, and improving
public health and safety.
Does not replace local
general plans or
community-specific
plans.



Does not interfere
with local land use
authority.

a balanced
 Promotes
transportation system by
investing in the expansion
of alternative
transportation modes,
while also improving
capacity of existing
highways and arterial
roads.

Please visit: www.sjcog.org/rtp for more information!

  
El Regional Transportation Plan & Sustainable Communities Strategy (Plan de
Transporte Regional y la estrategia de Comunidades Sustentables o RTP/SCS)
es un plan regional con mucha ambición. Ya sea que viaje en auto, en tránsito,
camine o use bicicleta, este plan funciona para conectar la región del condado
de San Joaquín por más de 20 años.

Fomenta la ubicación eficiente
de viviendas y empleos en
áreas de transito con alta
frecuencia en la región a
través de inversiones
enfocadas en transportación.








Realza el medio ambiente para
generaciones de ahora y del
futuro al fomentar desarrollo y
mantenimiento de la vitalidad
de agricultura.

  
Es un mapa de trasportación
y uso de planeación de uso
de tierra en el condado de
San Joaquín.

basado en esfuerzos
 Es
de planificación a nivel

Es un plan de inversión que
provee una mirada integral al
futuro de la transportación y
sus necesidades en la región.



Incluye niveles de
populación y viviendas
proyectadas para las 7
ciudades del condado
de San Joaquín y áreas
no incorporadas.

Es un plan a largo plazo que
ve más allá de 20 años pero
que será actualizado cada 4
años.



local que ha tomado lugar
en comunidades del
condado de San Joaquín.

Contribuye con las metas
del estado de California de
reducir emisiones de
gases de invernadero y la
cantidad de millas que uno
maneja sobre carreteras.

Apoya a una fuerte economía
regional al invertir en el
movimiento de bienes e
infraestructura.


metas que
 Establece
incluyen mantener la
vitalidad de agricultura
ofreciendo más
opciones para llegar a
donde necesitamos y
queremos estar,
apoyando la vitalidad
económica
preservando la
eficiencia del existente
sistema de
transportación y
mejorando la salud y
seguridad pública.






No reemplaza planes
generales a nivel local
o planes específicos a
la comunidad.
No interfiere con la
autoridad de
utilización de tierra.
Promueve un sistema de
transportación balanceado
al invertir en una
expansión de modos
alternativos y a la vez
también mejorar la
capacidad de carreteras
existentes y arteriales.

Please visit: www.sjcog.org/rtp for more information!

23,201
Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMTs) represents the average annual auto travel as
modeled for the typical household. This includes commute travel, but also all
other daily auto trips.

AveragebAnnual VMTs
per household in San
Joaquin County

Every time you drive in the car, you are producing greenhouse gas emissions. One of these emissions is
Carbon Dioxide. Take a look at what different modes of transportation emit on an average 5 mile trip!

4 lbs

3 lbs

0 lbs

0 lbs

315

~400

Travel behaviors affect everyone within our region.. Small decisions that you make everyday, such as taking
the bus, walking or biking to your destination instead of driving, helps improve the environment, air quality
and benefits your health!

<

$13,724
2000

14.7%

1.2%

1.5%

23,201
Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMTs) se refiere a las millas conducidas al viajar y
representan el promedio anual de manejo en auto modelado por el hogar
típico. Esto incluye el viaje diario pero también todos los otros viajes por
auto que deben hacerse a diario.

Promedio anual de
VMT por hogar en el
condado de San
Joaquin

Cada vez que manejas tu auto estar produciendo emisiones de gas. Una de estas emisiones es dióxido
de carbón. ¡Conoce los diferentes modos de transportación que emiten en promedio un viaje de 5
millas!

4blibras

3 libras

0 lbs

0 lbs

315

~400

Lo modos de viajar afectan a todos en nuestra región. ¡Pequeñas decisiones que tomas a diario como tomar
el autobús, caminar o ir en bicicleta a cualquier destino en vez de manejar ayuda a mejorar el medio
ambiente, la calidad del aire y beneficia tu salud!

<

$13,724
2000

14.7%

1.2%

1.5%

Gases that trap heat in the atmosphere are called greenhouse gases. The natural
greenhouse effect is what enables life to flourish on our planet. Greenhouse gas
emissions also enter the atmosphere as a result of human activities, such as
burning fossil fuels for electricity, heat, and transportation.

Lowering greenhouse gas emissions supports public health, reduces energy consumption, and protects the
environment. Included in the Plan are strategies to reduce greenhouse gas emissions by reducing miles on the
road, supporting a switch to clean energy vehicles, and creating more options for how to get around – including
taking public transit, walking, or using a bicycle instead of a car, when possible

Transportation is the biggest source of greenhouse gas emissions accounting for 45 percent of overall
greenhouse gas emissions, most of which comes from personal vehicles. An integrated transportation and land
use plan can help change transportation patterns by reducing how much people need to drive. In turn, this
helps to reduce greenhouse gas emissions and improve air quality.

Encouraging
development near
existing and future
public transit
investments

Facilitating an
improved jobs and
housing balance

Enhancing public
health through
active transportation
projects

SJ NEWSPAPER

Come in, WE’RE

OPEN

Gases que atrapan el calor de la atmosfera se llaman gases de invernadero. El
efecto natural de invernadero es lo que permite que la vida florezca en nuestro
planeta. Emisiones de gases de invernadero también entran a la atmosfera como
resultado de actividades de los humanos como al quemar combustibles fósiles
para la electricidad, calefacción y transportación.

Reducir emisiones de gases de invernadero apoya a la salud humana, reduce el consumo de energía y protege el
medio ambiente. Incluido en el plan de estrategias para reducir emisiones de gas de invernadero al reducir la
cantidad de millas que uno maneja, apoyando un cambio por vehículos de energía limpia y creando más
opciones de viajar por el condado incluyendo usando el transporte público, caminar, o usando una bicicleta en
lugar de un auto, cuando sea posible.

La transportación es la fuente más grande de emisiones de gas de invernadero, siendo responsable por 45 por
ciento del gas total, la mayoría viniendo de autos personales Un plan de transportación y uso de tierra
integrado puede ayudar a cambiar los patrones de transportación reduciendo el número de gente que necesita
manejar. Esto nos ayuda a reducir emisiones de gas de invernadero y mejorar la calidad de aire.

Alentar desarrollo
cerca de transporte
público que ya
existe al igual que al
desarrollo futuro.

Facilitando un
mejoramiento de
empleos y balance
de viviendas.

Realzar la salud
pública a través de
proyectos activos
de transportación.

SJ NEWSPAPER

Come in, WE’RE

OPEN

1

2a

Invests in congestion relief
through significant
expansion and
improvements to state
highways and regional
roadways.
Focus of flexible funding is
roadway expansion and
maintaining roads and
streets.
Investments in public transit
are modest with an
emphasis on maintaining
existing service over service
expansion.
ACE expansion only
assumed for
Modesto/Merced and no
expansion of ACE service
on existing routes.
Least bicycle/pedestrian and
smart growth investments.
Investments support land
use patterns along highway
corridors with less
development in urban core
areas.

3

2b

Invests in transportation
systems that complement
compact growth and
minimize impacts on
agricultural land.
Flexible funding flows to all
modes of transportation.
ACE expansion assumed forr
Modesto/Merced, San Jose,
and "planning level only"
e;
work for Sacramento service;
includes related minimal
improvements needed to
support the service
expansions.
Bus transit service includes
expanded Bus Rapid Transitt
and more connectivity within
communities and between
communities.
More investment in bicycle
and pedestrian investments,
complementing public transit
and increasing alternatives to
driving a car.

Transportation investment
strategies and land use
assumptions mirror
Scenario 2A.
Assumes a quarter-cent
sales tax starting in 2020 creating over $1 billion of
additional revenue in
Measure K, resulting in
more investments in all
transportation modes, in
accordance with the existing
Measure K investment
strategy.
Makes possible ACE
expansion to both
Modesto/Merced and to
Sacramento.
Highest infusion of
investment dollars to transit,
bicycle and pedestrian
improvements.

Invests in transportation
systems that support the
highest level of compact
growth and infill, resulting
in the least impact on
agricultural land.
Focus of flexible funds on
bicycle/ pedestrian facilities
and public transit.
Highest level of Bus Rapid
Transit Corridors in
urbanized areas and more
bus transit amenities or
stations.
Highest level of ACE
expansion including service
to Modesto/Merced; ACE
planning & development to
expand to Sacramento; and
implementation of
additional train capacity to
San Jose.
Least investment in
maintenance of roadway
system and expansion of
state highways and local
roads and streets.

New housing units
New Net
(Units/Jobs
per acre)

4 /
Housing Mix by
Type (MultiFamily / Single
Family)

20% /

16.9

80%

8.4 /

18.4

39% /

61%

8.4 /

39% /

5%
30%

18.4

10.6 /

49% /

61%

5%
30%

25%

17%

30%

31%

25%

Small Lot Single Family

Conventional Lot Single Family

Large Lot Single Family

7%
26%

23%
Multi-Family Housing

74%
Single Family Housing

3%
Other

51%

2%

24%
25%

20.5

41%

1

Rail

2a

Bike/Ped

Rail

3

2b

Bike/Ped

Bike/Ped

Bike/Ped

Rail

Rail
Roads

Roads

Roads

Bus

Roads

Bus

Bus

Bus

Maintenance

Maintenance

Maintenance
Maintenance

Highway, Interchange, & Roadway
Improvement / Expansion (Roads)

Operations & Maintenance,
Safety (Maintenance)

Rail Transit (Rail)

Bus Transit (Bus)

Bike / Ped / Smart Growth
(Bike/Ped)

Bike/Ped

$0.30

$1.34

$0.29

$0.24

$0.21

$12

Bike/Ped

Bike/Ped

Bike/Ped

$1.41

Rail

$1.53

Rail

$2.43

Bus

Rail

$10
$2.17

Bus

$2.29

Bus

$4.19

Maintenance

$4.11

Maintenance

$4.53

Maintenance

$3.76

Roads

$3.62

Roads

$3.98

Roads

$1.62

Rail

$2.66

Bus

$3.82

Maintenance

$3.28

Roads

$8

$6

$4

$2

$0

interchanges
funded through
construction

regional roadways
funded through
construction

interchanges
funded through
construction

regional roadways
funded through
construction

interchanges
funded through
construction

regional roadways
funded through
construction

interchanges
funded through
construction

regional roadways
funded through
construction

state highways
funded through
construction

railroad grade
crossing projects
going to
construction

state highways
funded through
construction

railroad grade
crossing projects
going to
construction

state highways
funded through
construction

railroad grade
crossing projects
going to
construction

state highways
funded through
construction

railroad grade
crossing projects
going to
construction

number of new rail
services being
added to existing

amount in millions
going to active
transportation
projects

number of new rail
services being
added to existing

amount in millions
going to active
transportation
projects

number of new rail
services being
added to existing

number of new rail
services being
added to existing

amount in millions
going to active
transportation
projects

amount in millions
going to active
transportation
projects

page 1
*Performance metric presented in ordinal ranking, with 1 being "better" and 4 being "worse".

Average trip length*

Daily Transit Ridership*

Acres of land consumed
by new development
Acres of prime farmland
consumed by new
development

1

2a

2b

4

2

1

3

4

2

3

1

30,681

17,403

17,403

13,974

13,774

6,250

6,250

3,932

3

Residential energy use
per capita (million BTU/yr)

103

89

89

80.6

Outdoor residential water
consumption (gallons/day)

269

146

146

116

Meets greenhouse gas
reduction targets
Conforms with Federal
Clean Air Act

29%

19%

31%

31%

24%
Housing & employment
near high quality transit

42%
31%

29%

Vehicle miles traveled
(per capita)*

4

2

1

3

Non-auto mode share*

4

1

2

3

page 2

New local jobs resulting
from RTP/SCS investments
Labor income (in billions of
dollars)
Value added, or
contribution to GDP (in
billions of dollars)
Output, or total value of
industry production (in
billions of dollars)

2b

3

1

2a

91,314

90,422

97,648

91,559

$4.6

$4.5

$4.9

$4.5

$6.55

$6.49

$7.07

$6.49

$13.9

$13.8

$15.2

$13.7

4%

4.3%

4.3%

4.4%

Weekly total walking
minutes per person

74.36

74.37

74.37

74.54

Daily total biking minutes
per person

0.332

0.332

0.332

0.333

Daily total recreational
physical activity minutes
per person

7.04

7.06

7.06

7.10

Average body mass index

28.25

28.24

28.24

28.23

General poor health

17.1%

16.9%

16.9%

15.5%

Percent of all households
within 500' of a freeway

Performance metrics reflect best available information as of November 15, 2017. SJCOG staff will continue to refine land use and project list based on public and stakeholder input. As a result, final plan performance
metrics may vary from those presented here.

    


  

   
Scenario
Development
2016

2017

Scenario
Evaluation
Spring

Round 1
Public Outreach

Draft
Documents

Preferred
Scenario

Summer

2018

Fall

We are
here

Round 2
Public Outreach

Winter
Public Outreach

Adoption
Summer
Public Outreach

   
        
     ! " !

Residents across the region
would like to see improvement in
alternative transportation modes,
such as public transit, biking, and
walking. A number of residents
want to ensure mobility for low
income residents, youth, seniors,
and people living with disabilities.

The poor condition
of roads and the
need for repair and
maintenance was
strongly felt across
the region.

Some residents expressed support for providing more housing
options that are affordable and safe. One commented on the
lack of housing available for residents making median family
income for the region.

Some residents
commented on the lack
of basic services
nearby, such as
groceries, gas stations,
etc. While others noted
concerns with blight and
personal safety in their
communities.

San Francisco Bay Area
commuters are struggling with
heavy congestion and long travel
times. To address congestion,
some residents favor adding new
lanes and roads, while others
would like to see improved bus
and rail transit connectivity to
Bay Area transit systems.

Some residents noted the
lack of good paying jobs
nearby and the resulting
need to commute outside
the county for work. Many
would like to see more
jobs that pay livable
wages brought to the
region.

ROUND 1: March - June 2017
The first round of public outreach and engagement gathered input to guide the
development of scenarios which represent potential alternative futures for the regional
transportation system. SJCOG staff asked the public what transportation options are
needed, what transportation investments should we prioritize, and how should the region
grow? SJCOG staff reached community members at local events, through local
organizations, and with community-based groups as partners in historically
underrepresented communities. Here is Round 1 by the numbers:

29

2200+

1222

Community

Community members

Surveys Collected

Outreach Events

engaged

Top Transportation Problems

Regional Transportation Goals

Needs a Lot of Improvement
1

Traffic on the freeways

2

Pavement conditions

3

Commute times

Investment Priorities
Tier 1

think it is important to reduce miles
traveled by car
think it is important to increase walking,
bicycling, and public transit use

think it is important to increase the
number of new jobs in San Joaquin
County

Fix it first
Transit
service
expansion
Optimized
routes

Tier 2
Increase
road
network
capacity
Protect our
environment

Tier 3
Anticipate
new
technology

    

  

ROUND 2: September - October 2017
The second round of public outreach and engagement presented four scenarios which
represent potential alternative futures for the regional transportation system. SJCOG
staff asked the public to consider how the different scenarios impact mobility and
environment and give each scenario a rating. SJCOG staff reached community
members through social media, at local events, through local organizations, and with
the help of community-based groups to reach smaller communities in the eastern rural
areas of San Joaquin County. Here is Round 2 by the numbers:

13

1900+

590

Community

Community members

Surveys Collected

Outreach Events

engaged

Priorities

Public Response to Scenarios
3.699

Repair &
Maintain
Roads

Reduce
Congestion

Improve
Public
Transit

Reduce
Greenhouse
Gas

Bike lanes &
sidewalks

Improve air
quality

Reduce
miles
driven

Resource
Conservation

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

3.298

3.225

3.017

Tending to Regional Issues

3.239

3.366

3.913

3.989

4.072

4.164
3.860

3.443

3.928

3.670

3.591

3.059

3.132

3.059

3.965

3.492

3.488

3.568

3.591

3.132

4.005

3.492

K5

Ongoing Public Outreach Activities

Ongoing Public Outreach Activities
Throughout the development of the 2018 RTP/SCS, SJCOG staff employed a wide range of efforts to
communicate and engage with residents and stakeholders across the region. These efforts took place
throughout the planning process to raise the visibility of the 2018 RTP/SCS and ensure ongoing
opportunities for the public and community stakeholders to communicate with SJCOG staff. While a
complete list of these activities is included in table format in Appendix K, the following list outlines some
of the ongoing public outreach activities employed by SJCOG staff:

•

Consultation with Member Agencies: Early in the planning process, SJCOG staff
consulted member agencies with local land use authority to ensure the most accurate
assumptions on the location of future growth across San Joaquin County.

•

SJCOG Standing Committee Meetings: Throughout the planning process, SJCOG staff
also provided information and updates to various standing committees, including
Management and Finance, Technical Advisory Committee, Community Advisory
Committee, as well as the Interagency Transit/Social Services Committee.

•

RTP/SCS Educational Video: A four-minute video, entitled “Regional Transportation Plan
and Sustainable Communities Strategy Overview,” and produced in English and Spanish,
was designed to provide a visually appealing way to learn about the RTP/SCS. The video
introduces SJCOG, its role as an MPO, and the elements making up the plan and what it
means for the future of communities, transportation, employment, the economy, and
the environment.
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•

Community Events: SJCOG staff participated in over 40 community events between
2017 and 2018 throughout the region to meet constituents where they live, work, and
play. Events included community resource fairs, farmers markets, as well as local
festivals. SJCOG even participated in Stockton’s first “Parking Day,” an international day
of promoting public space by occupying a parking spot for the day. At all community
events, SJCOG staff provided information about the agency and its work, as well as
invited participation and input for the 2018 RTP/SCS. For a complete listing of SJCOG
community outreach events, please refer to Appendix K: 2018 RTP/SCS Public Outreach
and Engagement Log.
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•

Mini Presentations with Champions: With seven jurisdictions dispersed across 1,426
square miles, SJCOG staff called on local leaders to help spread the word and encourage
participation in local communities. Some of the leaders reached represented
organizational interests in affordable housing, public transit, neighborhood
revitalization, resource conservation, environmental justice, builder associations, small
businesses, landownership, commercial property, and homeowner associations. With
the assistance of Champions, at least 13 presentations were made between 2016 and
2018 throughout the region at local organizations, reaching more than 200 individuals.
At these mini presentations, SJCOG staff provided a variety of short, educational
presentations about the RTP/SCS. For a complete listing of mini-presentations and other
outreach events, please refer to Appendix K: 2018 RTP/SCS Public Outreach and
Engagement Log.

•

Targeted Flyers: SJCOG staff employed numerous strategies for sharing information
with residents throughout the region, including distributing printed flyers and posters
for distribution in English and Spanish with local businesses, community-based
organizations, as well as member agencies. SJCOG also partnered with regional public
transit providers to post notices of public input opportunities on board buses and trains.
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•

Traditional Media Outreach: Throughout the development of the RTP/SCS, SJCOG staff
disseminated press releases to local media outlets to ensure news coverage for the
regional planning effort. As a result, numerous pieces were published and/or aired on
local media outlets in 2017 and 2018, including:
o Survey shows dim view of SJ transportation system, The Record
o Park(ing) day in California, StreetsBlogCAL
o SJCOG on community radio program Details with Dustin, The Voice of Stockton –
KXVS Radio 92.1

•

Stakeholder Meetings: On several occasions, SJCOG staff met with stakeholder groups
to learn more about their interests in the RTP/SCS and to respond directly to concerns
on how the plan would impact their community. These stakeholder meetings resulted in
collaborations to enhance public outreach, as well as improve technical information and
analysis informing the RTP/SCS.

•

Social Media: In addition to traditional media outreach, SJCOG also regularly developed
and disseminated content covering key milestones of RTP/SCS development. This
included 16 posts on the SJCOG Newsroom Blog, covering community outreach
announcements, public participation results, as well as major developments in the
planning process. SJCOG staff also harnessed the power of social media by circulating
public information on Facebook, Twitter, and Instagram, resulting in a broad reach to
partners and residents in San Joaquin County. For further details on SJCOG social media
efforts, please refer to Appendix K: Social Media Tracking Report.

•

SJCOG Website: A dedicated landing page on the agency website provides a one-stopshop for interested individuals looking for information about the RTP/SCS and public
outreach activities. Featured information includes goals and targets of the Plan,
highlighted projects, as well as information about the 2014 document. Visit
www.sjcog.org/RTP. A report of selected website analytics is included as Attachment 1.
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ATTACHMENT 1: SJCOG Website Analytics

RTP/SCS Update: http://www.sjcog.org/275/RTP-Sustainable-Communities-Strategy
Data Period: 2014 – 2018

Data Period: January 2018

2018 Public Outreach: http://www.sjcog.org/319/2018-Public-Outreach
Data Period: 2014 – 2018

Data Period: January 2018

2014 Adopted RTP/SCS: http://www.sjcog.org/278/Adopted-2014-RTPSCS
Data Period: 2014 – 2016

Data Period: January 2018

RTP Goals and Targets: http://www.sjcog.org/276/Plan-Goals-Targets
Data Period: 2014 – 2018

Data Period: January 2018

RTP/SCS Environmental Impact Report: http://www.sjcog.org/282/Environmental-Impact-Report
Data Period: 2014 – 2018

Data Period: January 2018

RTP/SCS Quick Facts: http://www.sjcog.org/284/Quick-Facts
Data Period: 2014 – 2018

Due to low number of visits, ingoing/outgoing traffic report was unavailable for January 2018.

K6

Social Media Tracking Report

I.

Summary
Today, a majority of people around the world hold an account on one or more social
media websites. These platforms provide visual information, give opportunities for
community members to provide input, and keeps them quickly updated on local news.
That is why SJCOG found it imperative to invest resources towards three major sites
(Facebook, Instagram, and Twitter) for the benefit of the San Joaquin community.
SJCOG created an agency page for each site under the supervision of authorized staff
members. Each month these staff members would create different infographics or
advertisements throughout the RTP/SCS process. Infographics would include statistics
taken from round one of public outreach. Advertisements were made for metroquest and
public events SJCOG would be moderating. Investigation was conducted on each
platform to assess how posts were perceived by the public throughout the RTP/SCS
process.
Each social media company offered tools to gather outreach metrics. It is important to
first understand certain metric definitions, as they carry intertwining meaning:
●
●
●

Reach is the total of unique people who saw your content.
Engagement is the number of likes, comments and shares a post receives.
Impressions is the number of times an agency’s post is displayed on someones
feed. Note, there is usually a higher number of impressions for a post vs reach. A
post can be displayed multiple times on someone’s feed while reach only tracks
how many people actually saw your content.

A. Facebook
Facebook hosts the highest number of monthly users worldwide compared to both
Instagram and Twitter. In 2017 the company had a monthly average of 2.07 billion users.
The platform provides pages for agencies, community events, and comment sections for
the public. In 2017 SJCOG had a total of 385 followers and 393 page likes. Facebook
provided a variety of tools to measure people reached, total likes, shares, and
comments.
Results from the SJCOG Facebook page conveyed a higher number of reach vs public
reaction. A total of 65 posts were sent out from January-November 2017. From them
there was a reach of 20,371. Yet for reactions there were only 285 likes, 9 emotion icons
(i.e. wow, love), 118 shares, 104 comments, and 1,632 post clicks. Reasons why
residents had a lower reaction rate to post may include holding a neutral stance on the
RTP/SCS, competing information from other users they follow, or residents had already
taken RTP/SCS surveys prior.

Posts that did hold the highest numbers of both reach and reaction were boosted posts.
Facebook offers businesses an option to ‘boost’ a post through payment. This therefore
makes the post appear higher up on someone’s feed. Fees for a boosted post depend
on how many people the agency wants to reach. SJCOG boosted a total of six posts
throughout the process.

B. Instagram
Instagram comes into second place for global monthly users with an average of 700
million members. While both Facebook and Twitter do supply portals for visuals,
Instagram is unique in that they are ONLY image based. Meaning every post must be an
image and wording for that post is limited. This platform was great in the fact that it gave
residents easy, quick, absorbable information. Its archiving tools included likes,
comments, saved posts, impressions, reach, and engagement. SJCOG’s Instagram
page has just over 500 followers. Posts for the RTP/SCS were created from the very
beginning (January 2017) to the very end (November 2017) of the public engagement
process.
Engagement was higher compared to both Facebook and Twitter. From 37 posts for the
RTP/SCS there were a total of 582 likes, 6,568 impressions, 4,876 reached, and 620
engaged. Reaction rate may be higher due to the site being image based, thus
information was easier to understand. Or it is because the company is mobile based,
making it more readily available. Facebook and Twitter can be used through mobile
devices but Instagram only offers all of its features through their mobile application.
C. Twitter
Twitter’s unique qualities include shareability of posts (otherwise known as retweeting)
and ability to send out quick, concise messages. Roughly 330 million people throughout
the world actively use this platform every month. As of 2017 SJCOG held an average of
608 active followers. Twitter also provides tracking tools to gather total likes,
impressions, engagement, comments, retweets, etc.
A total of 23 posts were made from January to November of 2017 for the RTP/SCS. Out
of those posts there was a total of 26 likes, 20,955 impressions, 159 engaged, 0
comments, 34 link clicks, and 26 retweets. Audience reaction may again be lower due to
competing information coming through a followers personal feed and or neutral feelings
towards the RTP/SCS as a whole. While reaction was lower, link clicks were seen at a
higher rate. Meaning more people were using Twitter to access survey or event portals.
II. Future Engagement

Analysis from tracking posts on Facebook, Instagram, and Twitter revealed the
importance of having a social media presence in the San Joaquin County. While,
reaction to posts was lower there were still more residents engaged in the process.
Collectively, staff dispensed a grand total of 125 posts across January-November 2017.
Residents portrayed higher interaction with RTP/SCS related material than previous
years due to social media. Events were more readily shared, survey links easily
available, and important data was more accessible. Results from examining social media
aided in guiding the next step for future public outreach and securing a presence on
each site.
III. SJCOG Newsroom
SJCOG developed a blog based platform called the SJCOG Newsroom in March of 2016
to further outreach efforts. The newsroom was created due to the unique nature of
blogging. This format provides the reader with a topic of interest written in a
conversational manner. Making information more comprehensible and relatable, yet
giving an in depth explanation.
Wordpress is the organization SJCOG currently uses to create all blog content. The
website offers statistics on views, likes, visitors, and comments. Over the course of the
RTP/SCS public outreach efforts blogging was utilized as another avenue for outreach.
The SJCOG newsroom has an average of around 36 active followers. In 2017 there
were over 2500 views and over 1500 people visiting the newsroom. From March
2017-November 2017, 15 blog posts were written about the RTP/SCS. Those 15 blog
posts held a total of 105 views. A similar neutral reaction was conveyed in likes and
comments statistics. No one liked or disliked any of the posts and no one commented
any.
SJCOG took every effort to reach the San Joaquin community. Unlike other social media
site, blogs reach members in the community who want to review every detail. Most social
media posts, while are efficient at sending out quick easy to understand information, do
not offer a more thorough review as a blog post can. Each mechanism reaps benefits
and each reach out to a different population. It was vital for staff to find a balance
between the two in order to benefit the County as a whole.
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sjcog.metroquest.com

Questions or Comments? Christine Corrales 209.235.0128 or corrales@sjcog.org
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Share your
thoughts

Share your
thoughts

Share your
thoughts

Share your
thoughts

comparta
sus ideas

comparta
sus ideas

comparta
sus ideas

comparta
sus ideas

Facebook @SanJoaquinCOG

Date

11/09/2017

10/27/2017

10/09/2017
10/07/2017

10/05/2017
10/04/2017

10/03/2017
10/02/2017
10/02/2017
09/29/2017
09/23/2017
09/21/2017

09/21/2017
09/21/2017

09/20/2017
09/19/2017
09/18/2017
09/16/2017
09/15/2017
09/15/2017
09/13/2017

09/12/2017
09/12/2017
09/07/2017
09/07/2017
01/05/2017
02/22/2017
03/07/2017
03/13/2017
03/23/2017
03/30/2017
03/30/2017
04/05/2017
04/15/2017
04/17/2017
04/20/2017
04/20/2017
04/21/2017
04/23/2017
05/06/2017
05/09/2017
05/09/2017
05/17/2017
05/17/2017
05/20/2017
05/23/2017
05/23/2017
05/24/2017
05/25/2017

People
Likes On Likes On
Reached Total Likes Post
Shares
Description
RTP Public Work
Shop, held on
11/09/17 event at
193
2
2
0
RTP Public Work
Shop Event Page
posted, held on
11/09/17 event at
0
1
1
0
RTP Spanish future
is bright
Metroquest Ad,
child with
95
0
0
0
RTP Lodi Bike
Rodeo Outreach
103
2
1
1
RTP Spanish
Maintenance
Metroquest ad,
23
0
0
0
RTP English Money
Change
313
3
3
0
RTP Spanish
Bicycle
Metroquest Ad.
51
0
0
0
RTP Christine radio
video discussing
54
1
1
0
RTP waiting for
the bus
778
23
22
1
RTP Stuck in
Traffic metroquest
123
1
1
0
RTP Holy Cross
United Methodist
179
2
2
0
RTP Maintenance
metroquest ad in
256
0
0
0
RTP Jobs and
Economy:
Economic Impacts
164
0
0
0
RTP Maintenance
metroquest ad in
196
4
0
4
RTP Jobs and
Economy:
Economic Impacts
198
1
0
1
RTP Delta College
metorquest
336
18
1
17
RTP More trains or
more lains
9166
64
9
55
RTP stockmarket
metroquest
30
2
2
0
RTP Parking day
146
4
0
0
RTP Parking day
155
7
1
6
RTP Jobs and the
60
0
0
0
RTP connecting
san joaquin cover
photo arrow
61
1
0
1
RTP the future is
bright metroquest
1478
24
17
7
RTP round 2 of
public outrach
184
4
4
0
Jobs and the
Economy event
0
4
4
0
Mini Grant
368
5
3
2
RTP roundtable
232
10
7
3
RTP blog post link
488
12
3
9
RTP blog post link
199
4
0
4
RTP April
0
2
2
0
RTP blog post
about public
73
2
2
0
Scoping meeting
0
0
0
0
Regional
Affordability
0
0
0
0
Stockmarket
256
11
5
6
Publci workshop in
english and
413
7
2
5
lodi news and rtp
extensive
26
0
0
0
workshop for april
13
1
1
0
RTP pubic
workshop recap
551
11
5
6
earth day public
185
5
4
1
Tracy farmers
291
6
6
0
mini presentation
269
8
5
3
June public
29
1
1
0
Spanish RTP/SCS
transportation
11
0
0
0
English
369
1
1
0
Stockmarket
150
2
1
1
Transportation
113
1
1
0
Spanish
62
0
0
0
Senior Awareness
107
4
4
0
Lodi bike to work
98
6
5
1

Emotion Icon
Reaction

Total
Comments
Comments On Post

Comments On
Shares

Total
Shares

Shares On Shares On
Post
Shares

Link Video
Post Clicks Clicks Views

0

0

0

0

1

0

1

4

0

1

1

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

1

0

1

6

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

1

0

1

0

1

4

1

3

11

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

1

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

2

0

0

0

10

7

3

27

0

0

0

0

1

1

0

5

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

4

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

2

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

7

0

0

0

0

3

0

3

3

0

0

0

1

0

1

2

0

2

0

2

8

0

8
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2 love, 1 wow, 1

92

10

82

41

40

1

919

0
0
0
0

0
0
0
0

0
0
0
0

0
0
0
0

0
0
2
1

0
0
1
0

0
0
1
1

1
24
19
0

0

0

0

0

1

1

0

12

0

0

0

0

5

2

3

46

0

0

0

0

0

0

1

0

0
1
0
4
0
0

0
0
0
0
0
0

0
1
0
4
0
0

0
4
1
2
1
0

0
2
1
1
1
0

0
2
0
1
0
0

0
37
34
53
7
0

11
3
15
1
0

0
0

0
0

0
0

0
0

2
0

1
0

1
0

3
0

1
0

0
0

0
1

0
0

0
1

0
2

0
1

0
1

0
19

0
0

1 wow

1 love

1 love
0
0
0
2 love
1 love

1 love

20

91

1

0

1

4

4

0

39

0

0
0

0
0

0
0

0
0

0
0

0
0

0
0

0
0

0
0

0
0
0
0
0

0
1
0
0
0

0
1
0
0
0

0
0
0
0
0

5
0
1
1
0

4
0
1
1
0

1
0
0
0
0

80
17
37
21
0

0
0
0
0
0

0
0
0
0
0

0
0
0
0
0
0
0

0
0
0
0
0
0
0

0
0
0
0
0
0
0

0
2
2
2
0
0
0

0
1
1
1
0
0
0

0
1
1
1
0
0
0

0
6
6
7
5
22
13

0
1
0
0
0
0
0

1 angry
0

06/01/2017
06/01/2017
06/02/2017
06/02/2017
06/15/2017
06/22/2017
06/26/2017
06/26/2017
06/26/2017
06/26/2017
07/06/2017
07/11/2017
07/11/2017
07/17/2017
07/18/2017
07/18/2017

Spanish and
Englihs RTP public
Manteca public
Last call for survey
Spanish
Lodi farmers
RTD connecting
Fathers and
RTP blog post
Healthy
Healthy
Record share
Healthy
Healthy
Healthy
Healthy
Healthy
Total:

15
66
678
60
110
42
57
41
0
92
22
174
101
29
92
147
20371

0
0
5
1
0
3
3
1
3
0
0
0
0
0
0
2
285

0
0
0
1
0
3
3
1
3
0
0
0
0
0
0
2
142

0
0
5
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
139

0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
104

0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
12

0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
92

0
0
5
2
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
3
0
0
0
0
118

0
0
2
1
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
1
0
0
0
0
77

0
0
3
1
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
2
0
0
0
0
41

0
15
44
3
0
1
2
1
0
0
0
9
3
0
8
8
1632

0
0
5
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
37

INSTAGRAM @sanjoaquinCOG
Date

Description
RTP Public Workshop held on
11/09/17
Maintenance spanish metroquest
ad
Bicycle spanish metroquest ad
Spanish row of people metroquest
ad.
Future is bright metroquest ad.

Total Likes

Total Comments

Saved

Impressions

Reach

Engagement

8

1

0

154

116

9

5
4

0
0

0
0

153
148

124
124

5
4

9
6

0
0

0
0

141
155

122
125

9
6

22

0

0

200

155

22

15

1

0

178

14

16

10/11/2017 Bike metroquest ad. Quote photo.
Escalon metroquest ad photo.
10/10/2017 Quote photo.

10

1

0

150

125

11

14

1

0

169

139

15

10/07/2017 Lodi Bike rodeo outreach event.

13

2

0

206

156

15

10/02/2017 RTP population pie chart image.
RTP stockmarket public outreach
09/16/2017 event

15

1

0

181

143

16

32

5

1

234

180

38

09/15/2017 Parking Day public outreach event.

28

2

0

241

199

30

13-Sep Jobs and the Economy Seminar ad.
Future is bright metroquest ad. In
09/12/2017 English
Catholic charities public outreach
09/07/2017 event.

10

0

0

169

123

10

14

1

0

190

130

15

12

0

0

184

146

12

07/18/2017 Public health seminar around RTP.

24

0

0

181

136

24

07/11/2017 Healthy Communities seminar ad

15

3

0

184

127

18

06/26/2017 Healthy Communities seminar ad

15

0

0

177

135

15

21
14
10
17

1
1
1
5

0
0
0
0

211
173
119
157

153
136
98
118

22
15
11
22

14
11

0
1

0
0

142
164

109
122

14
12

4

1

0

173

125

5

14

0

0

204

149

14

28

0

0

206

158

28

24
23

0
1

0
0

194
221

147
157

24
24

11/02/2017
10/20/2017
10/18/2017
10/17/2017
10/16/2017

metroquest ad with public health
10/13/2017 association. Quote photo.
RTD electric bus metro quest ad.
10/12/2017 Quote photo.

06/15/2017
06/02/2017
05/23/2017
05/23/2017
05/20/2017
05/18/2017
05/18/2017
05/09/2017
05/06/2017
04/23/2017
04/21/2017

Lodi farmers market RTP outreach
RTP survey ad
Spanish RTP survey ad
English RTP survey ad
Stockmarket RTP survey outreach
event
Voice your opinion, survey ad
Voice your opinion, survey ad in
Spanish
RTP mini presentation at stockton
golf and country club
Tracy Farmer's Market public
outreach
Stockton Earth Day public outreach
event
Public workshop

Stockmarket survey outreach event
Stockmarket public outreach
Public workshop
RTP moovly ad
Roundtable discussion at san
02/22/2017 joaquin ag. Center
01/23/2017 Mini grantee deadline for RTP
01/05/2017 Mini grantee deadline for RTP
TOTAL:
04/15/2017
04/15/2017
04/10/2017
03/07/2017

21
22
17
16

3
1
0
1

0
0
0
0

211
199
172
174

161
148
128
126

24
23
17
17

19
17
19
582

1
1
1
37

0
0
0
1

153
139
161
6568

108
99
115
4876

20
18
20
620

Twitter @sjcog

Date

Description

Total Likes

Impressions

Total
Engagement

Detail Expands

Total
Comments

Profile Clicks

Media
Retweets engagments

Link Clicks Hashtag Clicks

RTP/SCS Scenario framework SJCOG Board
08/22/2017 Workshop

0

463

5

0

1

0

0

0

0

0

09/29/2017 Stuck in Traffic metroquest ad. In english.

0

438

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

09/26/2017 Bike metroquest ad in english

0

439

1

0

0

0

1

0

0

0

09/21/2017 Maintenance metroquest ad in English.

3

613

11

2

1

0

4

0

0

0

09/18/2017 More trains or more lanes metroquest ad.

3

1263

21

1

1

0

5

9

1

1

09/15/2017 Parking Day RTP outreach event

2

590

22

4

0

0

1

14

1

0

09/15/2017 Jobs and the Economy RTP seminar

0

361

6

1

0

0

1

4

0

0

09/13/2017 The future is bright metroquest ad.

4

524

8

0

0

0

1

2

1

0

09/13/2017 Connecting san joquin photo

3

293

11

0

0

0

1

1

6

0

10/04/2017
10/02/2017
11/02/2017
01/18/2017
03/07/2017
03/14/2017

2
1
0
0
0
0

744
542
370
131
5242
5203

5
6
4
1
7
9

0
1
0
0
1
2

0
0
0
0
0
1

0
0
0
0
0
0

2
1
1
0
1
1

1
2
2
0
0
3

0
1
1
0
5
1

0
0
0
0
0
1

03/15/2017 Become a champion for RTp ad
03/30/2017 Scoping meeting ad

0
0

263
136

6
0

2
0

0
0

0
0

0
0

0
1

4
1

0
0

04/25/2017 RTP round 1 public outreach survey
05/23/2017 Public workshop
05/23/2017 Public workshop FB event photo

1
0
2

219
477
974

5
3
10

1
1
1

0
2
1

0
0
0

1
0
1

0
0
2

2
0
3

0
0
0

0
3
2
26

381
730
559
20955

0
12
6
159

0
1
0
18

0
0
0
7

0
0
0
0

0
2
2
26

0
1
0
42

0
5
2
34

0
0
0
2

Add your two cents metroquest ad
Transit metroquest ad
RTP workshop
Mini Grant Program
RTP blog share
RTP public workshop

06/01/2017 Public workshop day of event reminder
06/18/2017 healthy communities
07/17/2017 Healthy communities seminar
Total:
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2018 RTP/SCS Public Outreach and Engagement Log
Date
Presenter
07/13/2016 KA

11/18/2016 CC

02/08/2017 KA/CC/SA

Other SJCOG Staff
DM, RP, CC

Location
SJCOG

Host
SJCOG

Topic
RTP/SCS Stakeholder Workshop

KA, SA

Lodi

El Concilio // Monthly
Coalition Meeting

Intro to RTP/SCS

15

SJCOG

SJCOG/ RTP SCS WG

Updates, project schedule, WG
guidelines, regional progress report,
approach to the update

17

SJCOG

SJCOG/ RTP SCS WG

Updates, project schedule, priorities
discussion, scenarios feedback

RN, DR

03/08/2017 KA/CC/SA
ROUND 1: SPRING 2017

1

03/30/2017 CC/SA

2

04/11/2017 KA/CC/SA

04/12/2017 KA/CC/SA

Delta College,
Stockton

NAACP
Catholic Charities // Sierra
Sierra Vista Homes, Vista Resident Council
Stockton
Meeting

RN, DR

SJCOG

SJCOG/ RTP SCS WG

3

RTP/SCS, transportation needs survey

20

Updates, Financial component,
Environmental Justice Component,
Public outreach updates

04/15/2017 CC

NAACP, Stockton

NAACP / Prayer Breakfast

4

04/15/2017 CC/SA

Stockton, Caldwell
Park

Stockmarket / Third City
Coalition

RTP/SCS video, transportation needs
survey
RTP/SCS general info, workshop,
interactive activities, transportaiton
needs survey

5

04/20/2017 KA/CC/SA

SJCOG

SJCOG

RTP/SCS overview, interactive
activities, transportation needs survey

6

04/21/2017 CC

7

04/23/2017 CC/SA

8

04/28/2017 KA

9

05/06/2017 CC/SA

10

05/06/2017 CC/SA

11

05/09/2017 KA

CC/SA

Catholic Charities // Thornton RTP/SCS overview, transportation
Thornton SJCHA Site HA Resident Meeting
needs survey
RTP/SCS overview, travel behaviors
Stockton, Victory
and GHG emissions, transportation
Park
Stockton Earth Day Festival needs survey
Catholic Charities // Tracy HA RTP/SCS overview, transportation
Tracy SJCHA Site
Resident Meeting
needs survey
RTP/SCS overview, transportation
Tracy
needs survey
Tracy Farmer's Market
RTP/SCS overview, transportation
Tracy
Tracy Safety Fair
needs survey
Stockton Golf &
Country Club
Kiwanis Club
RTP/SCS overview, mini-presentation

12

05/10/2017 CC

SA

Stockton/ Conway

13

LD

7

Youth Summit
workshop:Transportation and RTP/SCS

3

DN, DR, TY, ML, LD

Attendance #

200

300

35

7

300
5
150
150
15

Catholic Charities// Conway RTP/SCS overview, transportation
HA Resident Council Meeting needs survey

20

05/12/2017 CC

Catholic Charities//
RTP/SCS overview, transportation
Stockton/Claremont Claremont Resident Meeting needs survey

20

14

05/15/2017 KA

Escalon

Escalon City Council

RTP/SCS overview, mini-presentation

15

05/17/2017 CC/SA

Stockton

Bike to Work Day

table outreach

40

SJC Obesity and Chronic
Disease Prevention Task
Force

RTP/SCS overview, mini-presentation,
transportation needs survey

30

10

16

05/18/2017 CC

Stockton @ Ag
Center

17

05/20/2017 KA

Stockton @ NAACP NAACP General Meeting

RTP/SCS overview, mini-presentation

18

05/20/2017 CC/SA

Stockton

Stockmarket

table outreach

19

05/23/2017 KA

Manteca

Manteca Planning
Commission

minipresentation

20

05/24/2017 CC/SA

Stockton

Senior Awareness Day

table outreach

300

21

05/25/2017 CC/SA

Lodi

Lodi Bike to Work Day

table outreach

40

22

05/27/2017 CC

Stockton

Stockton Shelter for the
Homeless

mini-workshop

23

05/31/2017 CC/SA

Stockton

St. Mary's Dining Room

table outreach during dinner service

24

06/01/2017 CC

25
26
27

28
29

200

POSTPONED

200

Manteca @ Transit
Center
City of Manteca

workshop

06/05/2017 CC
06/15/2017 CC/SA

Escalon
Lodi

workshop
table outreach

POSTPONED
100

06/24/2017 CC/SA

Stockton

OCED / City of Escalon
Farmers Market
Stockton Shelter for the
Homeless

mini-workshop

POSTPONED

Stockton
Stockton

Fathers & Families of San
Joaquin
Weber Point Coffee Club

06/27/2017 CC
07/21/2017 KA
ROUND 2: FALL 2017

SA/RN/DR/TY

SA/ML

1

09/07/2017 KA

RN/CC/SA

Stockton

2
3
4
5

09/15/2017
09/16/2017
09/19/2017
09/23/2017

CC/SA
CC/SA
SA/ML
CC/SA

Stockton
Stockton
Stockton
Stockton

6
7
8

09/28/2017 KA
10/05/2017
10/06/2017 OCED

CC/SA

Stockton
Stockton
Escalon

9

10/07/2017

CC/SA

10
11
12

10/10/2017 OCED
10/11/2017 OCED
10/16/2017 OCED

Lodi
Linden &
Farmington
Escalon
Escalon

13
14
15

10/17/2017 SA
11/07/2017 KA + Andy
11/09/2017 KA/CC/SA RN/DR

Stockton
Stockton
Stockton

Catholic Charities & First
Unitarian Presbyterian
Church
Downtown Stockton Parking
Day
Stockmarket
San Joaquin Delta College
Holy Cross
PHS - Senior Mobility Event
Full Moon Riders
Bike Lodi - Bike Rodeo event
at WOW

8

workshop
mini-presentation

40
30

workshop

15

table outreach
table outreach
table outreach @ club rush day
table outreach @ rummage sale

100
200
50
100

mini-presentation
table outreach
door-to-door canvassing

40
50
391

table outreach

50

door-to-door canvassing
door-to-door canvassing
door-to-door canvassing
spanish class at delta collefe
Stockton Kiwanis Club
SJCOG

mini-presentation
public workshop
TOTAL ENGAGED

300
300
300
30
30
10
4221
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How Do You Roll? Summary Data

HOW DO PEOPLE ROLL?

516 PEOPLE

342
Drive as a primary

Participated

72
Drive as a secondary mode
of transportation

mode of transportation

Comments:

94

"Increase transit connectivity &

frequency"

195

Walk as a primary

Walk as a secondary mode

mode of transportation

of transportation

"Improvements to create complete streets

and encourage walkability"

11

55

"[Enhance] Safety in bike lanes"

"Create connectivity among cities to enhance

Take the train as a primary

Take the train as a secondary

mode of transportation

mode of transportation

safe bicycling"
"Increase number of buses to rural

38

areas"
"More walking trails and biking routes"

Ride their bike as a primary
mode of transportation

98
Ride their bike as a secondary
mode of transportation

"Along with better biking infrastructure, a city-

wide bike share system."

"More bus services on weekends and to more

places outside [of the city]"

31

42

Ride the bus as a
primary mode of

Ride the bus as a
secondary

transportation

mode of transportation

Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy
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MODAL DISCUSSION
INTRODUCTION
This appendix of the 2018 RTP describes the investment strategy for the San Joaquin region.
It discusses planned future projects and transportation management strategies intended to
most effectively accommodate future transportation needs. The investment strategy is a
balanced approach to modal development intended to fulfill the objectives and performance
indicators which guide the RTP and move towards achievement of the long-term
transportation goals for the region. This includes the provision of appropriate resources to
operate and maintain the multi-modal system.
The 2018 Regional Transportation Plan promotes a “balanced” transportation system. It calls
for significant investment and system expansion of alternative transportation modes while
adding some capacity and operational improvements to the existing highway and arterial
roadway network.
The investment strategy identifies enough funding over the life of the RTP to develop and
construct or implement the 2018 RTP improvements.
There continues to be on-going dialogue with all stakeholders to improve our understanding
of how the transportation system impacts the quality of life in San Joaquin County. The
participation process has shed light on important values such as mobility choice and
accessibility, travel time reliability, cost effectiveness, and environmental sensitivity. The
planning process is iterative. System-wide performance indicators were developed and used to
help policy makers and the community at large evaluate tradeoffs between alternative packages
of transportation improvements. The performance indicators are also used as a tool to help
evaluate how this RTP contributes to the quality of life in the San Joaquin region.

REGIONAL STREETS AND HIGHWAYS ACTION ELEMENT
Several intersecting highways are pivotal to mobility in San Joaquin County. Figure 12-1
illustrates the street and highway system. On a north-south axis this includes Highway 99, the
“Main Street” of the San Joaquin Valley, and Interstate 5, a corridor of statewide and national
significance. Within the last 10 years, each route has experienced dramatic traffic growth and
levels of congestion. Each route also carries truck traffic at volumes much higher than the
statewide average for the highway system, making them vital to goods movement. Without
improvements, both Highway 99 and I-5 within San Joaquin County are projected to operate
significantly beyond capacity, resulting in sustained peak period driving conditions and
deteriorating levels of service.
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Major east/west movement is handled by Route 132 at the southern tip of the county,
Interstate 580 and I-205 in the south west county, and Route 120, Route 4 and Route 12.
Interstates 205 and 580 serve as a gateway connection between the San Joaquin Valley and the
Bay Area, and as such are critical to interregional travel and commerce. Each, however, has
experienced increased travel movement much beyond the statewide average. I-205 in
particular remains one of the most impacted travel routes in the County.
State Routes 4 and 12 are primarily two-lane conventional highways linking the east and west
sides of the county. State Route 12 operates as a freeway segment for a brief but important
segment between Highway 99 and the Port of Stockton just west of I-5. Both Routes 4 and
12 connect with Bay Area counties across the San Joaquin Delta. These two-lane rural roads
now handle significant commuter and interregional traffic.
Highways 26 and 88 in the central and northeast portion of the County are two-lane rural
highways which link to Calaveras and Amador Counties. Each roadway has also experienced
significant traffic volume increases, partly due to recreational traffic, but also resulting from
rapid growth occurring in these neighboring counties to the east.
As noted in Figure 12-1, several key arterial roadways link communities within the County and
are essential to intra-county traffic movement. Other portions of this system in the County
are designated as “J” routes, which connect to roadways in other counties. These roadways
handle some of the highest traffic volumes on the local system, link downtown areas, and
connect to major activity centers throughout the County.

Major Factors in Development of Street and Highway Investment
Strategies

Increased Travel Demand
Throughout the County, major highways and several arterial streets are projected to experience
increased traffic levels which meet, and in some cases substantially exceed, system capacity.
Without improvement, the result will be extended morning and afternoon peak periods in
existing areas of congestion, and several new areas of congestion that currently operate at
adequate levels of service. Interstate 5, Highway 99, Interstate 205, Highway 120 and Highway
12 in particular are projected to experience a substantial increase in total demand. Truck traffic
is also expected to increase substantially on major north-south and east-west roads connecting
to adjacent highways. The Plan identifies key projects targeted to improve the most impacted
portions of the highway and arterial roadway system.
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Operational and Transportation System Management (TSM)
Improving the ability of a highway or arterial street to efficiently move traffic without added
capacity is the target of operational and TSM improvements. This includes fairly low-cost spot
improvements like freeway auxiliary lanes, modified interchange ramps, improved shoulders,
individual intersection improvements on surface roadways, synchronized signals, limiting left
turn moments to major public street connections and turn pockets. This can also include
advanced technology applications (often referred to as Intelligent Transportation Systems
(ITS)) such as closed circuit television to monitor and convey real time travel conditions,
changeable message signs, traffic detection equipment and traveler information systems. These
hi-tech applications allow motorists to choose travel options and allow local and state agencies
to more quickly respond to incidents on the roadway. A significant component of congestion
is non-recurring related to incidents on the roadway system. Freeway Service Patrol programs
aid motorists to minimize traffic disruption and help to clear accidents. As opportunities to
add capacity reach their limit and when cost/benefit is considered, operational and TSM
strategies become important investment strategies to improve traffic flow on the existing
system. This Plan incorporates several such investments as part of the action element.

Maintaining the Integrity of the Existing System
The operation and maintenance of the existing transportation system in San Joaquin County
is a significant priority for transportation investment decisions. State and local government
and transit agencies are responsible to maintain a tremendous existing investment in the
street and highway system, rolling stock and travel way. In addition to roadway pavement,
this includes sidewalk, drainage systems, bridges and other structures, signal systems, signage,
fleets and equipment, and landscaping. The 2018 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) calls
for a significant portion of future revenues to be dedicated to maintain and operate the
current system. Within the 24-year RTP period, the combined operations and maintenance
investment in the existing transportation system is nearly $4.5 billion.
Local Streets and Roads
Local streets and roads are vital in the strength of the region’s entire transportation system.
They connect our communities and carry traffic in our region whether by automobile, bus,
or bicycle. Local roadway operations and maintenance are the responsibilities of each local
government in San Joaquin County and account for activities to preserve and improve local
roadway conditions involving traffic operation management as well as routine maintenance,
preventative maintenance, rehabilitation and reconstruction of pavement and bridges. In San
Joaquin County, preservation of local road condition and performance is a priority due to
the value and importance of these roadways to regional mobility and national economic
vitality. Each jurisdiction uses some type of Pavement Management System (PMS) as a tool
to assess operations and maintenance needs by:


regularly inspecting pavements to monitor condition and needs;
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evaluating the pavement condition with an index describing the condition from poor
to excellent;
selecting roads and streets that need treatments;
recommending maintenance treatments;
providing a snap-shot on their pavement condition; and
assisting to maximize financial investments.

In San Joaquin County pavement management is performed through PMS computer
software applications including Street Savers, Cartegraph, MicroPaver, and I-worq. Several
jurisdiction also use these systems to manage the operations and maintenance of local
bridges.
Fundamental engineering tells us that pavement
deteriorates over time. With weathering, aging, and
traffic loading, the pavement surface dries and shows
signs of loose aggregates. This is depicted in the diagram
(right) that if roads are left untreated, pavement
deterioration will propagate out and become more
severe with continued traffic loadings. In San Joaquin
County, much of the local streets and roads are aging
beyond their useful life and are in need of rehabilitation
and reconstruction.
Source: City of Stockton Public Works

In 2016, under the sponsorship of the League
of California Cities, County State Associate of
Counties (CSAC), the California Regional
100
Transportation Planning Agencies (RTPA), and
Good
‐
Excellent
other bodies of municipal public works
70
agencies, updated the statewide local streets and
At Risk
50
roads needs assessment. The last update was
Poor
conducted in 2014. The objective was to fully
25
assess every two years the condition of the local
Failed
0
system and complete the overall transportationfunding picture for California’s transportation
Source: 2012 California Statewide Local Streets
network. The results continued to provide
and Roads Needs Assessment Report.
analyses and information such as pavement
conditions and funding needs, including San
Joaquin County. A performance indicator is being used to assess the strength of pavement
by using a pavement condition index or PCI from 0 (failed) to 100 (excellent). This PCI
PCI Categories

2018 San Joaquin Council of Governments’ Regional Transportation Plan

L-4

index is based upon weighted measurement of the pavement area, i.e., longer roads have
more weight than short roads when calculating the average.
The 2016 study indicated the average PCI for streets and roads statewide dropped from 66
to 65. This rating is now considered to be in the “at risk” category. In San Joaquin County,
the average PCI held steady at 70.
The 2016 study also indicated the 10-year needs for San Joaquin County is about $1.4 billion
for pavement and an additional $53 million for bridge needs. This is based upon projections
of individual jurisdiction pavement and bridge management systems. Using a four-percent
escalation rate, SJCOG calculated the 24-year local roadway operations and maintenance
needs for the San Joaquin County will total an amount to approximately $4.8 billion.
Funding for local roadway operations and maintenance in San Joaquin County is provided
through the following major programs (including, but not limited to): Senate Bill 1, Regional
Surface Transportation Program (RSTP), and Measure K Local Street Repair. SJCOG also
calculated the total 24-year revenues projected to be available to the region for local roadway
operations and maintenance is about $4.2 billion. While these numbers suggest that
roadways will deteriorate faster than local jurisdictions are able to finance maintenance, this
funding level is anticipated to maintain the road condition to at least a PCI of 70.
Funding Needs and Projected Revenues
$4.8 Billion Funding Needs
$4.45 Billion Projected Revenues
Source: SJCOG 25-year Revenue Projections

State Highways
Operations and maintenance of California’s 50,000 lane-mile state highway system is the
responsibility of the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans). Caltrans manages
this effort through the State Highway Operation and Protection Program (SHOPP). The
SHOPP is currently divided into eight major project categories including: major damage
restoration, collision reduction, mandates, bridge preservation, roadway preservation,
mobility, roadside preservation, and facilities. Caltrans monitors the condition and
operational effectiveness of the state highway system, including all state-owned highways and
bridges, through periodic inspection, traffic studies, and system analysis. Caltrans prepares a
10-year plan for SHOPP projects based upon the needs identified by each Caltrans District
across the state through this monitoring. Caltrans subsequently prepares a 4-year program of
SHOPP projects every two years based upon funding approved by the California
Transportation Commission (CTC) and the statewide funding priorities at that time. The
CTC is required to adopt the 4-year SHOPP and ensures consistency with available state
funding. Based upon actual programming in San Joaquin County from multiple past SHOPP
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cycles the 24-year investment in state highway operations and maintenance is projected to
total over $727 million.
Transit
San Joaquin County features six public transit operators and two rail transit operators that
combined served over six million passengers. The transit system provides mobility for people
without cars such as the 11 percent of the regions families below the poverty level1, 10.6
percent of elderly1, 11 percent of disabled1, or 41 percent that are of driving age but do not
have drivers licenses2. The transit system also serves as a viable alternative to driving for
thousands of area residents who own cars. By reducing the number of vehicles on the roads,
public transit helps to fight congestion and curb greenhouse gas emissions.
A properly maintained transit system is critical to the mobility of the region as well as keeping
a competitive edge to that of the automobile. While the maintenance activities for the transit
system are unique to this mode, the unending challenge to sustain the system is similar the
maintenance of the roadway system. Unique to the transit system is the ongoing operating
costs of fuel purchases; drivers, mechanics, dispatchers, and equipment and facility leases
necessary to operate a transit system. Additionally, the cost for the replacement of buses, train
cars, tracks, security upgrades, fare machines and other capital equipment far outpaces
available funds. And just as with local streets and roads, delayed maintenance of the transit
system leads to even costlier rehabilitation down the road.
Over the next 24 years, operating and capital replacement costs for San Joaquin County transit
providers are projected to total $3.5 billion for existing services. This includes $2.36 billion
associated with bus services and $1.16 billion associated with rail services.
Several factors influence the rising cost of transit operations in San Joaquin County such as:
 Increased fuel costs
 Employee benefit packages
 More stringent emissions regulations on vehicle propulsion systems
 Construction and maintenance of passenger amenities (many of the bus stops are
nothing more than a pole and sign)
 Capital costs to purchase vehicles or construct maintenance/storage facilities leading
to decreased ongoing expenses
 Replacement of the aging vehicle fleet
 Technological improvements in fare collection and automated vehicle locating
equipment

1
2

2010 U.S. Census
Community Indicators of Alcohol and Drug Abuse Risk, San Joaquin County 2004, Center for Applied
Research Solutions (CARS), Inc.
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The San Joaquin Regional Transit District (RTD) and the San Joaquin Regional Rail
Commission (SJRRC), the region’s largest movers of intra- and interregional riders have the
greatest operating and capital replacement needs. RTD’s operating and capital replacement
needs account for $1.9 billion, or nearly 54 percent of the region’s 24-year needs. ACE’s
operating and capital replacement needs account for $1.15 billion, or nearly 33 percent of the
region’s 24-year needs.

Additional Transportation Funding
The 2018 Regional Transportation Plan includes an augmentation of funding assumed over
the life of the Plan, which is attributable to some important public decisions to invest more in
transportation infrastructure. Together these new resources have significantly increased the
Tier I element of the Plan providing a great opportunity to provide congestion relief,
transportation options and enhanced quality of life. The key is to expand these resources on
improvements which provide the greatest benefit but in a cost efficient manner.
Measure K Renewal: In November 2006, voters in San Joaquin County approved the renewal
of this ½ cent sales tax dedicated to transportation in San Joaquin County by a margin of 78%
approval. This adds over $3.1 billion in transportation resources available between 2011 and
2041. Funds will be used roughly one-third for maintenance and safety, one-third for transit
and alternative modes of travel, and one-third for roadway operational and capacity
improvements.
Regional Transportation Impact Fee: In October 2005, all local governments in San Joaquin
County and SJCOG approved a Regional Transportation Impact Fee on new development.
These funds, which will be collected through the life of this Plan are targeted towards key
regional highway and roadway improvements and regionally significant transit improvements.
Proposition 1B: In November 2006, voters in California approved Proposition 1B, a
transportation bond program totaling over $19.9 billion over ten years. San Joaquin County
will see an increase in roadway maintenance, transit and capital improvement funds which
come by formula. San Joaquin County has also received funds from several other programs
which are determined on a competitive basis. To date projects throughout San Joaquin County
have been awarded $436 million in Proposition 1B competitive funds. These include over $360
million for mainline highway projects, over $25 million for regional roadway improvements,
and over $38 million for railroad crossing grade separations.
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Planned Highway and Major Roadway Investments
The 2018 RTP identifies significant capacity increases and operational improvements to more
efficiently manage traffic conditions. The capacity improvements are targeted to corridors
which are the most essential to mobility in the county and have gone through the congestion
management process. Further revenues are directed to locations which currently experience
congestion and which have existing deficiencies- addressing new needs. There are also some
gaps in strategically important portions of the system that are priority targets to resolve. These
include extensions of the roadway network to improve connectivity and upgrade of
interchanges where lower standard facilities are no longer adequate to handle near-term travel
demand.
The second priority is to address areas of congestion and deficiencies that are anticipated based
on the substantial increase in travel growth projected for the county. Several portions of the
highway and local arterial system will have remaining capacity fully absorbed within the next
ten years and begin to experience regular and elongating daily congestion and declining levels
of service.
It should be noted that as the County continues to grow it is important to provide investment
in transit, Travel Demand Management, and bike and pedestrian improvements. These efforts
should be coordinated with community growth and downtown and neighborhood
revitalization efforts. This Plan is designed to increase modal share of these alternatives as
compared to the single occupant vehicle over time. Subsequent sections of this chapter
highlight the investment strategies.
This alternative means of handling future travel needs is vital because despite increases in
revenue available there will not be enough funding to resolve all anticipated congestion simply
by adding roadway capacity. Environmental and neighborhood concerns also will play a major
role in determining the best option to improve mobility.
The planned roadway improvements will significantly decrease future congestion and take a
significant step towards extending the current system in areas of major growth in the County
in comparison with a “no build” option.
While enhanced mobility is important, maintaining what we already have and ensuring the
current system is operating safely is equally important. Therefore the roadway investment
element identifies resources to adequately operate, maintain and where necessary rehabilitate
the existing roadway system. The scope of this investment is very substantial as, for example,
approximately $1 billion in the Measure K funds will be available for roadway maintenance
over the life of the Measure K renewal program, and over $100 million in Proposition 1B
funds will go towards maintenance over the course of the ten-year life of the bond program.
Tables 6-1 through 6-4 in Appendix F display the Mainline Highway Improvements,
Interchange Improvements, Regional Roadway Improvements, and Railroad Crossing Safety
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projects. Mainline Highway, Interchange improvements, and Regional Roadway projects are
illustrated in Figure L-1 below.

Highlights of Near Term Actions (2018-2027)
Short Range Plan, 2018-2027







Adequately maintain existing roadway infrastructure and improve when fiscally
possible.
Safety and operational improvements on SR-12 west of I-5
Prepare a Systems-Level Planning analysis of various transportation system
alternatives using multimodal performance measures.
Pursue ground access improvements for the Port of Stockton.
Implement the capital improvements for highways, regional roads, and
interchanges for this time period.
Continue implementation of the congestion management process

Long Range Plan, 2028-2042:






Maintain Existing Roadway Infrastructure at acceptable levels of service
Implement as appropriate and feasible the recommendations of the completed
studies
Modify crucial freeway-to-freeway connectors at I-5 and Route 4, Highway 99 and
Route 4, Route 120 at I-5 and SR-99
Complete remaining widening and operational improvements to Highway 12
Develop and implement operational and traffic management strategies on County
freeway segments
Complete identified local access interchange improvements to improve connectivity
and link to the extended roadway network in areas of growth.
Continue to enhance access at the Port of Stockton and major industrial areas to
support economic development
Continue to improve the arterial system based on subsequent preliminary
engineering and traffic analysis.
Continue implementation of the congestion management process.
I-205 HOV lane between I-580 and I-5




I-5 HOV lane between I-205 and Charter Way
I-5 HOV lane between Hammer Lane and North of Eight Mile
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Figure L-1: 2014 RTP Roadway Improvements
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TRANSIT ACTION ELEMENT
The San Joaquin Council of Governments continues to encourage and support development
of a “balanced transportation system” for San Joaquin County. That support is evidenced by
the devotion of a significant portion of the local transportation sales tax (30%) to support
public transportation.
This Regional Transportation Plan supports transit as an essential service needed by many
members of the community to maintain a minimum standard of living; it also recognizes the
important role transit plays in improving our region's air quality, reducing traffic congestion,
and improving the general quality of life for travelers who now face growing commutes.
This long-range Regional Transportation Plan emphasizes convenient, high quality regional
transit services to meet the needs of transit users. Improved and expanded urban, intercity,
and interregional bus services, which coordinate and integrate with new and improved
passenger rail services, are included in this transit investment strategy as ways to improve
mobility, accessibility and achieve state and federal air quality standards.
This Plan also seeks to coordinate improved public transit services with complementary and
supportive land use development policies. For instance, multimodal stations can be
surrounded by residential and commercial developments. In addition, these transit hubs can
be conveniently served by a myriad of alternative transportation modes, such as park-and-ride
lots, bicycle facilities, pedestrian amenities, trains, buses, and telecommute workstations.

Americans with Disabilities Act
The Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990 (ADA) is legislation which prohibits
discrimination on the basis of disability. Other Federal laws which affect the design,
construction, alteration, and operation of facilities include the Architectural Barriers Act of
1968 (ABA), and the Rehabilitation Act of 1973. These laws apply to all Federally funded
facilities. The ADA applies to facilities, both public (title II) and private (title III), which are
not federally funded. Newly constructed and altered facilities covered by titles II and III of
the ADA must be readily accessible to and usable by people with disabilities.
In July 1999, the U.S. Department of Transportation issued an Accessibility Policy Statement
pledging a fully accessible multimodal transportation system. Accessibility in Federallyassisted programs is governed by the USDOT regulations (49 CFR part 27) implementing
Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act (29 U.S.C. 794). The FHWA has specific ADA policies
for statewide planning in 23 CFR 450.210(a)(1), for metropolitan planning in 23 CFR
450.316(a)(1),
Projects contained in the 2018 San Joaquin Council of Governments’ Regional
Transportation Plan comply with all applicable ADA requirements.
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The Existing Transit System
Transit systems relevant to this Action Element consists of local, intercity, interregional, and
dial-a-ride bus services, as well as intercity and interregional passenger rail systems currently
operating in San Joaquin County. The system also includes needed services such as demand
response for both those who are in need of transit for medical purposes and those in rural
areas (General Public dial-a-ride).
All cities and unincorporated areas in San Joaquin County are served by a public transit system.
These systems range in size and complexity. From the 106 buses operated by the San Joaquin
Regional Transit District (RTD), to the single bus operated by the City of Ripon.
There are six types of public transit services currently operated by RTD and the cities in San
Joaquin County: local fixed-route, bus rapid transit (City of Stockton only), general public diala-ride, specialized dial-a-ride, intercity fixed-route, interregional fixed route. In addition,
SJRRC operates two commuter rail service: the Altamont Commuter Express (ACE) and the
San Joaquins. Table L-1 shows the various transit services available for each city and
unincorporated areas within San Joaquin County. Figures M-2 through M-8 display the
existing routes for transit service in the County.

Table L-2 Available Transit Services in San Joaquin County
Local
Bus Rapid
Transit

Area

Fixed
Route

General
Public
Dial-ARide

Escalon

X

Lathrop

X

Lodi

X

X

Manteca

X

Stockton

X

Tracy
Ripon
Unincorporated
Area

X

Specialized
Dial-A-Ride

Intercity

X

InterRegional

Commuter
Rail

X
X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X
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RTD Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) Service
RTD’s Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) service, Metro Express, provides frequent, limited-stop
express bus service within the Stockton Urbanized Area. The service includes improved
shelters and boarding areas, fare vending machines for pre-paid fares, timed connections at
the Downtown Transit Center, and traffic signal prioritization to maximize on-time
performance. RTD’s first Metro Express route, Route 43 on Pacific Avenue, opened in 2007,
followed by Route 44 to Stockton Metro Airport in 2011 and Route 40 on Hammer Lane in
2012. Route 44 also became the first fully electric BRT route in the United States in 2017. Two
new BRT routes, the Midtown Corridor and the Martin Luther King Jr. Corridor, are slated
to open in 2018. Future plans include additional corridors on Eight Mile Road, March Lane,
and Arch-Sperry Road.

Intercity and Interregional Bus Service
Interregional services have expanded by moving to larger over-the-road coaches, thereby
increasing capacity. This shift has also helped to increase capacity on the intercity coaches as
well. Ridership has increased commensurate with this growth. RTD provides interregional bus
services to targeted employment centers in downtown Sacramento, Alameda County, and
Santa Clara County. Riders can connect to other transit services in these areas such as
Sacramento Regional Transit District, Bay Area Rapid Transit (BART), Santa Clara Valley
Transit Authority, and Livermore Amador Valley Transit Authority (LAVTA), and Alameda
County Transit (AC Transit).

Countywide Dial-A-Ride Service
General public dial-a-ride service operates in areas where ridership could not support fixed
route service. General public dial-a-ride service is also used as a “feeder” service to intercity
route services. RTD provides general public dial-a-ride services to residents in the
unincorporated areas of the County.

RTD Intercity Fixed Route Service
RTD’s Intercity fixed route service connecting the cities of Lathrop, Manteca, Ripon, and
Tracy, to Stockton. The Intercity routes also link Stockton residents to other transit services
such as the Lodi Grapeline, Delta Breeze, SCT/LINK buses at the Lodi Station in
Downtown Lodi; the Tracy Tracer in downtown Tracy; and Manteca Transit in downtown
Manteca and at the Manteca Wal-Mart. Intercity buses run on approximately 60 minute
headways.

RTD County Hopper Deviated Fixed Route Service
RTD’s Hopper is a flexible fixed route service connecting Ripon, Escalon, Manteca, Lathrop,
Thornton, Woodbridge, Acampo, Morada, and Linden to Stockton, Tracy, and Lodi. The
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Hopper replaces RTD Countywide General Public Dial-a-Ride (DAR), Rural Elderly and
Disabled DAR, and County Area Transit (CAT) fixed route. Most RTD Hopper Routes will
deviate up to 3/4 of a mile for ADA certified Elderly & Disabled passengers not able to reach
the fixed route stops. Advanced reservations are required for this service.

RTD Go! Pilot Project with Uber
RTD Go!, launched September 1, 2017, is a one-year pilot project to provide additional
mobility options in areas of San Joaquin County outside the service area of other RTD transit
options such as Escalon, Linden, and Lockeford. Passengers can save 50% (up to $5.00 off
per ride) on trips that originate or end outside the normal RTD service area, and originate or
end at one of eight defined transit centers. Riders who are unable to use Uber due to physical
disabilities or other limitations may request trips through the TransLoc OnDemand mobile
application for a flat rate of $10.00 per trip.

Stockton Downtown Transit Center
The Downtown Transit Center is designed to enhance downtown transit service, improve
transit access to downtown businesses and government agencies and provide a catalyst for
downtown re-development activity. The transit hub is home to RTD staff and includes a
boardroom, information center, passenger concourse, satellite police station, and 2,100 square
feet of retail space. Additionally there are 20 bus bays that will help improve access for RTD
buses in Downtown Stockton.

RTD Intelligent Transportation Systems Program
RTD has also implemented an ITS (Intelligent Transportation Systems) element, SmartTrac.
This system is designed to integrate schedule adherence via GPS locators on all vehicles.
Additionally, it utilizes a voice interactive telephone system that allows riders to accurately
schedule their trips. Automated passenger counters are also in place to track the number of
riders and where they travel. Maintenance is also enhanced by this element: proactive sensors
are placed aboard vehicles to detect preventative maintenance measures prior to major
breakdowns. Overall performance has been greatly enhanced with this ITS element in place.

Altamont Corridor Express (ACE) Rail Service
ACE is in its third decade of providing commuter rail service between downtown Stockton
and Diridon Station in downtown San Jose. Ace currently operates four morning westbound
trains and four eastbound evening trains. ACE continues to focus on improvements to
individual stations. On the rail, trackage and signal improvements to upgrade service and
passenger targeted services such as wi-fi access, special event trains and on-board educational
programs.
An Altamont Corridor Express Joint Exercise of Powers Agreement was executed by the
Alameda County Transportation Commission, the Santa Clara Valley Transportation
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Authority, and the San Joaquin Regional Rail Commission to oversee the Altamont Corridor
Express rail service. An important feature of the ACE JPA is that it delineates the cost-sharing
formula of the member agencies. With the passage of Senate Bill (SB) 1 in 2017, ACE will
have funding to extend services to Modesto/Ceres by 2023 and Merced by 2027.

Robert J. Cabral Station
Located in downtown Stockton, the Robert J. Cabral Station serves as the downtown transit
hub for the Altamont Commuter Express (ACE) and the business offices of the San Joaquin
Regional Rail Commission. The station was updated beginning in 2009. Improvements
include a new façade and improved accessibility and circulation for pedestrians, bicycles,
automobiles, and transit buses.

Amtrak San Joaquins Service
The Amtrak San Joaquins intercity rail service, managed by the San Joaquin Joint Powers
Authority (SJJPA), includes seven daily round trips with four trains stopping daily at the Cabral
Station and Lodi Station (to/from Sacramento) and ten trains stopping at the BNSF station
on San Joaquin Street (to/from the Bay Area). The seven round trip trains travel to and from
Bakersfield on the BNSF line, making periodic stops through the San Joaquin Valley.
Connecting bus service to northern California and Los Angeles and points south are also
available through the San Joaquins service. The SJJPA Business Plan is updated on an annual
basis. Current initiatives include the development of “Morning Express” service arriving in
Sacramento by 8am to facilitate business travel, the addition of an 8th daily roundtrip, and track
improvements to improve speed and reliability.

Escalon Transit Service
The City of Escalon operates e-Trans flexible Fixed Route
and Dial-A-Ride services. The City contracts their transit
services with San Joaquin Regional Transit District (RTD).
e-Trans flexible Fixed Route, Intercity Route 1, operates
between the Main Street Escalon Park-n- Ride Lot and
Modesto at Vintage Faire Mall on Dale Road and Veneman
Avenue, five times a day each weekday. This service connects riders to the service at Jacob
Myers Park in the City of Riverbank, Modesto Area Express (MAX) and the Stanislaus
Regional Transit (StaRT) bus routes.
e-Trans also provides door-to-door service within the City of Escalon and the surrounding
unincorporated county areas. RTD supplements transit services in the unincorporated areas
surrounding the City of Escalon through the Countywide general public dial-a-ride service.

Lodi Grapeline
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The City of Lodi’s fixed route service, known as Grapeline, initiated service in FY 1994-95
with four routes utilizing the downtown area as a hub. Additional demand has warranted its
expansion to five routes plus three express routes operating in the morning and afternoon
commute periods. The City also operates a general public dial-a-ride and ADA certified Elderly
& Disabled passenger service called Vineline. The general public dial-a-ride provides limited
service to locations just outside the City limits.

Tracy Fixed Route Service
In the past, the City of Tracy used only a demand responsive system to provide its residents
with local public transit service. In August 2001, Tracy began its fixed route service and the
Tracer Paratransit Bus service began in December 2001. Improvements since that time,
include a new transit station on Sixth Street near downtown Tracy, completed in 2010. Besides
parking for 220, the station includes meeting rooms and other community facilities.
The service currently runs five buses from 6:30 a.m. to 7:30 p.m. Running in opposite
directions, these buses make stops at many key public venues, including stops that allow
customers to board RTD Intercity buses.

Manteca Transit Service
Manteca Transit began operations on November 1, 2006. The current fleet consists of seven
cutaway buses providing fixed-route and Dial-A-Ride services. The service operates MondayFriday between the hours of 6:00 a.m. and 7:00 p.m.. On January 4, 2010, Manteca transit
initiated a third transit route operating in the opposite direction of Route 2. All Manteca
Transit vehicles are wheelchair accessible and bicycle racks are available on most buses.

Ripon Transit Service
In March 2013, the City of Ripon began offering new expanded transit opportunities through
the Blossom Express bus service. This is a Deviated Fixed Route Service which currently
operates between 9:25 AM and 2:43 PM on Tuesdays and Thursdays. The route includes
service to the Ripon Save Mart Shopping Center, Ripon Library, Post Office, Senior Center,
as well as many other locations in the City. Additionally, the Modesto route includes service
to Vintage Faire Mall, Kaiser Hospital and Clinic and Target Shopping Center. The bus is also
equipped with two bicycle racks on the front of the bus for passenger use.

Coordinated Human Services Transportation Plan
In 2005, Congress included provisions in the Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient
Transportation Equity Act: A Legacy for Users (SAFETEA-LU) that added coordination
requirements to the newly created New Freedoms program (5317), the Job Access Reverse
Commute program (5316), and the Formula Program for Elderly Persons and Persons with
Disabilities (5310). As a result, all 5317, 5316, and 5310 projects must be derived from a locally
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developed coordinated human service transportation plan (CTP).
The San Joaquin Regional Transit District (RTD), the designated recipient for San Joaquin
County’s large urbanized area, took the lead to prepare the CTP for the county. The CTP was
last update by RTD in 2012. Addition detail on this plan can be found here:
http://sanjoaquinrtd.com/san-joaquin-county-coordinated-transportation-plan/.

Transit System Security Plan
Transit operators throughout San Joaquin County identify various plans and strategies that
support homeland security and safeguard the personal security of all motorized and nonmotorized users. All operators receiving FTA Urbanized Area Formula Program (5307)
funding are required to expend at least one percent of their 5307 funds on transportation
security projects, unless the operator certifies to FTA that these expenditures are not
necessary. Public transportation security projects include, increased lighting in or adjacent to
public transportation systems, increased camera surveillance, emergency telephone line or lines
to contact law enforcement or security personnel, and any project intended to increase the
security and safety of an existing or planned public transportation system.
The San Joaquin Regional Rail Commission’s (SJRRC) Altamont Corridor Express (ACE)
Passenger Train Emergency Preparedness Plan promotes emergency preparedness by
formulating and testing policies and procedures designed to prevent and plan for; control and
respond to; stabilize and recover from an emergency arising from or affecting the operation
of the ACE passenger rail service. SJRRC’s plan assigns responsibilities and priorities,
establishes tasks, sub tasks, and designates authority in the event of an emergency. This plan
complies with 49 CFR Part 239, Passenger Train Emergency Preparedness. Participants to this
plan include SJRRC, Herzog Transit Services, UPRR, JPB, BNSF, and Bay District Amtrak.

Transit Systems Performance
COG’s ongoing efforts to ensure a well performing transit system is in place was established
in December 1997 with the adoption of the Transit Systems Performance Study Final
Report and updated in 2016 with the adoption of the 2016 Regional Transit Systems Plan.
The study, initiated by COG in an effort to respond to questions concerning the
performance of the County's transit systems, developed measures of cost-effectiveness and
efficiency from the operating cost and ridership perspective. The study recommended setting
goals for three performance measures over a three-year period: cost/hour; passenger/hour;
and subsidy/passenger. The performance indicators are reflective of each operators system
and growth plans. The SJCOG Board adopted the revised Transit System Performance
Objectives in September 2015.
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TRANSIT SYSTEM MAPS

Figure M-2 (a) RTD Weekday System Map
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Figure M-2 (b) RTD Weekend System Map
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Figure M-2 (c) RTD Metro Hopper Service System Map
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Figure M-2 (d) RTD Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) System
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Figure M-3 Escalon Transit System Map
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Figure M-4 Tracy Tracer Transit System Map
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Figure M-5 Manteca Transit System Map
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Figure M-6 (a) Lodi Grapeline Weekday Transit System Map
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Figure M-6 (b) Lodi Grapeline Weekend Transit System Map
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Figure M-6 (c) Lodi Grapeline Express Transit System Map
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Figure M-7 Ripon Blossom Express System Map
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Figure M-8 Altamont Corridor Express System Map
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Needs and Issues
Rapid Growth and its Demand upon the Mass Transit System
San Joaquin County is experiencing a growing market demand for intercity and interregional
alternative modes of transportation. Increasing travel interaction between San Joaquin
County's cities and the Bay Area, as well as the Sacramento area and San Joaquin Valley
communities, has increased the need for both intercity and interregional transit service.
Where local dial-a-ride services were once sufficient for meeting the region's mobility needs,
evolving transit demands now call for new and improved services. Each year COG's
assessment of “Unmet Transit Needs” finds the need for expanded local, intercity, and
interregional services. Sometimes these needs are not reasonable to meet from a costeffectiveness standpoint. The challenge lies in finding a way to meet the increasing transit
needs in a cost-effective manner. This can be accomplished by reducing the total cost of the
system or by increasing the ridership. Reducing the cost is particularly challenging given that
primary cost components are labor related. Increasing ridership seems to be the option with
greatest potential for affecting a transit system’s cost-effectiveness.
The availability of transit services alone will not induce individuals to leave their autos when
traveling; a series of benefits, consequences (in the form of cost, congestion, and pollution),
and supporting activities are also required. Studies have shown that pricing and land use (ease
of access) are the two most effective means of achieving increased transit usage, congestion
management, and auto-related air quality goals for the region.

Transportation and Air Quality
For areas that fail to meet relevant air quality standards, federal and state clean air legislation
have set auto occupancy standards to be achieved during peak commute periods. Although
not specifically required, an increased reliance on transit is expected to meet such goals. The
region is committed to improved public transit as a transportation control measure (TCM) as
part of the Air Quality Attainment Plan, which is part of the State Implementation Plan (SIP).
Although the provision of increased transit is key to our region achieving federal and state air
quality goals and standards, it must be coupled with other supportive elements such as:
 The integration of increased density developments and transit services which
support the walk-to-transit and bike-to-transit trips
 The identification and support of multimodal terminals and park-and-ride lots, as
well as their integration with support commercial services to allow for trip avoidance
 The expanded support for transit services within the local communities to provide
for increased mobility options and access
 Local support and mandates for employee transportation allowances, parking fees,
flexible work hours, and transit pass subsidies
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 Local support and mandates for fleet operator alternative fuel programs
 Local support for all alternative modes including transit, rideshare, vanpools,
bicycling and telecommuting

Financing Transit
Securing adequate and stable funding to support existing and future public transportation
system operations will continue to challenge COG and its member jurisdictions.
Local funds, including Transportation Development Act (TDA), State Transit Assistance
(STA), and Measure K funds, are the primary sources of revenue for transit systems. Other
important revenue sources include farebox receipts and Federal funds such as Urbanized Area
(UZA) formula grants.
TDA funds are based on sales tax revenues, thereby making them subject to fluctuating
economic conditions. Historically, TDA funds have grown at a slightly faster rate than
inflation, signifying growth in consumption due in part to population growth. Emerging
commute patterns and an increased emphasis on air quality will require that Transportation
Development Act funds increasingly be used to exclusively fund public mass transit projects.
Senate Bill 716 (SB 716) (Wolk 2009) requires counties that had a population of less than
500,000 as of the 1970 census, but that have a population of 500,000 or more as of the 2000
census or at a subsequent census, would require the local transportation funds (TDA)
apportioned to the urbanized areas of those counties to generally be allocated for public
transit purposes and not for street and road purposes, except that cities in those counties
with a population of 100,000 or fewer would be exempt from this requirement. San Joaquin
County has passed the 500,000-population threshold of SB 716 and cities within San Joaquin
County with a population greater than 100,000 will be required to comply with this statute
by July 1, 2014 or when their future populations pass this threshold.
Measure K, the local ½ cent sales tax, is an important source of capital and operating funds
for transit projects in San Joaquin County. The recent passage of the Measure K Renewal
program secures funding to the year 2041. A large percentage of transit funding in San Joaquin
County comes from the Measure K program.
Covering operating shortfalls is and will remain a primary concern for all transit systems.

Freight Rail Conflicts with ACE
Pacific Rim trade has grown substantially in the last ten years. This has resulted in a substantial
increase in freight rail traffic on the Union Pacific line over the Altamont Pass, including major
portions of the rail used by ACE. This has resulted in a substantial increase in freight
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train/ACE passenger train conflicts and a significant decrease in on-time performance of the
ACE service. As of October 2017, ACE’s year-to-date on-time performance was 89.18%.
Freight rail demand is projected to continue to increase – posing greater challenges to ACE’s
on-time performance standards. ACE and the Union Pacific have a current agreement to
achieve 95 percent on-time performance for the passenger rail system, but future freight
demands could outweigh the passenger performance goals. Based on this reality, the San
Joaquin Regional Rail Commission has identified the need to purchase and directly own the
majority of ACE’s service line from Stockton to Niles Junction as a top priority. This rightof-way purchase and potential track/signal upgrade is also critical to the startup of short haul
rail service from the Central Valley to the Port of Oakland.

Current Transit Planning Activities
Escalon Short Range Transit Plan
The City of Escalon released their draft 10-year Short Range Transit Plan (SRTP) for FY
2017/18 – 2026/27 in November 2017. The draft SRTP identified the 10-year operating and
capital plans as well as targeted performance measures. The draft SRTP proposed a radical
revision to Escalon’s current transit operations by eliminating the existing fixed-route service
to Modesto. The funds Escalon currently uses to run that service would be transferred to RTD
to partially fund a new County Hopper route serving Stockton, Manteca, Escalon and
Modesto. Additionally, Escalon would reduce the total hours of the Dial-a-Ride service but
make it more flexible to respond to passenger needs. The draft SRTP is expected to be
reviewed and approved by the City Council in January, 2018.

Manteca Short Range Transit Plan
The City of Manteca completed their five year SRTP in May 2014. The update reflects the first
comprehensive look at Manteca’s Transit system since 2009. The transit system has been
successful in attracting riders as attested to by its 13 percent annual increase in ridership from
2009 to 2014.
The SRTP identified the 5-year operating and capital plans as well as targeted performance
measures. Recommendations from the SRTP include implementing a multi-year (phased) bus
stop improvement program; revising current route alignments to increase the “transit
footprint” in Manteca, enhance on-time performance and maintain inter-route connectivity;
extend service to provide access to ACE rail service; revise Dial-a-Ride fare policy to increase
farebox recovery; and introduce fixed-route service on Saturday.

Tracy Tracer Short Range Transit Plan
The City of Tracy completed an update to their SRTP in September 2009. The update
provided comprehensive market research analysis of the transit system, established goals,
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objectives and performance standards, documented transit needs through public outreach,
provided service plan and fare recommendations, plans for facility development, and
established a detailed operating and capital financial plan. The SRTP recommended
modifications to routes with the opening of the Downtown Multimodal Transit Station in
February 2010; increased bus frequency on Routes A&B during the peak commute periods;
additional bus stops; the extension of Routes D&E to Kimball High School; and
implementation of a subscription service between residential areas and the ACE station. The
capital plan identified options for future bus replacements and propulsion types.

Ripon Short Range Transit Plan
The City of Ripon Short Range Transit Plan (SRTP) 2010-2020 was developed and adopted
in January 2011. The SRTP was funded through a Federal Transit Administration (FTA)
Transit Planning Assistance grant. Groundwork for the SRTP included a 22-question
community-wide transit survey mailed to nearly 4,200 households in Ripon. The SRTP
provided the impetus to launch the Blossom Express fixed-route service.
The SRTP identified transit needs, funding sources, capital equipment, system evaluation/
performance standards, and marketing/outreach strategies. A series of transit goals and
objectives were also included in order to assist the City in maintaining acceptable levels of
service. These service standards include updating the SRTP every five years; maintaining a 10
percent minimum farebox recovery standard; attaining 8 passenger trips per vehicle service
hour; a 90 percent on-time performance standard for fixed route; maintaining 100,000 miles
traveled between preventative accidents; and a minimum of 40,000 miles between road calls.

Lodi Short Range Transit Plan
The Lodi GrapeLine Short Range Transit Plan (SRTP) was adopted in September 2013. The
SRTP contained a series of recommended goals, objectives, and service standards that affect
the delivery of transit service. Broad-based goals contain a series of objectives, measurements,
and standards for service design and service delivery.
Service Plan goals include: extend weekday and weekend service on fixed routes; extend
weekday and weekend service on the Dial-A-Ride; add the Costco/Home Depot Shopping as
a scheduled stop on Route 5 and an On-Demand service to the Department of Motor
Vehicles; and eliminate Route 7 as it was indicated to have the lowest ridership in the City of
Lodi. Capital Plan goals include: install bus wash facility and upgrade fueling facility; bus stop
improvements; develop a southwest Lodi Transit Station and expand Lodi Transit Station;
install additional security cameras on vehicles and at the Lodi Transit Station; install Automatic
Locator Technology on buses and real-time traveler information; and upgrade vault and
farebox equipment.
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Annual Unmet Transit Needs Planning Process
Each year SJCOG evaluates available transit services and identifies any unmet transit needs.
Recently, SJCOG's analysis found the need for non-emergency medical transportation
(NEMT) to facilities outside the region. SJCOG worked with RTD to develop a service plan,
which will be implemented in the FY 17-18 fiscal year. The level of transit service included in
this Regional Transportation Plan reflects the recently adopted Regional Transit Systems Plan,
tempered by the level of available resources.

Interagency Transit Committee and Ad Hoc Committee for Transit
SJCOG established the Interagency Transit Committee in August 2004. The committee was
created to improve coordination and communication among transit operators within the
County. The committee meets monthly and is comprised of representatives from each of the
transit agencies and jurisdictions within San Joaquin County. Each year the committee focuses
on specific goals to improve the overall transit system.
The Ad Hoc Committee for Transit was formed in February 2017 in response to the adoption
of the 2016 Regional Transit Systems Plan (RTSP). The Committee, which consists of the City
Managers and transit agency Chief Executive Officers who make up the SJCOG Management
& Finance Advisory Committee, was formed to address questions of transit funding policy
raised in the RTSP, with the Interagency Transit Committee serving as a working group to
assist in this process.

Proposed Improvements
Capital and operating projects include maintenance and expansion of existing transit services
to the fullest extent possible.

Bus Service
This Plan calls for the continuation of local, intercity and interregional bus service, and is
supported by the Measure K Renewal Strategic Plan. Additionally, this plan continues the
countywide Dial-A-Ride program.
Capital projects include the continued improvements to the Downtown Stockton Transit
Center; additional bus rapid transit routes within the City of Stockton, buses for fleet
replacement, expansion, and expansion replacement; support vehicles; facility upgrades;
maintenance and facility equipment; and passenger amenities, such as shelters and information
boards.
Service modifications and additional service will be provided as the region grows and travel
patterns continue to change. Targeted improvements to capture a greater percentage of
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“choice riders,” particularly for intercity and commute trips will be a key target market.
Additional areas of BRT expansion would provide improved frequency along the Martin
Luther King Jr., West Lane, March Lane, Freemont Street, Arch/Sperry Corridor, and Eight
Mile Road routes. Improved delivery of lifeline service and job access to employment centers
will also be a focus. The overarching goal of finding ways to provide transit service in a costefficient manner that meets public needs will also continue as a key objective.
Development of the transit infrastructure to support intra-city transit is a priority for the cities
of Escalon, Manteca, Tracy, and Ripon. Procurement of buses, construction of maintenance
and fueling facilities will greatly reduce the operating costs when compared to leasing vehicles
and facilities.
Adequate specialized transit service for older and disabled citizens and for coordinated social
services transportation is an additional service goal which ties strongly to community access
and quality of life issues. This specialized transit service will need to expand over the life of
the Plan to accommodate an anticipated significant increase in older age adults who continue
to value mobility but seek options to the automobile. An updated Coordinated Human
Services Transportation Plan, previously referenced, will provide continued strategic direction
to guide the future development of the social services transportation system.
The 2018 RTP project list appendix lists projects included in the bus transit action program.

Rail Service
This Plan includes the operation and enhancement of the ACE rail service, providing the
commuter link between northern San Joaquin Valley and the Bay Area. In the near term,
the San Joaquin Regional Rail Commission is planning for the extension of service to
Modesto and Ceres by 2023 and Merced by 2027. This extension, which was infused
with dedicated funding by the passage of SB 1 in 2017, will also add new stations in
Ripon and Manteca in San Joaquin County. Other near-term projects include purchasing
longer trains to provide additional capacity and track and signaling improvements to
increase speed and reliability along the corridor.
The Rail Commission, in conjunction with the San Joaquin Joint Powers Authority, is
also looking to provide additional rail transit options between the San Joaquin Valley and
Sacramento. In spring 2018, the Amtrak San Joaquins will begin offering “Morning
Express” service that will re-time the existing trainsets to provide morning service with
the aim of attracting business travelers. In addition, both agencies have worked with
Union Pacific Railroad to secure rights to operate additional trains to Sacramento along
the Sacramento Subdivision near I-5. This service would provide additional stops in Elk
Grove, Sacramento City College, Midtown, North Sacramento and Natomas/Airport, and
allow for potential future extensions to Yuba City/Marysville and Redding (see Figure 7).
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ACE is also seeking to provide additional trains over the Altamont Pass to the Bay Area.
Of paramount importance to achieve this goal is to acquire dedicated rights of way from
Stockton through Niles Junction to the maximum extent possible. This could either be
through purchase of its existing line or purchase and upgrade of parallel lines in
combination with new dedicated track in existing Union Pacific Railroad rail right of
way. ACE will also continue to develop track improvements from Niles Junction to
Diridon Station in downtown San Jose in conjunction with Caltrans and the Capital
Corridor passenger rail service.
Additionally, for many years Alameda County has sought the extension of BART service
east of Dublin to Livermore to provide a direct connection to ACE. The construction of
this extension will be costly and feasibility is still being explored.
AB 758 (authored by Assemblymember Susan Eggman and signed by the Governor in
October 2017) establishes the Tri-Valley-San Joaquin Valley Regional Rail Authority for
purposes of planning, developing, and delivering cost-effective and responsive transit
connectivity between the Bay Area Rapid Transit District’s transit system and the
Altamont Corridor Express commuter rail service. This new Joint Powers Authority
(JPA) is tasked with developing a feasibility report for transit connectivity between
BART and ACE. A possible option is a DMU/EMU (Diesel Mobile Unit/Electric Mobile
Unit) Regional Connection. Other alternatives are being considered as well.
The first step of the Joint Powers Authority is the completion of a feasibility study to
evaluate the proposed new DMU service by July 1, 2019. This feasibility study will be
critical in identifying specific projects (and related costs) to achieve transit connectivity.
In the development of 2018 Plan (update), SJCOG (consistent with the Metropolitan
Transportation Commission in the Bay Area) has not identified capital or operations
funding pending the feasibility report and a possible Programmatic Environmental Impact
Report. As alternatives are developed and financial resources identified, it is anticipated
that the proposed project will be considered in future amendments to the Plan.
The 2018 RTP project list appendix identifies the Action Program for Rail Corridor projects.

Short Range Plan, 2018-2025
Bus

 Continue to focus on cost-effectiveness and service efficiencies
 Ensure as a priority the continued provision of lifeline services for the transit
dependent and transit assisted population
 Ensure that cross system coordination, such as ADA qualification, for transfer and
timed connecting service is effectively developed and implemented
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 Continue to expand intracity fixed route service in Escalon, Manteca, Lodi, Ripon,





and Tracy, ensuring transit measures of effectiveness are applied to decisions
concerning service expansion
Incrementally develop older and disabled specialized service responding to the
growing older population
Continue to expand intercity and commuter bus service cost-effectively but with a
focus on attracting choice riders and job access
Continue to develop cleaner, more energy efficient passenger and service fleets as
part of vehicle and equipment replacement cycles
Implement safety and security measures as a top priority

Rail

 Extend ACE service to Modesto/Ceres and Sacramento, including new stations in








Manteca and Ripon
Participate with other passenger rail operators to implement speed and safety
improvements throughout the ACE service area
Increase passenger rail service between Sacramento, Stockton and San Jose. Service
frequencies will be increased if demand warrants, operational funding exists, and the
necessary track rights agreements are executed
Participate in newly formed Tri-Valley San Joaquin Regional Rail Authority to
complete a project feasibility study and environmental determination for a new
DMU/EMU service over the Altamont Pass
Continue to develop governance, funding, and operational strategies to implement
the mission of the San Joaquin Joint Powers Authority
Expansion of Robert J. Cabral Station to accommodate more passenger rail service
Implement planned safety and security measures as a top priority
Continue to develop cleaner, more energy efficient locomotives and rolling stock as
part of vehicle and equipment replacement cycles

Long Range Plan, 2025 - 2040
Encourage each locality to develop an integrated land use and transportation planning process
consistent with increasing access and use of countywide transit systems.
Bus

 Continue development of intercity and interregional service with the objective of
increasing transit modal share of intercity and interregional trips and as a strategy to
balance VMT and population growth
 Continue to emphasize cost effective and efficient service development
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 Initiate express bus service as the County HOV network is developed as a congestion
management strategy
 Ensure specialized service for the older and disabled communities keeps pace with
population growth in those demographic areas
 Fully implement BRT on Arch Road/Sperry Corridor, Eight Mile Road, and March
Lane.
Rail

 Complete extension of ACE service to Merced by 2027
 Expand and improve existing passenger rail service between Sacramento, Stockton,
Merced, and the San Francisco Bay Area
 Potential build out of new DMU/EMU service over the Altamont Pass, as
consistent with feasibility reports and/or environmental determination prepared by
the Tri-Valley San Joaquin Regional Rail Authority
 Improve connections to BART and other feeder transit services
 Upgrade and expand stations including improved passenger amenities and ITS
equipment

AVIATION ACTION ELEMENT
The services provided by San Joaquin County's airports address a variety of local and regional
needs through providing viable mobility options for the County's citizens and businesses. The
aviation system connects the traveling public and cargo movers to airports in major
metropolitan areas of the State and neighboring areas of Nevada. The aviation system serves
the U.S. military directly or in an auxiliary fashion as well as supporting local farmers, police,
and medical services. Aviation activities also provide recreational opportunities for the citizens
of San Joaquin County.

The Existing Aviation System
San Joaquin County's aviation system includes six airports that are open for use by the general
public. These airports are:








Stockton Metropolitan Airport
Tracy Municipal Airport
New Jerusalem Airport
Lodi Airport (Lind’s)
Kingdon Executive Airport
Lodi Airpark (Precissi)
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Stockton Metropolitan, Tracy Municipal and New Jerusalem airports are publicly owned, while
the remaining three airports are privately owned. The characteristics of San Joaquin County's
public access airports vary significantly, from size and number of operations, to their types of
activities and to their expected growth and impact on the local economy. As a group, the
airports combine a range of services designed to meet the passenger, business, agricultural,
recreational, and emergency services needs for the region. Stockton Metro, the largest airport,
is a regional facility that offers the only air cargo and commercial passenger service in the
county. Tracy Municipal Airport specializes in travel to and from the Bay Area, for both
business and pleasure users. Lodi Airport provides a wide variety of general aviation services,
ranging from corporate business travel to parachuting instruction. Kingdon Airport offers
flight training, private flight use, and supports crop-dusting services in the area south of Lodi.
New Jerusalem, a bare landing strip surrounded by farm lands, serves primarily flight training
users. Lodi Airpark is a family operation, owned and used primarily by a local crop-dusting
business.

Stockton Metropolitan Airport
Stockton Metropolitan Airport (SMA) is the largest publicly owned airport in San Joaquin
County at 1,552 acres. It is located on the Southern boundary of the city of Stockton..
The airport is conveniently located between two major north-south thoroughfares; Interstate
5, 1.5 miles to the West, and State Highway 99, which borders the airport on the East side.
SMA facilities include two parallel runways, high-speed taxiways, aircraft parking and storage
facilities, a passenger terminal, automobile parking and commercial/industrial areas. The main
primary instrument runway, 11L/29R, is used chiefly by commercial and military aircraft.
Stockton Metro is seeking to increase Airport Reference Code and Runway Design Code to
allow Group V aircraft; including the Boeing MD-11F, 777-200F, or 747. The secondary
runway, 11R/29L, is used by small general aviation aircraft. There are six carrier gates that
adjoin the 44,355 square-foot terminal building. General aviation facilities include 152 hangars
and 143 tie downs. The airport has four fixed-based operators. There are approximately 178
aircraft based out of the airport, made up of single and multi-engine, jet propelled and military
aircraft.
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Services
provided
for
passenger
convenience include an airport terminal,
three air carrier gates, 550 free parking
spaces, auto rental offices, a coffee shop
and restaurant, a lounge, and a gift shop.
Recently, Stockton Metropolitan Airport
recently opened its new passenger hold
room, doubling the seating capacity to
accommodate 367 individuals. The new
hold room offers opportunities for future
expansion of airline service.
Passenger Service
Commercial passenger service is offered through Allegiant Air, which offers five weekly flights
to Las Vegas, Phoenix-Mesa, and San Diego. A Mexican airline has prepared a notice of intent
to start non-stop flights to Mexico.
To facilitate commercial development at the airport, airport property is now included in
Foreign Trade Zone #231. This designation will be useful for businesses located within the
50-acre, master-planned business park, Airpark 599 as well as other areas surrounding the
Airport. In addition, construction was completed recently to construct an arterial Street, Sperry
Rd that now provides much improved access from Interstate 5 to the airport area.
General Aviation
SMA is an active general aviation airport. A number of Stockton area corporations use the
facility for their aircraft operations. There are numerous fixed base operators and services
located at the airport. General aviation services offered include: charter services, flight schools,
aircraft sales, fueling, maintenance/repair services and aircraft storage.
Air Cargo
Stockton Metro is the only airport in the county with air cargo service facilities. The airport
sponsors continue to market the large cargo industry to promote future residency and use of
the facilities. Air Transport International, Inc. (ATI) flies in four Boeing 767 freighters daily
to accommodate Amazon.com’s regional distribution facilities. The Airport currently handles
1.2 million pounds of cargo on an annual basis.
Military Use
Thirty-three military aircraft are based at Stockton Metro. Training exercises are still conducted
with fixed wing aircraft along with non-fixed type aircraft.
Other Airport Activities
As San Joaquin County's regional facility, Stockton Metro serves as a site for important public
health and safety services. Among the operations that take place or are based at the airport
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are: County Sheriff helicopter operations, hospital “life flight” activities, and forest and brush
fire suppression aircraft operations.
Airport Land Use
Stockton Metro is focused on keeping incompatible land uses outside of the highly impacted
airport zones. The area around the airport is partially within the City of Stockton, and partially
within the unincorporated area. Based on the general plan, land use designation for this land
in both jurisdictions is primarily commercial/industrial or agricultural, designations that are
compatible with airport operations. However, some areas within the high noise contours allow
existing residential use and infill development.
Zoning on the airport property is Airport Multi-Use, which should encourage commercial
development at the airport. The area around the Airport has all been designated for
development, except the area to the south. This area has a General Plan designation of General
Agriculture and a Zone Classification of General Agriculture, 40-acre minimum parcel size.
The airport property now includes the Centre Porte Business Center, along with the Airpark
599 Business Park. The Centre Porte Business Center is located on the north side of the
runways, and bounded on the north by Arch-Airport Road and on the east by Rt.99. The
Airpark 599 is located at the main entrance to the Airport. Both business centers are located
within an established Enterprise Zone and, as part of the Stockton Metro Airport, have
recently been designated a Foreign Trade Zone.
Ground Access
Ground access to Stockton Metro is from three primary routes: Airport Way, I-5 via Sperry
Road, and Route 99 via Arch Road. The direct access to/from Interstate 5 was completed in
2013 with the extension of Sperry Road east to Arch Road. Improvements for the French
Camp/I-5 were completed in late 2014.

Tracy Municipal Airport
The second largest publicly owned airport in
San Joaquin County is Tracy Municipal Airport.
The 310-acre airport property is located
approximately four miles south of the city center.
Tracy Municipal is owned by the City of Tracy and
operated by the Tracy Flight Center. Fixed base
operations, such as aircraft maintenance, flight
school, aviation supplies, and fuel, are contracted
out by the City.
The runway configuration at Tracy Municipal
consists of two active runways: One is the primary while the other is considered a secondary
runway. The main runway is 100 x 4002 feet long, and the secondary runway is 100 x 3438
feet long. Both runways allow for instrument approaches. Existing structures on the airport
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property include hangars, tie-downs, automobile parking, and a fueling facility. There is
currently one fixed base operator at the airport.
General Aviation
Tracy Municipal Airport is exclusively a general aviation airport. The facility is primarily used
for business, flight training, and recreational flights. There are approximately 120 aircraft based
out this airport, made up of mostly single engine along with multi-engine (4) rounding out the
rest.
Other Activities
Tracy Municipal is used by a wide variety of aircraft: helicopters, Lear jets, hot air balloons,
gyrocopters, paraplanes and crop dusters. Lear jets bring in corporate travelers, although the
airport currently does not sell fuel for these planes.
Airport Land Use
Due to continuing development in the southern part of the City, the Tracy Airport has
experienced conflict with surrounding land uses in recent years. The most heavily impacted
areas around the airport are reserved for industrial use, but these uses have not always been
adequately regulated. As a consequence, there are some incompatible land uses near the
Airport. Contributing to the situation is the fact that most of the land surrounding the airport
is in the unincorporated area of San Joaquin County. The ability of the City to protect the
airport is reduced because the City does not directly control the surrounding land uses.
Ground Access
Ground access to the Airport is available on Tracy Boulevard, by way of I-205, or Eleventh
Street (Business I-205) to the northeast. This route requires travelers to drive through the City
of Tracy to reach the airport. No direct route from the south or southwest (by way of I-5 or
I-580 to Tracy Boulevard or Line Road) exists, but travelers may take I-580 to Corral Hollow
Road and drive around to the airport. Access from I-580 to Tracy Boulevard would improve
access to the airport from the west and southwest.
No bus, shuttle, or rail service to the airport is available. However, the Southern Pacific rail
line is 2-miles from the airport. There is a potential for rail service with shuttle connections to
the airport via this rail line.

New Jerusalem Airport
The New Jerusalem Airport, owned by the City of Tracy, is located about four miles southeast
of the city. The airport can accommodate only small, light aircraft. The airport property covers
315 acres, though 174 acres are leased for agricultural use.
The New Jerusalem Airport is unattended and offers no services or facilities for based aircraft.
The airport is essentially a 3530-foot runway with a taxiway. The runway was given a new
slurry seal in 1990. In 2012, as part of the Capital Improvement Program, the City of Tracy
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made various runway repairs including an overlay, repainting runway markings and securing
perimeter fencing.

Lodi (Lind's) Airport
Lodi Lind's Airport is a private airport located about three miles north of Lodi, on the west
side of state highway 99, just south of Collierville. This airport is the most active of the
privately owned public access airports in the county. Lodi Lind's can accommodate all general
aviation aircraft, some business jets and even DC-3 planes.
Lodi Airport has two runways. The main runway, with an orientation of 12/30, has dimensions
of 26' by 4,267'. The secondary runway, with an orientation of 8/26, is 26' by 2,070'. The
runway facilities allow for an instrument approach. Buildings on the property include: an
administration office, a restaurant, and hangers for 167-based aircraft, a skydiving school, and
various business buildings.
Operations include charter plan services, corporate jet flights, and business flights. The Airport
is also home to three agricultural services firms. In addition, the Airport offers flight support
services including 24-hour fuel and aircraft maintenance.

Kingdon Executive Airport
Kingdon Executive is a privately owned airport located about 3 miles southwest of Lodi and
five miles northwest of Stockton. Currently general aviation business and pleasure aircraft-single engine, twin engine and small business jets, use the airport. Current facilities at Kingdon
Airport include a visual approach runway, 140' x 4,000, with a 12/30 identification.

Lodi (Precissi) Airpark
Lodi Airpark is located three miles south of Lodi and five miles north of Stockton, on Lower
Sacramento Road. The Airport is owned by an agricultural service firm; Precissi Flying Service,
which runs a crop-dusting business. While nominally open to the public, the airport provides
no services except to the owner's aircraft.
The airport has two runways; one is 2,705 feet in length the other is approximately 3,500 feet.
Both runways are at a 7/25 orientation. Hangars for the 9-based aircraft are also on the
property. No fuel or other services are available to the public.

Needs and Issues
Demand
A top priority at Stockton Metro Airport is to continue to develop and expand air passenger
service. As the County and the surrounding market region continues to grow over the next 25
years, it is anticipated that market conditions will support an expansion and diversification of
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service. Passenger facility and terminal improvements will be developed as needed to respond
to air passenger service needs.
According to reports from Tracy and Lodi Airports, demand for general aviation facilities
exceeds supply. Tracy Municipal Airport maintains a waiting list for hangar space.

Ground Access
Stockton Metro Airport has the greatest opportunities for expanded ground access options.
Bus, and shuttle services are modes that could be, but are not currently available for airline
passengers. The remaining airports are more isolated from a population center, and serve
primarily general aviation needs, so the opportunities for transit services are more limited or
unneeded. Stockton Metro will be much easier to reach due to the completion of Arch-Sperry
Road connection to Interstate 5.

Airport Land Use
Over the past decade, former agricultural areas in San Joaquin County have been developed
for residential or commercial use. Since many of the region's public access airports are in
agricultural areas, or in the urban fringe, much of the new growth is moving closer to the
airports. Assuring that the area around the public access airports is devoted to compatible uses
has become a more challenging task in this high growth environment.
The SJCOG Board of Directors assumes the responsibility as the Airport Land Use
Commission (ALUC) which regulates land uses around the airport areas of influence through
its Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan (ALUCP). The purpose of the ALUCP is to provide
for orderly growth of each public access airport and the areas surrounding each airport. The
plan’s safeguards are used for the general welfare of the inhabitants within the vicinity of each
airport and the public in general. The plan, adopted in 1982, was updated and amended in
1993 to be a more effective tool in protecting airport operations. An amendment to the
ALUCP was approved by the SJCOG Board in 1997, which changed the land-use zones for
Tracy Municipal, in accordance with Caltrans planning guidelines. In 2009 SJCOG completed
a comprehensive update to the 1993 ALUCP. The update established new compatibility zones
and policies for all of the County’s public use airports with the exception of Stockton
Metropolitan Airport. Stockton Metropolitan was not included within the 2009 update due to
ongoing delays in updating the Airport’s Master Plan. The Stockton Metropolitan Airport
ALUCP was approved in 2016. FAA approval of the airport’s proposed layout plan was
received in late 2017, triggering a minor administrative update the ALUCP expected to be
approved in 2018.
Noise, height and safety issues are regulated through regional standards set in the plan by
SJCOG, as the ALUC. General Plans, General Plan amendments, specific plans,
Environmental Impact Reports (EIRs), and development/use applications that fall within an
airport’s Area of Influence are reviewed and commented on to ensure compliance with the

2018 San Joaquin Council of Governments’ Regional Transportation Plan

L - 44

ALUCP. A permit type-based fee is levied by the responsible jurisdiction to offset the cost, to
the extent possible, of reviewing projects and maintaining the ALUC.
Even with a comprehensive ALUCP in place, as growth occurs, the physical relationship of
development to the airports and the impact that this will have on the future of the airport
operations and the health and safety of the public can become a concern.

Proposed Actions
Proposed Actions in this Aviation Action Element are best understood if one first has an
overview of Airport Financing in San Joaquin County.
Publicly owned airports in San Joaquin County receive funds for airport improvements from
four sources:






Federal Aid to Airports
California Aid to Airports Program
Income (various sources)
Local subsidies

The privately-owned airports obtain all their revenues from income--lease of hangars or
airport property, landing fees, airport rentals, instructional services, fuel sales, etc., although
some safety projects are eligible for California Aid to Airports program funds.
Stockton Metro Airport funds the majority of its capital improvements with Federal Aid to
Airports grants. For runway, taxiway or other related improvements, Federal Aviation
Administration funds cover 90% of the total cost. For passenger-related improvements, the
Federal Aviation Administration requires a 50% match.
Tracy and New Jerusalem also receive monies from a discretionary allocation that the
California Transportation Commission makes to small and medium-sized general aviation
airports. These funds are raised from the aviation fuel tax. The State of California also offers
low interest loans to general aviation airports for capital improvements.
While most airport programs are funded by earmarked revenues (fuel taxes, etc.), the
availability of such revenues is discretionary and does not always guarantee that funds will be
secured and allocated for projects. Private airports will continue to rely solely on their ability
to generate income for needed improvements. If demand for services remains strong, income
is likely to cover the cost of new capital facilities.

Tracy and Stockton Airport Development Programs
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The 2018 RTP Project List appendix identifies the most recent development programs for the
Tracy Municipal and Stockton Metropolitan Airports. They are included in this Plan as
required by law. The programs are the means by which the airports seek funding from the
Federal Aid to Airports program and the California Aid to Airport program.

Ongoing Efforts
 Support and assist in development of additional passenger air carrier service at
Stockton Metro.
 Assist Stockton Metro and Tracy Municipal in expanding facilities to meet growing
general aviation demands.
 Continue to work with the privately owned airports to support their operations and
to maintain compatible uses within the airport area of influence.
 Continue to work with the local jurisdictions to keep land uses around the airports
in the County compatible with airport operations.

Short Range Plan, 2018-2025
 Work with the Tracy Municipal Airport and Stockton Metropolitan Airport to obtain






funding from the state and federal governments for their respective development
programs.
Assist San Joaquin RTD and the City of Stockton as needed to implement the Bus
Rapid Transit expansion route to the Stockton Metro Airport and surrounding area.
Administrative updates of Stockton Metropolitan Airport’s ALUCP for consistency
with the approved Airport Master Plan.
Administrative updates of San Joaquin County’s ALUCP.
Assist the City of Stockton and San Joaquin County to fund and complete the French
Camp Interchange improvement extension project.
Continue to work with the Lodi Lind’s Airport to support its operations and to
maintain compatible uses within the airport area of influence. Of particular interest
to SJCOG is the development of aviation easements and rules for their usage for
privately owned and public access airports. Complete and implement the Action
Plan of the Central California Aviation Systems Plan.

Long Range Plan, 2025-2042
 Protect and support the expansion of general aviation service at Tracy Municipal,
Stockton Metro, and Lodi Lind field.Continue to work with County airports on land
use compatibility issues.
 Continue to assist Stockton Metro Airport to develop and improve its capital
facilities and to grow both the air passenger and air cargo markets.

2018 San Joaquin Council of Governments’ Regional Transportation Plan

L - 46

 Implement the Action Plan of the Central California Aviation Systems Plan;
 Continue to work with public access airports to increase their access to State and
federal funds.

GOODS MOVEMENT IN SAN JOAQUIN COUNTY
Goods movement throughout the San Joaquin Valley, and particularly within San Joaquin
County, is a key component of the economic vitality and growth of the region. San Joaquin
County is ideal for the multi-modal movement of goods throughout the region. The San
Joaquin Valley region is one of the four major international trade regions in California, as
noted in the 2007 State Goods Movement Action Plan (GMAP)
The goods movement industry and a cohesive transportation infrastructure are directly linked
to job creation and the overall improvement of the economy. Improving the goods movement
infrastructure also is pivotal to relieving congestion on freeways and increasing mobility
regionally
and
interregional.
Furthermore, private and public
partnerships are essential for the
betterment of the goods movement
industry.

The Existing System
San Joaquin County has a unique
intermodal system consisting of a
state and interstate highway system,
inland port, major railroads, a
metropolitan
airport.,
and
intermodal yards. These assets are
as follows:

The
Highway
Transportation Infrastructure
System (HIS) links San Joaquin
1)

County to major California urban
markets, and is particularly critical
to the field-to-market component
of the extensive agricultural
operations in the Valley. The San
Joaquin County is a major
Northern California distribution
point where two primary North-
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South highways, I-5 and State Route 99 intersect, and are joined by the Stockton Crosstown
Freeway and Highway 120 through the City of Manteca. I-5 is the main North-South route
for freight movement along the West Coast from Canada to Mexico. State Route 99 is the
main inland route through the center of the State which connects major cities throughout the
San Joaquin Valley. I-205, which aligns with I-580 running west, is the gateway of goods
movement from the San Joaquin Valley to the Greater Bay Area. Numerous trucking lines and
carriers are dependent on the San Joaquin County’s ground transportation infrastructure both
for through travel and the movement of goods to and from the Port of Stockton, railroad
intermodal yards, and the Stockton Metropolitan Airport. The graphic entitled “Highway
Freight Network Tiers – Northern California” is from the State of California’s California
Freight Mobility Plan (CFMP) which shows how important the transportation infrastructure
of San Joaquin County and the entire Valley is to the State of California.
2)
The Port of Stockton, located on the Stockton Deepwater Ship Channel, 75 nautical
miles east of the Golden Gate Bridge, owns and operates a major, diversified intermodal
transportation center that encompasses more than 2000 acres of operating area and real
estate. The Port has over 11,000 lineal feet of waterside docking for vessel berthing and
cargo operations. There are 40 miles of rail track which can be served by the Union Pacific
Railroad (UP) or the Burlington Northern Santa Fe Railroad (BNSF). On-dock rail service to
more than seven million square feet of warehousing is available, including over 700,000
square feet that is waterborne transit shed warehousing. Dry bulk, break bulk, and general
cargo shipments compose the largest percentage of the Port's dockside operations.
Stockton's deepwater channel has a designed depth of 35 feet at mean low water based upon
U.S. Army Corps data. Panamax-sized vessels with load capacity up to 45,000-ton dead
weight class fully loaded and partially loaded 80,000-ton dead weight vessels can be
accommodated. There is no width restriction of vessels, and ships up to 900 feet in length
can navigate the Stockton Ship Channel. The Port is one mile from Interstate 5 and all
interconnecting major highway systems.

The San Joaquin County based major railroads include the Burlington Northern
Santa Fe (BNSF) and Union Pacific (UP) Railroads. The UP Intermodal Terminal plays

3)

a critical role in the railroad's California service profile, and serves both the San Joaquin and
Sacramento regions. In 2002, the facility was made the western US terminus for the railroad's
"Blue Streak" cross-country container service. Operated in cooperation with the Norfolk
Southern Railroad, this expedited service provides a major link for double-stack container
trains moving eastbound and westbound via Chicago between the Port of Oakland and major
transshipment terminals in eastern Pennsylvania and New Jersey. The "Blue Streak" service
was expanded to handle containers moving between California and Atlanta, Georgia. The
Northern California-Northeast corridor through Lathrop also connects to the Union Pacific's
service connecting Los Angeles with Dallas, Texas and Memphis, Tennessee. Efforts are on
the way to significantly expand the UP Intermodal Terminal operations towards Airport Way.
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The BNSF facility is the result of an $80 million investment by the company that will connect
freight to BNSF’s 33,000 miles of track across 28 states and Canada. The new facility contains
two loading and unloading tracks, averaging 7,000 feet in length, with the capacity to hold
approximately 150 intermodal railcars. Storage tracks accommodate 230 intermodal railcars
and have more than 800 containers and trailer parking spaces. In addition to building the
facility, BNSF established a 55-acre wildlife sanctuary for the preservation of native species
and contributed more than $9 million to intersection and roadway improvements.
Reciprocal switching agreements between both lines provide the local economy with
efficient rail service.

Private/Public Sector Partnerships
Formulating and maintaining private/public sector relationships is necessary to gain insights
and development strategies to best respond to the challenges to improve the goods movement
industry. SJCOG will continue to foster private/public sector relationships and engage in the
following committees/organizations:

Goods Movement Task Force (GMTF)
In 2006, SJCOG assumed the role to develop and staff the GMTF which represents a broad
spectrum of public and private sector goods movement interests for promoting economic
development in San Joaquin, Stanislaus, and Merced counties. The GMTF is comprised of
representatives from private goods transportation companies, public sector, ports, shippers
and receivers, public agencies (e.g., Caltrans, MPOs, Special Districts) with goods movement
concerns to:
“Build consensus among public and private sector goods movement interests for improving
the safety and efficiency of goods movement while improving mobility, air quality, social
justice, the economy, and protecting the environment.”
The GMTF’s primary objectives are to:







Improve the transportation of goods;
Identify and resolve goods movement impediments;
Advise the Regional Transportation Planning Agencies (RTPA’s) and other public
agencies concerning specific goods movement concerns, issues, and priorities;
Educate each other about the broad spectrum of issues that affect goods movement
mobility and safety;
Recommend specific changes to policies and practices that would improve goods
movement mobility;
Participate in RTPA transportation planning and investment decision processes;
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Identify and support implementation of promising and effective strategies to improve
goods movement; and,
Promote interregional partnerships and cooperation.

The Committee continues to meet on a bi-monthly basis.

Northern California Trade Corridor Coalition (NCTCC)
The NCTCC is organization that will provide the continuity to bring both private and public
sector stakeholders together. The coalition includes the Metropolitan Transportation
Commission, the Sacramento Council of Governments, the Stanislaus Council of
Governments, the Ports of Oakland and Stockton, and other transportation agencies. The
coalition is focused on improving freight movement and logistical interconnections in
Northern California and on freight policy and programs for the next federal transportation
reauthorization bill.
The NCTCC’s goal is to secure the economic future by investing in the most critical
improvements to the Northern California Trade Corridor. Members fully support the
following efforts:




Organize other businesses to join and support the Northern California Trade Corridor
Coalition;
Educate the business community, elected leaders and the public about the importance
of the Northern California Trade Corridor; and,
Advocate for state, federal and other resources to fund critical improvements to the
Northern California Trade Corridor.

West Coast Corridor Coalition
SJCOG has taken an active role with other MPOs, and the Departments of Transportation
from WA, OR, and CA, in developing a WCCC.
Freight forecasts indicate that the volume of freight traffic could double by the year 2040 from
increased population and economic activity. Road, rail, and marine freight transportation
infrastructure on the West Coast is already under tremendous strain in terms of both capacity
and safety. That is true for east-west US transportation routes originating and terminating on
the West Coast, which are vital arteries for handling America's Asia-Pacific trade. It also applies
to north-south road and rail infrastructure systems on the West Coast, which handle massive
volumes of West Coast interstate trade and NAFTA trade. The WCCC’s goal is to assist
Alaska, Washington, Oregon, and California – under a proposed governing body that would
combine state, local, and private interests – in coordinating combined intermodal, freight, and
passenger transportation systems and in making a national case for increased investments in
west coast transportation systems. The sub-committee structure is as follows:
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Goods Movement;
Intelligent Transportation Systems;
Federal Appropriations Requests; and,
Administration.

Goods Movement Plans, Studies, and Related Efforts
Numerous plans and studies have been conducted including the development of a truck
forecasting model, the identification of rail movements to ease truck traffic on congested
corridors as well as inland rail shipments to inland ports for movement of goods to coastal sea
ports to ease congestion. These studies have all been done with public and private
partnerships.
The results of the following plans and studies recently completed and in progress, are valuable
resources to better the movement of goods.

California Freight Mobility Plan
Caltrans' Division of Transportation Planning developed the California Freight Mobility Plan
(CFMP) in 2014 as an update to the Goods Movement Action Plan (GMAP).
The CFMP is a statewide, long-range plan for California's freight transportation system.
Developed in collaboration with our partners, the CFMP was developed by the California
State Transportation Agency (CalSTA) and the California Department of Transportation
(Caltrans) in consultation with the California Freight Advisory Committee (CFAC).
As the national gateway for international trade and domestic commerce, California
enhances economic competitiveness by collaboratively developing and operating an
integrated, multimodal freight transportation system that provides safe, sustainable,
freight mobility.

CIRIS Project
The potential for a rail container shuttle connecting the Ports of Stockton and Oakland is an
attractive option as highways increasingly become overcrowded. The “inland port” concept
allows seaport facilities to be duplicated in inland locations reducing the amount of waterfront
property needed at prime seaport locations. According to a 2002 Tioga Group study, a
dedicated rail shuttle between The Ports of Stockton and Oakland is technically and
economically feasible with a sufficient amount of public subsidy. A combined strategy of near-

2018 San Joaquin Council of Governments’ Regional Transportation Plan

L - 51

term cargo opportunities, facility investments, and support for non-port rail initiatives is most
likely to increase cargo volume. A follow-up study, completed in 2006, identified the feasibility
and steps required to establish a pilot short haul rail system from the San Joaquin Valley to the
Port of Oakland.

San Joaquin Valley Interregional Goods Movement Plan
The San Joaquin Valley Interregional Goods Movement Plan identified a future preferred
goods movement system for the Valley implemented through a comprehensive interregional
strategy, including a list of regional improvement priorities The planning effort occurred
over a 24-month period beginning in May 2011 and included numerous stakeholders
including the Federal Highway Administration, Caltrans, ports, private trucking industry,
railroads, regional transportation agencies, the agricultural industry and others.
This plan recognizes that the efficient and safe movement of goods is a crucial aspect of
daily life for residents and businesses alike in the San Joaquin Valley. For Valley residents,
goods movement is essential to deliver food to grocery stores, consumer goods to stores,
furniture and goods to offices, and packages to people’s homes – even tap water depends on
the timely arrival of treatment chemicals. Likewise, goods movement-dependent industries
rely heavily and visibly on transportation as a key part of their operations.
The technical analysis and stakeholder outreach completed throughout the San Joaquin
Valley Interregional Goods Movement Plan revealed that there are numerous challenges
facing the safety and efficiency of the region’s goods movement system. Many of these
challenges can be grouped around six main issues: increased population and industry activity
means trucks and cars vying for limited roadway access, leading to congestion and
bottlenecks throughout the region; lack of transportation modal choices, environmental and
community impacts of goods movement, maintain and improve connections to international
markets, the importance of the East-West Corridors and last mile facilities, and build a
transportation system to encourage economic development. Some issues and challenges deal
with the safety or maintenance of the region’s infrastructure, while others describe
operational inefficiencies. These issues and challenges helped to guide the creation of
performance measures and the project prioritization process that was a central part of this
plan.
The San Joaquin Valley Interregional Goods Movement Plan led to two follow-up studies,
the I-5/SR 99 Goods Movement Corridor Study and the Sustainable Implementation Plan,
described in the next sections.

I-5/SR 99 Goods Movement Corridor Study
The objective of this study is to look at strategic approaches to addressing future freight
demand and to identify the most feasible options that emphasize innovative approaches. This
study will examine innovative approaches that create opportunities for public-private funding
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partnerships (such as tolled truck-only lanes), that create incentives to the trucking industry to
manage demand (through use of larger combination vehicles or novel technology solutions),
efficiency improvements that rely on Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS) or other
technology options, and greater use of alternative modes such as rail. While many of these
approaches have been examined in past studies, there has never been a comprehensive
examination to determine which options are the most feasible, which will draw the most
positive response from industry, and which will work most effectively with other plans for
these two highway corridors while minimizing negative impacts on connecting roadways and
adjacent communities.

San Joaquin Valley Goods Movement Sustainable Implementation Plan
The purpose of this study was to build on the work conducted in the San Joaquin Valley
Interregional Goods Movement Plan (SJVIGMP), and take the next steps to address issues
raised in the SJVIGMP. This was accomplished by designating priority first and last-mile goods
movement connectors and identifying any needed improvements to the connectors;
identifying truck route and parking needs and strategies; identifying priority rural corridors;
developing a framework for improving and maintaining the Valleywide truck model; and
coordinating all of these efforts with the Valley Regional Transportation Planning Agencies’
(RTPA) Sustainable Communities Strategies (SCS) and other planning efforts at the local,
state, and Federal level.

HOV/Ramp Metering
In 2009 the Northern San Joaquin Valley Regional Ramp Metering and High Occupancy
Vehicle (HOV) Study was completed in partnership between the San Joaquin Council of
Governments, the Stanislaus Council of Governments, the Merced County Association of
Governments, and Caltrans. This study assessed the impacts and benefits that HOV lanes and
ramp metering would have in managing the traffic on major highways in San Joaquin,
Stanislaus, and Merced counties. The outcomes of this study indicate a direct benefit to the
goods movement industry.

Railroad Grade Crossing/Separation Improvements
SJCOG recognizes the need for Railroad Grade Crossing Improvements, particularly grade
separations, to facilitate the movement of goods by reducing rail/roadway conflicts. Benefits
accrue to both the rail traffic and the roadway traffic. Additionally, grade separations reduce
congestion and improve safety for both trains and vehicles. The Measure K program places a
significant emphasis on the importance and delivery of railroad crossing and full separation
projects. The Measure K renewal includes over $77 million for grade separation projects.

Regional Expressway Study
The Expressway Study identifies a system of expressway routes in San Joaquin County which
would improve regional connectivity, relieve congestion on freeways, and improve
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connectivity to adjacent counties in a cost-effective manner while supporting local land-use
plans. This study focuses on expressway links between communities and to other counties,
but also addresses and recognizes local expressways. These linkages must be compatible with
existing and planned expressway and arterial roadways within a community and with planned
freeway interchange improvements where a point of connection can be made with a freeway.
The study also outlines future steps to implement the proposed system.
The outcomes of this study will have a direct benefit to the goods movement industry due to
the connectivity between communities as well as the relief of congestion on the highway
system. This study was completed in March of 2008.

Goods Movement Challenges
San Joaquin County’s strategic geographical location is the interregional hinge point of
transportation and goods movement to and from the Bay Area, the San Joaquin Valley, the
State of California, and the nation.
The region provides an integral link in goods movement for both the railroad and trucking
industries. Highway 99 and Interstate 5 are vital north-south corridors. Highway 99, from
Bakersfield to Stockton, carries more than a million vehicles a day. It is the backbone of
California’s goods movement infrastructure as well as the “main street” of the San Joaquin
Valley. Safety and capacity improvements to Highway 99 are essential to increase economic
prosperity. East-west corridors also are becoming increasingly congested and require
improvements. There is increasing demand for short and long-haul rail, especially from the
Port of Stockton to the Port of Oakland as well as expanding passenger rail service.
Location is not necessarily San Joaquin County’s strongest asset without the infrastructure to
support it. The goods movement industry is directly related to the region’s economic
prosperity. Economic activity and development require mobility. The economy moves on local
streets, state highways and rail, and through seaports and airports.
San Joaquin County is the fastest growing region in the San Joaquin Valley. As congestion
increases and the workforce spends increasingly long periods of time commuting, it is
imperative that a multi-modal approach is used to improve the transportation system in order
to support and attract capital investment and foster economic development.
The Port of Stockton and the Metropolitan Airport are considered the critical assets that must
be expanded upon for the good of the region’s future economic growth. These assets must be
made ready to attract the right companies and investment to the area. All efforts must be
made to improve the transportation infrastructure to its fullest potential to support the
movements of goods. In turn, this will foster economic development beyond the current
market trends.
Agriculture and the food processing industry provide a stable base to the economy of San
Joaquin County. However, accommodating population and economic growth pressures have
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resulted not only in the loss of agriculture land, but also an increase in traffic congestion on
the rural roadways that facilitate the “farm to market” goods movement. This congestion also
impacts the safe and timely delivery of fresh produce to market and processing plants.
Farm transportation needs also involve the need to move farming equipment along rural
roadways. These roadways are usually one-lane roads with limited shoulders. Heavy, slowmoving farm equipment along these roads conflict with commuter travel requirements and
creates unsafe travel conditions.
The I-205/580 highway corridor and Altamont Pass and Mococo UP rail line connections to
the Bay Area are key strategic gateway connections for freight movement. Both highway and
rail infrastructure development is critical to the future freight and logistics industry in this
area and will be a focus of project and infrastructure proposals.

Proposed Capital Improvements
Federal, State, and local funding have been identified for transportation projects that will have
a direct benefit to the goods movement industry.
Street and highway improvements that will have benefits for the movement of freight are listed
in the Street and Highway Investments contained in the 2018 RTP project list appendix. Rail
corridor improvements that impact freight movement, such as sidings, signalizations, and
improved alignments and grades, are shown in the Transit Investments, and are also contained
in the 2018 RTP project list appendix. These rail corridor enhancements are being done for
the primary benefit of commuter rail services, yet it is acknowledged that they will have
secondary benefits for the movement of freight on rail.

Proposed Actions
Short-Range Plan (2018-2027):
 Work with the GMTF Committee, as well as other goods movement related





committees to identify operational and other needed improvements to facilitate
goods movement in and outside of San Joaquin County;
Work with Caltrans to implement elements of the CFMP and other state
sponsored projects;
Improve access to the Port of Stockton;
Improve connectivity of goods movement between the Stockton Metropolitan
Airport to Interstate 5 and the Port of Stockton;
Support the Stockton Metropolitan Airport’s need to establish infrastructure that
will support the movement of goods from the ground to the air and from the air to
the ground;
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 Design, fund, and deliver Railroad Grade Safety Projects; and,
 Continue implementation of railroad improvements.

Long-Range Plan (2028-2042):
 Utilize all strategies to improve the Level of Service of the regional transportation











system;
Continue to partner with other public and private sector goods movement
stakeholders;
Pursue all strategies to improve the connectivity of the primary goods movement
multi-modal system (e.g., Highways, Rail, Port of Stockton, Stockton Metropolitan
Airport);
Ensure that as economic development moves forward, that the transportation
infrastructure supporting those industries meets the design standards to support
large trucks and access demands;
Improve the availability of long-haul truck parking;
Maximize the use of rail to move goods in order to provide relief to the
transportation infrastructure;
Continue to promote and fund alternative modes of public transportation in order
to remove as many cars off the transportation system;
Continue to examine and invest in transportation improvements that allows trucks
to move as freely as possible on the highway system;
Maintain the integrity and incrementally complete a Regional Expressway System;
Pursue the Goals, Objectives and Policies of this section as opportunities to
improve goods movements arise;
As technological advances occur, use Intelligent Transportation System (ITS)
methodologies to improve the movement of goods.

ACTIVE TRANSPORTATATION ACTION ELEMENT
Active transportation is any self-propelled, human-powered mode of transportation, such as
walking, bicycling, or even skateboarding. These modes of transportation promote physical
activity and reduce air pollution, while encouraging residents to connect with their
surroundings and become less reliant on cars. San Joaquin County has an ideal terrain for
using bicycles as an alternative transportation mode. The flat terrain, many rural roads and
relatively mild weather make it particularly conducive to bicycle travel. For short trips, the
bicycle can serve as an alternative to the automobile. Because the bicycle is non-polluting and
energy efficient, it is an element in the region's multi-modal transportation system that could
lead to a more efficient transportation network.
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This appendix section focuses on Bicycle travel. However pedestrian travel is also a viable
alternative in San Joaquin County. Urbanized downtowns and mixed-use centers can provide
densities and mixes of land-use types more conducive to active transportation. In addition,
smaller communities in San Joaquin County often have older residential neighborhoods
located in fairly close proximity to small downtown commercial centers. Mild weather, coupled
with pedestrian amenities, can make walking a viable alternative mode of travel. Often bike
routes, especially the class I bike paths, are excellent paths for pedestrian travel.

Existing System
Bicycle facilities generally fall into three distinct categories. There are several Class I bike and
variations of Class I facilities that exist in San Joaquin County. These facilities provide a safe
and reliable means of transportation for those wishing to cycle or walk to their destinations.
Several jurisdictions have variations on Class II facilities, which provide optional striping
scenarios to allow on-street parking. The County has a Class III variation which provides a
four-foot delineated shoulder and bicycle route signing in the rural areas.
In keeping with Complete Streets concepts, when urban roads are either newly constructed or
improved, a bicycle lane is often included as part of the project. Hence, many recently
completed and planned in the Regional Roadway Improvements section of the project list, as
well as general rehabilitation projects, include new or upgraded bicycle or pedestrian elements.
SJCOG awarded over $7.5 million toward bicycle projects during the 20-year life span of
the original Measure K. Major projects included: San Joaquin County’s Bicycle Master Plan,
City of Stockton’s Calaveras River bike path, the Escalon High School linkage project, Lodi
Lake bike path, City of Tracy bike maps, City of Manteca’s Tidewater bike path, and the City
of Ripon’s Jack Tone bike path.

Bike Racks on Buses
RTD, the regional bus service transit provider, City of Escalon Dial-a-Ride and Lodi Grapeline
have installed bike racks on local, intercity and interregional buses. This feature has improved
multimodal transportation options for the citizens of San Joaquin County.

Bike Lockers at Park and Ride Lots
Bike lockers have been placed at several Park and Ride Lots serving interregional bus
passengers.

Bike Facilities at Multi-Modal Stations
The San Joaquin Regional Transit District (SJRTD) and the City of Tracy installed bicycle
racks at their new transit stations to create a more bike friendly environment.

2018 San Joaquin Council of Governments’ Regional Transportation Plan

L - 57

Measure K Bike Policies
The SJCOG Board awards funding from Measure K funds to support bicycle projects and
programs and is distributed between two categories. The non-competitive category award
process occurs every two years and allocates 60% of Measure K bicycle revenues based on
population. The competitive category award process occurs every four years with an allocation
of 40% of Measure K bicycle revenues for a formal call for projects and selection process
based on scoring criteria.

Pedestrian Enhancements
Many pedestrian and beautification efforts have occurred or are underway including traffic
calming measures, widened sidewalks, as well as pedestrian amenities such as benches and
shelters, median improvements and plantings and sidewalk enhancements.

Needs and Issues
Connectivity Issues
To accommodate growth and as progress continues in the development of bicycle facilities in
each jurisdiction, the need for linkage between cities to create an efficient network is
increasing. Gap closures within cities and continuity of bike infrastructure between
jurisdictions in the unincorporated county will continue to make biking a more viable
alternative transportation option.

Maintenance Issues
Maintenance of new bicycle facilities has always been an issue for various local agencies.
Commitments for investment into new bicycle facilities cannot guarantee a continuing revenue
source for upkeep, particularly for bicycle paths on separate right-of-ways. Rather than avoid
bicycle improvements, however, new funding sources or ways to deal with maintenance should
be pursued.

Attitudes
General attitudes toward bicycling also present needs and issues. Many area residents do not
view cycling as a real mode of transportation. Such attitudes are attributed to multiple factors:




Lack of education;
Lack of adequate signage or markings for designated bike routes;
Many urban roads do not provide adequate space, due to lack of right-of-way, causing
some cyclist to ride within the flow of traffic;
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Lack of adequate bicycle facilities, such as lockers or alternative means of securing a
bicycle;
Decentralization of employment centers, residential areas, and retail facilities.

Motorists are often unused to sharing the roadways with bicycles, leading to bike/automobile
conflicts. Education regarding the transportation system must include cyclists, pedestrians,
motorists, and transit passengers.

Current Planning Activities
Local Bicycle and Pedestrian Plans
In 2012, with funding from the Measure K Renewal, SJCOG developed the Regional Bicycle,
Pedestrian, and Safe Routes to School Master Plan. This regional plan for San Joaquin County
serves as a guide to planning, developing, and managing a regional bicycle and pedestrian
network. The goals of the plan include:
 Increasing bicycle and pedestrian mobility throughout San Joaquin County
 Improving bicycle, pedestrian, and school access safety
 Increasing education and awareness of bicycling and walking in San Joaquin County
 Addressing congestion near schools and on the Regional Congestion Management
Program Network
Additionally, the plan identifies bikeways and pedestrian projects of regional significance and
includes an implementation and funding strategy to help agencies involved in the
implementation of the plan. Several jurisdictions in the County have recently or are in the
process of updating their own active transportation or bicycle master plans. For instance, the
city of Lodi’s plan was updated in 2012, while Stockton’s update was completed in 2017. As
more of these plans are completed, SJCOG will consider updating the current regional plan
to reflect these new planning efforts.
In order to support the priorities identified in the regional plan, SJCOG is responsible for
administering, federal, state, and local funds to implement active transportation projects
throughout the region.

CalTrans Smart Mobility Framework (SMF)
The Caltrans Smart Mobility Framework is a key strategic tool for integrating transportation
with land-use and developing multi-modal travel options. The framework provides guidance
to communities looking to incorporate multi-modal concepts into their current planning
initiatives. One such tool is the SMF Learning Network – a series of educational forums and
webinars designed to share examples of SMF applications and encourage partnership
opportunities between CalTrans and other agencies.
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California Complete Streets Act of 2008 (AV 1358)
This legislation requires cities and counties to identify how the jurisdiction will provide
accommodation of all users of roadways during the revision of the circulation element of their
general plans. General Plan guidelines, updated in 2016, provides guidance on how cities and
counties can modify the circulation element to plan for a balanced, integrated, multi-modal
transportation network.
While the act provides no statutory requirements for regional
agencies, they are encouraged to consider complete streets concepts in the programming of
financial resources.

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 &
walking. ATP Guidelines distribute the total annual funding capacity between three separate
programs with 10% going to small urban/rural areas with populations of 200,000 or less, 40%
going to Metropolitan Planning Organizations (MPO) in urban areas with populations greater
than 200,000 and 50% going to a statewide program. All funding must be competitively
awarded with the requirement that 25% of the funds in each program benefit disadvantaged
communities. The ATP has two separate grant processes—one led by the State and the other
led by the nine large MPOs including SJCOG. To date, four funding cycles of the ATP have
been completed, while the fourth cycle will be completed after the adoption of the 2018
RTP/SCS. The results of the previous ATP cycles are described below, with many of these
projects being delivered in the early years of the 2018 Plan.
2014 ATP Cycle 1
In 2014, the SJCOG board approved using $50,000 in Measure K funds to provide consultant
assistance to local jurisdictions for applications for the first ATP Cycle. 29 applications were
submitted by San Joaquin County jurisdictions, among 770 applications statewide that
requested a total of over $1 billion.
Four projects from the City of Stockton received approximately $3 million from the statewide
portion of ATP Cycle 1, including funding for an updated Bicycle Master Plan and a new Safe
Routes to School Plan that were both adopted in December 2017.
During the regional portion of ATP Cycle 1, the SJCOG Board approved eight projects from
the cities of Lathrop, Lodi, Ripon, Stockton, Tracy, and the County of San Joaquin to receive
a combination of $2.97 million in ATP funds and $1.5 million of Regional Surface
Transportation Program (RSTP) funds. The SJCOG Board approved using these RSTP funds
from the 25% SJCOG regional share to supplement the limited ATP funds available.
2015 ATP Cycle 2
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For ATP Cycle 2, no discretionary funding was available to provide consultant assistance or
to supplement the regional ATP funding set aside for SJCOG. SJCOG staff offered technical
assistance to local jurisdictions for the preparation of grant applications, including providing
mapping support and providing assistance related to Disadvantaged Communities and census
data.
16 applications from the region were part of the 617 applications statewide which competed
for approximately $180 million in Statewide ATP funds. These 617 applications requested a
total of over $1 billion. The City of Stockton and the County of San Joaquin were the only
local jurisdictions to submit ATP applications for Cycle 2,The City of Stockton received
$396,000 in Statewide ATP funding for their Greater Downtown Active Transportation Plan
project. During the Regional portion of ATP Cycle 2, the SJCOG approved awarding all of
$2.9 million available for the City of Stockton’s Miner Avenue Complete Streets project.
2017 ATP Cycle 3
During the 2017 ATP Cycle 3, eight applications from the Cities of Lodi, Stockton, Tracy, and
San Joaquin County were part of the 456 applications statewide which competed for
approximately $122.8 million in statewide ATP funds. These 456 applications requested a total
of nearly $1 billion. The California Transportation Commission (CTC) did not recommend
any statewide ATP Cycle 3 funding for projects in San Joaquin County. Cycle 3 was highly
competitive due to only two years of funding being available, and no San Joaquin County
projects met the scoring threshold. For the regional portion, there were not enough ATP funds
to fully fund the top ranked projects. As a result partially funding three of the larger projects
in Stockton, along with fully funding projects in Lodi and Tracy and partially funding a project
from RTD. To provide benefits throughout San Joaquin County and allow some immediate
benefits for bicyclists, pedestrians, and students. The top three projects recommended in the
City of Stockton were just short of being ranked high enough to receive statewide, and SJCOG
recommended programming some seed money for preliminary phases would allow them to
compete better for ATP Cycle 4 and other funding sources such as Measure K, Congestion
Mitigation and Air Quality Improvement Program (CMAQ), Highway Safety Improvement
Program (HSIP), or Cap & Trade in the future to complete the projects. Subsequently, two of
the City of Stockton’s projects received CMAQ funding to fully fund the projects.
2017 ATP Augmentation
The passage of Senate Bill 1 directs $100 million annually from the Road Maintenance and
Rehabilitation Account to the Active Transportation Program (ATP) beginning in Fiscal Year
2017/18. The 2017 ATP Augmentation Guidelines were adopted by the CTC on June 28. The
guidelines specified that MPOs use the funds to advance projects awarded through the 2017
Regional ATP Cycle 3 and to fund projects from the 2017 Regional ATP Contingency List.
Because all other projects on the previously adopted contingency project list for ATP Cycle 3
had been fully funded, either through ATP funds or CMAQ funds, SJCOG staff examined
the project scores of the remaining projects submitted in ATP Cycle 3 that had been
resubmitted to be considered for the ATP Augmentation Funds. As a result, SJCOG
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recommended two of the remaining three unfunded projects be fully funded with ATP
Augmentation Funds, and two of the other projects could be advanced.

Proposed Capital Improvements
The Measure K Renewal Ordinance and Expenditure Plan as passed by the voters of San
Joaquin County in 2006 includes a Bicycle, Pedestrian, and Safe Routes to School Funding
Program. The Measure K Expenditure Plan specifies that 60% of the funds will be allocated
according to a competitive process. The Expenditure Plan also specifies a minimum of $65
million in federal transportation funding or Measure K funding will be made available during
the life of the Measure K Renewal program for smart growth incentives to local jurisdictions
in San Joaquin County. These funds will be available for infrastructure improvements that
will assist local agencies in better integrating transportation and land use, such as street
calming, walkable community projects, transit amenities and alternative modes of
transportation. These funds will be available to enhance infill development, neighborhood
revitalization and downtown improvements.
As part of the adoption of the 2017 Measure K Strategic Plan, the SJCOG Board approved a
combined Call for Projects for the Measure K Bicycle, Pedestrian, and Safe Routes to School
Competitive Program and the Smart Growth Incentive Program in Fall 2017. A total of $19.63
million was made available, with $3.85 million will be available for the Bicycle, Pedestrian, and
Safe Routes to School Competitive Program, $7.78 million for the Smart Growth Incentive
Program, and $8 million from the former Measure K debt service reserve fund that will be
available for either program. In addition, SJCOG set aside $170,000 to provide project and
application development assistance to local agency project sponsors. These funds were divided
with $20,000 each to the cities of Escalon, Lathrop, Lodi, Manteca, Ripon, and Tracy, $25,000
to the City of Stockton, and $25,000 to the County of San Joaquin.
A total of 40 applications were received through the Call for Projects, with funding anticipated
to be awarded in February 2018. This infusion of Measure K funds will allow projects to
leverage local funding to compete for additional funds through the state Active Transportation
Program and other funding sources.
Proposed capital bicycle and pedestrian projects for this Regional Transportation Plan are
shown in Table 6-8 from appendix F. Specific projects identified include those that have
recently received funding commitments or have been identified by SJCOG-member
jurisdictions in capital improvement plans.

Short Range Plan (2018-2027)
 Encourage SJCOG member jurisdictions to establish and implement adopted local
bicycle plans, incorporate bicycle facilities into local transportation projects and
consider Complete Streets design concepts.
 Continue to seek funding for bicycle projects from local, state and federal sources;
 Continue to seek funding to help maintain existing bikeways.

2018 San Joaquin Council of Governments’ Regional Transportation Plan

L - 62

 Assist and encourage jurisdictions and employers to promote the use of bicycle
facilities and safety.
 Update 2012 Regional Bicycle Plan as appropriate

Long Range Plan (2028-2042)
 Periodically update the regional bicycle plan as appropriate;
 Continue to educate the public on the benefits of bicycle and pedestrian
transportation;
 Continue to seek funding for bicycle projects and to maintain existing bike lanes
from local, state and federal sources.
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TRANSPORTATION CONTROL MEASURES
Transportation Control Measures (TCM) have received tremendous amounts of attention
since the passage of the State and Federal Clean Air Acts and congestion management
legislation. As a result, the entire San Joaquin Valley Air basin is currently designated as a “nonattainment area” for ozone and particulate matter less than 2.5 microns in diameter (PM-2.5)
and maintenance for particulate matter less than 10 microns in diameter (PM-10). According
to State and Federal Clean Air Act requirements, San Joaquin County must ensure that “all
feasible measures” be implemented to reduce emissions. This impacts the development and
implementation of TCMs in San Joaquin County.
In San Joaquin Valley, the Air District and the Transportation Planning Agencies have jointly
prepared a Transportation Control Measure Plan. The joint effort is the result of a
memorandum-of-understanding signed by each of the agencies to coordinate air quality and
transportation planning activities.
The Transportation Control Measure Plan includes the following measures or strategies for
reducing vehicle emissions:











Traffic Flow Improvements
Passenger Rail and support Facilities
Rideshare Programs
Park and Ride Lots
Bicycling Programs
Trip Reduction Ordinances
Telecommunications
Alternate Work Schedules
Public Transit

Transportation Control Measures being implemented in San Joaquin County are:









Improved Public Transit
Voluntary Ridesharing Program
Park and Ride Lots
Bicycle Programs
Traffic Flow Improvements
Railroad Grade Separations
Passenger rail and support facilities
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With one exception, these TCMs are a subset of those identified in the San Joaquin Valley
Transportation Control Measure Program. The single exception is the “Railroad Grade
Separations” TCM which is unique to San Joaquin County. The “Railroad Grade Separations”
TCM is a replacement to the “Controls on Extended Vehicle Idling TCM” which is not being
implemented due to ineffectiveness.
TCMs generally fall into one of two main categories: Transportation Demand Management
(TDM) and Transportation Systems Management (TSM). TDM includes ridesharing and
vanpooling, increased parking prices, decreased parking supply, park and ride lots, bus transit,
rail transit, and bicycle and pedestrian facilities. The emphasis focuses on activities that will
reduce the demand for the automobile as a mode of travel. These strategies involve including
large employers in programs aimed at reducing the number of vehicle trips to the work place
by encouraging ridesharing, limiting parking, or providing transit subsidies.
The function of the second category, TSM, is to identify strategies that will increase the
efficiency of the existing transportation system without adding new travel lanes, thus reducing
the amount of energy required to make the system function. Examples of TCMs are:








Coordinated traffic signalization to minimizes stop and go driving;
Ramp metering;
“Auxiliary lanes” designated for slow trucks on an incline;
Intersection turning lanes;
Railroad grade separations; and
Replacing four way stop signs with traffic signals;

TCMs encourage vehicles to maintain a higher, constant travel speed, which has been shown
to be more energy efficient and less polluting than inconsistent, variable travel speeds.
Not to be lost in the discussion of air quality are the traditional transportation benefits of
mobility and congestion relief, which result from reducing demand and maintaining system
efficiency. Together, the TDM and TSM strategies can help reduce the need for capacity
increasing highway, street, and road projects.
This Regional Transportation Plan and associated Air Quality Conformity Document
discusses air quality requirements facing San Joaquin County extensively, as well demand
management strategies including bus and rail services, bicycle facilities, and railroad grade
separations. This section is concerned with the remaining demand management and system
management strategies that are considered Transportation Control Measures.

Existing System
The Non-Motorized Transportation Control Measures relevant to this Action Element
include Park and Ride Lots, Ridesharing Programs, numerous traffic flow improvement
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projects, and opportunities for telecommuting and using alternative work schedules. Other
Transportation Control Measures, such as public transit, transit facilities, bicycle facilities, and
railroad grade crossings, have their own Action Element and are discussed elsewhere in this
appendix. The Public Transit Action Element discusses bus and rail transit services. The
Bicycle Action Element discusses bicycle projects and programs, and the Highway and Goods
Movement Elements discuss plans for railroad grade separation projects.

Park and Ride Lots
Presently there are 18 park-and-ride lots located in San Joaquin County. Each offers parking
for 15 - 180 vehicles. There are three Caltrans lots, four capital lots and three lease lots funded
with Measure K funds and eight developer/city/community lots with over 1,200 total spaces.
In 2007 the San Joaquin Council of Governments worked with a consultant to create a master
plan for the development of park-and-ride lots in the future. This master plan serves as a guide
for the development of corridor-level park-and-ride demand estimates for the future and
identifies potential park-and-ride lot investment needs within the County.

Ridesharing (dibs)
dibs, a program of the San Joaquin Council of Governments, offers smart travel planning,
commuter matching, marketing services and incentives for San Joaquin County, Stanislaus
County and Merced County. dibs focus is to reduce traffic congestion and improve air quality
by motivating commuters to consider alternatives to driving alone and consider transit, biking
to work, vanpooling or carpooling as viable options. To encourage behavior change, the
program provides commuters with a variety of tools and services and assists employers with
developing sustainable transportation plans to educate and assist employees. Program
elements include a multi-modal trip planning system, emergency ride home program, vanpool
incentive and employer outreach services. dibs is also a resource to employers required to
implement Rule 9410, the trip reduction mandate established by the San Joaquin Valley Air
Pollution Control District.
As of 2016-2017, dibs accomplishments include:






8,254 commuters registered in dibs trip planning system
Commuters saved a total of $64,796.00
A savings of 45 metric tons of CO2 to the environment.
A total of 126 vanpools
6,960 trips logged by commuters utilizing smart travel modes

Traffic Flow Improvements
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Traffic flow improvements include various actions and improvements aimed at reducing
traffic congestion, increasing average vehicle speeds, and smoothing traffic flow. The existing
system of traffic flow improvements include:
 Railroad Grade Separations
 Coordination and timing of traffic signals
 Traffic channelization and exclusive turn lanes
 Roaming tow-trucks on I-205 during peak travel times (Freeway Service Patrol)
 Message Signs used to alert travelers to adverse conditions
 Call-Boxes along State Routes and Freeways

Freeway Service Patrol
As a congestion management strategy, SJCOG partners with Caltrans and the California
Highway Patrol to provide Freeway Service Patrol (FSP) program on heavily congested
freeway corridors and designated freeway construction zones. Typically offered during peak
commute hours, the goal of FSP service is to remove disabled/stranded vehicles and
obstructions on the freeways as rapidly as possible which eliminates problems that contribute
to non-recurrent congestion. For FY 2016-2017, there were 5,911 total assists from service
provided on I-205, I-5 and SR 99. Currently, the program provides FSP service during peak
commute hours on a 16-mile section of I-205 near Tracy.

City of Stockton Traffic Management Center
In the last two years, the City of Stockton has developed a Traffic Management System that
coordinates traffic signals and provides real-time video information to staff for immediate
response to incidents and malfunctions. Fifty-five (55) miles of fiber optic cable have been
laid providing the infrastructure for connecting and coordinating signal timing at 250
intersections. More than 100 of the intersections are “on-line” and coordinated, while the
remainder are in the process of being brought “on-line.” Once “on-line,” staff will be able to
avert traffic congestion by adjusting signals and improving flow throughout the city.
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Needs and Issues
Transportation Control Measures are designed to reduce vehicle miles traveled, vehicle idling,
or traffic congestion in order to reduce motor vehicle emissions. These measures are of great
importance to the federal agencies, which will review this document. It has been determined
that TCM’s are an effective way of mitigating some of the contributing factors that lead to
congestion. The Federal Clean Air Act Amendments require the COG to demonstrate that all
federal Transportation Control Measures are being expeditiously implemented.
TCMs, while effective in reducing motor vehicle emissions, still have relatively modest air
quality benefits, when compared to other air quality improvement strategies. The TCMs
identified throughout this plan work best when integrated together and throughout the entire
air basin. Integrating and implementing the TCMs throughout the Central California Valley
can reduce vehicle emissions and help to relieve air quality problems.

Current Activities
Ongoing TCM’s
The following TCM’s are operational and ongoing. Current planning activities include
monitoring each TCM’s effectiveness and ensuring that implementation is timely.
 Commute Connection
 Freeway Service Patrol
 Changeable Message Signs
 Park and Ride Lots
 Call-Box for freeway emergencies and incidents
 Signal Coordination
 Education on alternatives

City of Stockton’s Traffic Management Center
Implementation of the Traffic Management Center is ongoing. More signalized intersections
will be brought “on-line” and programmed for interconnection and coordination with related
intersections. In addition, the City of Stockton will install additional video cameras at high
volume intersections to improve monitoring and incident management. In addition to the
hardware/software installation and upgrade aspects of this project, the City of Stockton is
building partnerships with the County, Caltrans, and RTD to enhance the multi jurisdictional
benefits of the system.
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SJV Unified Air Pollution Control District – Heavy-Duty Engine Program
In addition to the traditional TCM approach to reducing emissions, the San Joaquin Unified
Air Pollution Control District manages the Heavy-Duty Engine Incentive Program. This
program promotes the use of cleaner engines for reducing emissions from heavy-duty vehicles
and equipment. Consistent with this RTP’s goal of “Enhancing the Environment,” and the
objective to support transportation improvements that improve air quality, SJCOG will
continue to support the use of the Air District’s incentive programs to reduce emissions from
the transportation system.

Proposed Improvements
Proposed non-transit Transportation Control Measures included in this Plan are listed in the
2018 RTP project list appendix. They include the continuation of existing TCMs, as well as
expansion as demand warrants and funding allows.

Proposed Actions
Short Range Plan (2018-2027)
 Continue to support the Commute Connection program.
 Support the memorandum-of-understanding between transportation planning










agencies and the Air District.
Continue the implementation and expansion of the City of Stockton’s Traffic
Management Center.
Encourage local jurisdictions to support land use development patterns that are
amenable to transit usage, bicycling and pedestrian facilities.
Pursue funding opportunities from the Congestion Mitigation Air Quality program,
AB 2766 Motor Vehicle Emissions reductions Program, and other sources that allow
allocations to Transportation Control Measures.
Continue implementing all federal Transportation Control Measures.
Continue operating the Freeway Service Patrol program in the I-205/I-580 corridor;
expand service hours as demand warrants.
Continue to use a multimodal scoring system that rewards projects with TCM
features when evaluating and prioritizing federal funding proposals.
Evaluate and expand, as warranted, the use of automated traveler information
systems such as message signs, computer bulletin boards, traffic information
broadcasting, and pre-trip routing programs.
Install ramp-metering capabilities on interchange connections as capital
modifications are made to the interchange.
Begin negotiations with Caltrans for the expansion of the Freeway Service Patrol
program.
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 Continue to encourage use of transit

Long Range Plan (2027-2042)
 Continue to implement the recommendations of COG studies such as the High
Occupancy Vehicle Lane Plan, and the Park-and-Ride Lot Plan;
 Continue to uphold the goals, policies and objectives of this Transportation Control
Measure action element.
 Continue to implement all applicable federal and state Transportation Control
Measures.
INTELLIGENT TRANSPORTATION SYSTEMS
The eight counties of the San Joaquin Valley: Fresno, Kern,
Kings, Madera, Merced, San Joaquin, Stanislaus, and Tulare
oversaw the preparation of a plan to guide the implementation
of Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS). The Intelligent
Transportation System (ITS) Strategic Deployment Plan (SDP)
for the San Joaquin Valley Region was a 20-month study jointly
funded by California Department of Transportation (the
Department) and the individual counties with San Joaquin
Council of Governments (SJCOG) serving as project
administrator. The San Joaquin Valley region represents one of the last geographic areas in
California to develop an ITS Plan. Two ITS Strategic Plans have been completed for portions
of the San Joaquin Valley: Fresno County (1999) and Kern County (1997). The San Joaquin
Valley ITS Strategic Deployment Plan referenced and built upon these plans. The San Joaquin
Valley plan also referenced, and as appropriate, coordinated with, several other plans,
including: Central Coast ITS Strategic Deployment Plan, Sacramento Area EDP, San
Francisco Bay Area EDP, Sierra Nevada SDP, and the LA/Ventura SDP.
The ITS Deployment Plan outlines many of the same issues already discussed in previous
chapters. Currently there are several projects targeted specifically for San Joaquin County.
These projects will fall under the focused urban area ITS. Projects include advanced warning
systems, vehicles tracking, signal coordination and synchronization, advanced transit systems,
and others.
Since funding has not been identified for many of the ITS projects they are listed in the Tier
II category until such time as funding becomes available. (see Table 6-10)
This is the first step in creating a seamless ITS architecture that will allow future generations
to add to what will amount to be a very technologically advanced transportation infrastructure.
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ITS Maintenance Plan Development (Valley Wide) - An ITS Maintenance Plan for the San
Joaquin Valley Strategic Deployment Plan (SJVSDP). This plan covers ongoing operations
and maintenance concerns for projects identified in the SJVSDP. Fresno Council of
Governments and the Kern County Council of Governments are the lead agencies in
developing this plan. The ITS Maintenance plan will covers new emerging technologies and
interconnectivity among valley wide projects. The Maintenance Plan also ensures consistency
with the Federal ITS Architecture.
ITS Maintenance Plan Development (Local) - Refine and develop the ITS Maintenance and
development Plan for the San Joaquin County ITS Plan. This plan will cover those operations
mainly in the City of Stockton; however there are regionally significant projects including the
San Joaquin Regional Transit District, Caltrans, the Port of Stockton, other local jurisdictions
and local safety agencies (police, fire and EMS). San Joaquin Council of Governments is the
lead agency in developing this maintenance plan. This will accompany the completed
deployment plan. . The ITS Maintenance plan will also cover new emerging technologies and
interconnectivity among valley wide projects. The Maintenance Plan will also ensure
consistency with the Regional ITS Architecture.
ITS architecture Operations and Management - Identify ITS components within projects
identified in the Tier I list of projects. Coordinate and complete Memorandums of
Understanding for the implementation, maintenance and management of ITS related
components in all projects receiving Federal or State funding. Ensure that local agencies are
developing their project in accordance with the Maintenance Plan and Architecture developed
for the region. Assist local agencies in developing ITS elements within their projects
PROPOSED ACTIONS

Short Range Plan, 2018-2027





Continue to support local in developing their ITS plans
Continue to support the implementation of the City of Stockton’ ITS plan
Implement projects outlined in the SDP for San Joaquin County.
Continue to search for additional funding

Long Range Plan, 2028-2042
 Continue to develop ITS architecture to the National Standard
 Continue to uphold the goals, policies and objectives of the Regional ITS SDP
 Continue to implement all applicable federal and state ITS projects.
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REGIONAL PROGRESS ‐ Performance Indicators and the SCS
Introduction
Implementation of the transportation projects and investments for the 2018 RTP, as measured by the
performance indicators outlined, results in substantial positive outcomes and benefits for the San
Joaquin County region. California’s Senate Bill 375, and a continuing emphasis at both the State and
Federal levels for performance‐based planning, have changed the landscape of how success in regional
transportation planning is measured. Benefits are measured not only with respect to transportation
and mobility, but across a wide range of critical issues related to air quality and health, sustainability,
resource conservation, locational efficiencies, housing and employment, equity, and economic vitality.
The Plan tracks twelve regional targets, some of which are also tracked for communities of concern, to
measure the Plan’s progress in meeting its articulated goals.
There continues to be on‐going dialogue with all stakeholders to improve our understanding of how the
transportation system impacts the quality of life in San Joaquin County. The public participation process
has shed light on important values such as mobility choice and accessibility, travel time reliability, cost
effectiveness, and environmental sustainability. The indicators in this report were largely developed
through work with the RTP / SCS Working Group during development of the 2014 Plan, and have been
carried over to the 2018 Plan. In choosing indicators, staff focused on a relatively short list of metrics
that could be readily quantified with available tools and data, as well as compared to empirical data to
provide historical context to the outcomes. Other factors influencing metric selection were whether the
target could address multiple policy considerations and ease of understanding for the public outreach
process.
With the 2018 plan, SJCOG has completed a pilot study on modeling health‐related metrics through a
stand‐alone module integrated into the Envision Tomorrow Scenario Planning tool. The 2018 Plan is the
first written by SJCOG to include separate health‐indicators modeling outside of air quality emissions and
active transportation trip estimates for the travel demand mode. The metrics are discussed in Chapter 5
and a full report on the pilot study is included as Appendix “N.” SJCOG is committed to continuing to
develop this model and improve the sensitivity of the metrics to transportation enhancements in
addition to changes in demographics and land‐use changes. SJCOG is continuing to invest in travel
demand, scenario modeling, and other quantification methods to define metrics that will provide even
greater insight into the ways in which policy can influence positive outcomes for San Joaquin County
residents in the arenas of health, mobility, economic development, quality of life, and sustainability.
New indicators will be developed as tools and techniques of analysis are improved.
Besides their use to describe the performance of the RTP, most of the indicators were utilized during
the public outreach process to aid interested citizens, stakeholder groups, and advisory committees
understand the policy choices and trade‐offs with the alternative land‐use and transportation scenarios
that could be selected to form the foundation of the RTP. Appendices K and Q contain additional
information on the public outreach process and results.
The following table provides a listing of the performance outcomes, their definitions, the “target” for
each indicator, and the data source utilized to measure the outcome. The Plan is measured against six
broad categories of indicators that support it’s eight policy goals and associated 27 strategies for
implementation.

Table M.1
Measure of Effectiveness

Description

Target

Data Source

Vehicle miles traveled per person/total
2042 population

Improvement Over 2015 Baseline /
Compare to Business As Usual

SJCOG MIP Travel Demand Model

Trip Mode Share

Percent of trips by mode of travel (e.g.,
single occupant auto, bike, walk, transit,
carpool 2+)

Improvement Over 2015 Baseline /
Compare to Business As Usual

SJCOG MIP Travel Demand Model

Vehicle Hours of Delay (VHD)

The difference expressed in hours
between total optimal travel time for all
vehicles and actual modeled travel time
for all vehicles

Improvement Over 2015 Baseline /
Compare to Business As Usual

SJCOG MIP Travel Demand Model

Average Trip Length

Total Vehicle Miles Traveled / Number
of Trips for all Purposes

Improvement Over 2015 Baseline /
Compare to Business As Usual

SJCOG MIP Travel Demand Model

Improvement Over 2015 Baseline /
Compare to Business As Usual

SJCOG MIP Travel Demand Model

Improvement Over 2015 Baseline /
Compare to Business As Usual

SJCOG MIP Travel Demand Model

Total CO2 (GHG precursor) from
passenger vehicles and light duty autos
only. Targeted reduction of 5% by 2020
and 10% by 2035 below 2005 levels.

Meets SB375 per capita GHG‐ reduction
targets

SJCOG Travel Demand Model / ARB
EMFAC 2014 Model

Total acres of land consumed due to
new development

Improvement Over Business As Usual

Envision Tomorrow Land Use
Allocation Model

Total acres of prime farmland consumed
due to new development

Improvement Over Business As Usual

Envision Tomorrow Land Use
Allocation Model

Average daily energy usage in new
units

Improvement Over Business As Usual

Envision Tomorrow Land Use
Allocation Model

Water Consumption per New Household
(Internal & External)

Average daily household water
usage in new units

Improvement Over Business As Usual

Envision Tomorrow Land Use
Allocation Model

Land Use Mix

Percentage of new development that is
within the FMMP Existing Urbanized
Area and Net Redevelopment

Improvement Over Business As Usual

Envision Tomorrow Land Use
Allocation Model

Travel Related Indicators
Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) per Capita

Transit Ridership
Number of passenger trips (Total
Passenger Trips * Mode Share)
Bike and Walk Trips (Active
Transportation)
Health & Environmental Indicators
GHG Emissions per Capita

Resource Conservation Indicators
Acres of Land Consumed

Acres of Prime Farmland Consumed

Efficiency
Energy Usage per New Household

Number of bike and walk trips (Total
Passenger Trips * Mode Share)

Housing and Employment
Housing and Employment near
Major Transit Routes and Stations
(SB375 defined High Quality Transit
Areas)

Residential Density

Percent of new housing and
employment located within ½ mile
of major transit route (15‐minute
headway), bus transfer station, or
ACE station
Change in residential density for new
housing

Improvement Over Business As Usual

Envision Tomorrow Land Use Allocation
Model

Improvement Over Business As Usual

Envision Tomorrow Land Use Allocation
Model

Equity (Environmental Justice Areas vs. Non‐Environmental Justice Areas) SEE CHAPTER 5 and APPENDIX Q for DISCUSSION of These Indicators
Percentage of households within 500
Improvement Over Business As Usual
Envision Tomorrow Land Use Allocation
Model
Health Risk Assessment of Roadway
feet of high‐volume roadway (>100,000
Pollutants
average daily traffic)
Percent of new housing by type (large‐
lot, small‐lot, attached, multi‐family)

Housing Type

Safety
See Appendix “O” for Safety Performance
Target Discussion on Methodology and
Measurement
Economic Vitality
Job Creation

Improvement Over Business As Usual

Envision Tomorrow Land Use Allocation
Model

Meet State Target Goals

Number of direct, indirect and induced
jobs

Stand‐Alone Metric

University of Pacific Business Forecasting
Center Estimates

Final Plan 2042 performance indicators are included on the following table. The indicators were
reorganized in the table to follow their inclusion in Chapter 5.

Plan Performance Measures Summary (2042)
2015 Baseline

Business as Usual 2042

Plan 2042

Enhance the Environment for Existing and Future Generations and Conserve Energy
Land Use Mix:
Percent of New Growth In Existing
Urbanized Area or Redeveloped (Acres)

N/A

3.01%

5.66%

Percent of New Jobs in Existing Uranized
Area or Redeveloped

N.A

5.40%

17.55%

Percent of New Housing Units in Existing
Urbanized Area or Redeveloped

N/A

1.35%

9.45%

Total Acres of Land Consumed

N/A

46,084

25,599

N/A

17,430

7,694

N/A

139

120

N/A

358.29

Acres of Prime Farmland Consumed:
Energy and Water:
Energy Use per Household:
(in Million BTUs/Year/Household)
Water Consumption per Household: (in
Gallons/Day/Household)

308.3

Improve Air Quality and Reduce Greenhouse Gases:
GHG Emissions Per Capita % Change From
2005 to 2035 (SB 375 Target is 10%)

-14.70%

-17.60%

GHG Emissions Per Capita % Change From
2005 to 2020 (SB 375 is 5%)

-7.40%

-7.00%

Vehicle Miles of Travel (VMT) (daily per
capita)

24.609

22.164

22.157

14.51

13.01

13.08

Maximize Mobility and Accessibility
Average Trip Length

Congested Travel Time (Vehicle Hours of
Delay in Millions)

Transit Ridership (Boardings)
Average Travel Time (in minutes) by
Mode:
Drive Alone
Shared Ride 2 riders
Shared Ride 3+ Riders
Transit
Walk

0.92

22,350

33.82
24.45
19.53
16.65
7.29

1.24

26,095

34.04
25.09
20.69
17.98
7.62

0.96

30,277

33.81
25.06
20.89
17.22
7.54

Bike

25.89

26.42

26.26

Plan Performance Measure Summary
2015 Baseline
Preserve the Efficiency of the Existing Transportation System
Percent of Housing Near High-Quality
Transit Areas (Routes, Hubs and Stations)
Housing
N/A
Employment
N/A
Total Land Consumed for New Development
N/A
Support Economic Vitality
Job Creation
Direct, Indirect and Induced Employment
from Transportation (Average Annual)

N/A
Improve Public Health and Build on Active Transportation
Residential Density (Units/Net Acre) for New
Growth

Business as Usual 2042

23.00%
34.00%
46,084

N/A

4.4

Plan 2042

25.00%
39.00%
25,599

3,400

8.7

Trip Mode Share
Drive Alone
Shared Ride 2
Shared Ride 3
Transit (Walk + Drive)
Walk
Bike
Bike and Walk Trips

39.61%
19.45%
35.34%
0.73%
4.40%
0.47%
149,103

39.14%
19.72%
35.31%
0.64%
4.63%
0.56%
211,614

38.70%
19.81%
35.38%
0.74%
4.79%
0.58%
219,716
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REGIONAL PROGRESS – Selected Trends Report
This report focuses on a selection of the 2018 Plan’s performance indicators to provide a context for
monitoring progress toward the Plan’s goals. monitoring the indicators is to have a better
understanding of what the region has looked like in the past, where the region has grown, and where
the region can do better. Seeing historical trends in data allows SJCOT to compare the indicators1 with
performance metrics2. This is an important step because it helps us ensure that there is progress
occurring where it needs to and that we work on the areas that could use more improvement. The next
several pages of this document show historical trends around the aforementioned indicators, as well as
descriptions of each indicator and why it is tracked. Methodology for each graph is included in the
descriptions.

Key Findings in Trends
One of the findings from looking at past trends is the impact of the 2008 recession on many of our
indicators. Vehicle miles traveled (VMT), employment, fatality rates, and job creation are all examples of
indicators that show similar trends. At the height of recession , the economy had shed over 25,000 jobs
and unemployment among San Joaquin County workers was well above historical averages. The
deduction can be made that increased unemployment meant that fewer people were on the road,
decreasing VMT. It is likely that the decrease in fatalities for those years was linked to fewer people
driving.

County Demographics
The population of San Joaquin County is approximately 733,709 people (ACS 1‐year estimate) and is
expected to exceed 1 million people by the year 2040 (Center for Business and Policy Research). San
Joaquin County is one of the fastest growing counties in California. San Joaquin County’s population
growth rate was 5th in the state among all California Counties from 2016 to 2017, at 1.5%. As the graph
shows, population has been on a rapid rise since the year 2000, and while the rate of growth has
slowed, San Joaquin is projected to have a higher rate of growth than either the State or nation through
the projection period. Accurate population data and up‐to‐date forecasts are crucial to the planning
process as many indicators are tracked on a per capita basis (e.g. vehicle miles of travel and greenhouse
gas emissions).

1
2

Historical trends in line with empirical data.
Statistical numbers that come from the transportation model and show future projections.

1

Measure of Effectiveness
Vehicle Miles Traveled
Trip Mode Share

Total Miles of Bikeways

Average Trip Length

Land Use Mix and Acres of Prime
Farmland

Energy Usage per Household
Water Consumption per New
Household
Housing Split

Collision Rate and Fatalities

Job Creation

Health and Wellness

Description
Vehicle miles traveled per
person
Percent pf trips by mode of
travel (e.g. single occupant
auto, bike, walk, transit,
carpool 2+).
Miles of Class I, II, and III
facilities
Total vehicle miles traveled /
number of trips for all
purposes
Total acres of land consumed
(prime farmland and all other
land) due to development,
total acreage of land use
categories within county
Average Household energy
consumption
Household water usage

Annual permits for units, units
in structure, and mix of
housing by housing type
Statewide accident rate
multiplied by VMT, Fatalities
from SWITRS data
Number of jobs, employment
and unemployment data

2035 Indicators for Scenario 2A
including weekly total walking
minutes per person, daily total
biking minutes per person,
daily total recreational physical
activity minutes per person,
average body mass index, and
general poor health

Source
Department of Transportation
ACS 1 Year Data Primary means
of commuting to work

Measure K Regional 2012 Bike
plan, and jurisdictional bike
plans
ACS 1‐year Estimates

Farmland Mapping and
Monitoring Program

California Energy Commission
United States Dept of the
Interior – U.S. Geological
Survey
ACS 1‐Year and 5‐Year
estimates
SWITRS

State of CA Employment
Development Department
(Local Area Unemployment
Statistics)
Community Health Needs
Assessment (San Joaquin
County, 2016), Envision
Tomorrow Model.

The population of San Joaquin County is expected to grow a significant amount over the next 40+ years,
reaching 1.2 million by the year 2060. Long‐term growth rates are projected to average 1.3%, ranking
San Joaquin within the top six fastest‐growing regions within the state’s 58 counties. Comparatively,
population growth rates for the state and nation are projected at 0.6%. Population forecasts assist in
planning future communities and development needs, as well as for future business and economic
development needs. For local and regional governments, such as San Joaquin Council of Governments,
population counts and projections assist in transportation project planning, providing better services,
and putting policies in place that will assist in improving overall economic prosperity.

3

Vehicle Miles Traveled
Vehicle miles traveled (VMT) is defined as a measurement of the total miles traveled by all vehicles in
the area for a specified time period. It is calculated by the number of vehicles times the miles traveled in
a given area or on a given highway during the period in question. In transit, it is the number of vehicle
miles operated on a given route or line or network during a specified time period. Annual VMT per
capita has been trending downward since 2002. The downward trend continued throughout the
recessionary years between 2008 and 2015. Fewer jobs and high unemployment may explain this

continuing trend as work commute patterns have a significant impact on total miles driven.

4

Total daily VMT more clearly shows the effects of the recession. It started in the low 16,000’s in 2000,
then had a relatively steep jump around 2002. After growing for a few years, it took a significant dive
around the time the time the recession was accelerating, began to level off between 2010 and 2014,
then showed an increase as the economy recovered its pre‐recessionary jobs numbers and population
migration into San Joaquin County from the Bay Area Counties became positive again. The trends in
both total VMT and VMT per capita highlight that exogenous variables, or variables outside of provision
of transportation investments, can have a profound impact on the ability of regional agencies to meet
transportation goals. While the Plan shows overall growth in VMT, per capita VMT shows improvement
through the 2042 planning horizon. SJCOG is committed to continuing improvements in methodology to

better quantify the factors influencing this metric.
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Trip Mode Share
Trip mode share represents the different modes of transportation taken by San Joaquin residents to
their daily destinations. The U.S. Census Bureau tracks mode share for workers only. The different
modes tracked include drive alone trips in a car, truck, or van; carpool trips in a car, truck, or van; public
transportation trips (not including taxis), bicycle trips, walking trips, and taxis, motorcycles, or other
means. The primary mode of transportation is the drive alone auto trip, followed by carpooling, though
the representation with carpool trips is still very low relative to the percentage of drive alone trips.
As the graph shows, drive alone trips has remained relatively constant. The percentage of these trips
hovers around 80% and has for the last several years. The trendline has its small ups and downs, but for
the most part it remains around the 80% mark. As for those making carpool trips, this number also
hovers around the same percentage and has for many years. Carpool trips remains around 14% of the
trip mode share. Neither drive alone trips nor carpool trips have made significant increases nor
decreases over the last several years. The remaining modes within the trip mode share is varied.
Although there was a minor spike in taxicab trips, one will notice that these modes all remain less than
3% of the entire trip mode share.

Trip Mode Share
Source: US Census Bureau ACS 1‐Year Estimates
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The recent California Household Travel Survey (CHTS) indicates different mode share percentages as all
trip types are considered, not just the commute trip. Additionally, the survey methodology, sample size,
and definitions vary from the U.S. Census in important ways. The SJCOG travel demand model is
validated against CHTS criteria for its entire model area (counties of Merced, San Joaquin and
Stanislaus). Existing and future mode share from the travel demand model is presented in the indicators
section and shows that the Plan is reducing the drive alone mode share over the planning horizon to
2042, while modestly increasing transit use, shared rides, and active transportation travel. Biking and
transit continue to show mode shares of less than one percent in the CHTS data.

Trip Mode Share
Source: US Census Bureau ACS 1‐Year Estimates
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Active Transportation ‐ Miles of Bikeways
The total miles of bikeways in San Joaquin County is updated on a jurisdictional basis. Many of the
numbers have not been updated since 2012 when the Measure K Regional 2012 Bike Plan was released.
This plan denotes the miles by class in each jurisdiction. As of 2012, the plan listed the miles of bikeways
as such:

The city of Stockton has recently released their 2017 Draft Bicycle Master Plan and that plan shows that
the total miles has changed since the 2012 Regional Plan. The update shows Stockton adding to their
bicycle land inventory. :

City of Stockton

Bike Paths
46

Bike Lanes
36

Bike Routes
35

Total Miles
117

With several General Plans and Bicycle Master Plans currently in development, SJCOG expects to have
data available to update this inventory before the 2022 RTP/SCS effort. The Plan document outlines
increasing investment of state, local, and federal transportation dollars to active transportation
infrastructure.
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Travel Time to Work by Percent
Travel time to work describes the number of minutes it takes to arrive at work from a worker’s place of
residence the graph below shows the historical trend in travel time in minutes. The Increasing travel
time may be indicating increased traffic congestion, increased length of commute trip, or a switch to a
different mode of travel that increases the travel time outside for the same length trip. Given historical
commute patterns, it may be inferred that commute times of less than 30 minutes are probably
commuting within the county, while those commute times of 30+ minutes are probably out of county
commuters. As this graph shows, those driving 10‐19 minutes represents the largest share of
commuters. Recently, however, there has been a steep decline in this number with a sharp increase in
those traveling for 60+ minutes. Those traveling for more than an hour has increased from 15% in 2012
to 20.3% in 2016. These trends are likely, at least in part, owing to the more rapid recovery of pre‐
recessionary jobs in the San Francisco Bay Area than in San Joaquin County and the return of migration
of households/workers looking for relatively cheaper housing options in San Joaquin County. For most
modes of travel, the Plan shows modest decreases in over travel time.
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University of the Pacific Center for Business and Policy Research recently looked at where the typical
commutes from San Joaquin County travel for work. The graphic below highlights those commute
sheds. Working individuals in Stockton have a very high commuting rate to Sacramento, San Jose, and
the greater San Francisco Bay Area. Commuters in Lodi are traveling mostly to Sacramento and San
Francisco. Those in the Lathrop to Tracy area are traveling primarily to the Bay Area, and those traveling
from Manteca and Escalon area are commuting to the Bay area, San Jose and places within Stanislaus
County.

Source: Center for Business and Policy Research

Commute Shed
from Stockton

Commute Shed
from Lodi

Commute Shed
from Tracy

Commute Shed
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Energy per Household
SJCOG measures energy per household to better understand environmental impact, household budget,
and efficiency of buildings. This graph shows the residential energy use, per 1,000 BTU per unit, per year
in 2015. It shows which housing type is most efficient and in which categories of energy the housing
types are more efficient than others.
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According to the California Energy Commission, the energy consumption for San Joaquin
County is as follows. As the trend line shows, the consumption of energy has been on a steady
rise since the early 1990’s. In recent years, it seems to have leveled off without any major
increases or decreases.

San Joaquin County Residential Energy Usage, Expressed in
Millions of kWh (GWh)
Source: California Energy Comission
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The Envision Tomorrow platform measures this indicator for new growth only and so is not
directly comparable to this empirical data; however, due to the change in the future housing
mix, the Plan shows lower energy consumption and household income spent on energy as
compared to the Business as Usual condition.
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Residential Water Consumption
According to the United States Geological Survey (USGS), the table below shows that the water
consumption per capita decreased between the years of 1985 and 2010 in both public supplied
and self‐supplied water.
For purposes of this data, the following definitions are provided by the USGS:
public‐supply water use–water withdrawn by public and private water suppliers that furnish water to at
least 25 people or have a minimum of 15 connections. Public suppliers provide water for a variety of
uses, such as domestic, commercial, industrial, thermoelectric‐power, and public water use. See
also commercial water use, domestic water use, industrial water use, public‐supply deliveries, public
water use, and thermoelectric‐power water use.
self‐supplied water use–water withdrawn from a groundwater or surface‐water source by a user rather
than being obtained from a public supply.

Year

Domestic per capita use, public‐
supplied, in gallons/person/day

Domestic per capita use, self‐
supplied in gallons/person/day

1985
1990
1995
2000
2005
2010

190
197
136
‐
173
117

75
75
75
75
185
70

The Envision Tomorrow platform measures this indicator for new growth only and so is not
directly comparable to this empirical data; however, due to the change in the future housing
mix, the Plan shows lower household water use attributable to smaller unit size (interior use)
and smaller lots with less landscaping demand.
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Safety Indicators: Fatalities and Deaths
According to the California Highway Patrol Statewide Integrated Traffic Records System (SWITRS),
fatalities can be tracked since 2001. The data shows that fatalities and deaths were at a very high point
in the trend line in 2001, but took a sharp decrease in 2002 and continued on a downward trend
between 2003 and 2012. When the recession hit, it is speculated that fatalities decreased due to less
people on the road. Since unemployment was at an all time high, fewer people were driving, indicating
a strong correlation between economic conditions, fewer vehicle miles traveled, and fatalities. Since
the end of the recession, however, traffic fatlities have slowly been on the rise. The year 2016 shows
fewer fatalities than the previous high in 2001, but current trend is increasing. . The Plan invests
significant revenues in safety related projects and supports current State goals for this metric. Chapter 4
of the plan discusses safety investments. A fuller disscusion of the Plan’s safety perfomance and safety
targets can be found in Appendix O.
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Acres of Prime Farmland Consumed and Urban/Built‐Up Land
Prime farmland is categorized by the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program (FMMP) by land use
and soil types. The Plan seeks to encourage efficient development patterns that maintain agricultural
viability and natural resources and enhance the connection between land use and transportation
choices through projects supporting energy and water efficiency. The following indicators highlight the
Plan’s aggressive pursuit of environmental preservation and enhancement.

While a similar measure to the total acres of land consumed, this indicator has its basis in Senate Bill
375’s requirement that the metropolitan planning organization consider the best available scientific
data on the impacts to resource and agricultural lands. The Plan’s more compact development footprint
encroaches less on prime agricultural land vital to the economy in San Joaquin County.
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Urban and built up land refers to the land in the county that is used for urban areas characterized by
buildings, asphalt, concrete, suburban gardens and systematic street patterns. This includes urban
development such as residential, commercial, industrial, transportation, communications, utilities, and
mixed urban.3
San Joaquin Council of Governments is not a land use authority, approval of land‐use development rests
with local jurisdictions. Our agency does, however, monitor development in the County through its
Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP), its Regional Congestion Management Program (RCMP), and its role as
the Airport Land‐Use Commission (ALUC). The following graph illustrates rates of change in farmland
and urbanized acreage in the county. The Urban and Built Up Land graph for San Joaquin County shows
that although the county has been developing land at a fairly rapid rate, that rate is slowing and leveling
out ‐meaning the rate of land conversion to urban and built up land has been slowing.

It is likely this indicator is strongly influenced by the housing crisis associated with the 2008 recession.
Housing starts all but stopped in several San Joaquin County jurisdictions. While demographic trends
and market demand may be changing the types of units being built, these trends in San Joaquin County
are relatively new; it isn’t clear whether the trends will continue into the future. Housing development
has been increasing over the last several years and SJCOG will continue to monitor these trends. The
Plan’s assumed land‐use allocation indicates that slowing of the rate of urbanization can have a
profound effect on the rate of loss of farmland in the County.

3

Definition of urban and built up land from landcover.usgs.gov
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Housing Split
Housing split refers to the number of single‐family homes versus multi‐family housing. Attached multi‐
family is considered one or more attached homes, while other is defined as mobile homes, boats, RVs,
vans, etc. As the chart shows, the percentages for single‐family and multi‐family homes have remained
fairly similar. Detached single family homes have been at an average of around 73% while attached
multi‐family has been around 23% for the last several years. Given the large number of single‐family
homes in the existing housing stock, even the Plan’s assumption for 40% multi‐family units in the future
only decreases the total single‐family housing stock by one to two percent. The chart shows data
collected by the US Census Bureau based on their 5‐year ACS estimates. This data is not available at a 5‐
year estimate level prior to 2009.
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Along with units in structure data, permit data is also collected for the purpose of understanding what
types housing projects are being permitted in San Joaquin County. Housing markets are an important
economic indicator and better helps us understand the job economy. Housing is pertinent to the
understanding of middle‐class jobs as a limited supply of housing can lead to high housing costs, which
can reduce the attractiveness of the region for new business investment and can createaffordable
housing challenges 4.
Although the chart on the left represents the Northern San Joaquin Valley (NSJV), it is representative of
our region. When compared to California, we can see that, currently, multi‐family options are not being
provided on a scale relative to California here in the NSJV. However, recent permit data is showing an
increasing share of multi‐family units.

4

Center for Business and Policy Research NSJV Index 2017, pg. 42
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Job Creation
Job creation refers to the employment and unemployment numbers for San Joaquin County. Over the
last 30 years, San Joaquin County has seen fluctuations in employment and unemployment numbers.
Around 2008, San Joaquin County saw a relatively drastic drop in both employed residents and jobs,
thus driving up unemployment during this time. Prior to 2008, San Joaquin County was at an all‐time
high in employment numbers; however, the County shed significant numbers of jobs in the recession
and did not recover these jobs until 2015. in 2016 San Joaquin County again saw a peak in job numbers,
reaching almost 300,000.
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Employment numbers are projected to continue to rise in San Joaquin County, according to the Center
for Business and Policy Research.

Not only are the employment numbers going to grow in San Joaquin County, but the number of jobs in
different fields are projected to grow as well. CBPR has forecasted that there will be much growth in the
following industries, with the highest growth being in the government sector.
Plan investments can aid economic development in San Joaquin County by making the region more
attractive to potential employers for goods movement and quality of life for employees. Chapter 6
and Appendix R provide additional insight into this indicator.
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Health and Wellness

The 2018 Regional Transportation will be the first in SJCOG’s RTP
history to track Health and Wellness indicators. The indicators
tracked for the year 2035 include weekly total walking minutes
per person, daily total biking minutes pers person, daily total
recreational physical activity minutes per person, average body
mass index, and general poor health (an indicator defined by self‐
tracked health surveys through the California Health Interview
Survey). The Please see Chapter 5 and Appendix N for a
complete description of this pilot project.

Listed below are some areas of concern for San Joaquin County and the data around obesity, asthma,
and air quality. The data reflects up‐to‐date numbers in the 2016 Community Health Needs Assessment
report. To read more about other health indicators and to further explore data on these topics, please
visit the SJCOG website in the data download center where you will find the report
https://www.sjcog.org/DocumentCenter/Index/35
Obesity in San Joaquin County is a growing problem. As the chart shows below, the percentage of San
Joaquin County’s adult obesity exceeds that of California by about 7%. Although childhood obesity is less
than the California percentage, it is also increasing.
Indicators

San Joaquin County

California

Adult Obesity BMI >30

29.1%

22.3%

Child Obesity Prevalence

6.2%

6.3%

Source: 2016 Community Health Needs Assessment

21

The numbers in the graph below show the comparison of adults and children who are overweight or
obese. The comparison between San Joaquin County and California as a whole is fairly drastic. There is a
14.1% difference between the percentage of adults overweight or obese, at 76.6% versus 65.2%.

Obese and Overweight Adults and Youth Comparison

California

San Joaquin County

0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

Percent of adults overweight or obese (BMI >25.0)

50%

60%

70%

80%

90%

Percent of youth obese (BMI>30.0)

Source: 2016 Community Health Needs Assessment

Please visit SJCOG’s Community Pulse indicator tracking website under People and Health for more
health indicators [add reference].
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Asthma and Air Quality are related indicators. Although unhealthy ozone days since 2000 have fallen by
41% in the region, the San Joaquin Valley is still home to some of the most polluted air in the United
States.5 According to the American Lung Association, San Joaquin County ranked 9th highest in the nation
for particulate matter in 2015. 27.7% of Community survey respondents in the San Joaquin County
Community Health Needs Assessment reported that breathing problems are a top health concern in
their community, and 39% of respondents said that air pollution is a major environmental concern in
their community.
As the graph below shows, the percentage of children ages 1‐17 whose parents report that their child
has been diagnosed with asthma is almost 20% higher than that of California. And adults ever diagnosed
with asthma in San Joaquin County is 7% higher than California.

Percentage of Youth and Adults Ever Diagnosed with
Asthma

California

San Joaquin County

0.00%

5.00%

10.00%

15.00%

Adults ever diagnosed with asthma

20.00%

25.00%

30.00%

35.00%

40.00%

Youth ever diagnosed with asthma

Source: 2016 Community Health Needs Assessment

5

San Joaquin County 2016 Community Health Needs Assessment.
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Over time overall air quality has improved. As the graph below shows, the level of Moderate Air Quality
Index days over the last several years has increased while Unhealthy for Sensitive Groups and Unhealthy
days have decreased or stayed about the same. The Plan meets all applicable air quality conformity
requirements and complies with the Clean Air Act.

Greenhouse Gas Emissions
Greenhouse gases (GhGs) are gases that trap heat in the atmosphere. The natural greenhouse effect is
what enables life to flourish on our planet. Greenhouse gas emissions also enter the atmosphere as a
result of human activities, such as burning fossil fuels for electricity, heat, and transportation. Lowering
greenhouse gas emissions is important because it supports public health, reduces energy consumption,
and protects the environment. Included in the Plan are strategies to reduce greenhouse gas emissions
by reducing miles on the road, supporting a switch to clean energy vehicles, and creating more options
for how to get around – including taking public transit, walking or using a bicycle instead of a car, when
possible.
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Transportation is the biggest source of greenhouse gas emissions accounting for 45 % of overall
greenhouse gas emissions, most of which come from personal vehicles. An integrated transportation
and land use plan can help change transportation patterns by reducing how much people need to drive.
In turn, this helps to reduce greenhouse gas emissions and improve air quality. The Plan meets the
current GhG reduction targets set by the California Air Resources Board (CARB) of 5% in 2020 and 10% in
2035 as measured against a 2005 baseline year.
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1 Introduction+
Urban Design 4 Health (UD4H) is under contract to the San Joaquin Council of
Governments (SJCOG) to provide assistance related to its 2018 RTP/SCS update process.
This document is the final report for TASK 3: Public Health Analysis of Draft Scenarios.
It includes a description of methods and data used; describes the input and outputs of the
three (3) draft scenarios under consideration by SJCOG in November 2017; and
compares the draft scenario performance to baseline and to each other.
For this task UD4H applied its National Public Health Assessment Model (NPHAM)1
(see Appendix A) to San Joaquin County in order to analyze the predicted public health
outcomes of the three (3) scenarios under consideration. It also describes the change in
built environment conditions, as defined by SJCOG in the Envision Tomorrow software,
that influence NPHAM. Health outcomes and built environment data for the scenarios
were compared to predicted baseline current conditions found in the previously provided
report for TASK 2: Current Conditions, including Health Equity.2
Analysis and results are provided primarily at the county level, using populationweighted averages – 2015 population for baseline and projected 2035 population for the
future scenarios. This report also includes an equity analysis for Scenario 2A with
population weighted descriptive statistics for Census Block Groups that are defined in
CalEnviroScreen3 as well as more restrictive definitions of having greater than 75%
minority status and greater than 30% of households with income below the poverty line.

1.1 The+Evidence+
A growing body of evidence suggests that transportation and land use investments and
policies can have broad-reaching implications for population health, access to economic
opportunities, and climate change [1-6]. Transportation systems link people with social
and health promoting resources, such as employment, education, food, recreation, social
services, and health care [7-10]. Transportation systems influence healthy behaviors such
as walking and biking; the increase in physical activity and resulting health outcomes are
well documented [11]. Transportation systems can explain variation in air quality and
noise; yet different travel modes may result in further differential personal exposure and
traffic safety risk [5, 12-14].

1

See Appendix A for more details.
See Appendix D for more details.
3
https://oehha.ca.gov/calenviroscreen/report/calenviroscreen-30
2
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Long-range regional transportation plans (RTP) are informed through modeling of travel
demand and land use. There is increasing demand for these models to be linked to
additional analyses to understand social and health impacts of planned land use and
transportation policies and investments This report provides an analysis of the estimated
current and future conditions of health equity and other social equity goals to inform
additional analyses in the RTP context.

1.2 SJCOG!2018!RTP!
Long-range scenario planning efforts compare different land use and investment
strategies. SJCOG started with 4 scenarios, three of which are investigated for health
effects here: Scenario 1, Scenario 2A, and Scenario 3. Walkability, physical activity, and
health is best supported by compact design; this suggests that positive health effects will
be highest for Scenario 3 and lowest for Scenario 1.

2 Methodology!
The spatial unit of analysis used to estimate health impacts is the census block group
(CBG) and, in the equity analysis, population weighted averages of certain CBGs. While
population weighted averages for the county should align with population averages of
individuals – the range seen within any maps is the range of CBG averages not the range
of individuals.

2.1 Using!NED!and!NPHAM!Data!for!Baseline!
Scenario planning requires comparison of future Scenarios to Baseline conditions.
Baseline conditions in this analysis are provided using the National Environmental
Database (NED) and National Public Health Assessment Model (NPHAM, v1.0)
developed by UD4H. Current conditions are provided for all 395 block groups in San
Joaquin County.
2

The UD4H assembled National Environmental Database (NED) provides spatially
resolute (census block-group) objectively measured built, natural and social environment
conditions from data from various sources including the US Environmental Protection
Agency, U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development and the National Land
Cover Database. It contains a core set of these environmental features for all US census
block groups, which have been calculated by others and by UD4H, and found or
theorized to predict physical activity, diet and other health related behaviors. Additional
information about NED including variable definitions can be found in Appendix B.
The UD4H-developed National Public Health Assessment Model (NPHAM) estimates
health related outcomes at a spatially resolute (census block group) level. NPHAM uses
evidence-based inferential statistics to predict active travel, physical activity, and health
outcomes such as body mass index (BMI), obesity, and general poor health. NPHAM
predictive equations were built by modeling NED data, California Health Interview
Survey (CHIS),4 and California Household Travel Survey (CHTS) outcomes5. NPHAM
predicts current conditions using the current conditions data from NED. Additional
information about NPHAM including variable definitions can be found in Appendix A.

2.2 Linking!Envision!Tomorrow!and!NPHAM!for!Future!Scenario!
Predictions!!
The UD4H developed National Public Health Assessment Model (NPHAM) can also
be used to predict future conditions associated with scenarios defined as part of the
regional transportation plan (RTP). Envision Tomorrow6 – the scenario planning platform
in use by SJCOG for RTP process – was linked to NPHAMv1.0. Aggregation of SJCOG
developed parcel-level data – both built environment and demographic – occurs within
Envision Tomorrow for a subset of variables in Table 1. Please see Appendix B for full
descriptions of the variables.
Table 1. Envision Tomorrow and NPHAM Variable Crosswalk

Variable (in Scenario Year) Definition

ET Default Variable
Name

Health Assessment
Model Variable Name7

Total Population

POP

totpop2010

4

http://healthpolicy.ucla.edu/chis/about/Pages/about.aspx
http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/tpp/offices/omsp/statewide_travel_analysis/chts.html
6
See http://envisiontomorrow.org/health-assessment-model/ for documentation of how Envision Tomorrow
works with NPHAM. Additional NPHAM documentation is provided in Appendix A.
7
Variable names containing the “2010” suffix are programmed within the NPHAM tool. For this study
these variables were updated to 2015 Census ACS 5-Year estimates by Fregonese Associates during
scenario development.
5
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Total households

HH

tothhs2010

Total employees (jobs)

EMP

totemp2010

Total workers (employed residents)

WORKERS

totwrk2010

Population density (population/acre)

ppl_acre

popdens_ac

Employment density

NetEMPDen

empdens_ac

Retail density

RET

retailempl

Employment mix (5-tiers)

EMP_MIX

empentropy

Intersection density

Int_Den_Mi

intrsndens

Average household size

AVG_HH_SIZE

avg_hhsize

Percent low income households

Pct_Low_HH_INC

pct_lowinc

After being aggregated to the census block group (CBG) level, the values for each
variable above are passed from Envision Tomorrow to NPHAM (housed on an external
server) via an application program interface (API). NPHAM uses these values to
calculate new outcome values for each CBG. Note that some built environment variables
and most demographic variables within the predictive models remain unchanged, using
instead base conditions from the NED. The interpretation of future scenario outcomes
(travel and health conditions) must recognize that (a) only the variables from Envision
Tomorrow listed in Table 1 change and (b) not all variables in Table 1 are in each
predictive equation. For more information about all input variables in NPHAM, please
see Appendix A.
NPHAM outcome variables chosen for this study are estimated using regression models
derived from California Health Interview Survey (CHIS)8 and California Household
Travel Survey (CHTS)9. For each census block group, the following CHIS-based
transport activity behavior and health variables were included:
• Weekly transport walking minutes per person
• Weekly leisure walking minutes per person
• Weekly total (sum of transport and leisure) walking minutes per person
• Average body mass index (BMI)
• Percent of population with poor general health
8
9

http://healthpolicy.ucla.edu/chis/about/Pages/about.aspx
http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/tpp/offices/omsp/statewide_travel_analysis/chts.html
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Additionally, daily total recreational physical activity minutes per person from CHTSbased activity behavior variables are included. The CHTS-based biking duration model
was considered but not included10.

2.3 Comparing!Scenarios!–!CountyQlevel!Analysis!!
A key goal of scenario planning is to understand the relative performance of the
scenarios’ policy and investment packages under consideration. This is done through
population-weighted county-averages11 of the outcomes. Specifically, current conditions
are weighted by 2015 populations; expected conditions in the future scenarios are
weighted by 2035 forecasted population; and the calculated change from baseline takes
the difference between the two. Section 3 below provides the results of these comparisons
at the county-level.

3 NPHAM!Inputs!and!CountyQlevel!Results!!
This section describes (1) changes from baseline to each scenario in demographic and
built environment variables that serve as inputs for the health modeling and (2) the
predicted behavior and health outcomes. NPHAM, with the Census block group (CBG)
as the unit of analysis, is sensitive to the total population, households, and jobs and
average demographics and built environment characteristics within each CBG.
Table 2 provides an overview of the demographic and built environment variables by
scenario as translated from place types in Envision Tomorrow12. In general, Scenario 1 is
the least aggressive while Scenario 3 is the most aggressive in terms of the amount of
proposed change.

10

Physical activity minute models are 2-part models for participation and then duration for those that
participate. The CHTS biking participation model is sensitive to many of the variables changing within
Envision Tomorrow. However, CHTS biking duration model include no built environment factors that are
changed within Envision Tomorrow even if the RTP strategies likely improve conditions. For example, tree
canopy and auto ownership influence biking duration for those that bike, but are not changed in the
Envision Tomorrow to NPHAM aggregation. (See Appendix A for a complete list of variables for both
models.) Biking minutes from the duration model were only picking up limited demographic assumptions
and are not included as an outcome in this report.
11
Note that Section 4 describes the results of an equity analysis done at the sub-county level. This analysis
is possible because NPHAM can predict census block group level spatial distributions of active
transportation patterns and public health outcomes. Descriptions of the equity analysis methods are
included within Section 4.
12
Envision Tomorrow place types characteristics for residents are tied to assumptions about households.
This means that population assumptions are foremost assumptions about number of households and
household sizes.
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Table 2. Overview of Changing Demographic and Built Environment Variables for the Average Census Block
Group by Scenario (% Change from Baseline)

% Change from Baseline
NPHAM Input Variable

Scenario 1
35%

Average total population in CBG

Scenario 2
44%

Scenario3
38%

Average total households in CBG

41%

56%

49%

Average total employees (jobs) in CBG

82%

74%

90%

-21.42%

-21.37%

-21.42%

11%

16%

16%

Average gross employment density on unprotected
land (employees/jobs per acre) in CBG

25%

34%

38%

Average total retail employment/jobs in CBG

83%

84%

96%

Average 5-tier employment mix in CBG

-0.6%

-0.3%

-0.3%

Average intersection density in CBG

1.4%

4.4%

4.0%

Average percent low income households in CBG
Average gross population density on unprotected
land (people per acre) in CBG

For example across the three scenarios, a 35 to 44 percent increase in total population13 is
assumed by 2035. This results in substantial density increases for population (11-16%),
employment (25%-38%), and number of employees (82-90%). Intersection density, a
proxy for connectivity and direct active travel routes, increases slightly under each
scenario.
It is important to note that the increase in population density and other factors is not
evenly distributed across the region. There are a handful of CBG with a slight loss as a
result of changes in household size assumptions, but the vast majority of CBGs gain
population. The average CBG gains approximately 44% more individuals. Figure 1
shows the distribution of population change in absolute terms for Scenario 2. Most areas
within the central cores are predicted to remain relatively stable (dark yellow) or see a
slight reduction in population (dark orange). Suburban areas, particularly in the southwest
portion of the region are projected to see significant population growth as seen in mid and
dark blues.

13

Note that the SJCOG Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) assumes that all scenarios will have the same
population growth in 2035. However, Envision Tomorrow estimates this population growth using place
types, households, and household size, resulting in some spatial variation in population growth across
scenarios.
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Figure 1. Absolute Population Change from Baseline (2015) to Scenario 2 (2035)
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Table 3 provides an overview of the physical activity and health outcomes by scenario.
The percent change from baseline represents the percent difference between the
population weighted (2015) baseline average indicator and the population weighted
(2035) average indicator. The table is color coded to indicate healthy directions for
population health. Figure 2 shows the change in graphic form. All walking minutes
increase for each scenario with Scenario 3 showing the biggest gains. Recreational
physical activity, which is less sensitive to built environment changes, is predicted to be
lower than baseline for Scenarios 1 and 2a; Scenario 3 is predicted to increase.
Table 3. Overview of Predicted Behavior and Health Outcomes by Scenario (% Change from Baseline)

NPHAM Outcome Variable

% Change from Baseline
Scenario 1 Scenario 2 Scenario 3
0.2%
0.4%
0.5%
0.2%
0.2%
0.5%
0.2%
0.2%
0.5%

Weekly transport walking (minutes per person)
Weekly leisure walking (minutes per person)
Weekly total walking (minutes per person)
Daily total recreational physical activity (minutes per
-0.6%
person)
Average body mass index (BMI)
-0.3%
Percent of population reporting poor general health
1.1%
Green = Region shows improved health; Red = Region shows worse health;
Bold with shading = Best performing scenario

-0.3%

0.3%

-0.3%
0.9%

-0.4%
-0.5%

%!Change!from!Baseline!

0.6%!
0.4%!
0.2%!
Scenario!1!

0.0%!
"0.2%!

Transport!
Walking!

Leisure!Walking! Total!Walking! Recreational!PA!

Sencario!2a!
Scenario!3!

"0.4%!
"0.6%!
"0.8%!

Figure 2. Percent Change from Baseline for Physical Activity Outcomes, by Scenario

Table 3 and Figure 3 show the percent change from baseline for health outcomes. For
body mass index (BMI) and prevalence reporting poor health, a negative percent change
is desirable. BMI decreases for all scenarios with the biggest predicted increase for
Scenario 3. The percent of the population reporting poor general health is projected to
increase under Scenarios 1 and 2a; it would decrease under Scenario 3. In general,
Scenario 3 is the most health promoting of the three scenarios under consideration.
8

"0.6%!

%!Change!from!Baseline!

"0.4%!
"0.2%!

Average!BMI!

Percent!with!poor!general!
health!

0.0%!
Scenario!1!

0.2%!

Sencario!2a!

0.4%!

Scenario!3!

0.6%!
0.8%!
1.0%!
1.2%!

Figure 3. Percent Change from Basline for Body Mass Index and Percent Reporting Poor General Health, by
Scenario

The spatial variation of outcomes within the region is quite significant. For example,
while average body mass index (BMI) decreases by 0.3% under Scenario 2, percent
change in BMI at the census block group level ranges from a modest 0.2 increase to
decreases in BMI of up to 3.9%. This variation is shown in Figure 4 for BMI. The spatial
variation for other mapped NPHAM outcomes can be found in Appendix C and is
discussed in greater detail within the equity analysis (Section 4).
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Figure 4. NPHAM Projected Percent Change (Baseline to Scenario 2) in Body Mass Index (BMI) for Census
Block Groups Across the Region
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3.1 Demographic!NPHAM!Inputs!for!Baseline!and!Scenarios!
Table 4, Table 5, and Table 6 provide detailed summary statistics for the demographic
and employment characteristics of the census block group (CBG) within the region for
both baseline and the respective scenarios. Assumptions about changes in these variables
are a translation of the changes in place types within Envision Tomorrow. The summary
variables have been weighted by the population for their respective year. This average of
averages is best interpreted as the demographic characteristics of the census block group
of residence for the average person in San Joaquin County.
While the regional transportation plan (RTP) assumes that all scenarios will have the
same population growth in 2035, Envision Tomorrow estimates this population using
place types, which results in the distribution spatially varying between scenarios. Thus
there is slight variation in both average and total population between the scenarios within
the NPHAM context. Additionally, Envision Tomorrow applies income to households
based on place types resulting in an approximately 21% decrease in low-income
households under each scenario. While the assumption about low-income households
may or may not be accurate, because all scenarios are seeing approximately the same
21% decrease, the relative influence of change in this demographic characteristic is stable
across scenarios.
Table 4. Weighted Mean, Weighted Standard Deviation, and Difference for Demographic Characteristics of
Census Block Group - Baseline and Scenario 1

Weighted Mean (Weighted SD)
Baseline

Scenario 1

Absolute
change

Percent
change

CBG population

3,194 (3426)

4,327 (6,112)

1,133

35%

CBG households

938 (889)

1,323 (1,876)

386

41%

CBG employees (jobs)

557 (861)

1,014 (1,717)

458

82%

Average household size

2.8 (0.45)

3.3 (0.9)

0.5

16%

Percent low income HH

42% (21%)

33% (16%)

-9%

-21%

Variable
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Table 5. Weighted Mean, Weighted Standard Deviation, and Difference for Demographic Characteristics of
Census Block Group - Baseline and Scenario 2

Weighted Mean (Weighted SD)
Baseline

Scenario 2

Absolute
change

CBG population

3,194 (3426)

4,587 (7,834)

1,393

44%

CBG households

938 (889)

1,463 (2,657)

525

56%

CBG employees (jobs)

557 (861)

970 (1,566)

413

74%

Variable

Percent
change

Average household size

2.8 (0.45)

3.3 (1)

0.5

16%

Percent low income HH

42% (21%)

33% (16%)

-9%

-21%

Table 6. Weighted Mean, Weighted Standard Deviation, and Difference for Demographic Characteristics of
Census Block Group - Baseline and Scenario 3

Variable

Weighted Mean (Weighted SD)

Absolute
change

Percent
change

1,222

38%

CBG population

Baseline
3,194 (3,426)

Scenario 3
4,416 (6698)

CBG households

938 (889)

1,399 (2211)

461

49%

CBG employees (jobs)

557 (861)

1,060 (1852)

503

Average household size

2.8 (0.45)

3.3 (1)

Percent low income HH

42% (21%)

33% (16%)

0.5
-9%

90%
16%
-21%

3.2 Built!Environment!NPHAM!Inputs!for!Baseline!and!Scenarios!
Table 7, Table 8, and Table 9 provide detailed summary statistics for the demographic
and employment characteristics of each census block group (CBG) within the region for
both baseline and the respective scenarios. The summary variables have been weighted
by the population for their respective year. This is best interpreted as the built
environment characteristics of the census block group of residence for the average person
in San Joaquin County.
In general, all three scenarios assume a more dense environment.
• Population density increases by 11% in Scenario 1, 16% in Scenario 2 and
Scenario 3. Population density is important because it supports a greater
concentration of amenities (see retail density).
• Employment density increases substantially: 25% under Scenario 1; 34% under
Scenario 2; and 38% under Scenario 3. Nearby employment density can indicate
the extent to which people can walk to their job.
• Retail density also increases substantially ranging from 83%-84% increase under
Scenario 1 and Scenario 2 to 96% under Scenario 3. This is important because an
increase in nearby retail destinations increases the likelihood that individuals will
12

•

walk or bike to the destination. The employment mix14 is decreasing slightly
under each scenario.
Intersection density increases modestly (1.4% - 4.4%) under each scenario. Note
that this is one of the few metrics for which Scenario 2a is the most aggressive,
slightly higher than Scenario 3. Intersection density describes connectivity.
Increased connectivity facilitates more direct routes and has been shown to
support walking and biking.

Table 7. Weighted Mean, Weighted Standard Deviation, and Difference for Built Environment Characteristics Baseline and Scenario 1

Weighted Mean
(Weighted SD)
Baseline
Scenario 1
10.06
9.1 (6.1)
(5.59)

Variable
Gross population density on unprotected land
(people per acre)
Gross employment density on unprotected land
(employees/jobs per acre)

Absolute
change

Percent
change

0.96

11%

1.73 (3.9)

2.17 (3.98)

0.44

25%

95 (272)

173 (449)

78

83%

5-tier employment mix

0.49 (0.29)

0.49 (0.28)

-0.003

-0.6%

Intersection density

71 (46.35)

72 (44.33)

1.007

1.4%

Retail Density

Table 8. Weighted Mean, Weighted Standard Deviation, and Difference for Built Environment Characteristics Baseline and Scenario 2

Weighted Mean
(Weighted SD)
Baseline
Scenario 2

Variable
Gross population density on unprotected land
(people per acre)
Gross employment density on unprotected land
(employees/jobs per acre)

Absolute
change

Percent
change

9.1 (6.1)

10.54 (5.8)

1.44

16%

1.73 (3.9)

2.31 (4.2)

0.58

34%

95 (272)

174 (441)

80

84%

5-tier employment mix

0.49 (0.29)

0.49 (0.28)

-0.002

-0.3%

Intersection density

71 (46.35)

74 (43.27)

3.09

4.4%

Retail Density

14

5-tier employment entropy index, with the denominator set to the static 5 employment types in the CBG
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Table 9. Weighted Mean, Weighted Standard Deviation, and Difference for Built Environment Characteristics Baseline and Scenario 3

Weighted Mean
(Weighted SD)
Baseline
Scenario 3
10.59
9.1 (6.1)
(5.94)

Variable
Gross population density on unprotected land
(people per acre)
Gross employment density on unprotected land
(employees/jobs per acre)

Absolute
change

Percent
change

1.5

16%

1.73 (3.9)

2.38 (4.24)

0.65

38%

95 (272)

186 (461)

91

96%

5-tier employment mix

0.49 (0.29)

0.49 (0.28)

-0.002

-0.3%

Intersection density

71 (46.35)

74 (43.29)

2.847

4.0%

Retail Density

3.3 NPHAM!Travel!Behavior!Predictions!for!Baseline!and!
Scenarios!
This section describes the population weighted predicted travel and physical activity
behaviors for both baseline and each scenario (Table 10, Table 11, Table 12). Changes
are color coded to indicate a healthy direction in population health (green) or an
unhealthy direction (red).
Highlights include:
• Walking Behavior - Each scenario is predicted to modestly increase walking for
both transportation and leisure, resulting in positive increase in total walking
behavior each week. The percent increase in each walking category ranges from
0.2% to 0.5%, with Scenario 3 performing the best.
• Recreational Behavior - Recreational physical activity15 is less sensitive to built
environment changes. Recreational physical activity decreases slightly under
Scenarios 1 and 2. However, recreational physical activity increases by 0.3%
under Scenario 3.

15

Recreational physical activity is estimated using California Household Travel Survey Data while the
walking minutes are estimated using California Health Interview Survey. It is not appropriate to multiply
the daily recreational minutes by 7 to compare to the weekly walking minutes.

14

Table 10. Weighted Mean, Weighted Standard Deviation, and Difference for Predicted Travel Behaviors Baseline and Scenario 1

Variable

Weighted Mean (Weighted SD)
Baseline
Scenario 1

Weekly transport walking
23.31 (5.65)
23.35 (5.64)
(minutes per person)
Weekly leisure walking (minutes
50.9 (9.24)
51 (9.39)
per person)
Weekly total walking (minutes
74.2 (12.26)
74.4 (12.3)
per person)
Daily total recreational physical
7.08 (1.42)
7.04 (1.43)
activity (minutes per person)
Green = Region shows improved health; Red = Region shows worse health

Absolute
Change

Percent
Change

0.041

0.2%

0.122

0.2%

0.163

0.2%

-0.043

-0.6%

Table 11. Weighted Mean, Weighted Standard Deviation, and Difference for Predicted Travel Behaviors Baseline and Scenario 2

Variable

Weighted Mean (Weighted SD)
Baseline
Scenario 2

Weekly transport walking
23.31 (5.65)
23.39 (5.7)
(minutes per person)
Weekly leisure walking (minutes
50.9 (9.24)
51 (9.25)
per person)
Weekly total walking (minutes
74.2 (12.26)
74.4 (12.2)
per person)
Daily total recreational physical
7.08 (1.42)
7.06 (1.43)
activity (minutes per person)
Green = Region shows improved health; Red = Region shows worse health

Absolute
Change

Percent
Change

0.084

0.4%

0.086

0.2%

0.171

0.2%

-0.022

-0.3%

Table 12. Weighted Mean, Weighted Standard Deviation, and Difference for Predicted Travel Behaviors Baseline and Scenario 3

Variable

Weighted Mean (Weighted SD)
Baseline
Scenario 3

Weekly transport walking
23.31 (5.65)
23.41 (5.68)
(minutes per person)
Weekly leisure walking (minutes
50.9 (9.24)
51.1 (9.24)
per person)
Weekly total walking (minutes
74.2 (12.26)
74.5 (12.14)
per person)
Daily total recreational physical
7.08 (1.42)
7.1 (1.45)
activity (minutes per person)
Green = Region shows improved health; Red = Region shows worse health

Absolute
Change

Percent
Change

0.106

0.5%

0.233

0.5%

0.339

0.5%

0.021

0.3%

Additional insight into the spatial distribution of the behavior outcomes can be found by
examining mapped projected differences in scenario outcomes. For example, Table 11
shows that while weekly walking for transportation minutes in Scenario 2 are projected to
be 23.39 minutes on average, Census block groups (CBG) average transportation minutes

15

range from as low as 13 minutes (light blue) to 51 minutes (dark purple) (Figure 5). Maps
for additional outcomes for Scenario 2 are found in Appendix C.

Figure 5. NPHAM Projected Weekly Walking for Transportation Minutes for Scenario 2 (2035)
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3.4 Health!NPHAM!Outputs!for!Baseline!and!Scenarios!
Compact, mixed-use land use is also associated with lower body mass index (BMI) and
better overall health. This section describes the population weighted predictions for BMI
and poor health for both baseline and each scenario. Changes are color coded to indicate
a healthy direction in population health (green) or an unhealthy direction (red).
Weighted mean BMI is predicted to modestly decrease by about 0.3% - 0.4% depending
on the scenario. The percent of population reporting poor health increases by 1.1%
(Scenario 1) and 0.9% (Scenario 2); under Scenario 3, the percent of population reporting
poor health decreases by 0.5%. Spatial variation for percent change for BMI for Scenario
2 is shown in Figure 4 (previous section). The spatial variation for percent reporting poor
health for Scenario 2 is found below in Figure 6. The end state for Scenario 2 is mapped
in Appendix C.
Table 13. Weighted Mean, Weighted Standard Deviation, and Difference for Predicted Health Outcomes Baseline and Scenario 1

Variable

Weighted Mean (Weighted SD)
Baseline
Scenario 1

Average body mass index
28.34 (0.61)
28.26 (0.6)
(BMI)
Percent of population reporting
16.3% (7.3%)
16.5% (7.2%)
poor general health
Green = Region shows improved health; Red = Region shows worse health

Absolute
Change

Percent
Change

-0.087

-0.3%

0.19%

1.1%

Table 14. Weighted Mean, Weighted Standard Deviation, and Difference for Predicted Health Outcomes Baseline and Scenario 2

Variable

Weighted Mean (Weighted SD)
Baseline
Scenario 2

Average body mass index
28.34 (0.61)
28.25 (0.6)
(BMI)
Percent of population reporting
16.3% (7.3%)
16.5% (7.1%)
poor general health
Green = Region shows improved health; Red = Region shows worse health

Absolute
Change

Percent
Change

-0.096

-0.3%

0.15%

0.9%

Table 15. Weighted Mean, Weighted Standard Deviation, and Difference for Predicted Health Outcomes Baseline and Scenario 3

Variable

Weighted Mean (Weighted SD)
Baseline
Scenario 3

Average body mass index
28.34 (0.61)
28.23 (0.6)
(BMI)
Percent of population reporting
16.3% (7.3%)
16.2% (7.1%)
poor general health
Green = Region shows improved health; Red = Region shows worse health
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Absolute
Change

Percent
Change

-0.114

-0.4%

-0.07%

-0.5%

Figure 6. NPHAM Projected Percent Change (Baseline to Scenario 2) in Prevalence of Population Reporting
Poor General Health
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4 Scenario!2a:!SubQCounty!and!Equity!Analysis!
The benefits and burdens of land use policy and investment are not always evenly
distributed across a region. Further, lower socio-economic status groups typically have
additional health risks and are spatially clustered. One-strength of NPHAM is the ability
to predict the spatial distribution of active transportation patterns and public health
outcomes, which allows for an equity analysis to be completed. Calculating weighted
means of sub-areas (i.e. communities of concern) within the county for baseline and the
scenario year and the differences between the two can inform the extent to which the
proposed plan is helping address health disparities.
This section documents sub-county comparisons for Scenario 2a. Section 4.1 documents
the definitions of areas of concern and the weighting and statistical test methodologies
used to compare those areas to non-equity areas. Section 4.2 provides the results of the
equity comparisons for the base year; Section 0 for the future scenario year (2035); and
Section 4.4 the expected difference between baseline and future year conditions.

4.1 Methods!for!SubQcounty!Equity!Analysis!!
The equity analyses in this report rely upon comparisons of geographic areas flagged as
areas of concern. The three geographic areas that are investigated in this report are:
CalEnviroScreen defined disadvantaged communities, areas of concentrated minorities,
and areas of concentrated poverty. Each is described in more detail below.
CalEnviroScreen 16 provides an index of disadvantaged communities. The 207
block groups within San Joaquin County that rank within the top quartile of all of
California were flagged for analysis. See Figure 7 for a map showing the locations
of these CBGs.
Concentration of Minorities are located using the American Community Survey
(2015, 5-year estimate, B03002 dataset) to identify census tracts where at least
75% of a census block group’s population consists of races and ethnicities which
are not non-Hispanic White. Within San Joaquin County 136 census block groups
meet the threshold and are defined as areas of concentrated minority populations.
See Figure 8 for a map showing the locations of these CBGs.
Concentrated Poverty locations are identified using the American Community
Survey (2015, 5-year estimate, S1701 dataset). Census tracts were used where
30% or more of the population is identified as “below federal poverty level.”
Thirty-one (31) census tracts in the county meet the 30% threshold, resulting in 89
block groups being defined as areas of concentrated poverty. See Figure 9 for a
map showing the locations of these CBGs.

16

https://oehha.ca.gov/calenviroscreen/report/calenviroscreen-30
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Figure 7. Census Block Groups Designated as Top Quartile in CalEnviroScreen Index
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Figure 8. Census Block Groups Designated as Areas of Concentrated Minority Populations
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Figure 9. Census Block Groups Designated as Areas of Concentrated Poverty
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To look for differential effects, the following methods were used for weighting and
statistical testing:
• Current conditions: Population-weighted baseline averages and standard
deviations were calculated using CBG 2015 population for the set of CBGs in
each sub-group as defined above in areas of concern.
• Future Scenario: Population-weighted scenario averages and standard deviations
were calculated using projected CBG 2035 population for the set of CBGs in each
sub-group.
• Change from Baseline was calculated as the absolute difference between
population-weighted average for baseline and population weighted average for the
future scenario.
• Testing for statistical significance: For current conditions, an independent 2sample Welch’s t-test (unequal variance) was completed for each pair (poverty
versus non-poverty; minority versus non-minority; and CalEnviroScreen versus
non-CalEnviroScreen areas). The results of this test indicate if the weighted
average of the area of concern (e.g., area of concentrated poverty) is statistically
different than the weighted average of the balance of the county. A 2-sample t-test
was also completed for the future scenario (2035); this again indicates if areas of
concern are expected to have a statistically significant difference in average
outcome when compared to the balance of the county. 17

4.2 Baseline!Conditions!
Current conditions reflect past investment patterns, current built environment conditions,
and current demographic realities for communities of concern. Table 16 displays mean
and standard deviation – weighted by 2015 population – for CalEnviroScreen areas and
the balance of the region. The second to last column indicates the percent difference
(increase or decrease) of the area of concern from the balance of the region. Percent
difference is color coded green if the area of concern is more healthy than the balance of
the region; if the area of concern weighted mean is less healthy, the percent difference is
color coded red. The final column indicates if the difference between the area of concern
is statistically different than that of the non-equity area according to the Welch’s t-test
(i.e., two sample with unequal variance). Similarly, Table 17 and Table 18 display
weighted means for baseline conditions for areas of concentrated minorities and
concentrated poverty.
The weighted means and t-tests show the following patterns for baseline conditions:
• In general, transportation and health outcomes indicate poorer health among
populations living in areas of concern than people outside these areas. Areas
of concentrated minority or poverty status – as a more restricted number of

17

Note that because of different population weights in baseline and future horizon years, there is no
covariance matrix available for the change from baseline calculation. This prohibits a t-test comparing
areas of concern to the balance of the study area for the change from baseline statistics.
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census block groups – have worse outcomes than the CalEnviroScreen areas
of concern. The exception is walking for transport.
All Communities of Concern show less total walking than non-equity areas;
the differences are statistically significant for CalEnviroScreen and areas of
concentrated minorities, but not for areas of concentrated poverty.
• All three equity areas show 12.2% - 16.2% fewer minutes of walking for
leisure, and the difference is statistically significant.
• Areas of concentrated poverty or minorities show significantly greater
minutes of walking for transport (23.9% and 11.9% greater than the
balance of the county, respectively). CalEnviroScreen areas also show
higher minutes of transport walking, but without the statistical
significance. This is the only indicator for which areas of concern perform
better than the balance of the county. This result is consistent with the
literature that shows low income groups are more likely to own fewer
vehicles, be reliant on public transport, and thus walk for transportation or
to use transit more often.
Areas of concern also show 16-19% less recreational physical activity
minutes. This is consistent with literature that suggests those with resources
have less leisure time which results in less recreational physical activity.
Body mass index (BMI) is approximately 1.7-2.2% higher in areas of concern.
This finding is statistically significant in each area.
Percent of population with poor general health is statistically higher for areas
of concern: 57.1% higher in CalEnviroScreen areas; 93.2% higher in areas of
concentrated minorities; and 90.7% higher in areas of concentrated poverty.

Table 16. Predicted NPHAM Health Outcomes for CalEnviroScreen Areas of Concern - Baseline Conditions in
2015

Balance of
Region

Area of Concern

Wt. Mean (SD)

Wt. Mean (SD)

T-Test
% Diff

Sig.

Weekly transport walking minutes per person

22.94 (5.31)

23.64 (5.95)

3.1%

Weekly leisure walking minutes per person

54.35 (9.01)

47.75 (8.30)

-12.2%

**

Weekly total walking minutes per person

77.29 (12.31)

71.39 (11.56)

-7.6%

**

Daily total recreational PA minutes per person

7.72 (1.42)

6.49 (1.14)

-16.0%

**

Average body mass index (BMI)

28.09 (0.53)

28.57 (0.58)

1.7%

**

Percent of population with poor general health
12.6% (4.7%)
19.7% (7.7%)
57.1%
** Statistically significant difference weighted mean for equity area of concern, p<0.01.
Green = Area of Concern shows improved health; Red = Area of Concern shows worse health

**
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Table 17. Predicted NPHAM Health Outcomes for Areas of Concentrated Minorities - Baseline Conditions in
2015

Balance of
Region

Area of Concern

Wt. Mean (SD)

Wt. Mean (SD)

% Diff

Sig.

T-Test

Weekly transport walking minutes per person

22.35 (5.46)

25.00 (5.62)

11.9%

**

Weekly leisure walking minutes per person

54.07 (9.00)

45.31 (6.66)

-16.2%

**

Weekly total walking minutes per person

76.42 (12.71)

70.31 (10.41)

-8.0%

**

Daily total recreational PA minutes per person

7.59 (1.39)

6.18 (0.96)

-18.5%

**

Average body mass index (BMI)

28.13 (0.55)

28.71 (0.53)

2.1%

**

Percent of population with poor general health
12.2% (4.1%)
23.6% (6.0%)
93.2%
** Statistically significant difference weighted mean for equity area of concern, p<0.01.
Green = Area of Concern shows improved health; Red = Area of Concern shows worse health

**

Table 18. Predicted NPHAM Health Outcomes for Areas of Concentrated Poverty - Baseline Conditions in 2015

Balance of
Region

Area of Concern

Wt. Mean (SD)

Wt. Mean (SD)

% Diff

Sig.

Weekly transport walking minutes per person

22.35 (5.21)

27.69 (5.53)

23.9%

**

Weekly leisure walking minutes per person

52.21 (8.97)

44.86 (8.03)

-14.1%

**

Weekly total walking minutes per person

74.57 (12.22)

72.55 (12.42)

-2.7%

Daily total recreational PA minutes per person

7.33 (1.37)

5.93 (1.05)

-19.2%

**

Average body mass index (BMI)

28.23 (0.56)

28.85 (0.56)

2.2%

**

T-Test

Percent of population with poor general health 14.0% (5.4%)
26.8% (5.7%)
90.7%
** Statistically significant difference weighted mean for equity area of concern, p<0.01.
Green = Area of Concern shows improved health; Red = Area of Concern shows worse health

**

4.3 Future!Scenario!
By 2035, the planned land use changes and investment strategies in the Regional
Transportation Plan will be in place. To account for this, NPHAM estimates future
outcomes for each Census Block Group based on built environment changes as defined
by SJCOG within Envision Tomorrow. Demographics are largely assumed to match the
proportion within the Census Block Group in 2015. The exception is an assumed overall
regional reduction in proportion of low-income households due to definitions around
place types in Envision Tomorrow.
Table 19 displays the mean and standard deviation – weighted by 2035 population – for
CalEnviroScreen areas and the balance of the region. The second to last column
indicates the percent difference (increase or decrease) of the area of concern from the
balance of the region. Percent difference is color coded green if the area of concern has
better health outcomes than the balance of the region; if the area of concern weighted
mean represents worse health, the percent difference is color coded red. The final column
indicates if the difference between the area of concern is statistically different than that of
25

the non-equity area according to the two-sample t-test. Table 20 and Table 21 provide
similar information for areas of concentrated minorities and concentrated poverty.
Graphical depictions can be found in Appendix C.
Comparing the weighted means for equity areas of concern to the balance of the county
for future Scenario 2A in 2035 shows similar patterns as seen in the 2015 baseline equity
comparisons:
• In general, transportation and health outcomes indicate poorer health among
populations living in areas of concern than the balance of the county. Areas of
concentrated minority or poverty status – as a more restricted number of census
block groups – have worse outcomes than the CalEnviroScreen areas of concern.
• All areas show moderately less total walking; this is statistically significant for
CalEnviroScreen and areas of concentrated minorities, but not statistically
significant for areas of concentrated poverty.
o All three areas of concern show statistically less (12.0-16.8%) walking for
leisure walking minutes.
o Areas of concentrated minorities and concentrated poverty show
populations averaging statistically significant greater minutes – a 12.4%
and 24.4% increase respectively - for walking for transport. Figure 10
graphically depicts the spatial variation with areas of concentrated poverty
(crosshatch).18 This result is consistent with the literature that shows low
income groups are more likely to own fewer vehicles, be reliant on public
transport, and thus walk for transportation or to transit more often.
o CalEnviroScreen areas show an insignificant 3.0% additional minutes of
transport walking when compared to the rest of the county. This is the
only indicator for which areas of concern perform better than the balance
of the county.
• Areas of concern also show 14.8-21.9% fewer recreational physical activity
minutes. This is consistent with literature that suggests less leisure time results in
less recreational physical activity.
• Body mass index (BMI) is approximately 1.5-2.4% higher in areas of concern.
The finding of higher BMI is statistically significant in each area.
• Percent of population with poor general health is statistically higher for areas of
concern: 59.4% higher in CalEnviroScreen areas; 92.4% higher in areas of
concentrated minorities; and 90.7% higher in areas of concentrated poverty.

18

Please see Appendix C for graphical depictions outcomes with overlays for each Area of Concern.
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Table 19. Predicted NPHAM Health Outcomes for CalEnviroScreen Areas of Concern – Future Scenario 2A
(2035)

Balance of
Region

Area of Concern

Wt. Mean (SD)

Wt. Mean (SD)

% Diff

Weekly transport walking minutes per person

23.02 (5.29)

23.72 (6.05)

3.0%

Weekly leisure walking minutes per person

54.41 (8.96)

47.86 (8.38)

-12.0%

**

Weekly total walking minutes per person

77.43 (12.25)

71.59 (11.51)

-7.5%

**

Daily total recreational PA minutes per person

7.65 (1.28)

6.52 (1.35)

-14.8%

**

Average body mass index (BMI)

28.02 (0.51)

28.45 (0.61)

1.5%

**

Percent of population with poor general health
12.6% (4.4%)
20.0% (7.3%)
59.4%
** Statistically significant difference weighted mean for equity area of concern, p<0.01.
Green = Area of Concern shows improved health; Red = Area of Concern shows worse health

**

T-Test
Sig.

Table 20. Predicted NPHAM Health Outcomes for Areas of Concentrated Minorities – Future Scenario 2A
(2035)

Balance of
Region

Area of Concern

Wt. Mean (SD)

Wt. Mean (SD)

% Diff

Sig.

Weekly transport walking minutes per person

22.39 (5.47)

25.16 (5.69)

12.4%

**

Weekly leisure walking minutes per person

54.29 (9.00)

45.17 (6.38)

-16.8%

**

Weekly total walking minutes per person

76.68 (12.64)

70.33 (10.26)

-8.3%

**

Daily total recreational PA minutes per person

7.61 (1.32)

6.09 (1.05)

-20.0%

**

Average body mass index (BMI)

28.03 (0.52)

28.63 (0.55)

2.1%

**

Percent of population with poor general health
12.3% (3.7%)
23.7% (5.7%)
92.4%
** Statistically significant difference weighted mean for equity area of concern, p<0.01.
Green = Area of Concern shows improved health; Red = Area of Concern shows worse health

**

T-Test

Table 21. Predicted NPHAM Health Outcomes for Areas of Concentrated Poverty – Future Scenario 2A (2035)

Balance of
Region

Area of Concern

Wt. Mean (SD)

Wt. Mean (SD)

T-Test
% Diff

Sig.

Weekly transport walking minutes per person

22.41 (5.21)

27.88 (5.72)

24.4%

**

Weekly leisure walking minutes per person

52.31 (8.97)

44.88 (8.00)

-14.2%

**

Weekly total walking minutes per person

74.73 (12.12)

72.75 (12.52)

-2.6%

Daily total recreational PA minutes per person

7.34 (1.34)

5.74 (1.05)

-21.9%

**

Average body mass index (BMI)

28.13 (0.53)

28.80 (0.57)

2.4%

**

Percent of population with poor general health
14.2% (5.1%)
27.0% (5.2%)
90.7%
** Statistically significant difference weighted mean for equity area of concern, p<0.01.
Green = Area of Concern shows improved health; Red = Area of Concern shows worse health

**
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Figure 10. NPHAM Projected Average Weekly Minutes of Walking for Transport by Areas of Concentrated
Poverty and the Balance of the Region, Scenario 2 (2035)
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4.4 Change!from!Baseline!to!Scenario!
While the baseline and scenario distributions of healthy travel behavior and health
outcomes is helpful in understanding equitable access to healthy environments, the
change in baseline to scenario is most descriptive in understanding the effect of the
planned investments and policies. Even if disparities between equity and non-equity
areas exist in 2035, larger changes in a healthy direction for areas of concern can indicate
the scenario under consideration is moving in the right health equity direction.
Table 22 show the difference between the weighted mean of the future scenario (Scenario
2A) and baseline for the three areas of concern and the balance of the region. Absolute
difference was chosen for this comparison because percent difference may perpetuate
inequities if areas of concern have underlying disparate and thus lower indicators at
baseline. The columns describing the change in weighted mean for areas of concern are
color coded to assist in interpretation. If the area of concern is moving in a more healthful
direction, it is colored green; if it is moving in a less healthful direction, it is colored red.
If the area of concern is performing better than the balance of the region – even if it is
still moving in an unhealthy direction – it is bolded.
Table 22. Difference in Weighted Means Between Scenario (2035) and Baseline (2015) for Scenario 2A by Area
of Concern

CalEnviroScreen

Minority

Poverty

Balance
of Region

Area of
Concern

Balance
of Region

Area of
Concern

Balance
of Region

Area of
Concern

0.085

0.083

0.042

0.158

0.061

0.190

0.055

0.115

0.215

-0.140

0.102

0.014

0.140

0.198

0.257

0.019

0.163

0.204

-0.075

0.028

0.019

-0.093

0.014

-0.187

Weekly transport walking
minutes per person
Weekly leisure walking
minutes per person
Weekly total walking minutes
per person
Daily total recreational PA
minutes per person
Average body mass index
(BMI)
Percent of population with
poor general health

-0.065

-0.124

-0.102

-0.085

-0.107

-0.046

0.001%

0.285%

0.138%

0.170%

0.128%

0.247%

Green = Improved Health

Red = Worse Health

Bold/shade = Area of Concern Performs Better

Highlights of the equity analysis of changes attributed to Scenario 2A are as follows:
• Walking for Transportation: All areas are gaining transportation walking
minutes; areas of concentrated minority and concentrated poverty gain more
minutes than the balance of the region. This is in addition to starting out in 2015
with higher levels of transportation walking.
• Walking for Leisure: Results are mixed for this indicator. Minorities are losing
minutes of leisure walking; areas of concentrated poverty are slightly gaining and
CalEnviroScreen are gaining enough to outperform non- CalEnviroScreen areas.
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Total Walking: This indicator is reflective of the sum of transportation and
leisure walking minutes. All areas gain more minutes. CalEnviroScreen and areas
of concentrated poverty both perform better than the balance of the region.
Recreational Physical Activity: This indicator is less sensitive to built
environment changes and the results are mixed. The CalEnviroScreen areas gain
minutes and perform better than the non-equity counterpart. Areas of concentrated
minorities and poverty both lose minutes even as their counterparts gain minutes.
Body Mass Index: All areas improve under this scenario with reduced BMI.
CalEnviroScreen areas improve more than the non-equity counterpart.
Percent Poor Health: All areas show additional population reporting poor health
under this scenario with areas of concern performing worse than their
counterparts.
CalEnviroScreen areas perform better than the balance of the region for 4 out 6
outcomes: leisure walking, total walking, recreational physical activity, and body
mass index. Because the concentrated minority and concentrated poverty areas do
not perform as well as the balance of the region, this suggests that areas that have
slightly less concentrated poverty or minorities (i.e. 20-30% of households in
poverty or 50-75% of the population non-white) are performing the best. This
tentative finding would require additional analysis to confirm.
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Appendix!A!–!National!Public!Health!Assessment!Model!
In 2015-2018, the U.S. EPA funded UD4H to develop the first phase of a public health
and activity plug-in module for scenario planning tools with the goal to empower
communities to evaluate the relative health impacts of contrasting land use and
transportation scenarios. Known as the National Public Health Assessment Model
(NPHAM v1.0), the plug-in connects to scenario planning tools such as Envision
Tomorrow, UrbanFootprint, and CommunityViz via an application programming
interface (API). The regression equations connected to through the API allow for a suite
of healthy behaviors and outcomes to be predicted.
NPHAM leverages nationally available built and natural environment data – particularly
for current conditions – curated within the National Environmental Database (NED; see
Appendix B). Future condition inputs are provided by the tool user. These inputs are
either provided exactly as needed by NPHAM, or are calculated by the scenario-planning
tool – in this case Envision Tomorrow – using user provided base input. When future
condition inputs are not available, current condition values from NED serve as controls.
The remainder of this Appendix briefly describes the outcomes, covariates, and built
environment variables included in the various models in this report.
For the purposes of this project, a sub-suite of NPHAM v1.0 models were utilized as
shown in Table A-1. Note that California Household Travel Survey (CHTS)19 based
models are based on travel diary data. The activity levels for California Health Interview
Survey (CHIS)20 based models use health survey data. Both sources are derived from
user self-reported data.

19
20

http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/tpp/offices/omsp/statewide_travel_analysis/chts.html
http://healthpolicy.ucla.edu/chis/about/Pages/about.aspx

A-1

Table A- 1. NPHAM v1.0 Behavior and Health Outcomes and Definitions

Data
Source
CHTS
20102013 21

NPHAM Outcome

Outcome Definition

Pct of population biking for transportation (daily)
Aggregate minutes of transport biking in the CBG
(daily)
Pct of population engaging in recreational physical
Binary Participation
Recreational
activity (daily)
physical
Continuous
Aggregate minutes of recreational physical activity
activity
Duration
in the CBG (daily)
CHIS
Pct of population walking for transportation
Binary Participation
2012 23
(weekly)
Transportation
walking
Continuous
Aggregate minutes of transport walking in the
Duration
CBG (weekly)
Binary Participation Pct of population walking for leisure (weekly)
Leisure
Continuous
Aggregate minutes of leisure walking in the CBG
walking
Duration
(weekly)
Pct of population walking for transport and/or
Binary Participation
leisure (weekly)
Total walking
Continuous
Aggregate minutes of transport and leisure
Duration
walking in the CBG (weekly)
BMI
Continuous
Average BMI in the CBG
Poor General
Pct of population with self-reported poor general
Binary
Health
health
CHTS = California Household Travel Survey; CHIS = California Health Interview Survey
Transportation
biking22

Binary Participation
Continuous
Duration

The predictive regression models within NPHAM are built using a stepwise modeling
procedure that keeps demographic, socio-economic, and built environment variables that
add explanatory power with or without statistically significant coefficients. Table A-2
shows the list of demographic covariates included in the stepwise procedure; each model
in Table A-1 contains a slightly different sublist within the regression equation. However,
with the exception of low-income which is changed within Envision Tomorrow based on
place type, all demographic covariates are held steady, essentially treating the
demographics covariates as controls.

21

http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/tpp/offices/omsp/statewide_travel_analysis/chts.html
Physical activity minute models are 2-part models for participation and then duration for those that
participate. The CHTS biking participation model is sensitive to many of the variables changing within
Envision Tomorrow. However, CHTS biking duration model include very few factors that are changed
within Envision Tomorrow even if the RTP strategies likely improve conditions. For example, tree canopy
and auto ownership influence biking duration for those that bike, but are not changed in the Envision
Tomorrow to NPHAM aggregation. Because of this, biking minutes are not included as an outcome in this
report but are documented here within this Appendix.
23
http://healthpolicy.ucla.edu/chis/Pages/default.aspx
22

A-2

Table A- 2. List of Possible Demographic Covariates for Inclusion in NPHAM models

Description

Data type

Household size

Continuous

Person lives in a household with zero vehicles
(versus base case, 1+ vehicles)
Home is owner-occupied (versus base case, renteroccupied)
Home is renter-occupied (versus base case, owneroccupied)
Respondent is male (versus base case, female)

Binary

Respondent is female (versus base case, male)

Binary

Respondent is employed (versus base case, not
employed)
Respondent is age 65+ (versus base case, age 18-64)

Binary

Respondent is white, non-Hispanic (versus base case,
Hispanic and/or non-white)
Respondent is in the low income category (versus
base case, middle income)
Respondent is in the high income category (versus
base case, middle income category)
Highest level of education attained is LESS THAN a
high school diploma (versus base case, 4 year degree
or more)
Highest level of education attained is a high school
diploma (versus base case, 4 year degree or more)
Highest level of education attained is a 2-year college
degree (versus base case, 4 year degree or more)
Household has one or more children (versus base
case, no children)

Binary

Binary
Binary
Binary

Binary

Binary
Binary
Binary
Binary
Binary
Binary

Outcome variable transformation
before modeling:
CHTS
CHIS
transformation transformation
Quad root
N/A
No
transformation
No
transformation
N/A
No
transformation
N/A
No
transformation
No
transformation
No
transformation
No
transformation
No
transformation
No
transformation
No
transformation
No
transformation
No
transformation

N/A
N/A
No
transformation
N/A
No
transformation
No
transformation
No
transformation
No
transformation
No
transformation
No
transformation
No
transformation
No
transformation
No
transformation
N/A

Many of NPHAM regression equations are 2-part models: percent participation and
duration of activity among participants. Table A- 3 displays the built environment
variables that were included in California Household Travel Survey (CHTS) models for
biking and recreational physical activity. Similar to the demographic covariates, all built
environment variables were put into a stepwise procedure; those that increased predictive
power, with or without a statistically significant coefficient, were kept in the model. The
direction of the coefficient is indicated within the table with a “+” or “-“. Note that the
number of symbols represents statistical strength not coefficient size. Finally, Envision
Tomorrow only produces Census block group values in the future scenario for a portion
of the built environment variables, which are highlighted in yellow in the tables below.
In instances where Envision Tomorrow does not provide a future value, current values
A-3

are substituted, essentially making the variable a controlling covariate in base conditions.
Table A-4 and Table A-5 provide similar information for California Health Interview
Survey (CHIS) models for walking (transport and leisure), body mass index, and percent
reporting poor health.
Table A- 3. Inclusion of Built Environment Predictive Variables in CHTS-based Models (Biking and
Recreational Physical Activity) with Direction of Coefficients

Built Environment Data
Description
Percent of area that is
developed open space (e.g.,
parks)
Employment entropy
Gross population density
Percent of households with
zero autos
Percent of area that is natural,
undeveloped land cover
Percent of area that is covered
by tree canopy
Percent of employment near
fixed guideway transit station
Percent of area that is covered
by forest (undeveloped)
Percent of area that is covered
by either undeveloped open
space (natural) or developed
open space (parks)
Job accessibility within 45
minutes by transit
Employment density
Percent of population that is
working aged
Total population

Transportation Biking

Recreational Physical
Activity

Binary
Participation

Continuous
Duration

Binary
Participation

(+)

(-)

(+)

(+)

(+)

(+)
+++

+++
(-)

--

--(+)

Continuous
Duration

+++
++

+++
++

+
(+)

+

(+)
(+)

+++

(+)

++

---

(+)

Network density, pedestrian+++
oriented links
Binary flag of no data
available for transit service
-(assumed to correlate with
limited transit service)
Yellow indicates Envision Tomorrow produces a CBG variable as input for future scenario
+++ positive coefficient; p < 0.01 ++ positive coefficient; p < 0.05
+ positive coefficient; p < 0.1
(+) positive coefficient; p >= 0.1 not significant
--- negative coefficient; p < 0.01 -- negative coefficient; p < 0.05
negative coefficient; p < 0.1 (-) negative coefficient; p >= 0.1 not significant
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Table A- 4. Inclusion of Built Environment Predictive Variables in CHIS-based Activity Models (Transportation
and Leisure Walking) with Direction of Coefficients

Built Environment Data
Description

Transportation
Walking
Binary
Participation

Continuous
Duration

Binary
Participation

(-)

(-)

(+)

Intersection density (autooriented removed)
Percent of area that is
developed open space (e.g.,
parks)
Employment entropy

(+)

Gross population density

+++

Percent of households with
zero autos
Percent of area that is natural,
undeveloped land cover
Percent of area that is covered
by tree canopy
Trip production/attraction
equilibrium
Number of retail employees

+++

Percent of employment near
fixed guideway transit station
Percent of area that is covered
by forest (undeveloped)
Percent of area that is covered
by either undeveloped open
space (natural) or developed
open space (parks)
Job accessibility within 45
minutes by transit
Employment density
Percent of population that is
working aged
Total population

Leisure Walking

-

(+)

(+)

Continuous
Duration

(+)
++
++

(+)

(-)

(+)

(+)
+

(+)

++

(-)
+

(-)

(-)

+
(-)

+++

(+)

(+)

+++

(-)

(-)

-

++

(+)

+++

+++

---

(+)

Network density, pedestrian++
oriented links
Binary flag of no data
(+)
available for transit service
(assumed to correlate with
limited transit service)
Yellow indicates Envision Tomorrow produces a CBG variable as input for future scenario
+++ positive coefficient; p < 0.01 ++ positive coefficient; p < 0.05
+ positive coefficient; p < 0.1
(+) positive coefficient; p >= 0.1 not significant
--- negative coefficient; p < 0.01 -- negative coefficient; p < 0.05
negative coefficient; p < 0.1 (-) negative coefficient; p >= 0.1 not significant
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Table A- 5. Inclusion of Built Environment Predictive Variables in CHIS-based Health Models (Body Mass
Index (BMI) and Percent Reporting Poor Health) with Direction of Coefficients

Built Environment Data
Description
Intersection density (autooriented removed)
Percent of area that is
developed open space (e.g.,
parks)
Gross population density

Transformation

BMI

% Poor
Health

Square root

(-)

(+)

--

(-)

---

(-)

Percent of households with
zero autos
Percent of area that is natural,
undeveloped land cover
Percent of area that is covered
by tree canopy
Trip production/attraction
equilibrium
Number of retail employees

Cube root

+++

(-)

(-)

(-)

---

---

Percent of employment near
fixed guideway transit station
Percent of area that is covered
by forest (undeveloped)
Percent of area that is covered
by either undeveloped open
space (natural) or developed
open space (parks)
Job accessibility within 45
minutes by transit
Employment density

Quad root

Percent of population that is
working aged
Total population

Square root
Cube root

Square root
Quad root
Cube root

--

Quad root

(-)
(-)

Quad root
Quad root

Cube root
Natural
logarithm
Quad root
Natural
logarithm
No
transformation
No
transformation

--

+++

(-)
----

++

Network density, pedestrianoriented links
Binary flag of no data
available for transit service
++
(assumed to correlate with
limited transit service)
Yellow indicates Envision Tomorrow produces a CBG variable as input for future scenario
+++ positive coefficient; p < 0.01 ++ positive coefficient; p < 0.05
+ positive coefficient; p < 0.1
(+) positive coefficient; p >= 0.1 not significant
--- negative coefficient; p < 0.01 -- negative coefficient; p < 0.05
negative coefficient; p < 0.1 (-) negative coefficient; p >= 0.1 not significant
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Appendix!B!–!National!Environmental!Database!
In 2015-2018, the Robert Wood Johnson Foundation (RWJF) funded UD4H to develop a
database of built, natural and social environmental metrics shown to be associated with
physical activity and health. The consolidated and enhanced database, called the National
Environmental Database (NED), supports place-based analyses of a variety of
environmental indicators as part of the RWJF Culture of Health initiative. The primary
elements of the Culture of Health most pertinent to the environment include:
•
•

Good health flourishes across geographic, demographic and social sectors.
Business, government, individuals, and organizations work together to build
healthy communities and lifestyles.

The NED establishes a nationally consistent, standardized and centrally located set of
individual and composite metrics that characterize the built, natural and social
environment. The NED has been created from over 30 national and region-specific
databases from various federal and regional agencies, containing over 200 variables. The
NED serves as a repository for a wide variety of measures from existing publicly
available sources, as well as newly derived single and composite indicators developed by
UD4H. The NED combines measures relevant to public health from diverse fields into
one single database. The NED provides planners, public health officials and researchers
with a single source for high quality, high resolution, environmental metrics with uniform
nationwide coverage. These metrics are a useful resource to assess how neighborhood
context supports or hinders public health, and may help guide programmatic actions and
interventions in people’s local environment to encourage healthier lifestyles.
The NED was designed to be used synergistically with the NPHAM tool providing a
comprehensive set of input environmental conditions that feeds into the ability for
NPHAM to present accurate health outcome estimates. Table 23 shows the
demographics/SES and built environment input variables stored in the NED and used in
NPHAM to provide estimated health outcomes. NED demographic variables available for
the entire country rely on 2014 American Community Survey (ACS) 5-Year Estimates24,
while built environment measures are mainly provided by the U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA) Smart Location Database from 2013 and natural environmental
variables are derived from the U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) National Land Cover
Database (NLCD).

24

For this study, key demographic variables developed by Fregonese Associates in Envision Tomorrow for
SJCOG as part of the baseline (2015) scenarios utilized 2015 Census American Community Survey (ACS)
5-year estimate data.
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Table B- 1. Demographics/SES and built environment variables used to develop NPHAM health outcome
estimates.

Demographics/SES
Variable
Name
avg_hhsize
pct_autoo0
pct_ownocc
pct_rentoc
pct_popmal
pct_popfem
pct_worker
pct_senior
pct_whtnhl
pct_lowinc
pct_higinc

pct_nohsed

pct_hseduc

pct_2ycoll

pct_hhkids

Variable Description
Average household size (2014
ACS 5-year estimates)
Percent of households that own
zero automobiles
Percent of households that are
owner-occupied (2014 ACS 5year estimates)
Percent of households that are
renter-occupied (2014 ACS 5year estimates)
Percent of population that is
male (2014 ACS 5-year
estimates)
Percent of population that is
female (2014 ACS 5-year
estimates)
Percent of population that is
employed (2014 ACS 5-year
estimates)
Percent of population age 65+
(2014 ACS 5-year estimates)
Percent of population that is
white, non-Hispanic or Latino
(2014 ACS 5-year estimates)
Percent of households classified
as low income, $0-$35k (2014
ACS 5-year estimates)
Percent of households classified
as high income, $100k+ (2014
ACS 5-year estimates)
Percent of population with
educational attainment less than
high school diploma (2014 ACS
5-year estimates)
Percent of population with
educational attainment of high
school diploma (2014 ACS 5year estimates)
Percent of population with
educational attainment of some
college or 2-year degree (2014
ACS 5-year estimates)
Percent of households with one
or more children age 0-17 (2014
ACS 5-year estimates)

Source
Organization

Data Source

Source
Year

U.S. Census
Bureau

American Community
Survey (ACS) 2014 5Year Estimates
2010 Decennial
Census
American Community
Survey (ACS) 2014 5Year Estimates
American Community
Survey (ACS) 2014 5Year Estimates
American Community
Survey (ACS) 2014 5Year Estimates
American Community
Survey (ACS) 2014 5Year Estimates
American Community
Survey (ACS) 2014 5Year Estimates
American Community
Survey (ACS) 2014 5Year Estimates
American Community
Survey (ACS) 2014 5Year Estimates
American Community
Survey (ACS) 2014 5Year Estimates
American Community
Survey (ACS) 2014 5Year Estimates

U.S. Census
Bureau

American Community
Survey (ACS) 2014 5Year Estimates

2014

U.S. Census
Bureau

American Community
Survey (ACS) 2014 5Year Estimates

2014

U.S. Census
Bureau
U.S. Census
Bureau
U.S. Census
Bureau
U.S. Census
Bureau
U.S. Census
Bureau
U.S. Census
Bureau
U.S. Census
Bureau
U.S. Census
Bureau
U.S. Census
Bureau
U.S. Census
Bureau

U.S. Census
Bureau
U.S. Census
Bureau
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American Community
Survey (ACS) 2014 5Year Estimates
American Community
Survey (ACS) 2014 5Year Estimates

2014
2010
2014
2014
2014
2014
2014
2014
2014
2014
2014

2014
2014

Built Environment
Variable
Name
intrsndens

opens_nlcd

Variable Description
Street intersection density,
weighted, auto-oriented
intersections eliminated in square
miles
Percent of land cover that is
developed open space, e.g., parks
The average of the per pixel
developed open space
proportions for all 30 meter
pixels as a continuous variable
from 1 to 100 percent.

empentropy

Employment entropy index using
5-tier employment classification
scheme

popdens_ac

Gross total population density per
acre on unprotected land

pct_autoo0

Percent of households that own
zero automobiles

natrl_nlcd

treec_nlcd

trpequilib

retailempl

empbytrans
forst_nlcd
topenspace

Percent of land cover that is
natural, undeveloped land. The
average of the per pixel tree
canopy proportions for all 30
meter pixels as a continuous
variable from 1 to 100 percent.
Percent of unbuffered block
groups that are covered by tree
canopy. The average of the per
pixel tree canopy proportions for
all 30 meter pixels as a
continuous variable from 1 to
100 percent.
Trip production and attraction
equilibrium index - closer to one
indicates more balanced trip
making
Retail jobs within 5-tier
employment classification
scheme
Proportion of employment within
1/4 mile of a fixed guideway
transit stop
Percent of land cover that is
forest, undeveloped land.
Percent of unbuffered block

Source
Organization
U.S.
Environmental
Protection
Agency (EPA)

Data Source

Source
Year

Smart Location
Database (SLD)

2013

U.S. Geological
Survey (USGS)
U.S.
Environmental
Protection
Agency (EPA)
U.S. Census
Bureau
U.S.
Environmental
Protection
Agency (EPA)

National Land Cover
Database (NLCD)

2011

Smart Location
Database (SLD)

2013

U.S. Geological
Survey (USGS)

National Land Cover
Database (NLCD)

2011

U.S. Geological
Survey (USGS)
U.S.
Environmental
Protection
Agency (EPA)
U.S.
Environmental
Protection
Agency (EPA)
U.S.
Environmental
Protection
Agency (EPA)
U.S. Geological
Survey (USGS)
U.S. Geological

National Land Cover
Database (NLCD)

2011

Smart Location
Database (SLD)

2013

Smart Location
Database (SLD)

2013
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Smart Location
Database (SLD)
Smart Location
Database (SLD)

Smart Location
Database (SLD)
National Land Cover
Database (NLCD)
National Land Cover

2013
2010

2013
2011
2011

jobacc45tr

empdens_ac

p_wrkage

groups that are undeveloped
natural land or developed open
space. The average of the per
pixel natural land and developed
open space proportions for all 30
meter pixels as a continuous
variable from 1 to 100 percent.
Jobs within 45 minutes transit
commute, distance decay, walk
network and GTFS schedule
travel time weighted
Gross employment density in
terms of workers per acre on
unprotected land
Percent of population that is
working age

totpop2010

2010 Census total population

ntwkdenped

Network density in terms of
facility miles of pedestrianoriented links per square mile

Survey (USGS)

U.S.
Environmental
Protection
Agency (EPA)
U.S.
Environmental
Protection
Agency (EPA)
U.S.
Environmental
Protection
Agency (EPA)
U.S. Census
Bureau
U.S.
Environmental
Protection
Agency (EPA)
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Database (NLCD)

Smart Location
Database (SLD)

2013

Smart Location
Database (SLD)

2013

Smart Location
Database (SLD)
2010 Decennial
Census
Smart Location
Database (SLD)

2013
2010

2013

Appendix!C!–!Graphical!Results!Scenario!2!
The following maps are provided to understand the spatial distribution of health
outcomes.

Population!Change!2015Q2035!for!Scenario!2!
•
•

Absolute Population Change
% Population Change

NPHAM!Results!for!Scenario!2!including!Equity!Analysis!
•

•

•

•

•

Transportation Walking
o No overlay – 2035 Scenario 2 Predictions
o CalEnviroScreen Overlay – 2035 Scenario 2 Predictions
o Minority Overlay – 2035 Scenario 2 Predictions
o Poverty Overlay – 2035 Scenario 2 Predictions
Leisure Walking
o No overlay – 2035 Scenario 2 Predictions
o CalEnviroScreen Overlay – 2035 Scenario 2 Predictions
o Minority Overlay – 2035 Scenario 2 Predictions
o Poverty Overlay – 2035 Scenario 2 Predictions
Recreational Physical Activity
o No overlay – 2035 Scenario 2 Predictions
o CalEnviroScreen Overlay – 2035 Scenario 2 Predictions
o Minority Overlay – 2035 Scenario 2 Predictions
o Poverty Overlay – 2035 Scenario 2 Predictions
Body Mass Index
o No overlay – 2035 Scenario 2 Predictions
o No overlay - % change from 2015-2035 for Scenario 2 Predictions
o CalEnviroScreen Overlay – 2035 Scenario 2 Predictions
o Minority Overlay – 2035 Scenario 2 Predictions
o Poverty Overlay – 2035 Scenario 2 Predictions
Percent Reporting Poor Health
o No overlay – 2035 Scenario 2 Predictions
o No overlay - % change from 2015-2035 for Scenario 2 Predictions
o CalEnviroScreen Overlay – 2035 Scenario 2 Predictions
o Minority Overlay – 2035 Scenario 2 Predictions
o Poverty Overlay – 2035 Scenario 2 Predictions
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1 Introduction!
Urban Design 4 Health (UD4H) is under contract to the San Joaquin Council of
Governments (SJCOG) to provide assistance related to its 2018 RTP/SCS update process.
This document is a draft version of the report for TASK 2: Current Conditions, including
Health Equity. It summarizes the results using text descriptives tables, and maps. It also
includes a description of methods and data used.
For this task UD4H applied its National Public Health Assessment Module (NPHAM)1 to
San Joaquin County in order to analyze the predicted current conditions of estimated
public health benefits (e.g., physical activity levels, body-mass index, and general good
health), as well as the built, natural and social environment metrics used to estimate those
benefits.
Analysis and results are at the census block group level, and aggregated using 2015 ACS
population weights for San Joaquin County. An equity analysis is also included with
descriptive statistics for Census Block Groups that are defined in CalEnviroScreen;2 have
a greater than 75% minority status, and greater than 30% household income below the
poverty line.

1.1 The!Evidence!
A growing body of evidence suggests that transportation and land use investments and
policies can have broad-reaching implications for population health, access to economic
opportunities, and climate change [1-6]. Transportation systems link people with social
and health promoting resources, such as employment, education, food, recreation, social
services, and health care [7-10]. Transportation systems influence healthy behaviors such
as walking and biking; the increase in physical activity and resulting health outcomes are
well documented [11]. Transportation systems can explain variation in air quality and
noise; yet different travel modes may result in further differential personal exposure and
traffic safety risk [5, 12-14].
Long-range regional transportation plans (RTP) are informed through travel demand
modeling and land use modeling. There is increasing demand for these models to be
linked to additional analyses to understand social and health impacts of planned land use
and transportation policies and investments This report provides an analysis of the current
conditions of health equity and other social equity goals to inform additional analyses in
the RTP context.

1
2

See Appendix A of the Final Report for more details.
https://oehha.ca.gov/calenviroscreen/report/calenviroscreen-30
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1.2 Local!Current!Conditions!–!Using!NED!and!NPHAM!Data!
The UD4H assembled National Environmental Database (NED) provides spatially
resolute (census block-group) objectively measured built, natural and social environment
conditions from data from various sources including the US Environmental Protection
Agency, Department of Housing and Urban Development and the National Land Cover
Database. It contains a core set of environmental features for all US census block groups,
which have been calculated by others and by UD4H, and found to predict physical
activity, diet and other health related behaviors. Additional information about NED
including variable definitions can be found in Appendix B of the final report.
The UD4H developed National Public Health Assessment Model (NPHAM) estimates
health related outcomes at a spatially resolute (census block-group) level. NPHAM uses
evidence-based inferential statistical to predict active travel and physical activity, and
health outcomes such as body mass index (BMI), obesity, and general poor health.
NPHAM predictive equations were built by modeling NED data, California Health
Interview Survey (CHIS),3 and California Household Travel Survey (CHTS) outcomes4.
NPHAM predicts current conditions – the subject of this Task – using the current
conditions data from NED. It can also predict future scenarios – an analysis that will be
undertaken in a separate task. Additional information about NPHAM including variable
definitions can be found in Appendix A of the final report.

1.3 Methodology,!Geographic!Levels,!and!Equity!Definitions!
The remainder of this report provides descriptive statistics for a range of (1) objectively
measured built environment and transportation conditions from NED and (2) predicted
travel, physical activity, and health outcomes from NPHAM. Descriptive statistics
displayed are population weighted averages, population weighted standard deviations; in
some cases, non-weighted median levels are also reported.
The unit of analysis is the census block group. While population weighted averages
across the county should align with averages of individuals – the range seen within
mapped presentation of the data is the range of averages not the range of individuals.
Current conditions are provided for the entire San Joaquin County – all 395 of block
groups in the county – and three additional geographic levels that capture areas of
concern: CalEnviroScreen defined disadvantaged communities, areas of concentrated
Minorities, and areas of concentrated Poverty. Each is described in more detail below.
CalEnviroScreen CalEnviroScreen5 provides an index of disadvantaged communities.
The 207 block groups in the top quartile of all of California were flagged for analysis.

3

http://healthpolicy.ucla.edu/chis/about/Pages/about.aspx
http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/tpp/offices/omsp/statewide_travel_analysis/chts.html
5
https://oehha.ca.gov/calenviroscreen/report/calenviroscreen-30
4
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Concentration of Minorities American Community Survey (2015, 5-year estimate,
B03002 dataset) was used to identify census tracts where 75% of a census block group
consists of all races, except non-Hispanic White. This resulted in 136 census block
groups meeting the threshold and defined as areas of concentrated minority populations
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Concentrated Poverty American Community Survey (2015, 5-year estimate, S1701
dataset) was used to identify census tracts where 30% or more of a census tract is
identified as “below poverty.” Thirty-one (31) census tracts in the county meet 30%
threshold. resulting in 89 block groups being defined as areas of concentrated poverty.
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2 Population,,Transportation,Network,,and,Built,Environment,Characteristics,
Mean and standard deviations are presented below for population weighted Census block group values. Median values are also
provided. The values are presented for four groupings of Census block groups: the entire county and three groupings of areas of
concern.
Table 1: Population, Transportation Network, and Built Environment Characteristics

Area (Census Block Group) of Concern

All (Census
Block Group Level)
Population and Travel
Characteristics

Median

Population Density
% of Households
without Vehicles

10.04

Total land area (Acres)
Total unprotected land
area (Acres)
Network Density
(pedestrian oriented)
Intersection Density
(auto-oriented
intersections
eliminated)
Trip productionattraction equilibrium

•

CalEnviroScreen

Population
Weighted

Minority

Population
Weighted

SD

9.10

6.10

10.37

9.34

6.67

15.33

11.11

9.65

11.60

13.53

7.19

4.0%

5.9%

8.4%

4.7%

7.2%

10.3%

9.1%

8.9%

14.7%

10.3%

16.4%

15.3%

160

2100

6578

164

1869

5258

121

1339

1388

120

147

109

154

2070

6434

154

1857

5245

121

1326

1379

114

139

102

14.9

13.0

6.9

14.7

12.9

6.9

13.2

12.2

5.1

17.5

16.7

5.0

75.5

71.0

46.3

77.1

71.2

48.5

63.1

61.6

29.3

98.0

97.5

42.2

0.49

0.45

0.33

0.51

0.45

0.32

0.49

0.53

0.33

0.49

0.46

0.29

Mean

SD

Mean

SD

Median

Population
Weighted

Median

Mean

Median

Poverty

Population
Weighted

Mean

SD

Population density is associated with an increase of nearby destinations that prompt short, active travel trips. Across the
region, there are approximately 9 people per acre. Mean population weighted density increases for those living in highminority neighborhood (~11 people per acre) and for high-poverty areas (~14 people per acre).
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•

•

Those who own an automobile are less likely to take active modes of
transportation. On average 5.9 percent of households in the county live without
an automobile. Areas of concentrated minorities are more than twice as likely to
not have access to an automobile and thus will be more reliant on other modes of
transportation. Household in areas of concentrated poverty are even more likely to
not have access to an automobile. This theoretically should increase walking and
biking rates.
Connectivity creates a more direct route between residence and destination.
Minority neighborhoods have slightly less connectivity (intersection density and
network density); poor neighborhoods, on average have higher levels of
connectivity.

3 Employment,,&,Jobs,Characteristics,
Employment influences health in multiple ways. Public health outcomes increase with
income; thus areas with higher number of employed workers are more likely to have
better health outcomes. Additionally, travel to employment is one of the most routine
travel behaviors. Ability to access jobs nearby and/or by transit with a reasonable
commute is associated with higher levels of active travel, physical activity, and public
health.
• Regionally, approximately 71% of the population is of working age. Areas of
concern – particularly areas of concentrated minorities - are more likely to have
younger population.
• Average employment density in the county and minority areas is 1.7 jobs per acre.
High-poverty areas have significantly more jobs within the census block group.
This does not necessarily align with higher employment rates. More jobs close by
is also an indicator of more commercial destinations close enough to facilitate
walking or biking for transport.
• On average there are approximately nearly 1800 jobs in each Census block group
that are within a 45-minute transit commute, for people living in that block group.
Those living in areas of concern have higher levels of jobs within a 45-minute
transit commute – CalEnviroScreen=2,472, Minority=4,168, Poverty=4,814. This
does not necessarily align with higher employment rates. More jobs close by is
also an indicator of more commercial destinations close enough to facilitate
walking or biking for transport.
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Table 2: Employment, Jobs Characteristics

Areas (Census Block Groups) of Concern
ALL Census Block Groups

CalEnviroScreen

Population
Weighted

Employment Characteristics
% of population that is working
age
Employed Workers (2010
Census)

Median

Mean

71%

71%

513

Total Jobs (2010 Census)
Employment Density (jobs/Acre)
Employment Entropy Index (5tier scheme)
Jobs within 45 minute transit
commute
Proportion of jobs within 1/4 mile
of fixed transit stop
Retail Jobs

Minority

Population
Weighted

Median

Mean

Median

Mean

6%

69%

69%

5%

67%

67%

748

469

481

700

476

553

233

557

861

228

641

1058

1.0

1.7

3.9

1.2

1.9

0.51

0.49

0.29

0.54

931

1791

2268

2358

0.00

0.00

0.03

0.00

10.0

94.6

272.2

18.0
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SD

SD

Poverty

Population
Weighted

SD

Population
Weighted

Median

Mean

SD

4%

68%

68%

5%

1385

1071

401

452

144

295

1621

1531

276

612

1441

4.9

1.1

1.7

2.5

2.5

4.4

9.4

0.49

0.28

0.22

0.52

0.38

0.56

0.48

0.29

2472

2576

3659

4168

1703

4802

4814

2596

0.00

0.03

0.00

0.00

0.01

0.00

0.01

0.07

126.8

354.5

14.0

749.8

892.7

25.0

57.6

104.4

4 Predicted)Travel)and)Physical)Activity)
Travel patterns are influenced by many of the built environment conditions (documented
in the earlier sections) and demographic characteristics. In general, those who live in
denser, more walkable neighborhoods are expected to walk more for both transit and
leisure. Minorities and poor populations are more likely to not have access to a car and
less leisure time. This usually results in higher levels of transport walking, but lower
levels of leisure walking and recreational physical activity. NPHAM was used to predict
walking for transport and leisure; biking; and recreational physical activity minutes as
shown in Table 3 below.
Table 3: Predicted Travel and Physical Activity, Population Weighted

Mean (SD)

Travel Behavior
Walking for Transport,
Weekly Minutes
Walking for Leisure
Weekly Minutes

All
Census
Block
Groups
N=395

Non-EJ
Census
Block
Groups
N=188

EnviroScreen
N=207

Minority
N=12

Poverty
N=63

23.3 (5.6)

22.9 (5.3)*

23.6 (5.9)*

23.21 (6.6)

29.21 (5.59)*

50.9 (9.2)

54.4 (9)*

47.7 (8.3)*

46.3 (4.8)*

45.2 (8)*

0.30 (0.17)

0.24 (0.17)

0.39 (0.2)

6.5 (1.1)*

6.7 (0.9)

5.9 (1.1)*

Biking, Daily Minutes
0.33 (0.20)
0.37 (0.22)
Recreational Physical
Activity, Daily minutes
7.1 (1.4)
7.7 (1.4)*
*Statistically significant difference in mean at p=0.5 level

Areas (Census Block Groups) of Concern

Using a population-weighted average, adults are predicted to walk 23.3 minutes for
transportation (Error! Reference source not found.) and 50.9 minutes for recreation, for
a total of 74.2 minutes of walking each week.
The last three columns display descriptive statistics for area of concern. (Non-EJ areas –
defined by those that are not CalEnviroScreen, concentrated minority, or concentrated
poverty – is provided in the 3rd column as a reference.) Those living in CalEnviroScreen
areas walk more Those living in a CalEnviroScreen or concentrated minority area walk a
similar amount for transport but 3-4 minutes less per week for leisure. Those living in
high-poverty areas walk for leisure even less, but walk for transport significantly more –
about 6 minutes per week – than the county average. People living in high areas of
poverty are predicted to walk slightly more than the average adult when combining
transportation and leisure walking (Figure 2). The relationship seen here between
income, transportation walking, and leisure walking is consistent with the scientific
literature.
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Figure 1: Weekly minutes of walking for transportation
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30.00#

Walking#for#Transport,#
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20.00#
10.00#
0.00#

Figure 2: NPHAM Population Averaged Predicted Walking (weekly, minutes) by Areas of Concern

Many people do not bicycle. Therefore when the amount of bicycling done by a relatively
few number of people is averaged across an entire block group’s population the result is
small (fractional minutes each day). The average person bikes about 0.33 minutes a
week. Those who live in CalEnviroScreen and high minority areas bike 10-25% less;
those who live in high-poverty areas bike about 20% more (Figure 3).

0.45#
0.40#
0.35#
0.30#
0.25#
0.20#
0.15#
0.10#
0.05#
0.00#
ALL#

EnviroScreen#

Minority#

Poverty#

Figure 3: NPHAM Population Averaged Predicted Biking Minutes (daily) by Areas of Concern

Adults participate in recreational physical activity on average about 7.1 minutes a day;
populations living in areas of concern participate in recreational physical activity even
D-11

less: 5.9 minutes a day for high poverty areas and 6.7 minutes a day for high minority
areas. The U.S. Surgeon General recommends at least 150 minutes of moderate to
vigorous physical activity each week. Since areas of concern are less likely to get that
that physical activity from recreational sources, walking for transport and leisure are
important additional source of physical activity.

Recreational)Physical)Activity,)
Daily)minutes)
7.50#
7.00#
6.50#
6.00#
5.50#
5.00#
ALL#

EnviroScreen#

Minority#

Poverty#

Figure 4: NPHAM Population Averaged Predicted Recreational Physical Activity (minutes, daily) by Areas of
Concern
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5 Predicted)Health)Outcomes)
Increased physical activity from active travel such as walking and biking decreases the
likelihood of high body mass index (BMI) and obesity. Increased physical activity also
increases the likelihood of good health. The mean and standard deviation for predicted
BMI, overweight, obesity, and good health are found below (Table 4) for the entire
county and for areas of concern. The average predicted BMI in the county is 28.3 with
69% of the adult population overweight or obese. Approximately 16% of adults countywide are predicted to report poor health. The spatial variation of predicted BMI is shown
in Figure 5.
Table 4 Descriptive Statistics (Population Weighted Mean and Standard Deviation) of NPHAM Predicted
Health Outcomes by Areas of Concern

Areas (Census Block Groups) of Concern
Concentrated
Concentrated
EnviroScreen
Minority
Poverty
Mean

SD

Mean

SD

Mean

SD

Mean

SD

Body Mass Index (BMI)

28.3

0.61

28.6

0.58

28.4

0.51

28.8

0.55

Prevalence Overweight
or Obese (BMI>25)

69%

5.1%

71%

4.7%

71%

3.4%

72%

4.4%

Prevalence Obese
(BMI>30)

30%

5.1%

32%

5.0%

29%

5.7%

35%

4.7%

Prevalence Reporting
Poor Health

16%

7.3%

20%

7.7%

23%

4.7%

28%

6.1%
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Figure 5. Predicted Body Mass Index and Areas of Concentrated Poverty

Areas of concentrated minorities have similar predicted bodyweight patterns as compared
to the county as a whole; but 5% more adults are predicted to report poor health when
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compared to the entire county. Areas of concentrated poverty are predicted to have the
worst health: 72% are overweight or obese, 35% are obese; and 28% report poor health.

Figure 6: Body Mass Index with CalEnviroScreen communities shown with cross hatches.
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Figure 7: Prevalence reporting poor general health status
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Average)BMI)
28.9#
28.8#
28.7#
28.6#
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28.1#
28.0#
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EnviroScreen#

Minority#

Poverty#

Figure 8: Descriptive Statistics (Population Weighted Mean) of NPHAM Predicted BMI for SJCOG and Areas
of Concern
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Figure 9: Descriptive Statistics (Population Weighted Mean) of NPHAM Predicted Prevalence for Overweight
and Obese; Obese; and Reporting Poor Health for SJCOG and Areas of Concern

D-17

6 References)
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

6.
7.
8.

9.
10.
11.
12.
13.

Frank, L.D., M.J. Greenwald, S. Winkelman, J. Chapman, and S. Kavage,
Carbonless footprints: promoting health and climate stabilization through active
transportation. Preventive medicine, 2010. 50 Suppl 1: p. S99-105.
Frumkin, H., J. Hess, G. Luber, J. Malilay, and M. McGeehin, Climate change:
the public health response. Am J Public Health, 2008. 98(3): p. 435-45.
Zhou, J., Y. Wang, and L. Schweitzer, Jobs/housing balance and employer-based
travel demand management program returns to scale: Evidence from Los
Angeles. Transport Policy, 2012. 20: p. 22-35.
Hu, L., Job Accessibility of the Poor in Los Angeles. Journal of the American
Planning Association, 2015. 81(1): p. 30-45.
de Nazelle, A., M.J. Nieuwenhuijsen, J.M. Anto, M. Brauer, D. Briggs, C. BraunFahrlander, N. Cavill, A.R. Cooper, H. Desqueyroux, S. Fruin, G. Hoek, L.I.
Panis, N. Janssen, M. Jerrett, M. Joffe, Z.J. Andersen, E. van Kempen, S.
Kingham, N. Kubesch, K.M. Leyden, J.D. Marshall, J. Matamala, G. Mellios, M.
Mendez, H. Nassif, D. Ogilvie, R. Peiro, K. Perez, A. Rabl, M. Ragettli, D.
Rodriguez, D. Rojas, P. Ruiz, J.F. Sallis, J. Terwoert, J.F. Toussaint, J. Tuomisto,
M. Zuurbier, and E. Lebret, Improving health through policies that promote
active travel: a review of evidence to support integrated health impact
assessment. Environment international, 2011. 37(4): p. 766-77.
Frank, L., J. Kerr, R. Miles, and J. Sallis, A Hierarchy of Sociodemographic and
Environmental Correlates of Walking & Obesity. Preventive Medicine, 2008.
47(2): p. 172-178.
Neutens, T., Accessibility, equity and health care: review and research directions
for transport geographers. Journal of Transport Geography, 2015. 43: p. 14-27.
Julien, D., L. Richard, L. Gauvin, M. Fournier, Y. Kestens, B. Shatenstein, M.
Daniel, G. Mercille, and H. Payette, Transit use and walking as potential
mediators of the association between accessibility to services and amenities and
social participation among urban-dwelling older adults: Insights from the
VoisiNuAge study. Journal of Transport & Health, 2015. 2(1): p. 35-43.
Grengs, J., Nonwork Accessibility as a Social Equity Indicator. International
Journal of Sustainable Transportation, 2014. 9(1): p. 1-14.
Caspi, C.E., G. Sorensen, S.V. Subramanian, and I. Kawachi, The local food
environment and diet: A systematic review. Health & Place, 2012. 18(5): p. 11721187.
Sallis, J.F., M.F. Floyd, D.A. Rodriguez, and B.E. Saelens, Role of built
environments in physical activity, obesity, and cardiovascular disease.
Circulation, 2012. 125(5): p. 729-37. PMC3315587.
Jerrett, M., R.T. Burnett, C.A. Pope III, K. Ito, G. Thurston, D. Krewski, Y. Shi,
E. Calle, and M. Thun, Long-Term Ozone Exposure and Mortality. N Engl J Med,
2009. 360: p. 1085-95.
Jerrett, M., R. McConnell, J. Wolch, R. Chang, C. Lam, G. Dunton, F. Gilliland,
F. Lurmann, T. Islam, and K. Berhane, Traffic-related air pollution and obesity
D-18

14.

formation in children: a longitudinal, multilevel analysis. Environmental Health,
2014. 13(1): p. 1-9. PMC4106205.
Bigazzi, A.Y. and M.A. Figliozzi, Review of Urban Bicyclists' Intake and Uptake
of Traffic-Related Air Pollution. Transport Reviews, 2014. 34(2): p. 221-245.

D-19

Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy

APPENDIX

O

PERFORMANCE BASED
PLANNING AND SAFETY
TARGETS

Page intentionally left blank.

Appendix O – Performance Based Planning

Introduction: Map-21 and Performance Based Planning
The Moving Ahead for Progress in the 21st Century Act (MAP-21) is the Federal transportation funding bill
signed into law in 2012. A key feature of MAP-21 is the establishment of a performance- and outcomebased program, known as “Performance Based Planning,” with the objective to invest in projects that will
make progress toward the achievement of the national goals for the transportation. The most recent
Federal transportation bill, Fixing America’s Surface Transportation Act of 2016 (FAST Act), carries
forward the same performance management framework. The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA)
worked with state and regional agencies to identify performance measures that meet the requirements.
Beginning in 2018, state Departments of Transportation (DOTs) and Metropolitan Transportation
Organizations (MPOs) will be required to implement the Federal performance measures.
Under the final performance rules, state DOTs (e.g. Caltrans in the California context) are directly
responsible to submit performance targets and periodic reports on progress to those targets to Federal
agencies on an annual basis. MPOs, such as SJCOG, are required to establish targets for the same
performance measures on all public roads in the MPO planning area within 180 days after the state
establishes each target. The MPO may elect to support the statewide targets, establish numerical targets
specific to their region, or use a combination of both approaches. Furthermore, MPOs must incorporate
these short-range targets into their planning process – most notably, the Transportation Improvement
Program (TIP) and the Regional Transportation Plan (RTP).
The Federal performance measures are thematically split into three groupings under the rubric of
“Performance Management” (PM):
•
•
•

PM 1: Safety
PM2: Transportation Asset Management
PM 3: System Reliability, Freight, Congestion, and Air Quality

PM 1 Safety targets were set by Caltrans on August 31, 2017, allowing until February 27, 2018 for MPOs
to submit targets in this area. SJCOG’s approach in this area will be described in detail below and
incorporated directly into this RTP. PM 2 and PM 3 targets are expected to be adopted by Caltrans in May
2018 and by MPOs in November 2018. Given the timing, SJCOG’s approach in these areas will be
described below in general terms. Once the targets are established they will be incorporated into
subsequent RTP and RTIP cycles.

PM 1: Safety
Caltrans Target-Setting and Methodological Considerations
FHWA issued the Safety Performance Management Final Rule (Safety PM) as an implementation of the
Highway Safety Improvement Program (HSIP), effective April 15, 2016. The Safety PM identified the core
Federal safety goal “to achieve a significant reduction in traffic fatalities and serious injuries on all public
roads.” The Safety PM establishes five performance measures to carry out the HSIP, defined as the five-

year rolling averages for: (1) Number of Fatalities, (2) Rate of Fatalities per 100 million VMT, (3) Number
of Serious Injuries, (4) Rate of Serious Injuries per 100 million VMT, and (5) Number of Non-Motorized
Fatalities and Non-motorized Serious Injuries. These safety performance measures are applicable to all
public roads regardless of ownership or functional classification.
The Caltrans target-setting process was guided by the Safety PM as well as the Caltrans Strategic Highway
Safety Plan (SHSP) and Strategic Management Plan (SMP). In cooperation with the Office of Traffic Safety
(OTS), Caltrans adopted the following five Safety Performance Management Targets:
TABLE 1. Caltrans Adopted Safety Performance Targets
Performance Target
Number of Fatalities
Rate of Fatalities (per
100M VMT)
Number of Serious Injuries
Rate of Serious Injuries
(per 100M VMT)
Number of Non-Motorized
Fatalities and NonMotorized Serious Injuries

2018 Target (5-Yr.
Rolling Average)
3,590.8

Percent Reduction
From 2017
-7.69%

1.0
12,823.4

-7.69%
-1.5%

3.8

-1.5%

4,271.1

-10%

Caltrans set targets which considered external factors that may affect collision, fatality and serious injury
rates on public roadways. This analysis referenced an active National Cooperative Highway Research
Project (NCHRP) 17-67 titled, “Identification of Factors Contributing to the Decline of Fatalities in the
United States,” that has preliminarily concluded that economic factors such as unemployment rates,
median income, and GDP, contributed up to 85% of the variations of collisions on a yearly basis.
Consistent with this claim, data from California has shown a consistent upward trend in fatalities and
serious injuries concurrent with the upswing in the economy since 2010, with a 13% increase from 2015
to 2016 alone. Other external factors that impact collision rates include changing demographics (e.g.
older adults, millennials), change in mode mix on roadways, and the evolution of safety technology in
vehicles.
Caltrans will continue to monitor these trends over time, however there is currently no model available
that can accurately predict these external factors along with their impacts on the adopted transportation
safety measures. Therefore, Caltrans elected to take a simpler approach by identifying existing trends
through 2016, forecasting performance for 2017, and then estimating annual targets for 2018 using
annual vision-based goals. The targets for number and rate of fatalities reflect the state’s goal for zero
traffic fatalities by 2030, an approach known as “Towards Zero Deaths” (TZD) and also referred to as
“Vision Zero” in many California cities.
The total fatalities and fatalities per 100m VMT are shown in Figures 1 and 2 below. These figures show a
forecasted 13% increase from 2016 to 2017 (following the trend from 2015 to 2016), followed by a
vision-based reduction of -7.69% per year.

FIGURE 1. Caltrans Fatalities Trend and Target-Setting
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FIGURE 2. Caltrans Fatality Rate Trend and Target-Setting
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The total serious injuries and serious injuries per 100m VMT are shown in Figures 3 and 4 below. These
figures show a forecasted 9% increase from 2016 to 2017 (following the trend from 2015 to 2016),
followed by a vision-based reduction of -1.5% per year.
FIGURE 3. Caltrans Serious Injuries Trend and Target-Setting
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FIGURE 4. Caltrans Serious Injury Rate Trend and Target-Setting

Annual Total Serious Injury Rate Targets (per 100M VMT)
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Finally, the target-setting process for bicycle and pedestrian fatalities and serious injuries was designed to
take a more aggressive approach, allowing for zero (0.00%) increase from 2015 to 2016 and then aspiring
to a 10% decrease per year thereafter. The existing trend and target is shown in Figure 5, below.
FIGURE 5. Caltrans Non-Motorized Fatalities and Serious Injuries Trend and Target-Setting
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SJCOG Target-Setting
As noted above, MPOs have two options to implement the Federal Performance Management rules:
supporting the statewide target or adoption region-specific numerical targets. MPOs may also elect to
combine these approaches. MPOs are required to report targets to Caltrans on an annual basis, 180 days
after Caltrans establishes statewide targets, and must incorporate the targets into their RTP and RTIP.
The first annual deadline to report PM 1 Safety Targets to Caltrans is February 27, 2018.
Consistent with other major MPOs throughout the state, SJCOG has elected to take the approach
described below:

SJCOG PM 1 Safety Target-Setting Approach:
Support the statewide targets identified by Caltrans
•
•

SJCOG will highlight projects and programs in the RTP and RTIP that help the state
achieve the statewide targets.
SJCOG will track regional safety performance over time using the state’s methodology.

SJCOG has elected to support the state target rather than establishing a region-specific numerical target.
Based on the “PM 1 MPO Target Reporting Template” provided by Caltrans, SJCOG will be required to
submit an explanation of how SJCOG will plan and program projects so that they contribute toward the
accomplishment of the 2018 Caltrans Statewide Safety Performance Measure Targets.
Safety is integral to the SJCOG planning and programming process. The RTP is built around 8 policies and
27 supportive strategies, which include safety as one of the primary building blocks of the Plan:

Specifically, SJCOG begins most transportation planning efforts with a preliminary analysis of the
challenges facing the transportation system within the project area. In almost all cases, this ongoing effort
continually identifies new issues and feeds them into the planning process. For example, SJCOG initiates
corridor studies (or Project Study Reports-PSRs) that provide details on the types of challenges and
system deficiencies found in a portion of the region. Within these reports, SJCOG sets out a goal to
improve overall transportation safety along the corridor. Data analyses focus on identifying intersections,
accident information, or existing design features that can benefit from the safety enhancements. This is
then followed by more detailed investigation of the types of strategies that can be used to reduce the
number and severity of accidents. SJCOG’s Unmet Transit Needs (UTN) Report provides the general public
opportunities to raise any safety and security issues on public transit. Cumulatively, SJCOG’s planning
studies suggest strategies and recommend capital projects for the long-range Regional Transportation
Plan (RTP) and the Transportation Improvement Program (TIP). Safety and security improvements to
major state highway corridors in the region, including but not limited to I-5, SR-99, I-205, and SR-12, were
outcomes of this regional planning process.
SJCOG strives to improve communication and coordination between public agencies and the public by
identifying and engaging key transportation planning stakeholders. Through these stakeholder groups,
SJCOG often identifies safety issues critical to their interests. For example, SJCOG works closely with
member agencies (cities and county) and the California Department of Transportation in nominating
projects for the State Highway Operation and Protection Program and the Highway Safety Improvement
Program.

SJCOG planning staff regularly engages with public health agencies, SJCOG Citizen Advisory Committee,
Goods Movement Task Force, and with bicycle coalitions interested in transportation safety issues
specific to their missions. SJCOG also work closely with public transit operators, the SJCOG Interagency
Transit Committee, and the Social Services Transportation Advisory Committee to identify transit safety
and security improvements and have financed those projects through the Public Transportation
Modernization, Improvement and Service Enhancement Program (PTMISEA).
SJCOG also operates a transportation demand management program called dibs, that covers a threecounty area comprised of San Joaquin, Stanislaus, and Merced. As part of the program, SJCOG receives
input on safety concerns or suggestions for improvement on roadway and transit systems from the
general public. Through this feedback, SJCOG is able to implement safety performance improvements
that address major public safety issues, as well as the specific concerns of raised by the interest groups.
Although safety is wholistically integrated into SJCOG’s regional transportation planning and
programming process, as described above, the following highlighted projects in the RTP/SCS specifically
address documented safety issues:
•

•
•
•
•
•
•
•

SR 99/SR 120 Operational Improvements – This project will improve the capacity and recurring
traffic congestion of the eastbound to southbound and northbound to westbound connector
ramps and eliminate weaving and merging between SR-99/120 and SR-99/Austin Road
interchanges. The SR 99/120 freeway interchange is currently subject to significant congestion,
delays, and high accident rates.
SR 99 at Turner Road - Reconstruct interchange to provide operational and safety improvements.
Grant Line Road Corridor Improvements - Realign roadway and widen from 2 to 4 lanes with
operational and safety improvements.
SR 120/Brennan Avenue Intersection – Signalization and intersection improvements. Currently
stop-controlled with a high accident rate.
Roth Road Grade Separation – 4-lane grade separation between Roth Road and UPRR tracks.
Transit Facility Safety & Security Projects – RTD, Lodi and Manteca systems.
Altamont Corridor Express Speed and Safety Upgrades - Including signal upgrade to automatic
train stop increase train speed from 79 to 90 MPH and several track realignment projects.
Active Transportation Projects – Most projects in this category would increase the safety of
pedestrians and/or bicyclists.

SJCOG Regional Safety Performance
SJCOG has elected to support the statewide safety targets established by Caltrans, and is therefore not
required to establish specific numerical safety targets for the region. SJCOG will track the region’s
performance in the five safety performance measures using the state’s methodology. The state’s
methodology will serve as regional safety indicators and will be updated on an annual basis, but at the
present time, SJCOG has not set the safety targets for the region.
Fatalities. The State of California compared to the number of fatalities in San Joaquin County dipped
during the past recession and then slowly increased, although more year-to-year variation was observed

at the county level. In 2016, the number of fatalities (118) was equal to 2006 levels. The five year rolling
average shows a similar trend, dipping from 100 in 2009 to 76 in 2012, then rising to 91 by 2016.
FIGURE 6. San Joaquin County Fatalities Trend
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Fatality Rate. The fatality rate in San Joaquin County (fatalities per 100m VMT) show a similar trend to the
overall number of fatalities, bottoming out during the recession and then rising again to nearly the same
level as before the recession. The fatality rate in the county is consistently higher than the statewide
fatality rate (for instance, in 2016 the rates were 1.81 in San Joaquin County and 1.06 statewide). One
possible reason for this could be the high level of interregional pass-through traffic in San Joaquin County.
SJCOG will continue to investigate this issue and potential remedies.
FIGURE 7. San Joaquin County Fatality Rate (Fatalities per 100M VMT)
2.00
1.50
1.00

1.89

1.75

1.64

0.50

1.41

1.01

1.29

1.31

2010

2011

1.46

1.30

1.49

2013

2014

2015

0.99

1.81

0.00
2005

2006

2007

2008

2009

Fatalities per 100m VMT

2012

2016

5 year rolling average

Number and Rate of Serious Injuries. The number and rate of serious injuries in San Joaquin County are
shown in Figures 8 and 9, below. As with the fatality indicators, a downward trend during the recession
and upward trend during the economic recovery are observed. However, one notable difference is that

the rate of serious injuries in San Joaquin County does not differ markedly from the statewide rate. In
2016, the rates observed were 4.41 in San Joaquin County, and 4.24 in California.
FIGURE 8. San Joaquin County Serious Injuries
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FIGURE 9. San Joaquin County Serious Injury Rate (Per 100M VMT)
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Non-Motorized Fatalities and Serious Injuries. The trend in non-motorized (e.g. bicycle and pedestrian)
fatalities and serious injuries are shown in Figure 10. As with the other indicators, there are lower
numbers observed during the recession. However, the indicator shows a strong spike in 2015. The
indicator declines in 2016, but is still higher than any previous year except 2006.
SJCOG will conduct further research into the cause of the recent spike in non-motorized fatalities and
serious injuries. One potential problem with this indicator is that it is not normalized. Thus, a rise in
pedestrian and bicycle fatalities and serious injuries could be observed simply because there are more
people walking and bicycling, and the opposite effect could be observed when fewer people choose to
walk or bike. Lacking reliable data on the countywide rate of bicycling and walking in San Joaquin County,
it is difficult to interpret the implications of the dramatic change observed from 2014 to 2015.

FIGURE 10. San Joaquin County Non-Motorized Fatalities and Serious Injuries
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PM 2: Transportation Asset Management (TAM)
The second category of performance measures developed by FHWA in response to the requirements of
Map-21 is known as PM 2: Transportation Asset Management. The objective of this set of performance
measures is to assess the overall health of the transportation system and identify investments to maintain
highways, roadways, and bridges in a state of good repair. The benefits of a properly maintained
transportation system include multiple direct and indirect effects on safety, economic vitality, and quality
of life:
•
•
•

•
•

Increased safety, as poor roadways can lead to a higher accident rate;
A reduction in incident-related congestion leading to greater travel time reliability;
Reduced maintenance costs over time. Since roadways become increasingly more expensive to
repair as the condition deteriorates, investing in continual maintenance is the best approach for
long-term fiscal health;
Less wear and tear on vehicles, resulting in economic benefits for roadway users;
Indirect reductions in other environmental impacts including polluted run-off, GHG emissions
(due to lower congestion and improved MPG for vehicles), and noise.

To this end, FHWA published the Bridge and Pavement Performance Management Final Federal Rule
establishing performance measures for State DOTs to use in assessing the performance of the Interstate
Highway System (IHS) as well as non-IHS portions of the National Highway System (NHS). The federally
mandated performance measures are:
•
•
•
•
•
•

Percent of IHS pavement in Good condition;
Percent of IHS pavement in Poor condition;
Percent of non-IHS NHS pavement in Good condition;
Percent of non-IHS NHS pavement in Poor condition;
Percent of NHS bridges by deck area in Good condition;
Percent of NHS bridges by deck area in Poor condition.

Good condition is defined as, “Suggests no major investment is needed.” Poor condition is defined as,
“Suggests major reconstruction investment is needed.” Further guidance on assessing bridge and highway
condition is provided in the Final Federal Rule.
To implement the PM 2 framework established by FHWA, Caltrans developed the Draft Transportation
Asset Management Plan (TAMP) in October 2017. The Draft TAMP assesses the current conditions of
California’s transportation assets, establishes performance measures, and identifies statewide investment
strategies to achieve the performance measures. Transportation assets in California subject to the new
performance measures include 49,644 lane miles of pavement, 13,160 bridges, 205,000 culverts and
drainage facilities, and 18,837 Transportation Management System (TMS) assets.
The Draft TAMP identifies the following performance targets to comply with PM2:
FIGURE 11. Statewide NHS Asset Performance Targets

As of December 2017, the Draft TAMP is currently under review, and is expected to be submitted to
FHWA by April 2018. Caltrans is required to establish final performance targets in this area by May 20,
2018, and MPOs must either support the statewide targets or establish their own regional targets by
November 16, 2018. SJCOG is monitoring this process and will continue to work with statewide and local
partners to develop targets consistent with state and federal guidelines.

PM 3: System Reliability, Freight, Congestion, and Air Quality
The final performance measure category required by Map-21, known as “Performance Management 3”
(PM 3), consists of measures of the performance of the NHS pursuant to the National Highway
Performance Program (NHPP); a measure of freight performance on the Interstate system; and measures
to assess traffic congestion and on-road mobile source emissions for the purpose of carrying out the
Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality (CMAQ) Improvement Program.
The specific performance measures are:

Performance of the NHS
1. Percent of the person-miles traveled on the Interstate that are reliable
2. Percent of person-miles traveled on the non-Interstate NHS that are reliable
3. Percent change in tailpipe CO2 emissions on the NHS compared to the calendar year 2017 level
(GHG Measure)
Freight Movement on the Interstate System
4. Truck Travel Time Reliability (TTTR) Index
CMAQ Program Traffic Congestion and Air Quality Measures
5. Annual Hours of Peak Hour Excessive Delay (PHED) Per Capita
6. Percent of Non-Single Occupancy Vehicle (SOV) Travel
7. Total Emissions Reduction
For six of the seven performance targets identified above (all but the GHG Measure), Caltrans is required
to establish final performance targets by May 20, 2018, and MPOs must either support the statewide
targets or establish their own regional targets by November 16, 2018. For the GHG Measure, Caltrans
must establish targets by September 28, 2018 and MPOs must either support the statewide targets or
establish their own regional targets by March 27, 2019.
As of December 2017, Caltrans has not developed draft targets for this set of performance measures.
Caltrans convened a Technical Advisory Group (TAG) to discuss the target-setting process, of which SJCOG
is a participant. SJCOG will continue to work with statewide and local partners to develop targets
consistent with state and federal guidelines.
SJCOG Analysis of Travel Time Reliability and Congestion Performance Metrics on the NHS
SJCOG has incorporated several of the PM3 metrics into a study of travel time reliability (TTR) and
congestion on the NHS within San Joaquin County. This analysis supports both the Existing Condition and
Needs Assessment for the 2018 RTP/SCS as well as SJCOG’s Regional Congestion Management Program
(RCMP) which recommends the incorporation of TTR and speed-based congestion measures to support
the quantification of both passenger vehicle as well as goods movement performance metrics.
Per and the National Performance Monitoring Final Rule, the preferred data is the National Performance
Management Research Data Set (NPMRDS) from FHWA. The NPMRDS provides average speed data (fiveminute averaging time) for federally defined roadway segments designated as part of the National
Highway System (NHS). Utilizing this data set, after filtering the data to isolate average peak hour
conditions, a total of 1,048,575 individual data records were processed to yield 1,195 averaged
observations for 278 segments (reflecting both directions of travel) for both passenger vehicles and
heavy-duty trucks respectively. Extreme outliers (e.g. 90+ mph) were removed from the data set.
Federal definitions from the National Performance Monitoring Final Rule were used to define congestion
and reliability. These thresholds reflect heavy congestion (with observed average speed less than 60
percent of the free-flow speed) and unreliable road segments (with an 80th percentile travel time more
than 1.5 times longer than the 50th percentile travel time (Level of Travel Time Reliability or LOTTR)). Free
flow speed was empirically estimated for each individual segment using NPMRDS data between the hours
of midnight and 3 AM.

The preliminary analysis is indicated in Figures 12-15, below. The resulting data set can also be used to
address PM3 performance measures 1, 2, 4 and 5, once targets have been identified by Caltrans.
FIGURE 12. Passenger Vehicle Congestion and Travel Time Reliability, AM Peak Hour

FIGURE 13. Passenger Vehicle Congestion and Travel Time Reliability, PM Peak Hour

FIGURE 14. Truck Congestion and Travel Time Reliability, AM Peak Hour

FIGURE 15. Truck Congestion and Travel Time Reliability, PM Peak Hour
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INTRODUCTION
Congestion management is an integral element of the region’s transportation planning and
programming process. It serves as a guide for implementing both near-term and long-term
regional transportation improvements. The Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient Transportation
Equity Act: A Legacy for Users (SAFETEA-LU), signed into law on August 10, 2005 requires
transportation management areas (TMAs), such as San Joaquin County, to develop and engage in
a Congestion Management Process (CMP) that is fully integrated into the regional transportation
planning process in order to provide for “safe and effective integrated management and
operation of the transportation system.” The CMP requirement was recently carried forward
with the current Federal Transportation Authorization Act, Fixing America’s Surface
Transportation (FAST), 2015. SJCOG also functions as the County’s Congestion Management
Agency and is required to develop a Congestion Management Plan (CMP) pursuant to California
Government Code Section 65089 and update it every two years. In addition, the 2006 Measure K
Renewal ordinance included a requirement to support and develop a Regional Congestion
Management Program (RCMP).
The Federal Highways Administration defines the CMP as “the application of strategies to
improve transportation system performance and reliability by reducing the adverse impacts of
congestion on the movement of people and goods.” As described within the Guidebook for the
Federal Congestion Management Process, the CMP includes strategies for the safe and effective
management of the regional transportation system such as monitoring and maintenance,
demand reduction, land-use analysis and mitigation, operational management strategies, and
strategic capacity enhancements. As such, implementing a CMP fosters a more holistic, wellrounded approach to transportation planning that includes consideration of multiple goals,
including economic vitality, safety, livability multimodal choices, and the environment.
In compliance with the federal, state and local congestion management directives to support
regional mobility, SJCOG has developed, and implements, the Regional Congestion Management
Program (RCMP). SJCOG’s RCMP is integrated into the RTP/SCS and FTIP process as a unified
response to reducing congestion in our region. The RTP/SCS and RCMP support a multimodal
approach to transportation that looks at the overall system and identifies improvements that
benefit all modes, rather than prioritizing one over the other. The goal of this approach is to
provide choices to the transportation system’s users.
The Regional Congestion Management Program components outlined in this appendix are:
1) Overview of the RCMP
•

Regional Network

•

Travel Demand Management
1

•

Land Use Strategies

•

Goods Movement Strategies

•

System Monitoring Program

2) Relationship of RCMP with the RTP/SCS
3) Objectives and Performance Measures
The complete Regional Congestion Management Program is available at
http://www.sjcog.org/rcmp.
OVERVIEW OF THE REGIONAL CONGESTION MANAGEMENT PROGRAM (RCMP)
The purpose of the Regional Congestion Management Program (RCMP) is to monitor congestion,
identify congestion problems, and establish a programming mechanism aimed at reducing
congestion. The RCMP aims to achieve these goals through developing the following required
elements:

REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM
Designation of a regional transportation system supports RCMP monitoring activities and focuses
the implementation of the RCMP on a core network of key transportation facilities that facilitate
regional travel within San Joaquin County:

RCMP Roadway Network
State statute requires that all state highways be designated as part of the RCMP roadway network.
The inclusion of locally owned and operated principal arterials is left to the Congestion
Management Agency (CMA), in coordination with its member agencies. Chosen local arterials
must represent routes of regional significance. Per state statute, once a route is designated as part
of the RCMP system, it cannot be removed. In addition, all new state highways must be included
in the RCMP system.
The San Joaquin County RCMP roadway network is shown in Figure 1.
RCMP Roadway Network Intersections
With the 2012 program update, a total of 103 intersections within the incorporated and
unincorporated areas of San Joaquin County have been designated as part of the RCMP network.
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Designation of RCMP intersections adds resolution for congestion monitoring and appropriately
focusses attention at locations where operational constraints are typically experienced on arterial
roadways. RCMP intersections are shown in Figure 2.
RCMP Bicycle Network
The provision of bicycling facilities is an important component of the SJCOG’s program to
encourage multimodal transportation. SJCOG has developed the Bicycle, Pedestrian, and Safe
Routes to School Plan. A key deliverable of this plan is the formal designation of a regional bikeway
network. This regional bikeway network includes existing and future Class I Multi-use trails, Class
II Bike Lanes, and Class III Bike Route facilities that will comprise a continuous uninterrupted
network of facilities across the entire county. The regional bikeway network provides a mechanism
for tracking performance and ultimate completion of the bikeway network. RCMP bikeway
facilities are shown in Figure 3.

RCMP Multimodal Corridors
State and federal mandates require the consideration of all major modes of travel as part of a
Congestion Management Program (CMP). Additionally, the California Complete Streets Act (AB
1358) requires counties and cities to include policies that take all roadway users into consideration
(bicyclists, pedestrians, transit riders, motorists, children, senior citizens, mobility impaired, and
freight movers) as part of their general plan updates. In recognition of these legislative mandates,
SJCOG, in coordination with its member agencies, established Multimodal Corridors. These
corridors are generally located in areas that are characterized by a predominance of shared
roadway users (pedestrians, bicyclists, transit passengers, and motorists) and where roadway
widening is infeasible or undesirable.
These corridors are not the only roadways on the RCMP that need to accommodate multiple user
types. All RCMP roadways with adjacent land uses need to provide access for all user types.
However, these designated Multimodal Corridors will receive the benefit on level of service
analysis for all travel modes. RCMP Multimodal Corridors are shown in Figure 4.
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Figure 1. RCMP Roadway Network
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Figure 2. RCMP Intersections
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Figure 3. RCMP Bicycle Network
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Figure 4. RCMP Multimodal Network
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TRANSPORTATION DEMAND MANAGEMENT
Transportation Demand Management (TDM) is the all-inclusive term given to a variety of
measures used to improve the efficiency of the existing transportation system by managing travel
demand, including carpooling, transit, telecommuting and non-motorized transportation.
SJCOG has established a countywide program to address demands for transportation –the dibs
Program (formerly Commute Connection). The main purpose of the demand management
program is to reduce the number of single-occupant vehicles during peak demand times by
providing incentives for carpooling, taking transit, walking, biking, or traveling off-peak. These
programs are documented in SJCOG’s Travel Demand Management Plan, adopted in 2010.
San Joaquin County is also part of the San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District (SJVAPCD),
which has introduced a mandatory trip reduction program for businesses that employ 100 or more
full time employees. To comply with the SJVAPCD requirements, SJCOG has established two
performance measures for travel demand management:
•

•

Employer-Based Trip Reduction Programs: This measure is designed to quantify
participation by all employers located in San Joaquin County in employee trip reduction
programs such as San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District’s (SJVAPCD) eTRIP
program.
Local Agency Efforts: This measure is designed to track local jurisdictions’ participation in
implementing their Travel Demand Management responsibilities as defined in SJCOG’s
2010 Regional Travel Demand Management Plan. The level of effort is based on the level
of congestion on a given jurisdiction’s RCMP roadways with particular focus placed on
roadways that are currently not meeting the RCMP LOS Standard.

LAND-USE STRATEGIES
The RCMP’s “Land Use Analysis Program” (LUAP) supports the region’s planning efforts to
promote high quality multimodal transportation choices for future sustainable development
through improving the linkage between local land-use decisions with regional transportation
facility improvement needs; to better address the impacts of development in one community on
another; and, to promote information sharing between local governments when the decisions
made by one jurisdiction have an impact on another.
As part of the annual Measure K and biennial state CMP reporting requirements, SJCOG is
required to evaluate the efforts made by each local jurisdiction within San Joaquin County to
ensure compliance with Land Use Analysis Program (LUAP). Detailed description of the RCMP’s
LUAP is contained within Chapter 6 of the program plan, including impact criteria and mitigation
policies.
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GOODS MOVEMENT STRATEGIES
The movement of goods throughout San Joaquin County is crucial to the economic health of the
region. Freight traverses the county using many modes, including trucks, rail, and ship. Trucks,
however, are the predominant mode of goods transport in the county, and the focus of a
performance measure for tracking RCMP roadways that are Surface Transportation Assistance
Act (STAA) compliant.
The Surface Transportation Assistance Act (STAA) was passed in 1982 by the federal government
to govern the movement of trucks and trailers. STAA vehicles are large commercial trucks that
meet federal size regulations (48 to 53 feet from kingpin to rear-axle). In California, the STAA
network consists of the National Network (generally, interstate freeways and approved state
highways) and Terminal Access (state highways). Roadways that are part of the STAA network
must be designed to accommodate the STAA-sized trucks.
As part of performance monitoring SJCOG tracks improvements to intersections listed in the
Interregional Truck Operations on I-5 and SR-99 and STAA Routes Improvement Study through
coordination with local agency STAA applications.

SYSTEM MONITORING PROGRAM
The program’s network consists of all freeways, state highways, principal arterials, over onehundred intersections, as well as the transit, bike, and pedestrian systems. Through the
implementation of the RCMP’s “System Monitoring Program,” conducted biennially, SJCOG
collects region-wide transportation data and monitors the performance of the multimodal
network. The program deliverables also provide valuable data to the local jurisdictions and to the
state Department of Transportation, Caltrans for their individual planning needs
The RCMP Monitoring Program provides the mechanism to yield the requisite traffic counts and
related data and methodologies to address the state RCMP vehicular LOS standards and the
established multimodal state/federal performance measures). It addresses multiple analysis scales
and RCMP system components (corridor, segment, intersection).

RELATIONSHIP OF SJCOG RCMP AND REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION PLAN/SUSTAINABLE
COMMUNITIES STRATEGY
As already mentioned, all federally designated Transportation Management Areas (TMAs) are
required to develop and implement a Congestion Management Process as part of the
metropolitan planning and programming process. SJCOG’s Regional Congestion Management
Program (RCMP) supports the MPO’s development of transportation investment strategies though
bringing technical objectivity to the planning and programming process. RCMP is an important tool
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for assisting decision-makers in determining priorities for project implementation and funding,
both near and long-term.
The System Monitoring Program described above is a key mechanism of the RCMP that feeds into
the regional transportation planning/programming process during RTP and FTIP updates. The
extensive data and information collection on the regional transportation system feeds directly into
a set of performance measures used for assessing, monitoring, and maintaining the performance
of the multimodal network. These outputs of the RCMP process are important to the long-range
transportation planning process.
The 2016 RCMP establishes a broad set of supply‐side and demand‐side strategies to combat
congestion and its impacts on economic development that embrace the latest thinking about
reducing SOV trips, coordinating investment in alternative modes of transportation, and providing
new incentives to get people out of their cars. These strategies, described above, include the Land
Use Analysis Program, monitoring of “Multimodal Corridors,” establishment of multimodal
performance measures and TDM targets, and setting measurable monitoring goals to curtail
substandard performance on the RCMP roadway facilities and intersections.
OBJECTIVES AND PERFORMANCE MEASURES
Establishment of multimodal performance measures is both a state and federal CMP requirement.
Section 65089(b)(2) of the Government Code states that the Congestion Management Program
(CMP) must contain a performance element that includes performance measures to evaluate
current and future multimodal system performance for the movement of people and goods. These
performance measures shall support mobility, air quality, land use, and economic objectives.
Federal directives outlined in 23 CRR 450.320 (b) require the congestion management process
result in multimodal system performance measures and strategies that can be reflected in the
regional planning documents, such as the Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) and Transportation
Improvement Program (TIP). In order to provide viable choices to Single-Occupant Vehicles (SOVs)
and to support the intent of Federal MAP-21 legislation, SJCOG has made the Congestion
Management Process an integral part of the regional transportation planning process, including
the Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) and the Federal Transportation Improvement Program
(FTIP). The RCMP tracks and monitors several performance indicators that are used to:
 Track progress toward meeting RCMP objectives;
 Update SJCOG’s Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) and aid project prioritization;
 Determine Statewide and Federal Transportation Improvement Program (STIP/FTIP)
projects; and,
 Guide Regional Transportation Improvement Fee (RTIF) funding decisions.
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The 2018 RCMP objective and performance measures are shown in Table 1. As RCMP program
implementation continues, refinement of these measures and/or additional performance
measures will be established as part of future updates.
Table 2 shows the supporting relationship between the RCMP’s performance measures and the
goals and objectives of the 2018 RTP/SCS.
Additionally, TMAs that are designated as non-attainment or maintenance areas for ozone or
carbon monoxide, federal regulations require that projects resulting in a significant increase in
SOV carrying capacity (with the exception of safety improvements and bottleneck elimination
projects) be identified or addressed through a well-defined congestion management process. For
capacity increasing projects on the regional network that are scheduled for completion within
the next ten years (by 2028), SJCOG has prepared a qualitative scoring matrix (RCMP Project
Matrix, Table 3) that looks at several operational, multimodal, and programming factors for the
project’s consideration within the RTP.
In making transportation investment decisions, the RCMP Project Matrix (as well as other
technical data collected through the RCMP) is used in conjunction with a wide range of other
factors, such as quality of life and livability. As these projects move forward to the FTIP, SJCOG
will continue to meet the intent of this directive through coordination the project sponsors to
ensure travel demand reduction and/or operational management strategies are addressed.
These program strategies, together with the implementation of the comprehensive congestion
management program, support the latest industry efforts to reduce traffic congestion while
promoting sustainable communities that rely less on the SOV for their growth and continued
economic development.
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Table 1. RCMP Performance Measures
Category of
Objectives

Objectives

Performance Measure

Analysis Tools/ Data Implementation
Resources
Strategies

Operational Efficiency
RCMP
Freeway
Segments
RCMP Multilane Highway

Maintain the percentage of
total RCMP roadway facility
miles experiencing LOS E/F
during peak hour conditions
to no more than 30% by
jurisdiction.

Level of service by RCMP Highway Capacity
segment (lane mile)
Manual (HCM) 2010
freeway segments
methodology

Perform HCM 2010
operational analysis
based on the most
recent published
HCM 2010 multi-lane AADT volume data
highway methodology by Caltrans.

RCMP Rural
2-Lane
Highway

HCM Planning
Method for rural 2lane highways and
local roadways

RCMP Local
Arterial

Intersections

Maintain the percentage of
total RCMP intersections
experiencing LOS E/F during
peak hour conditions to no
more than 30%

HCM intersection
operations
Level of service by RCMP methodology
intersection
SYNCHRO software

Perform segment
counts every two
years

Perform AM and
PM peak hour
intersection counts
during the regular
monitoring
program.

Goods Movement

RCMP
Network

Track STAA-compliant
Achieve compliance with
intersections listed as
Surface Transportation
part of the Interregional
Assistance Act (STAA) criteria Truck Operations on I-5
throughout RCMP network
and SR-99 and STAA
Routes Study

Auto TURN or manual
turning template
analyses performed
by local agencies as
part of the STAA
application process

SJCOG to track
STAA process
through the San
Joaquin County
Goods Movement
Task Force

Achieve and maintain 70%
population coverage within
1/2 mile walking distance of
transit service stops.

GIS layers and
schedules for transit
network

SJCOG to maintain
GIS tools

Transit System

Coverage

Housing developments
within 1/2 mile walking
distance of a transit
stop.
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Category of
Objectives

Frequency

Objectives

Performance Measure

Analysis Tools/ Data Implementation
Resources
Strategies

Achieve and maintain 50%
population coverage within
1/2 mile walking distance of
transit service stops that
provide LOS D or better
frequency service.

Level of service for
service frequency of
transit vehicles per hour

Transit Capacity and
Quality of Service
Manual

SJCOG to maintain
GIS tools

Bikeway System

Regional
Bikeway
Network

Complete Regional Bikeway
Network through the
establishment of a Regional
RCMP Bikeway Network per
2012 Regional Bikeway Plan.

Ratio of completed to
total regional bikeway
miles, listed by
jurisdiction.

RCMP network GIS
layer
Regional bikeway
network GIS layer
(Class I, II and III)

Track percent of
regional bikeway
network completed
or programmed by
local agencies.

Complete Streets

RCMP
Multimodal
Corridors

Establish RCMP multimodal
(pedestrian/bicycle/transit)
level of service baseline.
Monitor Multimodal LOS on
designated multimodal
corridors to determine
progress against the
established baseline.

2010 HCM MMLOS
procedure
Multimodal LOS on
designated RCMP
multimodal corridors.

CompleteStreetsLOS
software

SJCOG to establish
and maintain
baseline data
collection.

Travel Demand Management

EmployerBased Trip
Reduction
Program

Track ratio of employees
working for employers
complying with SJVAPCD
Rule 9410 to total
countywide employment.
Calculate and track the ratio
of eTRIP employees to total
countywide employment.

Quantify the number of
employers who are
complying with/
participating in the
eTRIP program by
employer size: small
(<20 employees);
medium (20-99
employees); and, large
(100+ employees)
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eTRIP data from the
San Joaquin Valley Air
Pollution Control
District
SJCOG dibs
program
SJCOG dibs employer
database

Category of
Objectives

Objectives

Performance Measure

Park and
Ride Lots

Monitor local agency efforts
to identify and implement
park and ride lots for
addressing congestion on the
RCMP network.

Track implementation of
regional park-and-ride
CEQA Mitigation
lots through the RCMP
Monitoring and
Land Use Analysis
Reporting Plans
Program

CEQA
Requirements

Local Agency
Efforts

Track implementation of
Monitor local agency efforts Commute Connection
to identify and implement
Program initiatives and
CEQA Mitigation
demand and system
the 2010 Regional Travel
Monitoring and
management strategies for
Demand Management
Reporting Plans
addressing congestion on the Program through the
RCMP network.
RCMP Land Use Analysis
Program

CEQA
Requirements
Federal CMP
Process
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Analysis Tools/ Data Implementation
Resources
Strategies

Table 2 – Relationship of RCMP Performance Measures and RTP Goals/Objectives
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Table 3 – Congestion Management Process Evaluation of RTP Roadway Capacity & Operations Projects
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Q1. Introduction
Freeways, public transit, and other transportation infrastructure have a significant effect on the
quality of life of residents throughout the region by shaping access to jobs, education, housing,
community services, amenities, and recreational opportunities. Approaching transportation
investment with an environmental justice and social equity framework helps to advance the
development of a comprehensive transportation system that provides everyone – regardless of
color, race, national origin, income, or physical ability – with opportunities to work, shop, study,
pray, play, and thrive. Such a system is vital for the sustainability of the region.
Without thoughtful planning and development, transportation systems can degrade the quality
of life in communities. Historically, the construction of freeways, roads, and rail transit systems
have placed health burdens on many low-income and minority communities throughout the
nation. San Joaquin County is no exception. In addition, the lack of transportation investment in
low-income and minority communities results in long-lasting social and economic costs.
Therefore, it is critical to understand the impacts of transportation investment in our most
vulnerable communities to better plan for the future.
With guidance from Title VI of the Civil Rights Act and various federal and state laws intended
to promote the equitable distribution of benefits and burdens from transportation projects and
programs, SJCOG continually strives to:
•
•

Engage historically underserved and underrepresented communities of the region in the
planning and decision-making process; and
Improve methods for analyzing how the Plan affects these communities.

This report briefly discusses the work undertaken by SJCOG during the development of the
2018 Plan to identify the specific needs of the region’s disadvantaged communities, but
primarily focuses on defining the methods used to respond to federal and state requirements
regarding Title VI of the Civil Rights Act and the Environmental Justice Executive Order 12898.

1

Policy Framework for Addressing Civil Rights, Environmental Justice, and Social Equity
The following federal and state policies infuse the spirit and intent of environmental justice and
social equity into the work of SJCOG:
1. Title VI of the Civic Rights Act of 1964
States that “…no person in the United States, shall, on the grounds of race, color or
national origin be excluded from participation in, be denied the benefits of, or be subject
to discrimination under any program or activity receiving federal financial assistance.”
2. Environmental Justice Executive Order 12898
Further operationalized the intent of Title VI by defining a process of “identifying and
addressing, as appropriate, disproportionately high and adverse human health or
environmental effects of programs, policies, and activities on minority populations and
low-income populations.”
3. California Government Code Section 65040.12(e)
Defines environmental justice in the context of city and county general plans as the fair
treatment of people of all races, cultures, and incomes with respect to the development,
adoption, implementation, and enforcement of environmental laws and policies. In
addition, Government Code 11135 states that no state agency, or agency funded by the
state, shall deny full and equal access to benefits of any program or activity on the basis of
race, national origin, ethnic group, religion, sex, sexual orientation, or disability.
4. California Department of Transportation
In the context of transportation planning, Caltrans requires recipients of federal funding to
ensure the fair treatment and meaningful involvement of all people regardless of race,
color, national origin, or income with respect to the development, implementation, and
enforcement of environmental laws, regulations, and policies.
5. 2016 Public Participation Plan
SJCOG seeks to engage the region’s diverse public, to connect public input to decisions,
and to effectively implement public engagement and planning outcomes that respect civil
rights, advance environmental justice, and ensure the inclusion of the region’s historically
underserved communities.

2

A Closer Look: Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964
As a recipient of federal transportation dollars, SJCOG is responsible for assisting federal
agencies with complying with Title VI. In 2012, the Federal Transit Administration (FTA) issued a
revised circular with guidance on how to carry out the Department of Transportation (DOT)
Title VI regulations to ensure nondiscrimination on the basis of race, color or national origin in
its programs, policies and activities.
In its regional transportation planning capacity, SJCOG is required to demonstrate compliance
with Title VI by preparing and submitting the following:
•
•
•
•

•

“All general requirements set out in [the General Requirements section of] the Circular;
“A demographic profile of the metropolitan area that includes identification of the
locations of minority populations in the aggregate;
“A description of the procedures by which the mobility needs of minority populations
are identified and considered within the planning process;
“Demographic maps that overlay the percent minority and non-minority populations as
identified by Census or ACS data…and charts that analyze the impacts of the distribution
of State and Federal funds in the aggregate for public transportation purposes…; and
“An analysis of impacts that … identifies any disparate impacts on the basis of race,
color, or national origin, and if so, determines whether there is a substantial legitimate
justification for the policy that resulted in the disparate impacts, and if there are
alternatives that could be employed that would have a less discriminatory impact.” 1

Further discussion of the methodology used to meet the above requirements is included in
Appendix Q2. In addition to analyzing the 2018 Plan as described in this report, SJCOG’s Title VI
program includes a variety of commitments to ensure nondiscrimination on the basis of race,
color or national origin in its programs and activities. 2
A Closer Look: Environmental Justice Executive Order 12898
The Environmental Justice order further augments Title VI by incorporating environmental
justice (EJ) and non-discrimination principles into transportation planning and decision-making
processes. In 2012, FTA issued a revised circular with guidance on how to integrate
environmental justice principles into plans, projects, and activities that receive funding from the
agency.

1

Federal Transit Administration Circular 4702.1B, Title VI Requirements and Guidelines for Federal Transit
Administration Recipients. See: https://www.transit.dot.gov/sites/fta.dot.gov/files/docs/FTA_Title_VI_FINAL.pdf
2
For more information, see SJCOG’s Title VI webpage at: http://www.sjcog.org/129/Title-VI-of-the-Civil-Rights-Actof-1964
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The guiding environmental justice principles followed by DOT and FTA are summarized as
follows:
•

•
•

“To avoid, minimize, or mitigate disproportionately high and adverse human health and
environmental effects, including social and economic effects, on minority populations
and low-income populations.
“To ensure the full and fair participation by all potentially affected communities in the
transportation decision-making process.
“To prevent the denial of, reduction in, or significant delay in the receipt of benefits by
minority and low-income populations.” 3

As a recipient of FTA funds, SJCOG is required to assist the federal agency on compliance with
Executive Order 12898 by incorporating EJ principles into the transportation decision-making
process. This is done by conducting an environmental justice analysis of programs, policies, and
activities. According to the circular, components of such an analysis include:
•

•

“…Determining whether minority populations and/or low-income populations will
experience potential environmental or health impacts from a proposed program,
project, or activity; and
“…[Determining]… whether the activity will result in a ‘disproportionately high and
adverse effect on human health or the environment.” 4

Further discussion on the methodology used to meet the above requirements is included in
Appendix Q2.
Public Outreach & Plan Development Process
In addition to conducting technical analyses to understand the 2018 Plan’s impact on EJ
communities, it also entails designing an inclusive planning process that engages the affected
communities. The 2018 Plan was developed with meaningful and extensive participation of key
stakeholders that range from community-based organizations to public agencies, civic groups,
and individual advocates and residents. Public engagement activities during the development of
the 2018 Plan are briefly summarized below.
•

Stakeholder Involvement: SJCOG has a variety of practices and policies in place to
ensure full and fair participation of all residents and stakeholder groups in the 2018 Plan
update process, and specifically to identify needs and priorities of low-income, minority

3

Federal Transit Administration Circular C 4703.1, Environmental Justice Policy Guidance for Federal Transit
Administration Recipients. See: https://www.transit.dot.gov/sites/fta.dot.gov/files/docs/FTA_EJ_Circular_7.1412_FINAL.pdf
4
Same as above.
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and underserved communities. Stakeholder involvement was achieved through standing
committee meetings, ongoing coordination with planning and public works staff at
member agencies, as well as activities discussed below.
•

SJCOG Public Participation Plan: In December 2016, SJCOG adopted an update to the
region’s Public Participation Plan to guide agency outreach and public engagement
efforts throughout the development of the 2018 Plan. 5 This plan outlined several
initiatives to support engagement with low-income and minority communities,
including:
o Targeted outreach to low-income, minority and other historically underrepresented
and underserved communities via partnerships with community-based
organizations, both early in the plan development process and again prior to
selecting a preferred scenario;
o A new toolbox for implementing inclusive public engagement practices throughout
the planning process; and
o An updated Limited English Proficiency Plan to provide meaningful access to
planning activities for persons with limited English proficiency.

•

RTP/SCS Implementation & Working Group: The working group brought together
stakeholders from around the region representing low-income and minority
communities; seniors and persons with disabilities; staff representing local jurisdictions,
transit agencies; the public health department; and community-based organizations and
advocacy groups. The primary purpose of the group is to advise SJCOG staff throughout
the 2018 Plan development process. The Title VI and Environmental Justice analyses,
including identifying social equity measures, defining communities of concern and
developing the methodology for assessment were all issues which the group provided
input. All working group meetings are open to the public.

For additional information regarding SJCOG public engagement activities, please refer to
Chapter 2: Civic Engagement in the 2018 RTP/SCS.

5

SJCOG 2016 Public Participation Plan. See: http://www.sjcog.org/127/Public-Participation-Plan
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Q2. Methodology
The purpose of the Appendix Q: Environmental Justice, Title VI, and Social Equity Report is to
estimate the distribution of benefits and burdens of proposed land use and transportation
policies and projects on disadvantaged communities, and to assess whether these benefits and
burdens are shared equitably across population groups. To achieve these objectives, SJCOG
conducted five types of analyses, summarized here:
•

•
•
•

•

•

Quantitative analysis of potential benefits and burdens of proposed land use and
transportation policies and projects on disadvantaged communities compared to the
balance of the region based on 3 performance measures, using outputs from the SJCOG
Envision Tomorrow land use model;
Quantitative analysis of the relative benefit received from roadway expenditures by
disadvantaged communities using the SJCOG Travel Demand Model;
Spatial analysis of transit access to low-income jobs by disadvantaged communities;
Quantitative analysis to estimate health outcomes resulting from proposed changes to
the built environment in disadvantaged communities compared to the balance of the
region, applying the National Public Health Assessment Model (NPHAM);
Quantitative analysis of the share of potential benefits of proposed transportation
investments that accrue to low-income and minority populations compared to non-lowincome and non-minority populations, using available census data;
Disparate impact analysis to demonstrate compliance with Title VI and Environmental
Justice laws. The results and findings from these analyses are summarized in Appendices
Q5 and Q6.

The following section summarizes the various definitions and methodologies used by SJCOG to
identify disadvantaged communities, to assess potential benefits and burdens, and to conduct
quantitative and qualitative analyses.
Populations and Geographies
The underlying methodology for conducting an equity analysis for the 2018 Plan relies on a
comparison of benefits and burdens of proposed policies and investments on different
population groups (minority vs. non-minority and low-income vs. non-low-income populations),
and across different geographies (environmental justice areas vs. the balance of the region).
The section below defines these populations and geographies.
Minority Populations
San Joaquin County is a “majority minority” region, where non-Hispanic Whites do not make up
an absolute majority (e.g. they make up less than 50 percent of the total population). In fact,
6

the largest group in San Joaquin County is its Hispanic/Latino population (see Table Q2-1). This
report uses the term “minority” primarily for maintaining consistency with the federal
definition of disadvantaged populations.
Table Q2-1. Racial and Ethnic Make-up of San Joaquin Region
Estimate
American Indian or Native Alaskan Alone
Asian Alone
Black or African American Alone
Hispanic or Latino of Any Race
Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander Alone
Other
White, non-Hispanic/Latino
San Joaquin County Total Population

% of total
population

2,295
102,426
47,598
284,168
3,520
25,461
243,086
708,554

0.3%
14.5%
6.7%
40.1%
0.5%
3.6%
34.3%
100.0%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2011-2015 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates

Minority populations include persons who identify as any of the following groups as defined by
the Census Bureau: American Indian or Native Alaskan Alone (non-Hispanic/non-Latino); Asian
Alone (non-Hispanic/non-Latino); Black of African American Alone (non-Hispanic/non-Latino);
Hispanic or Latino of Any Race; Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander Alone (non-Hispanic/nonLatino); and Other (Some Other Race, Two or More Races). All residents who identify as
Hispanic or Latino, even if they also identify with another race, are considered Hispanic or
Latino. The “non-minority” population therefore consists of persons who identify as nonHispanic Whites or “White Alone.”
Low-Income Persons and Households
For the purposes of the environmental justice analysis, SJCOG defines persons as low-income if
they are living at or below 100% of the federal poverty level as defined by the Census Bureau.
The Census Bureau computes poverty status for individuals based on a combination of an
individual’s household composition, size and income. The official poverty guidelines do not vary
geographically, but they are issued annually by the Department of Health and Human Services.
7

In 2015, the federal guidelines defined the poverty level for individuals living alone at $11,770,
and for a family of four at $24,250. 6 This provides a reasonable benchmark to understand
trends over time relative to the share of population that may be considered low-income.
Additionally, the poverty guidelines are used for numerous federal, state and local programs to
determine eligibility for assistance and services.
Table Q2-2. Poverty Status in San Joaquin County
Estimate
Below Poverty
Above Poverty
San Joaquin County Total Population

% of total
population

129,390
565,216
694,606

18.6%
81.4%
100.0%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2011-2015 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates

Environmental Justice Areas
Due to high interest from stakeholder groups, some analysis was performed on the state
designated SB 535 disadvantaged communities as determined by CalEnviroScreen (CES).
According to CES, disadvantaged communities are census tracts that rank in the top 25th
percentile in the state for pollution burden, along with several other social and environmental
factors.7 Using these criteria, SJCOG identified 117 census blocks the equity analysis (Table Q23). While these census blocks have a significant concentration of disadvantage, in a regional
context SB 535 census blocks make up a large portion of San Joaquin County that accounts for
51.5% percent of the total regional population. Some of these communities experience greater
disadvantage than others, and thus may have greater needs. For a regional analysis, SJCOG
received additional guidance from the RTP/SCS Implementation & Working Group to define a
more meaningful subset for closer study. Accordingly, SJCOG identified environmental justice
areas as census blocks that have a concentration of minority and/or low-income residents
(Table Q2-4).

6

Federal Register, Notice of Annual Update of the HHS Poverty Guildelines. See:
https://www.federalregister.gov/documents/2015/01/22/2015-01120/annual-update-of-the-hhs-povertyguidelines
7
California EPA CalEnviroScreen, SB 535 Disadvantaged Communities. See:
https://oehha.ca.gov/calenviroscreen/sb535
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Table Q2-3. Population, SB 535 Disadvantaged Communities
San Joaquin
County Total

SB 535
Percent of
Disadvantaged
Total
Communities

Census Blocks

139

117

84.2%

Population

708,554

364,905

51.5%

Source: American Community Survey, Census Bureau, 2015; California Environmental Protection Agency, 2017

Table Q2-4. 2018 RTP/SCS Environmental Justice Area Thresholds
Share of Regional
Population 2011

Share of Regional
Population 2015

Concentration
Threshold*

Minority

63%

65%

75%

Low-Income

14%

19%

30%

Sources: U.S. Census Bureau, 2007-2011 5-year ACS Estimates and 2011-2015 5-Year ACS Estimates
*Concentration thresholds were set higher than regional share.

Using the concentration thresholds, SJCOG designated 54 census blocks as environmental
justice (EJ) areas for the analysis. These census blocks represent areas in San Joaquin County
that meet or exceed either one, or both concentration thresholds for minority and low-income
residents. Applying the criteria captures 30.8% of the county’s population, helping to focus the
environmental justice analysis on communities where the need for investment may be greater,
and where transportation investments may have a greater impact (Table Q2-5).
Table Q2-5. Population, Environmental Justice Areas
San Joaquin
County Total

Environmental
Justice Areas

Percent of
Total

Census Blocks

139

54

38.8%

Population

708,554

218,443

30.8%

Source: American Community Survey, Census Bureau, 2015

9

Figure Q2-1. Environmental Justice Areas for San Joaquin County
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Regional Trends Analysis
Included in this report is a summary of key demographic trends regarding minority and lowincome populations of San Joaquin County to provide further context for understanding social
equity in San Joaquin County.
Additional population characteristics were examined due to increased likelihood of
experiencing disadvantages in transportation. These characteristics include senior populations;
people with limited English proficiency; zero-vehicle households; and single-parent households.
While no further analysis is conducted on these populations in the report, this information may
be used by SJCOG for future consideration, additional studies, and/or to help focus civic
engagement and funding opportunities for disadvantaged communities.
Land Use Performance Measures
The analysis is conducted for the Draft Plan and compared to a “No Build Alternative” using
performance measures identified later in this section. The relative impacts are measured over a
defined time period – in the case of the Draft Plan, the time period is 2015 to 2042, where 2015
is considered the baseline year and 2042 the plan horizon year. The No Build Alternative, also
analyzed over this time period, refers to a scenario where the Draft Plan is not adopted. This
comparison between the Draft Plan and a No Build Alternative is intended to capture the
specific impacts of adopting the Draft Plan versus no action, as required by state and federal
environmental protection laws. To conduct the analysis of benefits and burdens on EJ areas
defined previously, SJCOG identified three land use performance measures, which are a subset
of performance measures for the entire plan. The land use performance measures examined in
this report include the following:
•
•
•

Housing and jobs near high quality transit;
Housing mix (multi-family and single-family); and
Percent of all households within 500 feet of freeway.

SJCOG conducted an analysis using these performance measures at two stages. First, the
analysis was conducted during scenario evaluation and then again, with a draft preferred
scenario. The underlying methodology for assessing the land use impacts of the 2018 Plan on
disadvantaged communities is detailed below:
1. Designate each of the region’s 139 census blocks as either EJ or non-EJ. Based on the EJ
definition, this report identifies 54 blocks that are EJ. The remaining 85 census blocks
are designated as non-EJ, and represent the balance of the region.
2. Using SJCOG’s Envision Tomorrow land use model, calculate the performance measures
for both EJ areas and non-EJ areas for each alternative.
11

3. Evaluate the Draft Plan results relative to the No Build Alternative to assess whether:
o The alternative has a beneficial effect on EJ areas; and
o This benefit is similar or greater than the benefit to non-EJ areas.
Roadway Expenditure Benefits Analysis
Using the SJCOG travel demand model, a select link analysis was performed on regionally
significant roadways identified for capacity improvement expenditures in the Draft Plan. The
analysis yields the percentage of vehicle demand whose origin is an EJ area versus non-EJ area,
using the Traffic Analysis Zone (TAZ) as the unit of spatial analysis.
Transit Access to Low Income Jobs
As an additional measure of transit access, an analysis was conducted to determine access to
employment for environmental justice communities. In contrast to the land use performance
measure discussed previously, this analysis looks primarily at access to the low-income labor
market segment defined in Longitudinal Employer-Household Dynamics (LEHD) data for San
Joaquin County. Accordingly, LEHD defines low-income jobs as the labor market segment
earning $1,250 per month or less. The analysis compares existing and future high-quality transit
access to low income jobs by EJ areas compared to the county as a whole.
Health Equity Analysis
For the 2018 RTP/SCS cycle, SJCOG piloted the use of National Public Health Assessment Model
(NPHAM) with draft Scenarios 1, 2a, and 3. This pilot included (1) an analysis of predicted
regional behavior and health metrics and (2) a spatially-based equity analysis. A summary of the
health equity analysis is partially discussed in this report, however the full health indicators
report can be found in Appendix N.
For a spatially-based equity analysis, NPHAM was applied to predict health-related behaviors
for the sub-geographies including SB 535 Disadvantaged Communities, as well as minority and
low-income communities consistent with previously identified EJ areas. The health-related
behaviors and outcomes examined include weekly transport for walking minutes per person;
weekly leisure walking minutes per person, weekly total walking minutes per person, daily total
recreational physical activity minutes per person, average body mass index (BMI), and percent
of population with poor general health.
The health-related behaviors and outcomes were analyzed for the draft Scenario 2a through
the year 2035 and compared to 2015 baseline conditions. Results were then used to calculate a
percent change between 2035 and 2015 conditions to determine the impact of transportation
investments on health equity in San Joaquin County.
12

Transportation Investment Analysis
SJCOG carried out an off-model analysis of the Draft Plan’s overall transportation investment
strategy. This analysis illustrates the distribution of the investments relative to different
population subgroups and communities in the region. The analysis serves two primary
functions, including:
•

•

Complying with Title VI regulations (per FTA Circular 4702.1B, issued in October 2012)
by conducting an assessment with “charts that analyze the impacts of the distribution of
State and Federal funds in the aggregate for public transportation purposes…” and “an
analysis of impacts… that identifies any disparate impacts on the basis of race, color, or
national origin…”; and
Complying with Executive Order 12898, Federal Actions to Address Environmental
Justice in Minority Populations and Low-Income Populations, which directs each federal
agency to “make achieving environmental justice part of its mission by identifying and
addressing, as appropriate, disproportionately high and adverse human health or
environmental effects of its programs, policies, and activities on minority populations
and low-income populations…”

To carry out these functions, the transportation financial analysis relies on two different
methodologies described in this section to determine whether the Draft Plan’s investments are
shared equitably among low-income and minority populations, and to determine whether there
is any disparate impact at the regional level on the basis of race, color or national origin. No
specific federal standard currently exists for conducting an environmental justice assessment.
Similarly, FTA’s Title VI guidance for MPOs does not provide any specific benchmarks for the
analyses. Therefore, for this analysis, SJCOG is building on its prior work undertaken in the 2014
transportation financial analysis. 8
Population-Based Analysis
The population-based investment analysis compares the estimated share of investments that
benefit low-income and minority populations in comparison to the share of their respective use
of the transportation system and to their respective share of the region’s population.
As an example, if a higher share of low-income populations relies on the transit system for their
commute needs, and if the Draft Plan invests a higher share of revenues in the transit system,
then the low-income population will accrue a bigger share of the benefits. This scenario would
therefore be considered equitable to low-income populations. The analysis relies on means of

8

2014 RTP/SCS Environmental Justice Report. See: http://www.sjcog.org/DocumentCenter/View/505
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transportation to work data provided by the most recent Census Transportation Planning
Package (CTTP).
The steps involved in conducting the population-based analysis include:
1. Using Census data, determine the share of low-income population in the region.
2. Using CTTP data, calculate the share of means of transportation to work by mode for
low-income and all other workers.
3. Using the Draft Plan transportation investment strategy, total the investments by modal
category.
4. For roadway investments, assign a share of the investment to the low-income
population based on their share of work trips by driving alone or carpooling. Repeat for
all other workers.
5. For transit investments, assign a share of the investment to the low-income population
based on their share of work trips by transit. Repeat all other workers.
6. For bicycle and pedestrian investments, assign a share of the investment to the lowincome population based on their share of work trips by walking or biking. Repeat for all
other workers.
7. Sum all the investments by income status.
8. Compare the share of population and trips by mode to the share of assigned
investments to assess the level of benefit accrued to low-income populations compared
to the remainder of the region.
9. Repeat Steps 1-8 to determine the sum of all investments by minority status.
While this approach takes advantage of the available data on work trips for low-income and
minority populations provided by CTTP, it is still a rough analysis with the following limitations:
•
•
•

•

Because the data set only captures work trips, it underestimates the share of
transportation system usage on all modal categories.
The analysis does not account for benefits and burdens at the project level.
The analysis assumes that the share of work trips by mode by a particular population
group remains the same in future years, regardless of investments that improve
efficiency, safety, capacity or access.
The analysis does not adjust for the relative size of populations in future years.

Public Transit Funding Financial Analysis - Please see Title VI Analysis for further details on
methodology.
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Title VI Analysis
As described in Appendix Q1, the Federal Transit Administration (FTA) provides guidance
specifying how metropolitan planning organizations like SJCOG must demonstrate compliance
with Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 and DoTs Title VI regulations in the metropolitan
planning process. This section describes the methodology for conducting the analysis that
demonstrates compliance with these requirements, including the methodology for conducting
a disparate impact analysis.
Table Q2-6. FTA Requirements for Title VI Analysis
Requirement

Related Draft Plan Analysis

See page

“All general requirements set out in
[the general requirements section] of
this Circular…”

Link to SJCOG Public Information
web page on Title VI

“A demographic profile of the
metropolitan area…”

Regional trends analysis

“Demographic maps that overlay the
percent minority and non-minority
populations as identified by Census or
ACS data…”

Demographic maps that overlay the
location of minority and nonminority populations throughout the
region.

“…[C]harts that analyze the impacts of
the distribution of State and Federal
funds in the aggregate for public
transportation purposes…”

Population-based analysis of public
transit investments using state and
federal sources.

Appendix
Q5

“An analysis of impacts identified [in
row above] that identifies any disparate
impacts on the basis of race, color, or
national origin…” 9

Disparate impact analysis comparing
Draft Plan investments for minority
and non-minority populations.

Appendix
Q5

3

19

21

SJCOG has the data to distinguish between public transportation investments that receive state
and federal funds for the population-based analysis. The state and federal fund sources
included in the Title VI analysis are:
9

Federal Transit Administration Circular 4702.1B, Title VI Requirements and Guidelines for Federal Transit
Administration Recipients. See: https://www.transit.dot.gov/sites/fta.dot.gov/files/docs/FTA_Title_VI_FINAL.pdf
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•
•
•
•

Federal – Congestion Mitigation Air Quality (CMAQ);
Federal – Federal Transit Administration;
State – Senate Bill 132; and
State – State Transit Assistance.

To conduct the disparate impact analysis, the results of the population-based analysis of public
transit investments using state and federal funds are assigned to minority and non-minority
populations on a per capita basis. A comparison of the per capita investments for the two
groups determines whether there is any disparate impact.
Although FTA does not provide specific guidance or standard benchmarks to determine
whether any given result represents a disparate impact, a general practice in such analysis is to
use the percentage result to determine whether any differences between benefits for minority
or non-minority populations may be considered statistically significant. If a disparate impact is
found to be statistically significant, consideration must then be given to “whether there is a
substantial legitimate justification for the policy that resulted in the disparate impacts, and if
there are alternatives that could be employed that would have a less discriminatory impact.”
Environmental Justice Analysis
Under Executive Order 12898 and the associated DOT Order on Environmental Justice, SJCOG
must assist DOT, FTA, and the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) in their mission “to
avoid, minimize, or mitigate disproportionately high and adverse human health and
environmental effects, including social and economic effects,” on environmental justice (EJ)
populations. For the EJ analysis, adverse effects are estimated using the 3 land use performance
measures, as well as the select link analysis, to determine whether minority communities or
low-income communities, or EJ areas, share in the benefits of the Draft Plan’s investments
without bearing a disproportionate share of the burdens.
To make this determination, this report uses DOT’s definition of a “disproportionately high and
adverse effect,” which relies on meeting the following conditions:
•
•

An adverse impact is predominately borne by minority and/or low-income populations,
and
An adverse impact on minority and/or low-income populations is significantly more
severe or greater in magnitude than the adverse effect on non-minority and/or nonlow-income populations.

To test the first condition, the analysis compares the effect of the No Build Alternative and the
2018 Plan on EJ areas. This analysis shows whether the measure is moving in the right direction
for EJ populations. To test the second condition, the analysis compares the effect of the 2018
16

Plan on EJ populations and non-EJ populations. An EJ population is determined to experience
“disproportionately high adverse effect” when this condition is met AND the EJ population is
more impacted by the 2018 Plan compared to the No Build Alternative.
Table Q2-7. FTA Requirements for Environmental Justice Analysis
Requirement

Related 2018 Plan Analysis

See page

“…[Determine] whether minority
populations and/or low-income
populations will experience potential
environmental or health impacts from a
proposed program, project or
activity…”

Quantitative analysis of potential
benefits and burdens of proposed
land use and transportation policies
and projects on EJ areas based on 3
land use performance measures and
a select link analysis on regionally
significant roadways
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“…[Determine]… whether the activity
will result in a ‘disproportionately high
and adverse effect on human health or
the environment” 10

Disparate impact analysis comparing
the impacts of the Draft 2018 Plan
on EJ areas compared to non-EJ
areas

Appendix
Q6

Data Sources
Except where noted, this report primarily uses the Census Bureau’s 2011-2015 American
Community Survey data and 2010 Decennial Census geographies for analysis. This is the most
recent data that is also compatible with SJCOG’s existing unit for conducting spatial analysis in
the travel model – the traffic analysis zone (TAZ). This cross-walk allows demographic
characteristics from the Census to be linked to travel characteristics from travel model outputs.
This is useful for comparing benefits and burdens of transportation investments in EJ Areas.
This section includes a description of data sources used in this report.
Decennial Census and American Community Survey
The Decennial Census is conducted every 10 years by the U.S. Census Bureau to determine the
number of people living in the United States. Data collected includes basic demographic and
10

Federal Transit Administration Circular C 4703.1, Environmental Justice Policy Guidance for Federal Transit
Administration Recipients. See: https://www.transit.dot.gov/sites/fta.dot.gov/files/docs/FTA_EJ_Circular_7.1412_FINAL.pdf
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household characteristics, which are used to plan and determine funding for a wide array of
federal, state, local, and tribal programs. The American Community Survey disseminates more
current and detailed demographic and household characteristics, based on continuous data
collection.
National Public Health Assessment Model
The National Public Health Assessment Model (NPHAM) is a public health impact analysis tool
to assist with analyzing the predicted public health outcomes resulting from a change in built
environment conditions, as defined by SJCOG in the Envision Tomorrow software. NPHAM
establishes baseline conditions by using the National Environmental Database (NED), which
provides spatially resolute objectively measured built, natural and social environment
conditions from data from various sources including the US Environmental Protection Agency,
U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development and the National Land Cover Database.
SJCOG Forecasts
As the metropolitan planning organization, San Joaquin Council of Governments (SJCOG) is
responsible for maintaining the regional population, household, and employment forecasts for
the region. The forecasts are developed through a partnership with the Center for Business and
Policy Research at the University of the Pacific Eberhardt School of Business. The estimates are
important because they are used throughout the plan development process, providing the
inputs for land use and transportation modeling applications.
SJCOG Travel Demand Model
The model is a transportation planning application used by SJCOG to analyze how the package
of transportation investments included in the Draft Plan will affect a range of indicators related
to travel within the San Joaquin region’s transportation network.
Envision Tomorrow Land Use Model
Envision Tomorrow (ET) is a scenario planning application used by SJCOG to analyze how
current growth patterns and future decisions impacting growth will affect a range of indicators
relating to land use, housing, demographics, economic growth, fiscal impacts, transportation,
environmental factors, and quality of life.
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Q3. Regional Trends
A discussion of regional trends is important to the understanding of social equity. This section
summarizes recent trends in population subgroups. The demographic trends analysis for lowincome and minority populations satisfies the requirements for Environmental Justice and Title
VI analysis.

Minority Population
San Joaquin County is rich in racial and ethnic diversity. As of the 2000 Census, San Joaquin
County became a “majority-minority” region, meaning that its white non-Hispanic/Latino
population no longer represented a “majority” of the population. Since 2000, the region has
become increasingly diverse (Figure Q3-1). Accordingly, the region’s minority population
increased by 21.5% since 2000 to 65%, while the white non-Hispanic/Latino population
decreased by 7.6% to 35%. Like the rest of California and the United States, San Joaquin County
is expected to become even more diverse over time. According to population forecasts, the
region’s minority population is expected to reach approximately 70% by 2040.
Table Q3-1. Change in Population by Minority Status in San Joaquin County, 2000 – 2015
2000

2010

2015

Change 2000 – 2015 (%)

Minority

383,164

422,532

465,468

+21.5%

White, Non-Hispanic

263,095

251,081

243,086

-7.6%

San Joaquin County

646,259

673,613

708,554

+9.6%

Source: US Census ACS Data and Dicennial Census Tables B03002; P004
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Figure Q3-1. San Joaquin County Minority Population, 2000 – 2015
Source: US Census ACS Data and Dicennial Census tables B03002; P004
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Table Q3-2. Minority Population Trends by Jurisdiction, 2000 – 2015
2000

2010

2015

Change 2000 – 2015 (%)

Escalon

1,398

2,101

2,039

+45.9%

Lathrop

6,456

12,919

15,254

+136.3%

Lodi

20,799

26,494

30,380

+46.1%

Manteca

17,702

33,104

40,903

+131.1%

Ripon

2,302

4,485

4,096

+77.9%

Stockton

165,232

217,650

234,905

+42.2%

Tracy

26,206

51,401

55,716

+112.6%

San Joaquin County

383,164

422,532

465,468

+21.5%

Source: US Census ACS Data and Dicennial Census Tables B03002; P004

At a local level, between 2000 and 2015, the minority population increased in every community
in the region (Table Q3-2). During this time period, the south county communities of Lathrop,
Manteca, and Tracy experienced the most significant increases in minority populations. While
Stockton may have observed the slowest rate of growth in minority population between 2000
and 2015, at least 50% of the region’s minority population resides within the city as of 2015.
20

Figure Q3-2. Census Blocks Meeting 75% Minority Threshold
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Low-Income Population
Using the federal definition of poverty, nearly 19% of San Joaquin County lives below the
poverty threshold. Since 2000, the absolute number of individuals living in poverty in San
Joaquin County has increased by 33.2%. In contrast, the number of individuals living above the
poverty threshold has increased at a significantly lower rate of 25.5%.
Table Q3-3. Change in Population by Poverty Status in San Joaquin County, 2000 - 2015
2000

2010

2015

Change 2000 – 2015 (%)

Below Poverty

97,105

105,502

129,390

+33.2%

Above Poverty

450,193

552,092

565,216

+25.5%

San Joaquin County*

547,298

657,594

694,606

n/a

Source: US Census ACS Data and Decennial Census Tables C17002, P088
*Total population for whom poverty status is determined

Because there is no way to predict the share or location of the low-income population into the
future, for the purposes of analyzing future costs and benefits of the Draft Plan, the various
spatial analyses included in the report will hold poverty areas constant. Figure Q3-3 displays
census blocks meeting the 30% poverty threshold established in Appendix Q2. This spatial
limitation also applies to the minority population displayed in Figure Q3-2.
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Figure Q3-3. Census Blocks Meeting 30% Poverty Threshold
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Environmental Justice Areas
SJCOG identifies Environmental Justice (EJ) areas based on the relative concentration of
disadvantage at a census block level defined in Appendix Q2 (see Figure Q2-1). The
demographic makeup of EJ areas is therefore distinct from the rest of the region (Table Q3-4).
Overall, San Joaquin County has a minority population of 65.7% and at least 18.6% of residents
live below poverty. In EJ areas, there is a super majority of residents that identify as minority.
Here, at least 81.5% are minority compared to outside of EJ areas where at least 56.6% are
minority. In EJ areas, there is also a slightly higher rate of residents living in poverty compared
to the rest of the region (18.5% versus 18.1%). Because of higher shares of low-income and
minority populations, EJ areas represent the communities with some of the greatest needs in
San Joaquin County.
Table Q3-4: Environmental Justice Areas and Balance of Region, 2015
Environmental Justice Areas
Share within EJ
% of EJ
Areas
Areas

Balance of Region (BoR)
Share outside of
% of
EJ Areas
BoR

Region

Minority

211,454

45.4%

81.5%

254,014 54.6%

56.6%

465,468 65.7%

LowIncome

48,141

37.2%

18.5%

81,249

18.1%

129,390 18.6%*

Total
Population

259,595

36.6%

100.0% 448,959

62.8%

63.4%

100.0% 708,554 100.0%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2011-2015 American Community Survey 5-Year estimates
*Share calculated using the percent total for whom poverty status was determined in 2015, which was 694,606 people.

Transportation-Disadvantaged Populations
Additional population characteristics were examined due to increased likelihood of
experiencing disadvantages in transportation. These characteristics include senior populations;
people with limited English proficiency; zero-vehicle households; and single-parent households.
The following section presents a series of maps identifying areas in the region where the
prevalence of transportation-disadvantaged communities is higher than the regional average.
While no further analysis is conducted on these populations in the report, this information may
be used by SJCOG for future consideration, additional studies, and/or to help focus funding
opportunities for disadvantaged communities within existing and future plans and programs.
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Figure Q3-4. Senior Population 65+, San Joaquin County
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Figure Q3-5. Single-Parent Households
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Figure Q3-6. Zero-Vehicle Households
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Figure Q3-7. People with Limited English Proficiency
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Figure Q3-8. Combined Transportation-Disadvantaged Communities in San Joaquin County
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Q4. Analysis Results
This section summarizes the analysis results for the Draft Plan, incorporating relevant findings
from related Title VI and environmental justice analyses, which are summarized in Appendix Q5
and Q6. Additional details about the methodology and data sources used in the following
analyses may be found in Appendix Q2.
The analyses presented in this section includes the following:
•

•
•
•

•

Quantitative analysis of potential benefits and burdens of proposed land use and
transportation policies and projects on disadvantaged communities compared to the
balance of the region based on 3 performance measures, using outputs from the SJCOG
Envision Tomorrow land use model;
Quantitative analysis of the relative benefit received from roadway expenditures by
disadvantaged communities using the SJCOG Travel Demand Model;
Spatial analysis of transit access to low-income jobs by disadvantaged communities;
Quantitative analysis to estimate health outcomes resulting from proposed changes to
the built environment in disadvantaged communities compared to the balance of the
region, applying the National Public Health Assessment Model (NPHAM); and
Quantitative analysis of the share of potential benefits of proposed transportation
investments that accrue to low-income and minority populations compared to non-lowincome and non-minority populations, using available census data.

Analysis of Land Use Performance Measures
To conduct the analysis of benefits and burdens on disadvantaged communities, SJCOG
identified three land use performance measures, which are a subset of performance measures
for the Draft Plan. The performance measures examined in this section include indicators that
impact transit accessibility, air pollution exposure, and housing choice. Using SJCOG’s Envision
Tomorrow land use model, the performance measures are projected from the base year of
2015 to 2035 and controlled to 2042 numbers to compare the impact of a No Build alternative
and the Draft Plan.
Table Q4-1 summarizes the modeled results for each of the land use performance measures,
which was applied to EJ and non-EJ areas of San Joaquin County.
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Table Q4-1. Summary of Results for Land Use Performance Measures
Performance
Measure

SubGeography

Base Year1

No Build2*

Draft Plan2*

Percent (and
number) of total
households /
employment
located within ½
mile of high
quality transit
stops and centers

EJ Areas

50% / 62%

51% /49%

50% / 64%

(36,642 / 52,423)

(50,042 / 62,266)

(56,199 / 77,568)

10% / 18%

11% / 24%

12% / 24%

(24,741 / 43,025)

(25,617 / 45,512)

(26,826 / 47,394)

Percent (and
number) of
households within
500 feet of
freeway

EJ Areas

32%

31%

32%

(3,208)

(3,921)

(4,408)

68%

69%

68%

(6,673)

(8,563)

(9,433)

73% / 27%

71% / 29%

74% / 26%**

(189,107 /
69,944)

(246,086 /
100,514)

(176,583 / 62,043)

76% / 24%

73% / 27%

(796,879 /
61,172)

(253,018 /
93,582)

Percent (and
number) of total
Housing Mix by
Single Family /
Multifamily

Non-EJ
Areas

Non-EJ
Areas
EJ Areas

Non-EJ
Areas

1 Base

Year County total was 223,027 households and 234,969 jobs.
2042 County totals would be 330,095 households and 319,946 jobs.
*Results projected to year 2035 and controlled to 2042 numbers.
**Breakdown by sub-geography not available from land use model, therefore an average for the county is presented for base
year.

2
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Transit Accessibility
High quality public transit is an important indicator for environmental justice communities,
where car ownership rates are statistically lower and thus dependency on other modes of
transportation are higher than the general population. Adding housing and jobs that are near
high quality transit helps to improve the ability to get around without a car.
An analysis of the percent of new households and employment located within ½ mile of a highquality transit stop and center provides an indication of the impact of Draft Plan investments on
the conditions within EJ and non-EJ areas. Compared to a No Build alternative, the Draft Plan
represents the greatest long term positive impact for EJ communities in terms of housing and
jobs located near high quality transit stops and centers. Between the two sub-geographies, the
Draft Plan would see a greater percent of total households (50%) and employment (64%)
located near high quality transit in EJ areas compared to non-EJ areas (Table Q4-1). This would
indicate an overall positive impact in EJ areas, with the benefit to EJ areas exceeding non-EJ
areas.
Exposure to Air Pollution
Numerous studies point to the health risks associated with high exposure to air pollution
including higher rates of asthma, heart attack, stroke, and lung cancer. Given that living near a
major transportation facility can increase population exposure to emissions and particulate
matter from vehicles, an equity analysis was performed to compare the number and
percentage of countywide households relative to EJ households located within 500 feet of a
major transportation facility. In this analysis, a major transportation facility is defined as any
roadway within the County that carries more than 500,000 daily vehicle trips. The facilities as
major transportation facilities include: Interstate 5, Interstate 580, Interstate 205, State Route
99, the Crosstown Freeway (State Route 4), and State Route 120.Figure Q3-3 includes the
location of these major transportation facilities.
Table Q4-2 provides detailed analysis of EJ versus total countywide households located within
500 feet of the identified facilities. EJ households make up all of the households near the
Crosstown Freeway (State Route 4), approximately 34.1% of the households near Interstate 5,
and approximately 31.0% of households near State Route 99. EJ households make up 0% of
households near State Route 120, Interstate 580, and State Route 99 as these facilities are in
outlying parts of the County.
Table Q4-1 shows the results of the analysis when conducted to compare EJ versus non-EJ
households. In base year conditions, EJ households make up approximately 32% of households
located within 500 feet of a major transportation facility. Compared to a No Build alternative,
the Draft Plan may not represent the greatest long term positive impact for EJ areas in terms of
exposure risks. However, because there is no relative change in exposure between baseline
conditions (32%) and Draft Plan conditions (32%), the results would indicate that there is no
disproportionate impact to EJ areas.
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Table Q4-2. Households within 500 feet of a Major Transportation Facility for San Joaquin County and Environmental Justice Areas
Total
Households
San Joaquin County

330,095

I-5

SR-4
(Crosstown Fwy)

SR-99

I-580

Any Freeway

%

500'

%

500'

%

500'

%

500'

%

500'

%

500'

%

5,464

1.7%

3,508

1.1%

1,457

0.4%

1,054

0.3%

818

0.2%

1,541

0.5%

13,841

4.2%

0

0.0%

237

1.4%

507

1.6%

2,141

5.9%

220

2.8%

7,730

5.6%

3,157

Lathrop

16,359

Lodi

32,194

507

Manteca

35,990

1,101

3.1%

Ripon

7,985

220

2.8%

1,173

0.8%

236

1.4%

1

Stockton

138,182

Tracy

38,622

Unincorporated
San Joaquin County
Environmental
Justice Areas

96,228

125

0.1%

506

0.5%

111,578

1,863

1.7%

1,088

1.0%

5,101

3.7%

1,040
1,457

0.0%
2.9%

1.1%
797

2.1%

1,515

3.9%

2,311

6.0%

13

0.0%

21

0.0%

26

0.0%

691

0.7%

0

0.0%

0

0.0%

0

0.0%

4,408

4.0%

0

0.0%

223

3.1%

23

0.6%

306

0

0.0%

0

0

0.0%

4,042

4.7%

80

3.1%

121

1.1%

Escalon

0

Lathrop

7,292

Lodi

3,542

Ripon

I-205

500'

Escalon

Manteca

SR-120

222

86,722

Tracy

2,567

Unincorporated
EJ Households as a
Percent of Total

11,150

9

33.8%

34.1%

1,633

1.3%

3.0%

1
23

Stockton

1,457

1.9%

953

0.0%

0.6%

1.1%

1,457

1.7%
80

0.1%

112
31.0%

3.1%

1.0%
100%

0%

0%

0%

31.8%

Source: SJCOG Envision Tomorrow Land Use Model, Scenario 2A
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Housing Choice
Housing mix by type is an important performance measure in EJ communities, where housing
affordability weighs heavily on a household’s ability to pay for other necessities, such as health
care, food, clothing, and transportation. A more diverse housing mix, which includes
multifamily housing, as well as single-family housing, can help to assure that individuals and
families at all income levels have a safe place to stay. An equity analysis of the housing mix was
conducted to understand the Draft Plan’s impact on housing choice throughout San Joaquin
County.
Table Q4-1 shows the results of the analysis conducted on the mix of single-family and
multifamily housing types available in the base year and 2042 for both No Build and Draft Plan
alternatives. Compared to a No Build alternative, the Draft Plan represents the greatest long
term positive impact for EJ areas in terms of housing choice. Between the two sub-geographies,
the Draft Plan would see a greater percent of multifamily housing types (29%) in EJ areas
compared to non-EJ areas (27%). These results would indicate an overall positive impact in EJ
areas, with the benefit to EJ areas exceeding non-EJ areas.
Roadway Expenditure Benefits
To gauge to the extent EJ communities proportionately benefit from roadway expenditures
compared to the general population, an equity analysis of the relative benefit received from
roadway improvement expenditures was performed. Using the SJCOG travel demand model, a
select link analysis was performed on regionally significant roadways identified for capacity
improvements in the Draft Plan. The analysis yields the percentage of vehicle demand whose
origin is an EJ community (i.e., TAZ) versus non-EJ community (TAZ).
To determine the environmental justice area’s share of the use of the improved facilities, a
representative list of improved regionally significant roadway facilities was first identified.
These facilities are corridor-type facilities with regional significance (e.g., they are expected to
carry over 20,000ADT by 2035 according to the travel demand model) that are also
programmed for improvements by 2035 according to the RTP project list. These roadways
include:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

11th Street
Airport Way
Arch/Sperry Road
Byron Road
Corral Hollow
Eight Mile Road
Grant Line Road
Hammer Lane

•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Lathrop Road
Lower Sacramento Road
Mountain House/International
Parkway
Thornton Road
I-205
SR 120
SR 99
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In the travel demand model, the links within the project-limits of these roadway segments were
specified by their A nodes and B nodes. Upon running the model with this set of selected links,
a select link network file was generated in the model output. From this file, trips generated by
EJ areas that also traverse these selected links were traced and the percentage share of these
EJ trips in relationship to the total forecasted traffic that uses these facilities was calculated.
Results indicate that approximately 31.5% of daily vehicle trips utilizing these improved
roadways originate from EJ communities. This indicates that a significant proportion of EJ
communities will benefit from future roadway investments resulting from the Draft Plan. While
this share is slightly less than the countywide percentage of total EJ households (33.8%) the
difference is relatively small.
The difficulty in definitively concluding disproportionate benefit in the analysis for roadway
improvements in the RTP/SCS is a result of the difficult in assessing proximity benefits from
operation and maintenance improvements for EJ communities versus the general population as
well as the limitation that available data covers only modal difference for work trips. Absent a
definitive locational analysis, one might argue that projects in the maintenance category would
exhibit an inverse relationship to the regional roadway expansion projects as roads are not
slated to be otherwise improved would make up the bulk of the maintenance expenditures. Of
additional import to the equity discussion is that while workers in low-income households make
up approximately 23% of total work trips by automobile, nearly 90% of low-income households
either drove alone or carpooled for their primary means of getting to work. In addition,
investments in roadway improvements also benefit transit riders in the County given that
transit within San Joaquin County is primarily bus transit.
High Quality Transit Access to Low-Income Employment
As an additional measure of transit accessibility for environmental justice areas, a spatial
analysis was conducted by overlaying Longitudinal Employer-Household Dynamics (LEHD) data
for San Joaquin County on a half-mile walk shed from high quality transit (HQT). High quality
transit includes any bus transit line that operates with 15-minute frequency during peak
commute time, as well as any rail transit stations. LEHD data provides information to analyze
the location of jobs by income, identifying total employment in three income categories: Low,
Medium, and High. For this analysis, low-income jobs were targeted, which LEHD defines as
jobs with earnings that total $1,250 per month or less. A spatial analysis was performed to
locate LEHD census block data into TAZs. The comparison, between LEHD low-income jobs and
the total jobs within a TAZ, was applied to the projected 2042 employment.
As can be seen in Table Q4-3, the highest number of accessible low-income jobs within the
region in 2042 will be located primarily within the urban core of San Joaquin County, within the
City of Stockton (31,218). Approximately 70% of those jobs are located within EJ areas. Some
moderate concentrations of low-income employment will also occur in the more outlying areas
of the region (Figure Q4-1). For instance, outside of Stockton the next highest number of low35

income jobs near high quality transit is projected in the City of Lodi (4,835), where
approximately 38% of these jobs will be in EJ areas.
The results of the analysis show that of the total low-income jobs in San Joaquin County, at
least 51% of them in 2042 will be located near high quality transit. Additionally, of the lowincome jobs near high quality transit, approximately 59% will be located within the region’s EJ
areas. Except for rail stations scattered throughout San Joaquin County, existing and future
high-quality transit lines are found primarily serving the urban core. Because it is challenging to
predict the location of low-income jobs in the future, this layer was held constant for the
analysis. The existing and future high-quality transit lines and stations were then overlaid on
the map, inferring improved access to low-income jobs resulting from planned investments in
the Draft Plan. While high quality transit may be improving access to jobs within the urban core,
access to jobs outside of the urban core will be limited to train station areas and non-highquality transit service in outlying areas of the County in the future.

Table Q4-3. High Quality Transit (HQT) Access to Low Income (LI) Jobs for San Joaquin County
and Environmental Justice Areas
% of LI
Jobs
near
HQT in
EJ
Areas

1/2 Mile of HQT LI Jobs in EJ Areas

San Joaquin
County

Existing
(2015) TOT

Growth
2015-2042

17,418

8,220

Escalon

-

Lathrop

9

Lodi
Manteca
Ripon

Total
LI Jobs
near
HQT in
County

% of
Total
LI Jobs
near
HQT

Total
LI Jobs
in
County

% of LI
jobs
County
Total

Total
Jobs
in
County

27%

319,946

Future (2042) TOT
25,638

59%

43,747

51%

85,561

-

-

0%

-

0%

1,033

42%

2,445

358

367

27%

1,363

49%

2,777

24%

11,357

1,866

1,866

38%

4,853

65%

7,465

28%

26,978

221

416

637

24%

2,633

37%

7,194

32%

22,288

-

165

165

19%

891

62%

1,439

28%

5,197

-

Stockton

17,087

4,819

21,906

70%

31,218

70%

44,809

28%

162,808

Tracy

101

559

660

25%

2,609

37%

7,073

23%

30,277

Unincorporated

0

37

37

21%

180

1%

13,769

23%

58,596
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Figure Q4-1. High Quality Transit Access to Low-Income Jobs, Existing and Future
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Health Equity Analysis
An additional analysis was conducted to consider the health equity impacts of the land use and
transportation policies and projects included in the RTP. SJCOG piloted the use of public health
performance metrics during the 2018 RTP/SCS cycle and applied these to conduct a spatiallybased equity analysis. The results of this analysis are summarized in this section, however the
full health indicators report can be found in Appendix N.
The health equity analysis relies on the comparison of communities of concern that include the
defined EJ areas, as well as the SB535 Disadvantaged Communities identified by
CalEnviroScreen. For more detail, please see Appendix Q2. The analysis looks at the differential
effects from current conditions in 2015 to a future scenario based on Scenario 2a in 2035 for
the public health performance metrics found in Table Q4-4.
Table Q4-4. Difference in Weighted Means Between Scenario (2035) and Baseline (2015) for
Scenario 2a by Area of Concern*

*Detailed NPHAM methodology and results found in Appendix N.

Highlights of the health equity analysis changes attributed to Scenario 2a are as follows:
•

•

Walking for Transportation: All areas are gaining transportation walking minutes; areas
of concentrated minority and concentrated poverty gain more minutes than the balance
of the region. This is in addition to starting out in 2015 with higher levels of
transportation walking.
Walking for Leisure: Results are mixed for this indicator. Minorities are losing minutes
of leisure walking; areas of concentrated poverty are slightly gaining and
CalEnviroScreen are gaining enough to outperform non-CalEnviroScreen areas.
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•

•

•
•

Total Walking: This indicator is reflective of the sum of transportation and leisure
walking minutes. All areas gain more minutes. CalEnviroScreen and areas of
concentrated poverty both perform better than the balance of the region.
Recreational Physical Activity: This indicator is less sensitive to built environment
changes and the results are mixed. The CalEnviroScreen areas gain minutes and perform
better than the non-equity counterpart. Areas of concentrated minorities and poverty
both lose minutes even as their counterparts gain minutes.
Body Mass Index: All areas improve under this scenario with reduced BMI.
CalEnviroScreen areas improve more than the non-equity counterpart.
Percent Poor Health: All areas show additional population reporting poor health under
this scenario with areas of concern performing worse than their counterparts.

In general, it was found that CalEnviroScreen areas perform better than the balance of the
region for 4 out of 6 outcomes: leisure walking, total walking, recreational physical activity, and
body mass index. Because the concentrated minority and concentrated poverty areas do not
perform as well as the balance of the region, this suggests that areas that have slightly less
concentrated poverty or minorities (i.e. 20-30% of households in poverty or 50-75% of the
population non-white) are performing the best. This tentative finding would require additional
analysis to confirm.
Transportation Investment Analysis
This section summarizes the results from an analysis of Draft Plan investments for their relative
benefit on minority and low-income populations, compared to non-minority and non-lowincome populations. The methodology for conducting the transportation investment analysis is
described in more detail in Appendix Q2. The legal context for the analysis is provided in
Appendix Q1.
The transportation investment analysis includes the following components:
•

•

The transportation investment analysis is a population-based analysis, which quantifies
the benefits of the region’s transportation investments, and assigns these benefits to
low-income and minority populations based on their share of system usage. This share
of benefits is then compared to the overall share of minority and low-income
populations in the region.
A public transit investment analysis, which satisfies Title VI requirements.

Population-Based Analysis
This analysis illustrates the distribution of the investments relative to different population
subgroups in the region by comparing the estimated share of investments that benefit low39

income and minority populations to the share of their respective use of the transportation
system. This evaluation centers on populations of concern, low-income and minorities, to
estimate the average distribution of benefits across the region.
To conduct the analysis, the Draft Plan investments were divided into categories matching
available data on means of transportation to work. Draft Plan investments were divided into
five categories: Regional Roadways and Highways, Roadway Operations and Maintenance, Bus
Transit, Rail Transit, and Bicycle and Pedestrian. Overall, the Draft Plan investment strategy is a
balanced approach to support the development of a multi-modal transportation system. Table
Q4-5 displays the funding amounts made available by modal category in the Draft Plan.
Table Q4-5. Draft Plan Funding by Modal Category
Modal Category
Regional Roadways & Highways
Roadway Operations & Maintenance
Bus Transit
Rail Transit
Bicycle & Pedestrian
Total

Funding
(in millions)
$3,121
$4,448
$2,393
$1,219
$320
$11,502

Percent of
Total Funding
27.1%
38.7%
20.8%
10.6%
2.8%
100%

For the population-based analysis, as a first step, share of transportation system usage by
income and minority status was determined using the most recent data available from the
Census Transportation Planning Package. Alongside demographic information, the CTPP data
includes detailed estimates of means of transportation to work. Using this data, the share of
transportation system usage was determined by calculating the percent of work trips by means
of transportation by income and minority status and summarized in Table Q4-6.
For this analysis, low-income workers were defined using the Regional Housing Needs
Assessment (RHNA) income guidelines, which include extremely low, very low, and low-income
households. 11 Using this definition, households with income below $43,011 were designated as
low-income households for the transportation investment analysis. To match this income limit
with available data, workers from households with income below $45,000 were used for the
analysis.

11

SJCOG Regional Housing Needs Assessment. See: http://www.sjcog.org/113/Regional-Housing-Needs-Allocation
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Table Q4-6. Share of Transportation System Usage by Income and Minority Status
Means of Transportation to
Work

Income Status
Low-Income

All Other

22.7%
37.1%
13.0%
48.4%

77.3%
62.9%
87.8%
51.9%

Drove Alone or Carpool
Bus
Rail
Bicycle or Pedestrian

Minority Status
NonMinority
Minority
58.4%
41.6%
73.2%
26.8%
56.4%
43.9%
50.7%
49.3%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, American Community Survey 2006-2010. Special Tabulation: Census Transportation Planning
Package

To determine relative benefits by income status, transportation investments from the Draft
Plan were assigned to either low-income households or all other households. Following in Table
Q4-7, expenditure by modal category was determined by allocating expenditures by the
respective share of transportation system usage by low-income population. The share of
benefit for all other workers was then calculated by subtracting the calculated share for lowincome workers from all expenditures for each modal category of funding. Overall, project
investment totaled to $2.9 billion for low-income households, while investment totaled $8.6
billion for all other households. Compared to their share of total population in the region
(23.4%), low-income households receive 25.4% of total benefit from Draft Plan investments
based on their share of usage of the transportation system.
Table Q4-7. Funding Expenditure by Mode and Income Status
Modal Category

All Expenditures

Share of Total Population

Low-Income
Households

All Other
Households

23.4%

76.6%

Regional Roadways & Highways

$3, 121,215,385

Roadway Operations and Maintenance

$4,448,287,873 $1,008,672,487 $3,439,615,386

Bus Transit

$2,393,417,693

$888,613,073 $1,504,804,620

Rail Transit

$1,218,986,203

$159,062,834 $1,059,923,369

Bicycle and Pedestrian
Total

$319,855,156

$707,751,876 $2,413,463,509

$154,711,648

$165,143,508

$11,501,762,310 $2,918,811,918 $8,582,950,392
Share of Total Benefit

25.4%

74.6%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, American Community Survey 2006-2010. Special Tabulation: Census Transportation Planning
Package
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Table Q4-8 summarizes the calculated benefit by minority status. Overall, Draft Plan investment
benefit totaled $7 billion for minority populations, while for non-minority populations the
benefit totaled $4.5 billion. Compared to their share of total population in the region (58.0%),
minority populations receive 61.1% of total benefit of Draft Plan investments based on their
share of usage of the transportation system.
Table Q4-8. Funding Expenditure by Mode and Minority Status
Funding Type

All Expenditures

Share of Total Population

Minority

Non-Minority

58.0%

42.0%

Regional Roadways & Highways

$3, 121,215,385 $1,822,773,573 $1,298,441,812

Roadway Operations and Maintenance

$4,448,287,873 $2,597,777,013 $1,850,510,860

Bus Transit

$2,393,417,693 $1,752,526,225

$640,891,468

Rail Transit

$1,218,986,203

$687,537,950

$531,448,253

$319,855,156

$162,310,605

$157,544,551

Bicycle and Pedestrian
Total

$11,501,762,310 $7,022,925,366 $4,478,836,944
Share of Total Benefit

61.1%

38.9%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, American Community Survey 2006-2010. Special Tabulation: Census Transportation Planning
Package

In addition to calculating total benefit to low-income and minority populations based on
transportation system usage, a comparison of funding expenditures per household was
conducted. To calculate relative benefits for low-income households, the total benefit for each
modal category in Table Q4-7 was divided by the total estimate of low-income households. Per
household expenditures by modal category are summarized in Table Q4-9. Using similar
methods for the minority population, per capita expenditures by modal category are
summarized in Table Q4-10.
On a per household basis, the result of the analysis indicates a disproportionate share of Draft
Plan expenditures accruing to non-low-income households (Table Q4-9). Modal category
expenditures benefitting low-income households are less when compared to all other
households. There are disparities in all funding categories, except for bicycle and pedestrian.
The disparity is most pronounced in the roadway and rail categories.
On a per capita basis, the result of the analysis indicates a disproportionate share of Draft Plan
expenditures accruing to non-minority populations (Table Q4-10). Modal category expenditures
benefiting minority populations are slightly less when compared to non-minority populations.
There are disparities in all funding categories, except for bus transit.
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Table Q4-9. Funding Expenditures per Household by Income Status

Households

All

Low Income
Households

All Other
Households

219,073

93,315

125,073

Regional Roadways & Highways

$14,247

$7,585

$19,191

Roadway Operations and Maintenance

$20,305

$10,809

$27,351

Bus Transit

$10,925

$9,523

$11,966

Rail Transit

$5,564

$1,705

$8,428

Bicycle and Pedestrian

$1,460

$1,658

$1,313

Total

$52,502

$31,279

$68,250

Source: 2011-2015 ACS 5-Year Estimates

Table Q4-10. Funding Expenditures per Capita by Minority Status

Population

All

Minority

Non-Minority

708,554

465,468

243,086

Regional Roadways & Highways

$4,405

$3,916

$5,341

Roadway Operations and Maintenance

$6,278

$5,581

$7,613

Bus Transit

$3,378

$3,765

$2,636

Rail Transit

$1,720

$1,477

$2,186

Bicycle and Pedestrian

$451

$349

$648

Total

$16,233

$15,088

$18,425

Source: 2011-2015 ACS 5-Year Estimates

An important limitation to this analysis is that it relies on data regarding means of
transportation to work, thus only capturing a specific trip purpose. Therefore, the calculated
share of transportation system usage may not represent a comprehensive picture of actual
system usage by the region’s population.
To provide further understanding of benefits to environmental justice communities, additional
analyses are included to assess equity impacts of roadway (see Roadway Expenditure Benefits)
and transit projects (see High Quality Transit Access to Low-Income Employment) included in
the Draft Plan. For further discussion and analysis of public transit investment, please refer to
Appendix Q5 for the Title VI Report.
43

Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy

APPENDIX

Q5
TITLE VI REPORT

Page intentionally left blank.

Q5. Title VI Report
This section summarizes the results of the Title VI analysis, called out separately to satisfy
federal requirements related to nondiscrimination in the metropolitan planning process. For
more information on the regulatory framework underlying this analysis, see Appendix Q1.
Title VI Analysis and Results
The purpose of this analysis is for SJCOG to demonstrate compliance with federal regulations
related to Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964. The U.S. Department of Transportation’s (DOT)
Title VI regulations prohibit recipients of federal transportation funds from utilizing criteria or
methods of administration that have the effect of subjecting persons to discrimination based
on their race, color or national origin. As an operating entity within DOT, the Federal Transit
Administration (FTA) provides more specific guidance to metropolitan planning organizations
on how to demonstrate Title VI compliance (see Appendix Q1 and Q2 for more details).
The first step in the analysis is to identify the combined share of federal and state transit
investments in the Draft Plan (Table Q5-2). The investments included in the plan total $11.5
billion over a 27-year period, for a wide range of projects that include roadway maintenance,
highway projects, active transportation programs and transit operations. Of the total Draft Plan
investments, $3.6 billion are allocated to transit operations, maintenance, modernization and
expansion. Therefore, public transit makes up a significant share of investments made in the
Draft Plan, approximately 31.4% of the $11.5 billion total. Of the total Draft Plan investments
made in public transit, 34.8% percent (or $1.3 billion) comes from various federal and state
sources, listed in Appendix Q2. The Title VI analysis is conducted on this amount ($1.3 billion).
Table Q5-1. Share of Population and Public Transit Commute by Minority Status

Total Population

Total

Minority

Non-Minority

708,554

465,468

243,086

65.7%

34.3%

152,100

110,000

58.0%

42.0%

2,470

1,285

65.9%

34.3%

Percent of Total Population
Commute Population

262,095

Percent of Commute
Population
Public Transit Commuters
Percent of Total Transit
Commuters*

3,750

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, American Community Survey 2011-2015. Special Tabulation: Census Transportation Planning
Package, 2006-2010.
*Numbers may not add to 100% due to rounding.
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This analysis relies on a calculated share of transportation system usage. Using the latest data
available from the Census Transportation Planning Package, the share of public transit
commuters by minority status was determined by dividing the estimate of minority commuters
with the total estimate of commuters by public transit (Table Q5-1). Compared to their share of
the total population (65.7%), minority commuters make up a greater share of total public
transit commuters (65.9%).
Next, federal and state investments in transit are allocated to minority and non-minority
populations using the same methodology used in the transportation investment analysis found
in Appendix Q4. Essentially, federal and state investments in public transit are allocated to
minority or non-minority populations based on their respective share of use for means of
transportation to work. This allocation of funding to minority and non-minority populations
based on their use of the transit system constitutes “benefit.” The results for each subgroup are
compared to estimate the relative benefit accrued to minority and non-minority populations.
The total state and federal public transit benefit to minority populations is approximately $828
million, compared to $430 million to non-minority populations (Table Q5-2).
Table Q5-2. Disparate Impact Analysis Results, Population and Commuter Based
Total

Minority

Non-Minority

$1,257,261,317

$828,116,121

$430,821,545

Per Capita Benefit

$1,779

$1,772

Per Commuter Benefit

$5,445

$3,917

Share of Total State and
Federal Investment

65.9%

34.3%

$2,379,370,032

$1,237,850,401

Per Capita Benefit

$5,112

$5,092

Per Commuter Benefit

$15,643

$11,253

65.9%

34.3%

Total State and Federal
Funding for Public Transit

Total Draft Plan Public
Transit Funding

Share of Total Draft Plan
Investment

$3,612,403,895

Finally, investments are distributed on a per capita basis, so that investment benefits allocated
to the region’s minority transit commuters can be compared to investment benefits allocated
to the region’s non-minority commuters. The results from this analysis are summarized in Table
Q5-2.
45

Following FTA guidance, SJCOG’s disparate impact analysis of Draft Plan investments reveals
that, on a per capita basis, minority populations in the region would receive $1,779 of federal
and state public transit investment benefits compared to $1,772 for non-minority populations.
The share of investments based on a per capita basis is proportional to the share of minority
(65.7%) and non-minority (34.4%) populations in the region. On a transit commuter basis,
minority riders would receive $5,455 of the federal and state public transit investment benefit
compared to $3,917 for non-minority transit riders. The share of investment benefits based on
a per-commuter basis is proportional to the share of minority (65.9%) and non-minority (34.3%)
transit ridership. For additional comparison, the disparate impact analysis was also applied to
the total Draft Plan investment in public transit.
Based on this analysis, the minority population of San Joaquin County benefits more from
public transit funding than the non-minority population on a per capita basis, as well as a per
commuter basis. The minority population subgroup garnering more of the benefit due to higher
usage of transit for work commutes. As a result, investments in public transit generally have a
greater benefit for minority populations proportionate to their share of use and their share of
the regional population. Therefore, based on the results presented in Tables Q5-1 and Q5-2,
SJCOG concludes that the Draft Plan is in compliance with Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964
for the distribution of federal and state transit funds.
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Q6. Environmental Justice Report
This section summarizes the results of the Environmental Justice analysis, which is called out
separately to satisfy federal requirements in the regional planning process. For more
information on the policy framework underlying this report, see Appendix Q1. For more
information about methodology, see Appendix Q2.
Environmental Justice Analysis and Results
Under Executive Order 12898 and the associated DOT Order on Environmental Justice, SJCOG
must assist DOT, FTA and the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) in their mission “to
avoid, minimize, or mitigate disproportionately high and adverse human health and
environmental effects, including social and economic effects” on environmental justice (EJ)
populations. For this analysis, adverse effects are determined using the results from the three
land use performance measures, described in Appendix Q2 and discussed in Appendix Q4.
SJCOG defines EJ communities in Appendix Q2 as census blocks in San Joaquin County meeting
one or both concentration thresholds for minority population (<75%) or population living below
the federal poverty threshold (30%+). The analysis must determine if EJ areas share in the
benefits of the Draft Plan’s investments without bearing a disproportionate share of burdens.
As noted in Appendix Q2, to make this determination, this report uses the DOT definition of a
“disproportionately high and adverse effect,” which relies on meeting the following two
conditions:
•
•

An adverse impact is predominately borne by minority and/or low-income populations,
and
An adverse impact on minority and/or low-income pupations is significantly more
severe or greater in magnitude than the adverse effect on non-minority and/or nonlow-income populations.

The following discussion includes a duplication of results from an analysis of land use
performance measures from Appendix Q4. The results provide the basis for demonstrating
compliance with federal requirements for the Environmental Justice Executive Order 12898.
Analysis of Land Use Performance Measures
To conduct the analysis of benefits and burdens on disadvantaged communities, SJCOG
identified three land use performance measures, which are a subset of performance measures
for the Draft Plan. The performance measures examined in this section include indicators that
impact transit accessibility, air pollution exposure, and housing choice. Using SJCOG’s Envision
Tomorrow land use model, the performance measures are projected from the base year of
2015 to 2035 and controlled to 2042 numbers to compare the impact of a No Build alternative
and the Draft Plan.
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Table Q4-1 summarizes the modeled results for each of the land use performance measures,
which was applied to EJ and non-EJ areas of San Joaquin County.
Table Q4-1. Summary of Results for Land Use Performance Measures
Performance
Measure

SubGeography

Base Year1

No Build2*

Draft Plan2*

1. Percent (and
number) of
total
households /
employment
located within
½ mile of high
quality transit
stops and
centers

EJ Areas

50% / 62%

51% /49%

50% / 64%

(36,642 / 52,423)

(50,042 / 62,266)

(56,199 / 77,568)

10% / 18%

11% / 24%

12% / 24%

(24,741 / 43,025)

(25,617 / 45,512)

(26,826 / 47,394)

32%

31%

32%

(3,208)

(3,921)

(4,408)

68%

69%

68%

(6,673)

(8,563)

(9,433)

73% / 27%

71% / 29%

74% / 26%**

(189,107 /
69,944)

(246,086 /
100,514)

(176,583 / 62,043)

76% / 24%

73% / 27%

(796,879 /
61,172)

(253,018 /
93,582)

Non-EJ
Areas

2. Percent (and
EJ Areas
number) of
households
within 500 feet
Non-EJ
of freeway
Areas
3. Percent (and
number) of
total Housing
Mix by Single
Family /
Multifamily

EJ Areas

Non-EJ
Areas

1 Base

Year County total was 223,027 households and 234,969 jobs.
2042 County totals would be 330,095 households and 319,946 jobs.
*Results projected to year 2035 and controlled to 2042 numbers.
**Breakdown by sub-geography not available from land use model, therefore an average for the county is presented for base
year.

2
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In Table Q6-1, SJCOG summarizes its analysis of the results from Table Q4-1 to show whether
there are any “disproportionately high and adverse effects” resulting from the Draft Plan on EJ
communities.
Table Q6-1. Summary of Environmental Justice Analysis Results for the Draft Plan
Does the Draft Plan have an
adverse effect on EJ
communities?*

Is the adverse effect
disproportionately high?**

Draft Plan versus No Build
Alternative for EJ communities
(see Table Q4-1)

EJ communities vs. Non-EJ
commutes (see Table Q4-1)

1. Percent of total
households /
employment located
within ½ mile of high
quality transit stops and
centers

Yes

No

2. Percent of households
within 500 feet of
freeway

Yes

No

3. Percent of total housing
mix by single-family /
multifamily

No

--

Performance Measure

*Compares the analysis results for the No Build Alternative and the Draft Plan to determine whether the measure is moving in
the right direction for EJ populations.
**Compares the analysis results for the Draft Plan relative to EJ and non-EJ communities. An EJ community is determined to
experience “disproportionately high adverse effect” when the Draft Plan has an adverse effect on EJ communities AND when
the adverse impact from the Draft Plan is greater than the adverse impact of the No Build Alternative.

Using the results summarized in Table Q4-1, the environmental justice analysis determined
adverse effects on EJ communities when comparing the impact of a No Build alternative and
the Draft Plan for two out of the three performance measures:
1. Percent of total households / employment located within ½ mile of high quality transit
stops and centers; and
2. Percent of households within 500 feet of a major transportation facility.
However, when comparing the impact between EJ communities and non-EJ communities for
both performance measures, it was found that the adverse effect was not disproportionately
high.
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In the case of the first measure, percent total of households / employment located within ½
mile of high quality transit stops and centers, EJ communities would experience a slight adverse
effect when comparing the differences in impact between a No Build alternative and the Draft
Plan (see Table Q4-1). In the No Build alternative, EJ communities would have a slightly greater
percent of households near high quality transit (51%) compared to the Draft Plan (50%). While
minimal, this would indicate an “adverse effect” as a result of the Draft Plan on the housing side
of the performance measure. On the jobs side of the performance measure, however, EJ
communities would see very positive impacts with 64% employment near high quality transit
for the Draft Plan compared to 49% in the No Build alternative. Although very minimal, because
of the slight decrease in housing access by high quality transit between the No Build Alternative
and Draft Plan, SJCOG determined an “adverse effect.” The impact of the Draft Plan was then
compared between EJ communities and non-EJ communities to determine if the effect would
be disproportionately borne by EJ communities. It was found that EJ communities would
continue to experience better conditions than non-EJ communities with significantly higher
access to housing and jobs by high quality transit (50% for households and 64% for jobs
compared to 12% for households and 24% jobs). Based on this comparison, SJCOG determined
that the adverse effect would not be significantly more severe in EJ communities compared to
non-EJ communities.
In the case of the second measure, percent of households within 500 feet of a freeway, EJ
communities would experience a slight adverse effect when comparing the differences in
impact between a No Build alternative and the Draft Plan (see Table Q4-1). In the No Build
alternative, EJ communities would have a slightly lower percent share of households within 500
feet of freeway (31%) compared to the Draft Plan (32%). While minimal, this would indicate an
“adverse effect” as a result of the Draft Plan on EJ communities. The impact of the Draft Plan
was then compared between EJ communities and non-EJ communities to determine if the
effect would be disproportionately borne by EJ communities. It was found that EJ communities
and non-EJ communities would continue to have the same percent share of households near
freeways as found in the Base Year (32% for EJ communities and 68% for non-EJ communities).
Corresponding with their share of households in the region (33.8%), EJ communities experience
a proportional share of the burden. Based on this comparison, SJCOG determined that the
adverse effect would not be significantly more severe in EJ communities compared to non-EJ
communities.
Therefore, based on the discussion of the Environmental Justice analysis and results, SJCOG
finds no disproportionately high and adverse impact on EJ communities from the Draft Plan for
the three land use performance measures.
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Q7. Next Steps
In addition to demonstrating compliance with its statutory obligations under Title VI of the Civil
Rights Act of 1964 and Executive Order 12898, this report represents a significant effort to
consider social equity in a regional planning context. The analyses included in the report
explored various Draft Plan benefits and burdens. For instance, an overall positive impact on
transit accessibility and housing choice will be felt in environmental justice communities.
Despite these benefits, however, the transportation investment analysis reveals several
disparities by income and minority status on per household and per capita total investment in
the Draft Plan. Additionally, the burdens associated with exposure to air pollution from living
near freeways and the benefits from roadway capacity investments were found to be
proportional to the environmental justice communities’ share of population in the region. For
the first time, SJCOG also incorporated public health metrics into the regional planning context,
and deployed the metrics to understand the impact of its investments in environmental justice
communities. In many ways, this report represents a snap shot of the region at a fixed point in
time and much of what is presented here is limited by elements of the planning process and the
methodology used to conduct the analysis.
Moving forward, this section summarizes some of the next steps for SJCOG, which build upon
the findings from the Environmental Justice, Title VI, and Social Equity Report. These next steps
refer to implementation measures of the 2018 RTP/SCS, as well as refinements to the equity
analysis for the next RTP/SCS update.
RTP/SCS Implementation
SJCOG is committed to meeting the mobility and access needs of low-income, minority and
other transportation-disadvantaged populations. This commitment is reflected in the
highlighted implementation activities below:
•

Measure K Bicycle, Pedestrian, and Safe Routes to School Program and Smart Growth
Incentive Program: The programs provide funding expand and enhance pedestrian and
bicycle safety and facilities within San Joaquin County, as well as infrastructure
enhancements that support infill development and neighborhood revitalization. In
February 2018, nearly $20 million of investment was approved by the SJCOG Board to
move 21 projects and plans forward, several of which are located within identified
environmental justice communities.

•

SB 1 Planning Studies: SJCOG will use a portion of its allocated SB 1 planning funds to
conduct a study of barriers to successful implementation, particularly in identified
communities of concern. The needs assessment will focus on mobility needs, and
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include first/last mile planning and an analysis of the impact of emerging technologies.
Additionally, a portion of SB 1 planning funds will be used to further refine the public
health performance metrics and analysis discussed within this report, and at length in
Appendix N.
•

South Stockton Promise Zone Initiative: As a backbone partner, SJCOG serves as a
facilitator for advancing partner collaboration on Neighborhood Transformation within
the South Stockton Promise Zone, a project area that aligns directly with environmental
justice communities identified in this report. In 2017, major milestones included
initiating dialogue on current public and private investment levels in South Stockton, as
well as the exploration of strategies to articulate a community-driven vision that can
guide future investment.

Refinements to the Social Equity Analysis
To build upon the work presented in this document, SJCOG staff will continue to make
improvements to the planning process and methodology to develop a social equity and
environmental justice lens for the San Joaquin region that ensures effective action on behalf of
the region’s disadvantaged communities. With input from stakeholders and members of the
public, SJCOG may pursue several items in the next RTP/SCS update to enhance efforts to
address social equity in the region (Table Q7-1).
Table Q7-1. Refinements for Next RTP/SCS Social Equity Analysis
Planning Process Improvements
•

•

•

Enhance outreach program by
focusing more intentionally on
Hispanic/Latino populations in San
Joaquin County.
Enhance community-based outreach
mini-grant program to increase
engagement throughout the planning
process.
Provide specific forums or focus
groups on Environmental Justice, Title
VI, and social equity issues in the San
Joaquin region.

Methodology Enhancements
•

•

•

•

Revisit the criteria for designating
communities of concern. Explore or
expand criteria to look at conditions,
not solely demographic makeup.
Investigate key regional trends that
effect low-income and minority
communities in greater detail.
Incorporate a discussion or analysis
on existing disparities and the
cumulative benefits of the RTP/SCS.
Incorporate methodology for
identifying gentrification and
displacement risk in the region.
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San Joaquin County Forecast Summary
The following is a summary of the population, household and housing unit forecast for San Joaquin
County. The current San Joaquin County forecast incorporates the most up to date background data
from the U.S. Census Bureau, the Internal Revenue Service and the California Vital Statistics Query
System. The local area forecasts have incorporated feedback from San Joaquin County along with
the incorporated cities within the County.

County-Wide Population Forecast
Figure 1-San Joaquin County Population Forecast-May 2016
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As shown in Figure 1, we estimate the County’s population will be 775,819 by 2020 and reach over
1.3 million at 1,323,236 by 2060. We estimate the population will reach 1 million in 2039. Figure 2
compares the current population forecast with our forecast from 2013 as well as the most recent
California Department of Finance (DOF) population projection.
Both the DOF and our current forecast are lower than our 2013 forecast. The growth rate in our
updated forecast starts slightly higher than the DOF forecast. This growth rate remains fairly steady
fluctuating between 1.22% and 1.48% annually until 2060. The DOF forecast starts with a lower
growth rate that grows over time so the forecasted 2060 population is higher than our updated
model.
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Figure 2-Forecast Comparisons
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A look at the racial composition more clearly shows which groups are driving growth in San Joaquin
County. This is done in Figure 3.
Figure 3-Population Forecast by Race and Ethnicity
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The growth rates are expected to be highest among Hispanic and Asian populations. The Hispanic
population is expected to more than double by 2060, increasing from 267,000 in 2010 to 638,000 in
2060. The Asian population is expected to almost double from 96,000 in 2010 to 191,000 in 2060.
Black and Other populations are expected to have moderate growth, while growth in the White
population is expected to lag behind all other groups. Despite this sluggish growth rate, we expect
there to be approximately 140,000 more White residents of San Joaquin County in 2060 than in
2010.
Figure 4-Population Forecast by Age
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Figure 4 shows the most populous group in each forecasted period is the group 0 through 19 years
old followed by 20 through 39. From 2010 through 2035 the next most populous group is 40
through 59, although in 2030 this is overtaken by the older age group, 60 and older. The smallest age
group fluctuates between those 40 to 59 and those 60 and over until 2055 when the group aged 60
and over passes the group 40 to 59 for the rest of the forecast horizon. This fluctuation is most
likely caused by the statewide, or national population forecast from which the in-migration numbers
are calculated. The populations of the age groups become more compact the farther into the
forecast horizon we get.

Local Area Population Forecast
The local area population forecast is generated using implicit shift-share methodology that changes
each local area’s percentage of the county population based on historical trends. The shift in
population share is based on each Census Designated Place’s (CDP) population from 2000 to 2013,
using GIS to approximate a constant CDP boundary. This initial estimate is then augmented with
information from local jurisdictions on planned developments, building moratoriums, and any other
policy that might have an influence on future population distributions.
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After a review of the local area forecast by San Joaquin County and representatives of the cities
within the County it was determined that the following changes to the initial forecast should be
made:





The population of Lathrop needed to be increased to account for the large River Islands
development currently being completed there;
The population of Escalon needed to be decreased to be better aligned with the number of
building permits being issued each year;
The population of Lodi needed to be revised down slightly to better match up with the city
population estimates released by DOF; and
The population of Tracy needed to be decreased slightly to align with a cap on building
permits being issued.

The population of Lathrop was increased using the decreases to the above described locations.
However, because of the size of River Islands, reducing the growth in those locations did not fully
account for the necessary increase to Lathrop. Therefore growth was also taken away from “Rest of
the County” as well as other unincorporated CDPs.
Table 1 shows the population forecast for each of the 29 Census Designated Places (CDPs) as well
as the total population for the county. Although the Stockton CDP maintains the largest population
share of the county, that share is forecasted to decrease from 42.53% of the county’s population in
2015 to 42.29% 2060. Because of planned growth associated with the River Islands development,
Lathrop will see the largest increase in population share rising from 3.17% of the population in 2015
to 7.26% of the population in 2060. Mountain House and Tracy also see increases in population
share while the unincorporated parts of the county will see a decrease in the share of the countywide population.
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Table 1-Census Designated Place Forecast
Acampo
August
Collierville
Country Club
Dogtown County
Escalon
Farmington
French Camp
Garden Acres
Kennedy
Lathrop
Lincoln Village
Linden
Lockeford
Morada
Mountain House
Peters
Ripon
Stockton
Taft Mosswood
Terminous
Thornton
Tracy
Victor
Waterloo
Woodbridge
Lodi
Manteca
Rest of the County
County Total

2015
347
8,828
2,053
9,896
2,582
7,369
211
3,554
11,290
3,473
23,107
4,592
1,815
3,321
4,030
10,975
685
15,359
309,919
1,608
389
1,166
88,707
298
586
4,163
65,543
71,831
70,950
728,644

2020
353
9,299
2,182
10,454
2,659
7,612
215
3,746
11,986
3,712
28,896
4,817
1,842
3,409
4,247
12,435
697
16,525
329,729
1,692
396
1,201
95,040
302
600
4,353
69,219
77,018
71,184
775,819

2025
360
9,835
2,328
11,088
2,746
7,889
219
3,964
12,778
3,983
35,475
5,072
1,874
3,509
4,493
14,094
711
17,850
352,239
1,787
404
1,242
102,236
306
616
4,569
73,397
82,912
71,450
829,426

2030
367
10,374
2,476
11,727
2,834
8,168
224
4,184
13,576
4,257
42,109
5,330
1,906
3,610
4,742
15,766
724
19,186
374,939
1,883
413
1,283
109,492
311
633
4,787
77,610
88,855
71,718
883,484

2035
2040
2045
2050
2055
2060
375
384
394
403
413
423
11,017
11,746
12,479
13,222
13,985
14,765
2,652
2,852
3,053
3,256
3,465
3,679
12,488
13,352
14,220
15,100
16,003
16,927
2,939
3,059
3,178
3,300
3,425
3,552
8,501
8,878
9,257
9,642
10,036
10,440
229
235
241
247
253
259
4,446
4,743
5,041
5,344
5,655
5,972
14,526
15,604
16,687
17,787
18,914
20,068
4,583
4,952
5,324
5,701
6,088
6,484
50,007
58,969
67,976
77,117
86,490
96,078
5,637
5,985
6,335
6,690
7,054
7,427
1,944
1,988
2,031
2,075
2,120
2,167
3,730
3,866
4,003
4,142
4,285
4,431
5,038
5,373
5,711
6,053
6,405
6,764
17,758
20,017
22,288
24,593
26,956
29,374
741
760
778
797
817
837
20,777
22,582
24,396
26,237
28,125
30,057
401,961 432,627 463,445 494,720 526,789 559,598
1,997
2,127
2,257
2,390
2,525
2,664
423
434
445
457
468
480
1,331
1,386
1,442
1,498
1,555
1,614
118,130 127,933 137,784 147,782 158,034 168,521
316
322
329
335
342
348
652
674
696
718
741
764
5,046
5,340
5,635
5,935
6,243
6,558
82,626
88,317
94,037
99,841 105,794 111,883
95,930 103,958 112,027 120,215 128,612 137,202
72,038
72,400
72,764
73,134
73,513
73,901
947,835 1,020,862 1,094,253 1,168,732 1,245,104 1,323,236

Household Forecast

The household forecast is based on the population forecast for both the county and the CDPs,
corrected for idiosyncratic differences in each area unable to be accounted for in the standard cohort
component model. Any revisions to the household forecast require revisions to the population
forecast. Likewise, any revision in the population forecast must be accompanied by a revision to the
household forecast.
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Figure 5-County Level Household Forecast
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As shown in Figure 5 we estimate 246,715 households in 2020 and 411,589 households in 2060. We
estimate San Joaquin County will break 300,000 households in 2035. Figure 6 compares our updated
household forecast to the latest Department of Finance forecast as well as our 2013 household
forecast. Note that the DOF forecast only goes to 2030.
Figure 6-Household Forecast Comparison
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The household growth rate of our updated forecast is slightly below that of our 2013 forecast. While
our household forecast is marginally higher than the most recent DOF forecast, it is very close. In
2030, the last year of the DOF forecast, our updated model projects only 1,400 more households
than the DOF forecast.
Table 2-Census County Division Household Forecast
Acampo
August
Collierville
Country Club
Dogtown County
Escalon
Farmington
French Camp
Garden Acres
Kennedy
Lathrop
Lincoln Village
Linden
Lockeford
Morada
Mountain House
Peters
Ripon
Stockton
Taft Mosswood
Terminous
Thornton
Tracy
Victor
Waterloo
Woodbridge
Lodi
Manteca
Rest of the County
County Total

2015
96
2,427
711
3,669
875
2,569
80
538
3,016
824
5,690
1,645
641
1,173
1,506
3,230
211
5,242
95,428
384
185
320
25,771
99
215
1,498
23,150
24,650
23,803
229,645

2020
98
2,578
764
3,911
906
2,674
82
572
3,233
891
7,440
1,740
652
1,210
1,600
3,727
215
5,702
102,702
407
190
331
27,767
101
221
1,578
24,756
26,570
24,097
246,715

2025
100
2,731
816
4,155
937
2,771
84
606
3,453
957
9,310
1,835
664
1,246
1,696
4,229
219
6,174
110,037
431
194
343
29,920
103
227
1,659
26,206
28,404
24,368
263,876

2030
101
2,881
868
4,394
967
2,866
86
640
3,668
1,023
11,162
1,928
676
1,283
1,790
4,722
224
6,638
117,235
454
198
354
32,357
104
233
1,738
27,782
30,343
23,999
280,716

2035
104
3,048
926
4,661
1,001
2,978
87
677
3,908
1,096
13,135
2,032
688
1,323
1,895
5,270
229
7,149
125,201
480
202
367
34,656
106
240
1,827
29,458
32,487
24,265
299,495

2040
106
3,243
993
4,972
1,040
3,108
90
721
4,188
1,181
15,441
2,154
703
1,370
2,017
5,910
234
7,745
134,504
510
207
381
37,539
108
248
1,930
31,406
34,975
24,356
321,379

2045
109
3,437
1,060
5,282
1,079
3,230
92
764
4,466
1,266
17,737
2,274
718
1,417
2,138
6,546
240
8,344
143,700
540
213
396
40,247
110
256
2,032
33,375
37,513
24,590
343,170

2050
111
3,635
1,128
5,597
1,119
3,361
94
809
4,749
1,352
20,114
2,397
733
1,464
2,262
7,195
245
8,949
153,138
571
218
411
43,008
112
264
2,137
35,401
40,034
24,768
365,376

2055
114
3,837
1,198
5,919
1,160
3,495
96
854
5,039
1,440
22,579
2,523
749
1,513
2,388
7,858
251
9,568
162,847
602
223
426
46,160
114
272
2,243
37,490
42,634
24,444
388,036

2060
116
4,046
1,270
6,254
1,202
3,633
99
901
5,340
1,532
25,001
2,654
765
1,563
2,519
8,545
257
10,209
172,680
634
229
442
49,131
116
280
2,354
39,585
45,495
24,734
411,589

The same-shift share methodology that was applied to the population forecast is applied to the
household forecast. Therefore, Lathrop sees the largest growth in households. Mountain House and
Tracy also see growth in household share, while the unincorporated part of the county sees a
decrease in household share. An adjustment to tie the household forecast to the households
observed in the 2010 Census was also applied to account for the idiosyncrasies between
communities. More on this adjustment can be found in Section 3.5 of the accompanying
methodology.
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Housing Unit Forecast
The housing unit forecast is closely related to the household forecast. It is common practice to
assume a constant inventory of housing units over time; therefore, the CBPR forecast assumes a
housing stock of 105% of households.
Figure 7-County Wide Housing Unit Forecast
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As shown in Figure 7 we estimate 259,051 housing units in 2020 and 432,168 housing units in 2060.
We estimate San Joaquin County will break 400,000 households in 2053.
The number of housing units per CDP can be computed in two ways. It is possible to use the same
shift-share methodology used in the population and household forecast to project the number of
housing units. However, since the number of housing units is simply 105% of the number of
households an easier method is simply to take 105% of households in each CDP. This is the method
used. Because housing units are simply 105% of households, the growth rates and growth in shares
is the same as the households.
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Table 3-Census Designated Place Housing Unit Forecast
Acampo
August
Collierville
Country Club
Dogtown County
Escalon
Farmington
French Camp
Garden Acres
Kennedy
Lathrop
Lincoln Village
Linden
Lockeford
Morada
Mountain House
Peters
Ripon
Stockton
Taft Mosswood
Terminous
Thornton
Tracy
Victor
Waterloo
Woodbridge
Lodi
Manteca
Rest of the County
County Total

2015
100
2,548
747
3,852
919
2,697
84
565
3,167
865
5,975
1,727
673
1,232
1,581
3,391
221
5,504
100,199
403
195
336
27,059
104
226
1,573
24,308
25,883
24,993
241,128

2020
102
2,707
802
4,106
951
2,808
86
600
3,395
935
7,812
1,827
685
1,270
1,681
3,914
226
5,987
107,837
428
199
348
29,155
106
232
1,657
25,994
27,899
25,302
259,051

2025
105
2,868
857
4,362
983
2,910
88
636
3,625
1,005
9,776
1,927
697
1,309
1,781
4,441
230
6,483
115,539
452
203
360
31,416
108
239
1,742
27,517
29,824
25,586
277,070

2030
107
3,025
912
4,614
1,015
3,009
90
672
3,852
1,074
11,720
2,025
709
1,347
1,880
4,958
235
6,970
123,096
477
208
372
33,975
109
245
1,825
29,171
31,860
25,199
294,751

2035
109
3,201
972
4,894
1,051
3,126
92
711
4,103
1,151
13,791
2,134
723
1,389
1,989
5,534
240
7,506
131,461
504
212
385
36,388
111
252
1,918
30,931
34,112
25,478
314,470

2040
111
3,405
1,043
5,221
1,092
3,263
94
757
4,397
1,240
16,213
2,261
739
1,438
2,117
6,205
246
8,132
141,229
536
218
401
39,416
113
260
2,026
32,977
36,724
25,574
337,448

2045
114
3,609
1,113
5,546
1,133
3,392
96
803
4,689
1,329
18,624
2,388
754
1,487
2,245
6,874
252
8,761
150,885
567
223
416
42,260
115
269
2,134
35,043
39,388
25,819
360,328

2050
117
3,816
1,184
5,877
1,175
3,529
99
849
4,987
1,420
21,119
2,517
770
1,537
2,375
7,555
258
9,397
160,795
599
229
432
45,159
118
277
2,243
37,171
42,035
26,006
383,645

2055
119
4,028
1,258
6,215
1,218
3,669
101
897
5,291
1,512
23,708
2,649
786
1,589
2,507
8,251
264
10,046
170,989
632
235
448
48,468
120
285
2,355
39,365
44,766
25,666
407,438

2060
122
4,248
1,333
6,567
1,263
3,815
104
946
5,607
1,608
26,252
2,786
803
1,642
2,645
8,973
270
10,720
181,314
666
241
464
51,587
122
294
2,472
41,565
47,770
25,971
432,168

Employment Forecast
The employment forecast is generated independently of the population, household, and housing unit
forecasts. The county level employment forecast comes from CBPR’s May 2016 California and
Metro Forecast. While CBPR only regularly publishes the first 5-years of the forecast, CBPR
generates a 30-year employment forecast with IHS Global Insight’s economic modeling software
augmented with the latest information on current and pending economic activity in the region. The
county level employment forecast is presented in Table 4.
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Table 4-County Level Employment Forecast
Construction, Natural Resources & Mining
Manufacturing
Wholesale Trade
Retail Trade
Transportation, Warehousing, & Utilities
Information
Financial Activities
Professional & Business Svcs
Educational & Health Svcs
Leisure & Hospitality
Other Services
Agriculture, Forestry, Fishing and Hunting
Government
County Total Employment

2015

2020

2025

2030

2035

2040

2045

10,198
18,950
11,398
26,123
19,985
2,008
7,318
19,710
36,468
19,640
7,050
16,466
39,548
234,859

12,773
20,943
12,635
25,820
24,898
2,153
6,825
22,775
39,703
21,925
7,173
15,781
42,618
256,019

15,055
21,183
13,418
26,265
25,605
2,413
6,920
26,565
42,983
22,433
7,320
15,447
44,580
270,185

16,393
20,935
13,775
27,640
26,518
2,598
7,045
29,758
46,673
23,255
7,668
15,382
47,435
285,072

17,975
20,635
13,933
29,330
26,700
2,868
7,383
33,020
50,995
24,415
7,960
15,005
49,700
299,918

19,978
20,448
13,890
30,880
26,528
3,163
7,668
36,505
54,948
25,475
8,250
14,702
52,113
314,544

22,140
20,373
13,743
32,285
26,675
3,375
7,813
39,833
58,345
26,240
8,455
14,428
54,345
328,048

Construction, Natural Resources & Mining; and Professional & Business Services both see
employment more than double between 2015 and 2045. Educational & Health Services; Leisure &
Hospitality; and Government all see impressive increases as well. While no sectors see a shrinking of
the workforce, the smallest increases is expected to be in the Financial Activities sector.
The local area employment forecast is generated from the county level employment forecast using a
modified version of the shift-share methodology. Only the share part of the shift-share is used
because of the small number of employees in some CDPs in some sectors (many times there are no
employees in some sectors). The share of county employment is calculated using a 13 year
exponential moving average of employment obtained from the Longitudinal Employer-Household
Dynamics survey. The resulting forecast was then manually altered based on recent employment
trends and new communities (such as the River Islands development) that would not be captured in
past data.
Display of each of the 29 CDPs by sector would be prohibitively large. Therefore this summary
displays total employment for each CDP. This is presented in Table 5.
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Table 5-Census Designated Place Employment Forecast
Acampo
August
Collierville
Country Club
Dogtown
Escalon
Farmington
French Camp
Garden Acres
Kennedy
Lathrop
Lincoln Village
Linden
Lockeford
Morada
Mountain House
Peters
Ripon
Stockton
Taft Mosswood
Terminous
Thornton
Tracy
Victor
Waterloo
Woodbridge
Lodi
Manteca
Rest of the County
County Total

2015
73
1,487
241
648
296
1,838
43
1,056
1,669
921
5,984
1,721
817
948
490
416
78
3,653
112,225
309
30
149
21,702
64
198
588
23,605
16,231
37,381
234,859

2020
75
1,684
274
702
319
1,982
46
1,204
1,783
1,044
7,459
1,831
849
1,007
533
588
81
4,053
121,350
341
35
159
24,651
68
216
634
25,389
17,592
40,070
256,019

2025
78
1,797
297
738
336
2,070
48
1,295
1,835
1,095
8,629
1,911
872
1,044
573
908
82
4,312
128,522
352
36
163
25,833
72
228
665
26,801
18,631
40,965
270,185

2030
81
1,894
313
784
350
2,164
50
1,361
1,896
1,149
9,709
2,023
901
1,085
613
1,331
85
4,555
136,280
367
37
168
27,100
75
241
699
28,284
19,770
41,731
285,095

2035
84
1,979
330
834
362
2,255
51
1,421
1,935
1,184
10,756
2,139
922
1,128
654
1,853
87
4,802
144,228
374
38
172
28,382
77
254
736
29,858
20,968
42,053
299,918

2040
87
2,065
350
882
374
2,350
53
1,485
1,973
1,212
11,805
2,252
943
1,170
697
2,375
89
5,053
151,979
379
39
177
29,616
80
268
773
31,438
22,146
42,434
314,544

2045
90
2,157
370
928
387
2,440
54
1,554
2,014
1,246
12,863
2,352
961
1,209
736
2,895
91
5,295
158,946
385
40
181
30,753
82
281
806
32,867
23,216
42,847
328,048

Not surprisingly large population centers are where the majority of employment is located. Likewise,
CDPs where there is expected to be large population growth are also the CDPs that see large
employment growth. While the correlation between population and employment is strong, it is not
perfect. Therefore employment growth in areas such as Lathrop, which sees its population increase
more than fourfold, is not nearly as high due to the population growth being driven by a large
residential development that is not likely to generate enough jobs to keep up with population
growth.
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Glossary of Terms
American Community Survey: A survey
administered by the U.S. Census Bureau to
replace the long for of the Decennial Census.
Cohort-component model: A method of
projection used whereby the total is
disaggregated into smaller groups so each can
be projected forward at a different rate.
Exponential moving average: A moving
average used in time series analysis that
applies more weight to the most recent
observation in the average.
Forecast horizon: The time into the future
the forecast is produced for.

Forecast interval: Each year that a forecasted
value is produced.
Implicit shift share model: A method used
to disaggregate regional forecasts. It uses
regional growth rates and trends in local area
growth rates to allocate total regional growth
to local areas.
Intercensal estimates: Population estimates
produced by the U.S. Census Bureau for years
that are between two Decennial Censuses.
Interregional method: A way to apply
migration rates to a forecast where migration
rates are split into in- and out-migration rates.
1

1. Introduction
The Center for Business and Policy Research (CBPR) produces forecasts of county and local area
populations, households, housing units and employment for three counties in California: Merced,
San Joaquin and Stanislaus. These projections are made using cohort-component methodology. For
the remainder of this white paper these forecasts will be referred to by what is being forecast. For
example the population forecast will be referred to as the CBPR population forecast while the
household forecast will be referred to as the CBPR household forecast, and so forth.
The forecasts of population, households, and housing units are produced from 2015 through 2060,
while the forecast of employment is produced from 2015 through 2040. The components of these
forecasts are developed based on historical trends and are regularly updated to include new data.
Like all projections, these forecasts use certain assumptions about future events that may or may not
take place, such as the assumption that historical trends in local area growth will predict the pace of
future population growth. Users of this information should note that while these forecasts are
created using rigorous methodologies and efforts have been made to account for existing
demographic patterns, the projections may not accurately reflect the future populations for reasons
that are unable to be accounted for in the model. These can include future policies enacted at the
local, state, or national level that influence migration patterns, the future location of large
employment centers and planned communities where large population pockets appear in previously
uninhabited locations.
This white paper discusses the methodology, assumptions, data, and issues with creating these
projections. The background and methodology sections discuss in detail only the population forecast
methodology. This is because the household, housing unit and local area forecasts are built from the
county-wide population forecast. Each of these forecasts’ respective sections discuss in detail how
each forecast is built from the county-wide population forecast. The methodology and data years
and sources are applicable only to the 2015 update of the CBPR forecast. Future iterations of the
CBPR forecasts will include updated data and could include modified methodologies. Changes in
methodology will be accompanied by an update to this white paper.

2. Background and Methods
The cohort-component forecasting model is one of the most widely used models for making
population projections. The cohort-component model is so named because it breaks down the
aggregate population of a geography into cohorts delimited by certain characteristics; we follow
standard practice and use gender, age, and race/ethnicity to delimit our cohorts. The components
are the base population, births, deaths and migration, with each of these variables explicitly being
used in our model. For each forecast interval1, the population of each cohort is forecasted forward
using cohort specific birth, death, and migration rates. This is done to account for the fact that not
all gender, age and race/ethnic groups behave in the same manor or experience the same conditions.
For example, death rates are higher among older populations so it would be inaccurate to use only
A forecast interval is every time period for which a forecast is made. For example in an annual forecast the forecast
interval is one year. Likewise in a monthly forecast the forecast interval is one month.
1
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one death rate for all ages. Likewise, birth rates typically vary by race/ethnic group so it is inaccurate
to use the same birth rate for all women without adjusting for race/ethnicity.
The forecast initially begins with a base population, which is the existing population within the area
of interest. The number of births and in-migrants are added to the base population while subtracting
the number of deaths and out-migrants. The resulting population is referred to as the surviving
population and becomes the initial population in the next forecast interval. For example and
assuming a one year forecast interval, the surviving members of the 15 year old Asian female cohort
become the initial population of the 16 year old Asian female cohort in the following interval. This is
repeated for each cohort in each forecast interval through the duration of the forecast.
Generally, the formula for the cohort-component model for each cohort is:

𝑃𝑡+1 = 𝑃𝑡 + 𝐵𝑡 − 𝐷𝑡 + 𝑀(𝑡+1)−𝑡
Where:

𝑃𝑡+1 = The forecasted population
𝑃𝑡 = The current interval’s population

𝑀(𝑡+1)−𝑡

𝐵𝑡 = The expected number of births in the current interval
𝐷𝑡 = The expected number of deaths in the current interval
= The expected total migration to take place between intervals t and t+1

Since the cohort-component model was developed there have been many iterations of the model,
each with new improvements made. One of the more recent changes was to change the way
migration was measured from net migration to measuring in-migration and out-migration separately
which has become known as the interregional method. By separating out in- and out-migration the
interregional method allows for these two components to change independently. This improvement
was necessary because the previous net migration approach was internally inconsistent and biased
the results of the forecast by overestimating high growth areas and underestimating low growth
areas. Consider the following example used by Isserman (1993); there are two cities, City A has a
population of 10,000 and City B has a population of 1 million. To simplify the example, assume
there are no births or deaths and migration can only occur between the two cities. Each time
interval, 6,000 people leave City B and move to City A so City B has an outmigration rate of
6,000/1,000,000 or 0.6%. At the same time, 2,000 people move from City A to City B, so City A has
an outmigration rate of 2,000/10,000 or 20%. City B has a net decline of 4,000 (2,000 in, but 6,000
out), and City A has a net gain of 4,000 people (6,000 in and 2,000 out). City B has a net migration
rate of -4,000/1,000,000 or -0.4% and City A has a net migration rate of 4,000/10,000 or 40%.
Making a projection with the interregional approach entails moving 0.6% of City B’s population into
City A each time interval and moving 20% of City A’s population into City B. Making a projection
with the net migration approach entails decreasing City B’s population by 0.4% each time interval
and increasing City A’s population by 40% each time interval.
After 15 time intervals, this would result in the total population of both cities more than doubling
from 1.01 million to 2.05 million. This is clearly illogical and is the reason why the interregional
method is preferred to the net migration approach when possible.
1

It is important to only define and apply the gender, age, and race/ethnic specific component rates to
the appropriate at risk population. Like all rates, calculating cohort specific birth, death, and
migration rates involves examining the ratio of a subgroup to the entire group population. For
example, when determining the birth rate for 20 year old Hispanic women the denominator of the
ratio is the population of 20 year old Hispanic women as they are the only group at risk of becoming
20 year old Hispanic mothers. The numerator is the number of 20 year old Hispanic women that
actual gave birth. If there are a total of 300 20 year old Hispanic women and 30 of them give birth,
then the birth rate amongst 20 year old Hispanic women is 30/300, or 10%. Thus the birth rate for
20 year old Hispanic women would be 0.1 in the model.
Likewise, consider death rates for Asian men aged 35. When applying the death rate of 35 year old
Asian men, this rate should only be applied to the current population of 35 year old Asian men as
this death rate was specifically calculated for that group. If the death rate for 35 year old Asian men
is 0.1% and there are 3,000 35 year old Asian men in the cohort, then 0.1%*3,000 equals 3. This
means the model predicts 3 deaths amongst 35 year old Asian men in that forecast interval.
Obviously, applying this death rate to 20 year old Hispanic women, for example, would be
inaccurate because the rate was not calculated by examining the ratio of the number of 20 year old
Hispanic female deaths to the total population of 20 year old Hispanic women.

3. CBPR Forecast Methodology
Projections for the CBPR population forecast are created using cohort-component methodology
with the household, housing unit and local area forecasts based off the county wide CBPR
population forecast. The population projections are made using the standard gender, age, and
race/ethnic cohorts. The cohorts are three-way cross tabulations of the following characteristics:




Two gender groups – male and female
18 age groups – age groups are broken into five year increments, beginning at 0-4 and
ending at 85 and over
Seven race/ethnic groups2

The combination of gender, age, and race/ethnicity results in 252 cohorts. An example of one
cohort is Asian females aged 0-4.
The CBPR population forecast uses a modified version of the interregional method of the cohortcomponent model. In-and out-migration are calculated separately for both inter- and intra-state
migration as well as international migration. This is explained further in section 3.4.
The CBPR population forecast horizon is from 2015 to 2060 with projections made every five years,
meaning one forecast interval is equal to five years. The exception to this is the employment forecast
which is produced through 20403. The first forecasted interval is from 2010 to 2015 even though
2015 is the current year because population estimates for this year are not available until December

The race/ethnic groups include Non-Hispanic White, Non-Hispanic Black, Non-Hispanic Asian, Non-Hispanic Native
Hawaiian/Pacific Islander, Non-Hispanic Native American/Alaskan Native, Non-Hispanic Two or More Races, and
Hispanic.
3 More on the employment forecast can be found in section 3.7
2
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2015. The last forecasted interval is from 2055 to 2060 to maintain comparability with the California
Department of Finance forecasts.
For each new five year interval, the population from the previous projection interval is advanced by
using the gender, age, and race/ethnic specific survival rate4 and the levels of in- and out-migration.
Each of the birth, death, and migration rates are raised to the power of five to account for each
forecast interval being five years apart. In each of these projection years, a new cohort is added. The
new cohort is composed of that interval’s new births which are calculated by applying the age and
race specific birth rates to the female population of childbearing age. These births, adjusted for
infant mortality and the number of in- and out-migrants, make up the youngest age group (those
aged 0-4 of each gender and race/ethnicity) in each projection interval. The birth, death, and
migration rates are assumed to be constant throughout the forecast horizon with the exception of
the net international migration rate which changes every ten years.
The CBPR population forecast is a static model, meaning once the component rates have been
calculated, they do not change over the forecast horizon (with the exception of the international
migration rates). Because the birth, death, and migration rates are held constant throughout the
CBPR population forecast, population growth in each geography is fairly steady. In reality
population growth rates are dynamic, and change on an annual basis. Therefore the CBPR
population forecast includes “adjustment cells” which allow for the manual increase or decrease of
each component of the model to reflect expected changes in the economic, political, or social
climates of each geography that might influence population growth rates.
The remainder of this section is broken into eight subsections. Sections 3.1 through 3.4 pertain
specifically to the CBPR population forecast and discuss in detail the four components of the model,
the base population, births, deaths, and migration. Sections 3.5 through 3.8 discuss in detail the
CBPR household, housing unit, employment, and local area forecasts and how these forecasts are
related to the CBPR population forecast.

3.1 Base Population
The base population is the population used as the starting point of a forecast. Because the cohortcomponent model works by projecting forward an existing population using component rates for
each cohort, the model requires a base population to work from. The base population currently used
in the CBPR population forecasts is the 2010 Modified Age/Race, Sex and Hispanic Origin Files
(MARS) for each county. 2010 is chosen as the base year because it is the last year a true count of
the population was made.
The purpose of the MARS file is to convert the extremely detailed race data collected in the
Decennial Census into data that conforms to the much more parsimonious race categories used by
administrative programs such as Social Security and the intercensal population estimates. Most
administrative programs, as well as official intercensal population estimates only recognize six racial
groups along with Hispanic as an ethnicity. However, the Decennial Census allows for all racial and
ethnic groups to be recorded. Therefore the MARS file converts races that are not White, Black,
Asian, Native American/Alaskan Native, Pacific Islander/Native Hawaiian, Two or More Races, or
4

The survival rate is equal to one minus the mortality rate
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Hispanic into one of these categories. It is important to note that as an ethnicity, Hispanic can be
recorded in combination with any of the six racial groups.
The MARS file contains data on the population by age, gender, and the aforementioned racial
categories and was created using the Decennial Census counts from April 1st of 2010. Because of
this, the MARS data must be projected forward three months to July 1st in order to be comparable
to other population forecasts. This is done using the overall population increase seen by comparing
the Census population to the population estimates population5. This projected population is used as
the base population.
MARS data is also used to determine the ratio of male to female newborns. Male and female
population figures are respectively divided by the total population to determine what percent of the
population is male and female. These percentages are then multiplied by the total number of births
to determine the number of male and female newborns.

3.2 Fertility Rates
Fertility rates are calculated using data from the California Vital Statistics Query System (VSQS) and
the Census Bureau’s Vintage and Intercensal estimates. The Census Bureau data sets provide
population estimates by gender, age, and race/ethnicity for all years in which the Decennial Census
does not provide an actual count of the population. The Intercensal data provides this information
for years between two consecutive Decennial Census’ while the Vintage data provides estimates
from the last Decennial Census to the current year. As of the writing of this paper, the VSQS
provides the number of births by age cohort and race/ethnicity of the mother for the years 1994
through 2013, although only data from 2000 to 2013 was used as using too large of a time frame can
distort results by including trends that are no longer relevant. Fertility rates are found for each year
by dividing the number of births (VSQS) to each age and race/ethnic group in that year by the
population of women in each age and racial/ethnic cohort (Census data) for the same year. It is
irrelevant whether the recorded births are from the same mother, or different mothers within each
cohort since dividing by the total population results in the average births per woman in either case.
For example, the birth rate for 25 to 29 year old Black females can be found by:
𝑁𝑢𝑚𝑏𝑒𝑟 𝑜𝑓 𝑏𝑖𝑟𝑡ℎ𝑠 𝑡𝑜 25 𝑡𝑜 29 𝑦𝑒𝑎𝑟 𝑜𝑙𝑑 𝐵𝑙𝑎𝑐𝑘 𝑓𝑒𝑚𝑎𝑙𝑒𝑠
𝑇𝑜𝑡𝑎𝑙 𝑝𝑜𝑝𝑢𝑙𝑎𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛 𝑜𝑓 25 𝑡𝑜 29 𝑦𝑒𝑎𝑟 𝑜𝑙𝑑 𝐵𝑙𝑎𝑐𝑘 𝑓𝑒𝑚𝑎𝑙𝑒𝑠

For the years 2011 to 2013 the population data for the denominator of this calculation is found in
the Vintage Data; for 2001 to 2009 population data is found in the Intercensal Estimates, and for
2000 and 2010 population data is found in the MARS file for each respective county. The
exponential moving average, which weights recent years’ fertility rates more heavily, is then
calculated using the fertility rates from 2000 to 2013.
Mathematically the exponential moving average is:

𝐸𝑀𝐴𝑡 = (𝑉𝑡 − 𝐸𝑀𝐴𝑡−1 ) ∗ (

5

2
) + 𝑉𝑡
𝑡+1

Also known as the 1-year American Community Survey population estimates
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Where:

𝐸𝑀𝐴𝑡 = The exponential moving average in the current period
𝐸𝑀𝐴𝑡−1 = The exponential moving average in the previous period
𝑉𝑡 = The current period value of the variable of interest
𝑡 = The number of time periods into the EMA this calculation is taking place in
The EMA is calculated the same way for each component of the CBPR population forecast. That is,
the fertility rate, the mortality rate, and the migration rate EMA are all calculated using the above
formula.
The EMA allows for the observance of long term trends while simultaneously placing more
emphasis on recent observations. The age and race/ethnic specific exponential moving average of
the fertility rate for each cohort is used in determining the number of births in the model.
There are two assumptions regarding fertility rates that are made in the CBPR population forecast.
The first assumption is the ages at which women are giving birth. Birth rates are calculated for
women from age 10-49. The reason for this is that while births can occur to girls younger than 10,
these occurrences are so rare it would make no statistical difference to the forecast regardless of
whether they are included or not. Women over the age of 49 are currently excluded for similar
reasons as the very young, but as further vital statistics suggest a change we may revise upward the
included birth rate calculation cohorts.
The second assumption is that the race of the child is the same as the race of the mother. When it
comes to the racial group Two or More Races, children are designated Two or More Races only
when born to a mother who already identifies as Two or More Races. This assumption is necessary
because of the way race is recorded in the VSQS. In California the race of the child is not put on the
birth certificate so when entering information on newborns the race of the mother, which is on the
birth certificate, is used as a proxy. This is an assumption that is still used in demographic research as
the overwhelming majority of births are still to single race parents, although the trend is moving
towards using the more complicated “Kid Link Method”. Current estimates from the Census
Bureau’s Population Division show the percentage of births occurring to parents of the same race
vary by race, but range from 97.6% for White parents to 59.5% for American Indian/Alaskan
Native parents. This does; however, mean that the CBPR population forecast underestimates the
number of newborns belonging to the Two or More Races group and slightly overestimates the
number of all single race babies, although the impact of this assumption is not expected to be large.

3.3 Mortality Rates
Mortality rates are calculated using data from the VSQS and the Census Bureau’s Vintage and
Intercensal data. The number of deaths by age, gender, and race/ethnicity are obtained from the
Vital Statistics Query System. As of the writing of this paper, data is available for the years 1994
through 2013, although only data from 2000 to 2013 was used as using too large of a time frame can
distort results by including trends that are no longer relevant. The number of deaths in each age,
gender, and race/ethnic group is then divided by the population in that age, gender, and race/ethnic
5

cohort obtained from the Census Bureau. For example, mortality rates for 75-79 year old White
males are found by:
𝑁𝑢𝑚𝑏𝑒𝑟 𝑜𝑓 𝑑𝑒𝑎𝑡ℎ𝑠 𝑜𝑓 75 𝑡𝑜 79 𝑦𝑒𝑎𝑟 𝑜𝑙𝑑 𝑊ℎ𝑖𝑡𝑒 𝑚𝑎𝑙𝑒𝑠
𝑇𝑜𝑡𝑎𝑙 𝑝𝑜𝑝𝑢𝑙𝑎𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛 𝑜𝑓 75 𝑡𝑜 79 𝑦𝑒𝑎𝑟 𝑜𝑙𝑑 𝑊ℎ𝑖𝑡𝑒 𝑚𝑎𝑙𝑒𝑠

Both the number of deaths and the population used in this calculation should be from the same
year. When calculating the rates for the years 2011 through 2013 population data was taken from the
Vintage Data; for 2001 through 2009 this data was obtained from the Intercensal Estimates; and for
the years 2000 and 2010 the data was found in the MARS files for each respective county. This
combination of sources allows for the calculation of the death rates by age, gender, and
race/ethnicity for each year from 2000 through 2013. The exponential moving average (EMA),
explained in section 3.2, weights recent years’ mortality rates more heavily and was calculated from
the mortality rates from 2000 to 2013. This allows for the observance of long term trends while
simultaneously placing more emphasis on recent observations. These exponential moving averages
of the death rate are used in determining the survival rate in the model.

3.4 Migration Rates
As previously discussed, the CBPR population forecast uses a version of the interregional method of
applying migration rates (See sections 2 and 3). The original iteration of the interregional method
broke down net migration into its components and estimated in-migration and out-migration
separately. The CBPR population forecast takes this method one step further by calculating in- and
out-migration separately, inter- and intra-state migration separately as well as calculating
international migration separately. There is one exception to the use of the interregional method
which is discussed further in section 3.4.2. Calculating each of these migration rates separately allows
for greater flexibility to respond to nuanced changes in migration patterns instead of having to
combine all components of migration into one aggregate migration rate.
3.4.1 Domestic Migration
Domestic migration was calculated for both intra-state6 and inter-state7 migration. Domestic
migration estimates are calculated using data from the Internal Revenue Service (IRS), the Census
Bureau’s Intercensal Estimates and Decennial Census, and the American Community Survey (ACS)
2013 5-year estimates.
The IRS migration data is created based on the change of address of taxpayers. Using the number of
exemptions claimed on tax returns, an estimate of the number of people migrating from one area to
another is made. After examining the IRS migration data, it was determined that the migration levels
from 1996 through 2000 were the best approximation of the expected level of migration in the
forecast interval. This determination was made by comparing the effect on population growth since
the 2010 Decennial Census of migration rates of different time intervals. The migration rates that
most closely approximated the expected growth in population since 2010 was selected. As part of
the annual population estimates produced by the Census Bureau, the components of population
change are examined individually. This allows us to see annual and cumulative domestic migration
since 2010 separately from international migration as well as the natural population growth of births
6
7

Intra-state migration is migration within a state
Inter-state migration is migration from one state to a different state

6

and deaths. In future forecast revisions and as the migration climate continues to change, the
interval used to create the migration rates should be reexamined to determine if it remains the most
appropriate to use.
Migration rates are then calculated for both in- and out-migration for intra-state and inter-state
migration by dividing the number of migrants in each migration group by the total population of the
at risk geography. For example, intra-state out-migration is calculated by dividing the number of
people migrating to other counties by the population of the origin county. Mathematically, this
example would look like:
𝑁𝑢𝑚𝑏𝑒𝑟 𝑜𝑓 𝑝𝑒𝑜𝑝𝑙𝑒 𝑚𝑖𝑔𝑟𝑎𝑡𝑖𝑛𝑔 𝑎𝑤𝑎𝑦 𝑓𝑟𝑜𝑚 𝑡ℎ𝑒 𝐶𝑜𝑢𝑛𝑡𝑦 𝑜𝑓 𝑖𝑛𝑡𝑒𝑟𝑒𝑠𝑡
𝑇𝑜𝑡𝑎𝑙 𝑝𝑜𝑝𝑢𝑙𝑎𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛 𝑜𝑓 𝑡ℎ𝑒 𝐶𝑜𝑢𝑛𝑡𝑦 𝑜𝑓 𝑖𝑛𝑡𝑒𝑟𝑒𝑠𝑡

Like birth and death rates, this calculation is done for each of the 252 cohorts included in the CBPR
population forecast.
Likewise, inter-state in-migration is calculated by dividing the number of people in the United States
migrating into the county by the population of the United States minus the population of California.
The reason for this is explained below. Mathematically, this example would look like:
𝑁𝑢𝑚𝑏𝑒𝑟 𝑜𝑓 𝑝𝑒𝑜𝑝𝑙𝑒 𝑚𝑖𝑔𝑟𝑎𝑡𝑖𝑛𝑔 𝑡𝑜 𝑡ℎ𝑒 𝐶𝑜𝑢𝑛𝑡𝑦 𝑜𝑓 𝑖𝑛𝑡𝑒𝑟𝑒𝑠𝑡
(𝑇𝑜𝑡𝑎𝑙 𝑝𝑜𝑝𝑢𝑙𝑎𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛 𝑜𝑓 𝑡ℎ𝑒 𝑈𝑛𝑖𝑡𝑒𝑑 𝑆𝑡𝑎𝑡𝑒𝑠 − 𝑝𝑜𝑝𝑢𝑙𝑎𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛 𝑜𝑓 𝑡ℎ𝑒 𝑆𝑡𝑎𝑡𝑒 𝑡ℎ𝑒 𝐶𝑜𝑢𝑛𝑡𝑦 𝑖𝑠 𝑙𝑜𝑐𝑎𝑡𝑒𝑑 𝑖𝑛)

When applying the gender, age, and racial/ethnic specific migration rates it is important to apply the
rates to the correct population. Out-migration is simple to calculate as the rates are applied to the
entire population of the geography of interest, for example San Joaquin County when looking at the
San Joaquin County model. The in-migration rates are slightly more complicated as the rates must be
applied to the at risk population only. For intra-state in-migration this means subtracting the
population of the geography of interest from the state before applying the gender, age, and
race/ethnic specific migration rates. For inter-state in-migration this means subtracting the
population of the state where the geography of interest is located from the population of the United
States before applying the gender, age, and race/ethnic specific migration rates. This is done to
avoid applying the migration rates to people that are not at risk of moving. For example, people in
San Joaquin County cannot move into San Joaquin County as they already live there. Likewise,
people already living in California cannot move to San Joaquin County from outside of California.
In the CBPR population forecasts Merced, San Joaquin and Stanislaus Counties’ populations were
subtracted from California, and California’s population was subtracted from the United States
before migration rates were applied.
Because the IRS migration data does not differentiate by age, gender, or race/ethnicity, only a single
aggregate in- and out-migration rate for each year can be calculated. However, gender, age, and
race/ethnic specific rates can be calculated using the ACS. The ACS presents information on
migration rates from 2005 through 2013. Once the ACS migration rates are calculated, the relative
difference in each gender, age, and race/ethnic group can be applied to the base IRS migration rate
for each year. The relative difference in migration rates is calculated by looking at the difference
between the overall migration rate and the single characteristic migration rate in the ACS data. The
relative difference must be calculated one characteristic at a time because there are no crosstabulations of migration characteristics available in the ACS data. For example, if the migration rate
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for those aged 15-19 is 0.1 and Hispanics of any gender and any age migrate twice as often as the
average, this migration rate of 0.1 would be doubled to create the migration rate for 15-19 year old
Hispanics. A similar process is undertaken to also account for gender. In this way a three-way cross
tabulation of migration rates can be constructed using the IRS migration rate as the base rate.
Once this is complete an exponential moving average of the five years of migration rates is
calculated using the same methods described in section 3.1. The exponential moving average of the
migration rate is used to determine the number of migrants that enter and exit each county in the
CBPR population forecast.
3.4.2 International Migration
International migration is more difficult to calculate than domestic migration due to gaps in the data.
The U.S. Census Bureau, through the American Community Survey, does a good job of tracking
migration inflows to the United States. However, the ACS does not track outflows due to the
difficulty in sending surveys to other countries to track Americans who move abroad.
While comprehensive international migration statistics are limited, there are some sources of
international migration data that attempt to gather comprehensive data sets. These include the
United Nations (UN) Population Division and the Organization of Economic Co-operation and
Development (OECD). One measure of the accuracy and completeness of these data sets, is how
close the estimate of migration to the United States is compared to data collected by the U.S.
Citizenship and Immigration Service. Based on this measure, even the relatively complete data sets
from the UN and the OECD drastically undercount international migration.
Another potential source for international migration data is the other countries in the world. A
number of countries have statistical agencies that track annual migration inflows; however, there
aren’t enough countries with these types of agencies to obtain a reasonable estimate of emigration.
Individual countries’ censuses are another potential data source for emigration from the United
States. This method would not give annual flows, but would allow for the calculation of an average
annual flow by examining the change in migrant stock from one period of time to the next.
However, this method suffers from the same issue as the estimation of annual flows; too few
countries track immigration in their censuses for this to be a reasonable estimate of emigration.
Due to the lack of reasonable data sources for emigration, net migration was determined to be the
most appropriate method for calculating international migration. The net international migration
rate was calculated using data from the Census Bureau’s National Population Projections and the
white paper “Methodology, Assumptions, and Inputs for the 2014 National Projections,” also from
the Census Bureau.8 The Census Bureau tracks current net international migration as well as makes
projections of future net international migration9. The methodology white paper breaks down these
estimates by gender and race/ethnicity, but not by age. Additionally, not all of the CBPR population
forecast’s seven race/ethnic groups are included. Because of this, groups, such as Native American
and Pacific Islander, must adopt the net international migration rate of the “Other” group.

Found here: https://www.census.gov/population/projections/files/methodology/methodstatement14.pdf
Although the Census Bureau must have migration estimates for both immigration and emigration in order to calculate
net migration these are not statistics available to the public
8
9
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The Census Bureau’s white paper presents information on net international migration flows which
must be converted into rates. This is done using data on the U.S. population by race/ethnicity found
in the Census Bureau’s National Population Projections and by dividing the total net international
migration for each racial/ethnic cohort by the population of the United States for that cohort. For
example, total net migration of Blacks is divided by the United States population of Blacks.
𝑁𝑢𝑚𝑏𝑒𝑟 𝑜𝑓 𝐵𝑙𝑎𝑐𝑘 𝑛𝑒𝑡 𝑚𝑖𝑔𝑟𝑎𝑛𝑡𝑠 𝑡𝑜 𝑡ℎ𝑒 𝑈𝑛𝑖𝑡𝑒𝑑 𝑆𝑡𝑎𝑡𝑒𝑠
𝑇𝑜𝑡𝑎𝑙 𝑝𝑜𝑝𝑢𝑙𝑎𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛 𝑜𝑓 𝐵𝑙𝑎𝑐𝑘𝑠 𝑖𝑛 𝑡ℎ𝑒 𝑈𝑛𝑖𝑡𝑒𝑑 𝑆𝑡𝑎𝑡𝑒𝑠

After race/ethnic specific migration rates are calculated, these rates are broken down by gender for
each race/ethnic group using the same method described in section 3.4.1. New net international
migration projections are made every ten years; new net international migration rates are calculated
for 2020, 2030, and 2040. Because the methodology white paper only calculates new net
international migration rates through 2040, the CBPR population forecast uses the 2014 net
international migration rate for 2040 through 2060. This is the only dynamic component of the
CBPR population forecast.
The net international migration rates are then applied to the population of the county and combined
with the in- and out-migration rates for domestic inter-state and intra-state migration to complete
the migration component of the model. Mathematically the total migration component of the CBPR
population forecast is:

(𝐼𝑛𝑡𝑒𝑟𝑖 ∗ (𝑃𝑠 − 𝑃𝑐 ) + 𝐼𝑛𝑡𝑟𝑎𝑖 ∗ (𝑃𝑢𝑠 − 𝑃𝑠 ) + 𝐹𝑁 ∗ 𝑃𝑢𝑠 ) − (𝐼𝑛𝑡𝑒𝑟𝑜 ∗ 𝑃𝑐 + 𝐼𝑛𝑡𝑟𝑎𝑜
∗ 𝑃𝑐 )
Where:

𝐼𝑛𝑡𝑒𝑟𝑖 = The inter-state in-migration coefficient
𝐼𝑛𝑡𝑟𝑎𝑖 = The intra-state in-migration coefficient
𝐼𝑛𝑡𝑒𝑟𝑜 = The inter-state out-migration coefficient
𝐼𝑛𝑡𝑟𝑎𝑜 = The intra-state out-migration coefficient
𝐹𝑁 = The net international migration rate
𝑃𝑢𝑠 = The population of the United States
𝑃𝑠 = The population of California
𝑃𝑐 = The population of the relevant county
This calculation is completed for each of the 252 cohorts and each county included in the CBPR
population forecast.

3.5 Households
The CBPR household forecast is intimately related to the population forecast by way of headship
rates and forecasts the number of households in each geographic area for each forecast interval.
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Each household has a household head, therefore the headship rate is the number of households
compared to the total population in a given geography. Put another way, headship rates are:
𝑁𝑢𝑚𝑏𝑒𝑟 𝑜𝑓 ℎ𝑒𝑎𝑑𝑠 𝑜𝑓 ℎ𝑜𝑢𝑠𝑒ℎ𝑜𝑙𝑑𝑠
𝑇𝑜𝑡𝑎𝑙 𝑝𝑜𝑝𝑢𝑙𝑎𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛

This is calculated by using the CBPR population forecast in a given forecast interval and applying an
age, gender, and race/ethnic specific headship rate. Data for the headship rates is obtained from the
2010 Decennial Census. The 2010 Decennial Census was chosen because information relating to
headship rates is not available from the ACS and the 2010 Decennial Census is the most recent,
making the data the most relevant. A three-way cross tabulation of headship rates is not available as
Public Use Microdata Sample (PUMS) data is not available for the 2010 Decennial Census; however,
this three-way cross tabulation can be constructed using the relative difference method described in
the migration section 3.4.1. Unlike other variables where multiple consecutive years of data were
available, only the 2010 headship rate is used in determining the number of households. Similarly,
because of limits is data availability, headship rates are calculated using ten year age cohorts instead
of five year cohorts with the first age cohort beginning at age 15-24. The cohort 15-24 is chosen
because of the statistically insignificant number of household heads below this age.
After this initial forecast was created, an ex post test was done to determine how well the CBPR
household model would predict the number of households in the 2010 Decennial Census. This test
involved applying the CBPR calculated headship rates to the 2010 MARS population data to
determine the number of households the model would predict in 2010. The difference between the
predicted model and the 2010 Census data is the forecast error, which needs to be corrected for. To
correct for this error the CBPR forecast applies adjustment factors that are calculated by dividing the
actual number of households in the Decennial Census by the number of households predicted by
the CBPR model. In other words, the adjustment factor is:
𝑇𝑜𝑡𝑎𝑙 𝑐𝑜𝑢𝑛𝑡𝑦 ℎ𝑜𝑢𝑠𝑒ℎ𝑜𝑙𝑑𝑠 𝑖𝑛 𝑡ℎ𝑒 𝐷𝑒𝑐𝑒𝑛𝑛𝑖𝑎𝑙 𝐶𝑒𝑛𝑠𝑢𝑠
𝑇𝑜𝑡𝑎𝑙 𝑐𝑜𝑢𝑛𝑡𝑦 ℎ𝑜𝑢𝑠𝑒ℎ𝑜𝑙𝑑𝑠 𝑝𝑟𝑒𝑑𝑖𝑐𝑡𝑒𝑑 𝑏𝑦 𝐶𝐵𝑃𝑅 𝑚𝑜𝑑𝑒𝑙

The CBPR forecasted households in each of the subsequent forecast intervals are then multiplied by
this adjustment factor to link the CBPR forecast to the actual 2010 Census data.

3.6 Housing Units
The CBPR housing unit forecast is an extension of the household forecast and thereby is also
related to the CBPR population forecast; it measures the number of housing units in a specific
geographic area for each forecast interval. It is a common practice to assume a constant inventory of
unused homes as a percentage of the number of households in a given area. The CBPR housing unit
forecast utilizes this common methodology and sets the number of housing units in both the county
and local area forecasts at 105% of the total households forecasted in each interval. The value of
105% was chosen both because it is an industry standard, and because at a 5% vacancy rate, housing
prices continue to rise, but there is enough slack in the housing market to allow new and existing
residents to find new homes when desired. Another way to think of the 5% vacancy rate is akin to
the 5% unemployment rate when the United States is at full employment. It is a sign of a healthy
market with enough slack to withstand an expansion without drastically changing prices.
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3.7 Employment
The CBPR employment forecast uses the most recent CBPR economic forecast for each county.
This economic forecast is updated three times each year by Dr. Jeffrey Michael, and utilizes IHS
Global Insight’s economic model and software augmented with local data and knowledge of current
developments in the regional economy. Since this is a well-established publication already in
circulation by CBPR, it was decided it would be most appropriate to use this employment forecast
rather than build a new model from scratch. The employment forecast is projected through 2045
instead of 2060 because the forecasting model only allows projections thirty years ahead.

3.8 Local Area Forecast
The CBPR local area population, household, housing unit, and employment forecasts are prepared
by Census County Subdivision (CCD) and Census Designated Place (CDP), this is done as a readily
available scale for planning across the region; however, any smaller geographic area can be used. The
number of CCDs and CDPs varies by county, although all three counties included in the CBPR
forecasts have nine CCDs while the number of CDPs ranges from 25 in Merced County to 31 in
Stanislaus County. The method used to produce the CBPR local area population, households and
housing unit forecasts differs from the method used to produce the CBPR local area employment
forecast. Each method is discussed in the following two sections.
3.8.1 Population/Households/Housing Units
The local area population forecast is produced using implicit shift-share methodology. This method
is made up of two distinct functions: the regional share and the local shift. The regional share
function projects forward the local area value (be it population, households, etc.) based on the
county-wide gender, age, and race/ethnic specific growth rate. The local shift function adjusts the
projection based off of historical changes to the percentage share of the total county value which is
located in a given local region. Put another way, the local shift adjusts for areas that have historically
seen above average growth and areas that have seen below average growth.
Mathematically the implicit shift share is:
𝑡

𝐸 =𝐸

𝑡−1

𝑅𝑡
𝐸 𝑡−𝑛 𝐸 𝑡−𝑚
𝑡
( 𝑡−1 ) + 𝑅 ( 𝑡−𝑛 − 𝑡−𝑚 )
𝑅
𝑅
𝑅

Where:

𝐸 𝑡 = The current local value
𝐸 𝑡−1 = The local value in the previous interval
𝑅𝑡 = The current regional (county) value
𝑅𝑡−1 = The regional (county) value in the previous interval
m and n are years in which the shift comparison is made and not equal to each other
The first function represents the growth rate of the region (county). The second function is the
change in the percentage makeup of the regional value as measured in yearm and yearn. In the CBPR
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local area population forecast these two measurements occur in 2002 and 2011 for the CCD model
and 2000 and 2013 for the CDP model.
While CCD boundaries remain the same over time, CDP boundaries change after each Decennial
Census to encompass newly expanded population centers. Additionally, new CDPs are created in
each Decennial Census changing the number of CDPs in each county. This makes tracking the
population of CDPs over time more difficult. There are myriad ways to approach this issue. The
three that were examined for the CBPR local area population forecast were: 1) use only data from
2010 through 2013 when computing the shift component of the analysis. This would guarantee the
boundaries of the CDPs remain the same throughout the analysis. 2) Allow the shape of the CDPs
to change from 2000 to 2013 similarly to the way city boundaries change and if a CDP did not exist
in 2000 assign it a population of zero. 3) Use Geographic Information Systems (GIS) mapping and
data to approximate the population of each 2010 CDP. This method uses Census Block data for the
year 2000 to approximate the shape and population of each 2010 CDP in the year 2000.
After applying each method to the shift-share analysis it was determined that the third method,
mapping and approximation was the most appropriate to use. The first method resulted in CDP
growth rates that were too homogenous to be realistic. The opposite occurred when applying
method two to the shift-share analysis. Many of the CDPs with a population of zero in 2000 had
populations large enough in 2010 to generate exponential growth rates that were also unrealistic.
The CDP growth rates generated by method three were varied enough to be reasonable, but not so
large that they created impractically large growth rates in some CDPs.
Once this initial forecast was generated, it needed to be augmented with local information that might
influence intra-county migration and residency decisions that is not available in historical data. This
information includes recent or planned housing developments, city development policy and building
moratoriums. This information was obtained from the counties and cities and incorporated into the
model by manually adjusting the shift component of the shift-share methodology. Recalling from
earlier in this section that the shift component of the shift-share methodology is the change in the
percentage of the total county population that belongs to a specific CCD or CDP; this manual
change involves taking two percentage points, for example, away from one CCD or CDP and giving
it to another.
As an example, consider the Stockton and Tracy CDPs. Assume the shift component of Stockton
was 2 and the shift component of Tracy was 1. Through feedback from San Joaquin County,
Stockton, and Tracy it was determined that population growth in Stockton was too high and growth
in Tracy was too low. This manual adjustment would involve taking 0.5 from the shift of Stockton
and giving it to Tracy, resulting in shifts of 1.5 and 1.5 for both CDPs. Notice that the sum of 1 and
2 and the sum of 1.5 and 1.5 are both 3. Thus the adjustment does not add or subtract any
population, it only reallocates throughout the CDPs. In practice, the shift components are restricted
to between 1 and -1 and as long as the sum of the shift components equals zero, this type of manual
adjustment is mathematically valid.
The CBPR local area population forecasts were the only ones created in using this implicit shiftshare methodology as the CBPR local area household and housing unit forecasts are both based off
of the CBPR local area population forecast. The CBPR local area household and housing unit
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forecasts were created using the same methods discussed in sections 3.5 and 3.6. The only difference
being the local CCD or CDP population replaces the county-wide population in the calculation. This
calculation is applied to all CCDs and CDPs in each county.
The CBPR local area household forecasts are calculated using the same county-wide rate as the
county level forecast. This does not allow for local differences between communities. Therefore to
adjust for these differences between communities the same calculation detailed in Section 3.5 is
done for each of the CCDs and CDPs in each of the counties.
Unlike the shift-share calculation where the equation is formed in such a way that the sum of each
of the shift components must equal zero, each household adjustment is formed individually without
regard to each of the other adjustments. This means that the sum of the CCDs and CDPs after the
adjustment is applied will not necessarily equal the county-wide household forecast. The difference
will be small; however, and should not negatively impact the usefulness of the forecast for planning
purposes.
3.8.2 Employment
Like the CBPR local area population, household, and housing unit forecasts, the CBPR local area
employment forecast estimates employment by sector for each of the CCDs and CDPs in Merced,
San Joaquin and Stanislaus Counties. The implicit shift share method was attempted for the local
employment forecast; however, low employment figures in some regions for some sectors resulted
in negative employment projections, which while valid mathematically, are not possible in reality.
Because the local shift-share was not working, the CBPR local area employment forecast is
produced solely through forecasting each sector of each local area forward by a sector specific
growth rate. This is akin to only applying the regional share of the CBPR local area population
forecast. Additionally, due to the volatile nature of employment, especially employment in small
local areas, the percentage share of the counties’ employment by sector was determined using the
exponential moving average of the thirteen year interval 2002-2014. Using the EMA to estimate the
CCD and CDP’s percentage of total employment differs from the CBPR local area population
forecast which uses only 2010 as the reference point for determining the county population share.
Similar to the CBPR local area population forecast, the initial CBPR local area employment forecast
is augmented with information on current and planned economic conditions that are not captured in
historical data (i.e. the opening of the Amazon distribution center and the expansion of UC Merced).
Because there is no shift component of the CBPR local area employment forecast, this adjustment is
done by manually subtracting jobs from one sector of one CCD, or CDP and adding those jobs to
the same sector of a different CCD, or CDP. It is important to only subtract and add jobs in the
same sector otherwise the county-wide sectoral makeup will change.

4. Data Sources
This section provides a comprehensive list of data sources used for all of the CBPR forecasts, both
county-wide and local area. Sources are divided into two tables. The first table contains the data
actually used in the CBPR forecasts, while the second table contains the data that was considered
but ultimately rejected in favor of the better fitting data in the first table. The data not actually
included in the CBPR forecasts is still useful to keep track of for multiple reasons. One reason to
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keep track of this information is if any of the currently used data sources become unavailable, it will
be helpful to already know where to locate a secondary data source.
The following data sources are those used in the 2015 update of the CBPR forecasts.
Figure 1-CBPR Model Data Sources
Variable
Source
Population
(Contemporary/Historic)
Census Bureau, Vintage/Intercensal Data
Population (U.S. Forecasted)
Census Bureau, National Projections
Population (2010 MARS)
Census Bureau, Population Estimates
Population(California Forecasted) CBPR California & Metro Forecast
Employment (Forecasted)
CBPR California & Metro Forecast
Employment (Historic)
Census Bureau, OnTheMap
Number of Births
California Department of Public Health, Vital Statistics Query System
Number of Deaths
California Department of Public Health, Vital Statistics Query System
Heads of Households
Census Bureau, Decennial Census
Headship Adjustment
Census Bureau, Decennial Census
Domestic Migration
Census Bureau, American Community Survey
Domestic Migration
Internal Revenue Service, SOI Tax Stats
International Migration
Census Bureau, National Projections
The following data sources are those which were considered for use in the CBPR forecasts, but were
ultimately rejected. Not all variables present in the above table are present in the table below. This is
because some of the variables had no alternative data source. For example The U.S. Census Bureau
is the only source for the MARS files.
Figure 2-Potential Data Alternatives
Variable
Population (California Forecasted)
Employment (Historic), Zip Code
Level
Heads of Households
Heads of Households
Domestic Migration
Domestic Migration
International Migration (Immigration)
International Migration (Immigration)
International Migration (Immigration)
International Migration (Immigration)
International Migration (Immigration)
International Migration (Emigration)
International Migration (Emigration)

Source
California Department of Finance, Demographic Research Unit
Census Bureau, County Business Patterns
California Department of Finance, Demographic Research Unit
Census Bureau, American Community Survey, Via IPUMS USA
Census Bureau, American Community Survey
Driver License Address Change
Census Bureau, American Community Survey
California Department of Finance, Demographic Research Unit
Internal Revenue Service, SOI Tax Stats
United Nations, Population Division
United States Citizenship and Immigration Services,
Immigration and Citizenship Data
United Nations, Population Division
Internal Revenue Service, SOI Tax Stats
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International Migration (Emigration)
International Migration (Emigration)
International Migration (Net)

Organization for Economic Co-operation and Development,
Directorate for Employment, Labor and Social Affairs
Individual Countries' Statistical Division Websites
World Bank, Data

As is shown above the majority of alternative data sources are for the international migration
variable. This reinforces the fact that migration, especially international migration, is the most
difficult component of cohort component population models to find appropriate data for.

5. Conclusion
The CBPR forecasts are expected to change with every revision as local, state and national trends
change. Possible changes made to future iterations of the forecast include:




Changing international migration to the interregional method from net migration
Forecasting birth, death, and migration rates so they are not constant throughout the
duration of the forecast horizon
Changing the implicit shift share to a more sophisticated local area forecast method. The
hope being this change in local forecast methodology would solve the problem of negative
employment in the CBPR local area employment forecast.

Any change in methodology, such as those described above, will be accompanied by a revision in
this methodology white paper.
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Introduction
The San Joaquin Council of Governments (SJCOG) 2018 Regional Transportation Plan /
Sustainable Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS) provides the resources to strengthen the regional
transportation system and enhance economic growth. This report analyzes the economic
impacts associated with the investments identified across the entire 25-years of the 2018
RTP/SCS planning horizon.
The impacts analyzed in this report are focused on the “preferred scenario”, which was selected
from four options presented to the public and policymakers. The scenarios reflected future
planning assumptions including revenue, theme and focus of investment strategies, mix of
transportation projects/options, as well as assumptions on development patterns, development
intensities, and housing options. After the preferred scenario was identified, updates to the
projects contained in the other scenarios stopped. However, comparison of the expenditure
impacts across all four options was made on the initial scenario’s project lists and are contained
in appendices to this report.
The report is divided into five sections. Following this introduction, the next section provides an
overview of the projects and strategies contained in the preferred scenario. The methodology
used to examine the RTP/SCS economic impacts from its projects then follows. Impacts from the
investments are then reported with further methodological details and impacts reported in
Appendix A. The final section summarizes the findings, but also discusses limitations in the
approach and identifies some future methods that would address those limitations.

Project Expenditures
The projects in the 2018 RTP/SCS span 25 years and number just over 300 in total and was
presented as Scenario 2A in the initial list of scenarios used for public outreach and engagement
with policy makers. This package of projects preserves the foundational elements of SJCOG’s
2014 RTP/SCS plan, but also updates planning assumptions, project lists, revenue assumptions,
and reflects implementation activities undertaken by SJCOG and local jurisdictions since the 2014
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plan was adopted. Thus, within the limits of local general plans, the proposed 2018 RTP/SCS
captures the ability of the region to satisfy sustainability and greenhouse gas reduction targets.
It invests in transportation systems that complement compact growth and minimize impacts on
agricultural land. Flexible funding flows to all modes of transportation including more investment
in bicycle and pedestrian improvements, complementing public transit and increasing
alternatives to driving a car. It also contains ACE rail expansion to Modesto and Merced as well
as planning work for its expansion to Sacramento. It also calls for bus transit services expansion
and provides more connectivity within and between communities. In total the 2018 RTP/SCS
calls for some $11.46 billion in transportation investments during its 25-year planning horizon.
As indicated in Figure 1, the largest share of the 2018 RTP/SCS investments are in the maintenance
category with some 68 projects worth $4.2 billion going to safety, operations and maintenance
of the county’s transportation system. The next largest share of funds is allocated to the roads
category. It consists of 11 mainline highway improvement/ expansion projects costing some $1.3
billion, 25 interchange improvement/ expansion projects costing $866 million, and 77 regional
Figure 1 Investments by Transportation Mode
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component is 25 projects supporting public airport-aviation investments and totaling $120
million.

Methodology
To analyze the economic impacts of these investments we utilize a model of the economy, called
“impact analysis for planning” or IMPLAN. This model is in a sense a general accounting system
of transactions between industries, businesses, and consumers that estimates the range of
economic impacts. Using the IMPLAN modelling software we create complete, extremely
detailed Social Accounting Matrices and Multiplier Models of the San Joaquin County economy
that enables in-depth examination of the impacts of the projects.
This model, enables us to examine the impact structure of each investment. For example, in the
case of a construction project, we can trace the project expenditures through the supply chain,
from the construction contractor and its employees (direct impacts), to its suppliers and to their
employees and onward to further levels of suppliers, employees, and their suppliers (indirect
impacts). It also enables us to examine the effects from all the associated income to employees
and their household purchases (induced impacts). The model thereby allows us to generate an
estimate of how the original investment is multiplied through additional activity in the economy.
However, not all needs in the various projects’ supply chains will be able to be filled in San Joaquin
County. A construction company may need specialized equipment that is only available in
another county, state or nation. It may also choose to acquire supplies from other areas if more
competitive prices are offered elsewhere. The workers themselves may commute from outside
the County, representing an import of labor. Similarly, not all household spending occurs locally.
Employees may purchase insurance from Illinois, beer from Germany, and clothes from
Washington. Spending that occurs outside of the County is a leakage from the system and
reduces the local economic impact, so detailed data on business and consumer purchases are
used to adjust the project multipliers in the IMPLAN model.
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Even with these necessary adjustments, it is important to remember that the underlying model
depends on structural relationships developed from data at a particular moment. As firms enter
or exit the County’s economy they may change those structures. Similarly, new technologies and
changes in resource endowments can transform the local economic structure. Those changes
are typically gradual, but during periods of technological or structural change they can contribute
to significant differences in estimated multipliers for models created from one year to the next.
We assume that all initial project spending occurs within San Joaquin County and then allow the
model to estimate the leakage. In addition to the trade flows of goods and services, the model
incorporates estimates of workers who commute from other counties. That allows us to account
for out-of-county workers whose household spending is mostly close to their residences rather
than in their place of employment.
Because supply chains and worker profiles differ across industries, each project is allocated to
specific industries, such as: construction of new transportation infrastructure, maintenance of
transportation infrastructure, and transit system operations. In consultation with SJCOG all of the
320 projects were thereby assigned to industries in the model along with planned dates for the
projects’ beginning and ending. Each project’s expenditures were then summed on an annualized
basis by their allocated industry. Annual employment impacts for each of the 25-years of RTP/SCS
were then estimated through the model. These employment estimates are measured on a jobcount basis for wage-and-salary workers and for self-proprietors regardless of the number of
hours worked, and are reported on an annual basis reflecting the number of full-time and parttime jobs generated annually.

Project Impacts
The direct economic impact on the San Joaquin County economy from the $11.46 billion worth
of project investments in the 2018 RTP/SCS are reported in Table 1. After excluding some $49.1
million in right-of-way acquisition costs, since they represent a transfer of assets, the remaining
$11.41 billion in projects are estimated through our model to generate about 55,400 direct jobs
and $3.0 billion in direct labor income over the 25-year investment planning horizon. In terms
6

of the total change in the value of production (output), the investment equates to a $9.6 billion
direct impact.
Table 1 Direct Impacts of RTP/SCS Investments in San Joaquin County
Investment*
Employment
Labor Income
55,421
$3,019,376,919
$11,410,943,807
* Not including right-of-way acquisition worth $49.1 Million

Output
$9,576,917,225

When the 14,709 indirect jobs are combined with the 15,358 induced jobs total employment
impacts from the 2018 RTP/SCS are estimated to equal to 85,488 job years. As the timing of the
projects and operations vary over the planning horizon, Figure 2 reports the annual number of
direct, indirect and induced jobs associated with the RTP.
Figure 2 San Joaquin County Employment Impacts of RTP/SCS
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Conclusion and Other Impacts
This analysis shows that over the 25-year period, the RTP/SCS plan will generate significant
employment in San Joaquin County. Over the 2018–2042 period, the RTP/SCS calls for the
spending of over $11.4 billion on transportation improvement projects. The economic analysis
shows this will create an average of 3,400 jobs per year in San Joaquin County. The main
beneficiaries will be construction workers, placing an employment floor under this volatile sector.
However, job increases will also include workers in professional, supply and service firms that
support the effort. Furthermore, workers throughout the economy will feel the impact as
construction-related workers and firms increase their spending in sectors like retailing and
consumer services.
These investments are more significant than just their project associated impacts, as these
infrastructure investments will also enhance the County’s economic competitiveness. These are
long-term benefits that will endure beyond the projects life. Among the many long-term benefits
from this sort of investment are:
•

Reduced travel times because of investments alleviating congestion.

•

Expand labor markets across the County, and the region so that labor may move more
efficiently through a variety of transit modes.

•

Enhance the competitiveness and efficiency of the County’s goods movement system.

Therefore, despite the value and importance of the projects immediate impacts, focusing on it
alone omits potential effects from enhancing the County’s attractiveness as a business location,
including viability for corporate headquarters, and growing high-wage job opportunities because
of increased connectivity. Benefits may also include supporting the County’s travel and tourism
industry. Finally, as it enhances accessibility, these investments should benefit the County’s
overall quality of life. It is hoped that these impacts are examined in future updates to the
RTP/SCS. Recent studies of these long-term impacts in Southern California suggest that the
competitive impacts could be more than double the project construction and operation impacts
alone.
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Appendix A: Project Expenditures Impact Methodology
In order to analyze the economic impacts of these investments we utilize a model of the
economy, IMPLAN Version 3.1, with data for calendar year 2013 and its results adjusted to equate
to 2018 values. This model is in a sense a general accounting system of transactions between
industries, businesses, and consumers that estimates the range of economic impacts. Using the
IMPLAN modelling software we create complete, extremely detailed Social Accounting Matrices
and Multiplier Models of the San Joaquin County economy that enables in-depth examination of
the impacts of the airport and flight services.
IMPLAN was developed in the late-1970s by the United States Forest Service and researchers at
the University of Minnesota. The software was initially based on input-output accounts whose
analysis was pioneered in the Nobel Prize winning work of Wassily Leontief. As the software
evolved, it began using Social Accounting Matrices to incorporate transactions among
institutional agents in its analysis. Currently, IMPLAN is among the most widely used economic
impact modeling systems. It provides a transparent and detailed approximation of economic
impacts that is widely utilized by businesses and government agencies.
The full range of economic impacts that result from the expenditures, known as the Total Effect,
is the sum of the direct, indirect, and induced effects:
•

Direct Effects are the changes in jobs, income and output directly supported by the
projects.

•

Indirect Effects represent the iterative impacts of inter-industry transactions as supplying
industries respond to demand from the sector(s) where the initial expenditures occurred.
An example of an indirect impact would be employees of a wholesale supplier to a
construction company.

•

Induced Effects reflect the expenditures made by recipients of wages in the direct and
indirect industries. Examples of induced impacts include employees’ expenditures on
items such as retail purchases, housing, food, medical services, banking, and insurance.
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In these analyzes, the total, direct, indirect, and induced effects are reported by employment,
output, and labor income:
•

Employment is the number of full- and part-time jobs based on an annual average of
monthly jobs. In other words, employment is measured as a full year of employment.
Thus, 3 temporary jobs that lasted for 4 months are reported as 1 job.

•

Output represents the value of industry production. It accounts for the total change in
the value of production in an industry for a given time period. Output varies as a measure
across industries. For manufacturers, the value of production is sales plus or minus any
change in inventories. For service sectors, the value of production equals their sales.
While for retail and wholesale trade, the value of production equals their gross margin
and not their gross sales.

•

Labor Income is the sum of employee compensation and proprietor income. Employee
compensation includes wages, salaries, benefits, and all other employer contributions,
while proprietor income consists of payments received by self-employed individuals, and
unincorporated business owners.

The economic model is defined for a specific geographic area, and economic impacts are
calculated for that area. Indirect and induced effects are calculated using regional purchase
coefficients calculated by IMPLAN, and thus economic impacts do not include spending outside
the region of analysis even if the purchases are made by individuals or businesses located within
that region.
•

Mainline Highway Improvements (11) $1,297.13m

•

Interchange Improvements (25) $866.85m

•

Regional Roadway Improvements (77) $843.64m

•

Railroad Crossing Safety Improvements (8) $226.91m

•

Bus Transit Improvements (55) $2,357.31m

•

Rail Corridor Improvements (34) $1,158.35m

•

Public Airport-Aviation Projects (25) $120.58m

•

Active Transportation and Community Enhancement Projects (18) $305.41m

•

Operations and Maintenance (68) $4,220.18m
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Appendix B: Scenario 1 Project Expenditures Economic Impacts
Local Impacts
Employment

91,314 Total Job Years
17.4% Indirect
18.1% Induced

Output
$13.92 Billion Total
18.5% Indirect
15.6% Induced
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106 112
510
105 111
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112 118
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98 103
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96 101
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93 98
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82 88
391
84 89
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81 86
385
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431
80 85
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82 87
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70 76
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Appendix C: Scenario 2A (Preferred) Project Expenditures Economic Impacts 1
Local Impacts
Employment
85,488 Total Job Years
17.2% Indirect
18.0% Induced

Output
$13.62 Billion Total
14.6% Indirect
15.1% Induced

This is the preferred scenario and is the only scenario completely developed by staff, therefore its impacts are not
directly comparable with those of the other scenarios.

1

14

$700

$600

$500

$400

$300

$200

$100
$535
$111 $114
$520
$108 $110
$555
$114 $117
$506
$105 $107
$511
$106 $108
$462
$96 $98
$451
$94 $96
$433
$91 $93
$455
$95 $97
$381
$80 $83
$387
$81 $84
$374
$79 $81
$421
$88 $90
$379
$78 $80
$388
$80 $82
$361
$74 $77
$336
$69 $72
$329
$68 $70
$324
$67 $70
$265
$55 $58
$260
$54 $57
$248
$52 $55
$248
$52 $55
$225
$48 $50
$223
$47 $50

$800

2018
2019
2020
2021
2022
2023
2024
2025
2026
2027
2028
2029
2030
2031
2032
2033
2034
2035
2036
2037
2038
2039
2040
2041
2042

Output Impacts ($ millions)

Timing of Local Output Impacts

San Joaquin County Output Impacts of Scenario 2a
Induced
Effect
Indirect
Effect
Direct
Effect

$0

15

4,500

4,000

3,500

3,000

2,500

2,000

1,500

1,000

500
850
810
2,985
825
788
2,918
874
834
3,038
802
767
2,845
808
772
2,857
735
705
2,656
719
690
2,614
693
665
2,545
723
694
2,624
592 617
2,340
626
601
2,364
584 608
2,315
674
647
2,493
573 598
2,044
585 611
2,079
548 572
1,975
515 537
1,881
505 527
1,853
499 520
1,835
417 435
1,604
411 429
1,587
394 411
1,540
394 411
1,540
363 378
1,450
360 374
1,441

5,000

2018
2019
2020
2021
2022
2023
2024
2025
2026
2027
2028
2029
2030
2031
2032
2033
2034
2035
2036
2037
2038
2039
2040
2041
2042

Employment Impacts

Timing of Local Employment Impacts

San Joaquin County Employment Impacts of Scenario 2a
Induced
Effect
Indirect
Effect
Direct
Effect

0

16

Appendix D: Scenario 2B Project Expenditures Economic Impacts
Local Impacts
Employment
o

97,648 Total Job Years

o

17.4% Indirect

o

18.2% Induced

Output
o $15.20 Billion Total
o 14.6% Indirect
o 15.3% Induced
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Appendix E: Scenario 3 Project Expenditures Economic Impacts
Local Impacts
o

In total for each $1 Million of expenditures 8.15 new jobs locally

Employment
o
o
o

91,559 Total Job Years
17.1% Indirect
17.8% Induced

Output
o
o
o

$13.66 Billion Total
14.6% Indirect
15.6% Induced
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Scenario Development
While SB 375 (2008) mandated the inclusion of a Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS) within the
Regional Transportation Plan (RTP), this type of planning work was not new to SJCOG or the San Joaquin
County region. SJCOG had engaged in a number of efforts over the years to plan for more sustainable
communities. This legacy continues with the 2018 update to the aspirational (and first) 2014 SCS that is
again firmly rooted in, and supported by, timely and credible household and job growth forecasts, early
engagement and input from local agency planning and public works professionals, robust market
demand and economic studies, and innovative planning studies. Most importantly, this rigorous
attention to existing studies and on-going programs produces an SCS with implementation mechanisms,
either already in place, or currently under development. The paragraphs below discuss previous
planning efforts, studies, and the technical work that informed the development of the 2018 SCS in San
Joaquin County.
Beginning with 2014 Plan land-use distribution, SJCOG met with planning staff at San Joaquin County
and each of the cities in mid-2017 to gain an understanding of where growth had occurred since the
2014 Plan was prepared and to adjust the future growth distribution to reflect new development
projects, projects no longer active, or any changed assumptions for on-going projects. After careful
review of staff comments, local agency General Plans and other available planning documents, the four
2014 land-use scenarios were adjusted to reflect these new planning assumptions. The result was
three land-use scenarios for technical analysis and public outreach, numbered 1, 2 & 3. Scenario two’s
land-use was the 2014 Plan’s final land-use distribution, adjusted for any new planning assumptions.
That land-use distribution was used to produce two 2018 outreach scenarios, 2A and 2B, which differed
only in their financial assumptions. The final outreach scenario assumptions are detailed later in this
report.

Growth Forecasts
During development of the 2011 RTP, it became apparent that available forecasts from the California
Department of Finance (DOF) were too aggressive in their population projections, due primarily to
changed foundational demographic trends and vastly difference economic conditions then when the
projections had last been updated. SJCOG commissioned new forecasts in 2009 that painted
substantially lower population growth and began to reflect a deepening recession whose ultimate effect
on job growth was still not clear. SJCOG now partners with the University of the Pacific Center for
Business and Policy Research (CBPR) for its population, household and jobs forecasting. The most recent
forecasts include total population, total households, total housing units, and total employment by
industry sector by Census Designated Place (CDP). These forecasts were vetted with each jurisdiction in
San Joaquin County and adjusted by CBPR to reflect local knowledge. The forecast report and
methodology are included in Appendix R. The more current forecasts are much closer to updated
forecasts from the California Department of Finance – this comparison is also detailed in the CBPR report.

Previous Studies and Planning Efforts
San Joaquin County Regional Blueprint
In many respect SB375’s Sustainable Communities Strategy was a direct outgrowth of state funded
Blueprint Planning efforts – the highly successful effort undertaken by the Sacramento Area Council of
Governments (SACOG) was largely complete by the time SB375 was being drafted. The legislation passed
in 2008 during the development of the San Joaquin Valley Regional Blueprint (2009). SJCOG also adopted
a local Regional Blueprint in early 2010. The San Joaquin County Regional Blueprint was a first of its
kind planning document for the region whose principles, goals, and objectives aligned with the integrated
transportation and land-use planning set forth in SB375. This study laid the groundwork w i t h i t s
technical analysis and public outreach efforts for the planning framework for the 2014 RTP’s SCS. Many
of the technical aspects of the scenario planning exercises were directly incorporated into the SCS
scenarios, including attached/detached housing splits, and density estimates. These foundational efforts
are still evident in the 2018 Plan.
Higher Density Housing Study
This was also a product of the Valleywide Blueprint Planning effort. The study, completed by The Concord
Group in June 2012, looked at a variety of economic and demographic data, including PRIZM lifestage
cohorts, to produce a snapshot of both consumer-driven and viability-driven estimates of demand for
various housing product types. The conclusions and results of this study were directly incorporated into
the scenario planning exercises. The housing split goals of Scenarios 2a and 2b were directly informed
by this study.
Local Agency Climate Action Plans
Several local agency climate action plans were in t h e p r o c e s s o f i m p l e m e n t a t i o n during the
2018 scenario development process. These plans were considered with respect to any land-use or
transportation initiatives.
SJCOG Regional Smart-Growth Transit Oriented Development Plan
Adopted in 2012, this thoroughly vetted plan produced a variety of outcomes instrumental in the
development of the SCS. The most important among them was the infill sites inventory that was used to
direct infill and refill growth as part the alternative scenario development process.

SJCOG Regional Bicycle, Pedestrian and Safe Routes to School Master Plan
This document was consulted in developing the future bicycle infrastructure network and informed
potential need for the allocation of plan revenues to the Active Transportation element of the plan
investments.

Creation of Land Use Scenarios
Once all relevant studies and technical data had been assembled, SJCOG technical staff and its consultant
team at Fregonese Associates set about the technical work to refine and update the land-use scenarios.
Fregonese Associates is the developer Envision Tomorrow, the technical tool utilized to create the scenario
land-use patterns for both the 2014 and 2018 Plans. Fregonese updated the modeling platform to the
most current version, updated the underlying building and development type assumptions, and developed
a 2015 “current conditions” scenario. Performance indicators for comparison of the scenarios were either
derived directly from the Envision Tomorrow model platform or SJCOG’s travel demand model.
Information on the Envision Tomorrow software platform and its indicators is included as Figure M.1.
The SJCOG and Fregonese project team created four alternative scenarios (1, 2A, 2B, & 3), which varied
across four key elements: overall development pattern, housing options, growth location/intensity, and
transportation investments. The scenarios were designed to be presented to the public to offer a clear
explanation of the policy choices inherent in each scenario and how those choices tied directly to future
transportation investments in the county. The conceptual foundation for each public outreach scenario is
included on the graphic on the next page. These scenarios were presented at public workshops, on-line,
and at informational meetings in mid- to late- 2017. The scenarios were compared one against another
across several performance metrics, which are further outlined in Appendix M and Chapter 5. The full
public outreach process is detailed in Appendix N.

Final Scenario Selection
While there was some public support for all four scenario alternatives, public support was most notable
for Scenario 2A. In November 2017, SJCOG staff presented a recommendation to its RTP / SCS Working
Group to forward Scenario 2A as the basis of the land-use element and investment strategy for the 2018
RTP.
SJCOG staff emphasized that the recommendation:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Best Achieved the intent of SB375 within the boundaries of local agency General Plans
Was ambitious and achievable, aligning with ARB direction on GHG targets
Expanded on a longstanding multi-modal transportation vision
Provided for greater opportunities for transit use
Supported additional active transportation investment
Aligned with current market and economic studies
Had ambitious conservation goals

The working group was mixed in its support of the SJCOG staff recommendation. Of the nine group
members providing input, five supported Scenario 3, three supported Scenario 2a, and one supported 2a
with additional bike/pedestrian and transit elements. Two of those supporting Scenario 3, secondarily
supported 2a, and one supporting 2a secondarily supported 2a with enhanced transit and bike/ped options.
The group did not each a consensus. The recommendation was supported by the SJCOG standing
committees and was ultimately adopted by the SJCOG policy board.
After the required adjustments and recommendations were implemented by SJCOG technical staff, the
scenario formed the basis of 2018 RTP. The scenario represents a region-specific, balanced multi-modal
plan that not only achieves the intent and promise of SB 375, but one that can be implemented through
existing and planned programs and policies.
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Housing affordability, etc.

Experiment with sensitivity of key
variables:




Height / FAR
Parking / Landscaping
Land Costs / Rents / Subsidies
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Model Prototypes Using Real Market Research:
Allows for “Reality-based Visualizations”

Use Prototypes for Reality-based
Visualizations and 3D Modeling

Reality-based Visualizations:
Exposition and Vermont Blvd, Los Angeles CA
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Scenario Builder:

Buildings

Scenario Painter for ArcGIS



Quickly paint scenarios using
financially feasible building
blocks



Compare multiple scenarios
across variety of indicators



Track progress in real-time

Scenarios

Indicators

Scenario Indicators:


Anything we can know about a building,
we can know about a scenario…


Housing and Jobs: mix and density



Jobs-Housing Balance



Land Consumption: vacant, agricultural, infill



Impervious Surface



Open Space



Housing Affordability



Resource Usage: energy and water



Waste Production: water, solid, carbon



Transportation: travel mode choice, vehicle miles traveled



Fiscal Impact: local revenue and infrastructure costs



Balanced Housing Index: how scenario housing mix
matches expected future demographic profile

4

02/25/2014

Who is Using Envision Tomorrow?










Sonoran/Lincoln
Joint Venture
Southern
California (SCAG)
Envision Utah
Chicago (CMAP)
City of Portland
Portland Metro
City of Tulsa

Lincoln Institute of
Land Policy

Featured in Case Study in
Urban Planning Tools for
Climate Change Mitigation
(2009)
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How is Envision Tomorrow unique?


Transparent and accessible tool
simple Arc-Excel link
 most calculations performed in Excel




Start at Building level
financially feasible scenarios
 wealth of available data on buildings
 easily modeled indicators (land use, energy, financial)




Open Source platform


University and institutional partners keep cutting edge

Scenario Building Process

Building Types

Development
Types

Scenario
Development

Evaluation

1

Step 1: Model a library of building types that are
financially feasible at the local level.
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Create Prototype Buildings
Use ROI Model…

Why start with buildings?


Easily modeled & lots of existing
data






Density and Design
Rents and Sales Prices
Costs and Affordability
Energy and Water Use
Fiscal Impacts

…to Create a Range of
Buildings

Scenario Building Process

Building Types

Development
Types

Scenario
Development

Evaluation

2

Step 2: Define the buildings, streets and amenities
that make up all the “places” in which we live, work
and play.
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Development Type Mix
A Variety of Buildings, Streets and Amenities Create a “Place”

Town
Center

Medium-Density
Residential

Single-Family
Residential

Scenario Building Process

Building Types

Development
Types

Scenario
Development

Evaluation

3

Step 3: Paint future land use scenarios to test the
implications of different decisions or policies.
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Real-time Scenario Building
and Evaluation
Select
Paint

See Changes Instantly

Compare Multiple Scenarios



Test land use policies
Experiment with new development patterns
RTP Forecast

Compact Design

Transit-Oriented
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Scenario Building Process

Building Types

Development
Types

Scenario
Development

Evaluation

4

Step 4: Compare the scenarios and monitor the
impact of land use decisions in real-time.

Monitor Indicators in Real-time
Detailed Tables

Quick Reference Graphs
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Scenario Evaluation


Evaluation Indicators:






Tier 1: minimal inputs required


Housing and Jobs: mix and density



Jobs-Housing Balance



Land Consumption: vacant, agricultural, infill



Impervious Surface



Open Space

Tier 2: moderate inputs required


Housing Affordability



Resource Usage: energy and water



Waste Production: water, solid, carbon

Tier 3: detailed inputs required


Transportation: travel mode choice, vehicle miles
traveled



Fiscal Impact: local revenue and infrastructure costs



Balanced Housing Index: how scenario housing mix
matches expected future demographic profile
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Illustrative Project List (Not Financially Constrained)
Jurisdiction

Facility Name/Route

Project Description

Project Limits

Project Cost

Caltrans
Caltrans

SR-12
SR-12

Mainline Highway Improvements Category
Widen from 4 to 6 lanes
Widen from 2 to 4 lanes

Lower Sacramento Road to Route 99
Lower Sacramento Road to I-5

$58,100,000
$75,000,000

Caltrans

SR-12/SR-88

Widen from 2 to 4 lanes

Within the joint Route 88/Route 12 corridor $72,500,000

Caltrans
Caltrans
Caltrans

I-5
SR-4 Extension
SR-99 Widening

Eight Mile Road to Gateway Boulevard
Navy Drive to Charter Way
Harney Lane to Turner Road

$25,000,000
$200,000,000
Not Available

Lathrop
Manteca

Yosemite/Guthmiller
SR-99 at Raymus Expressway

$22,000,000
Not Available

Stockton
Tracy
Tracy
Tracy

SR-120 at Yosemite/Guthmiller
SR-99 at Raymus Expressway
SR-99 at Olive Expressway
Interchange
I-5 at Gateway Boulevard
SR-99 at March Lane and Wilson
Way
SR-99 at Gateway Boulevard
I-205 at MacArthur
I-580 at Corral Hollow Road
I-580 at Lammers Road

Widen 6 to 8 lanes (inside)
Phase 2: New alignment from Navy Drive to Charter Way
Widen 4 to 6 lanes (inside) - CONSTRUCTION PHASE
Interchange Improvements Category
Reconstruct interchange - CONSTRUCTION PHASE
Construction of new interchange - CONSTRUCTION PHASE

Lathrop
Lathrop
Ripon

Ripon
Stockton
Stockton

Construction of new interchange at Olive Expressway

SR-99 at Olive Expressway

$100,000,000

I-5 at Gateway Boulevard

$80,300,000

Yosemite Avenue
Yosemite Avenue

Construction of a new interchange and auxiliary lanes (PM 36.0/36.9)
Construction of the March Lane/SR-99 interchanges with connections to
Wilson Way
Construction of new interchange
Modification of existing interchange - CONSTRUCTION PHASE
Modification of existing interchange - CONSTRUCTION PHASE
Construction of new interchange - CONSTRUCTION PHASE
Regional Roadways Improvements Category
Widen to 6 lanes
Widen to 6 lanes

Olive Expressway

Construct 6-lane Olive Expressway - CONSTRUCTION PHASE

Ripon
Stockton

Garrison Rd Extension to Austin
Rd
Doak Blvd
Davis Rd

Stockton

Feather River Dr. Extension

Stockton
Stockton

SR-99 at March Lane and Wilson Way

$198,100,000

SR-99 at Gateway Boulevard
I-205 at MacArthur
I-580 at Coral Hollow Road
I-580 at Lammers Road

$99,300,000
$9,670,000
$20,000,000
$55,000,000

McKinley to UPRR
SR 120 to McKinley

Not Available
Not Available

Canal Boulevard to Raymus Expressway

$30,000,000

Construct 2-lane extension of Garrison Road

Jack Tone Road to Austin Road

$10,000,000

South Highland to Austin Rd
Bear Creek to Thornton Rd

$18,000,000
$3,700,000

March Ln Widening
Morada Lane

Extension of Doak Blvd
Widen from 3 to 4 lanes
Construct 2 lane bridge to cross Calaveras River linking Ryde Avenue with
Feather River Drive
Widen from 6 to 8 lanes
Construction of new 4 lane road

Stockon

Gateway Boulevard

Construct new 4 lane roadway

Stockton
Stockton
Stockton

Micke Grove Road
Airport Way
Airport Way

Widen from 2 to 4 lanes
Widen from 4 to 6 lanes
Widen from 4 to 6 lanes

Stockton

Airport Way

Widen from 4 to 6 lanes

Ripon

Stockton

Pacific Avenue

Tracy
Tracy

Lammers Road
Linne Road

Ripon
Stockton
Stockton

Wilma Avenue at UPRR
Airport Way/BNSF
Morada Ln/UPRR (West)

Various
Agencies
Various
Agencies
RTD
Tri-Valley SJV
Tri-Valley SJV
Tri-Valley SJV
SJRRC
SJRRC

Feather River Drive to Ryde Avenue

$4,400,000

El Dorado St to Holiday Dr
Lower Sacramento Rd to West Ln
South of Live Oak Blvd, SR-99 to Micke
Grove Road
Eight Mile Road to New Gateway Blvd
Arch Road to French Camp Road
Industrial Drive to Eighth Street
Carpenter Road to Dr Martin Luther King Jr
Blvd Way

$7,360,000
$36,050,000

Widen from 6 to 8 lanes including reconstruction of intersections, addition of
Hammer Lane to March Lane-Between the
turn and acceleration lanes and construction/extension of a raised
Calaveras River and Hammer Lane
landscaped median
Widen from 2 to 4 lanes
Phase 1: I-205 to Old Schulte Road
Widen from 2 to 4 lanes
Corral Hollow Road to Chrisman Road
Railroad Crossing Safety Improvements
Reconstruct existing overcrossing structure
Wilma Avenue at UPRR
At-Grade Crossing Improvements
Airport Way/BNSF
Construct grade separation of roadway and railway
Morada Ln/UPRR (West)
Bus Transit Improvements Category

$9,900,000
$5,900,000
Not Available
Not Available
Not Available
$55,800,000
$35,000,000
$8,600,000
$10,000,000
$2,800,000
$34,600,000

Various

Various unfunded capital improvements

Various locations

Not Available

Various

Various unfunded operational improvements

Various locations

Not Available

Solar Power Project (Phase II)
Rail Corridor Improvements Category
DMU/EMU service - Capital Costs
DMU/EMU service - Operating Costs
DMU/EMU service - Operating Costs
ACE Capital Improvements associated with 9th and 10th trains
ACE Operational Improvements associated with 9th and 10th trains
Public Airport-Aviation Projects Category

Stockton Metropolitan Area

$40,000,000

Between Tracy and Livermore
Dublin/Pleasanton BART to West Tracy
West Tracy to River Islands

$10,000,000
$1,391,000,000
$190,000,000
Not Available
Not Available

Altamont Pass Corridor
Altamont Pass Corridor
Altamont Pass Corridor

San Joaquin
Stockton Metro Airport
Various Unfunded Capital Improvements
County
Tracy
Tracy Municipal Airport
Various Unfunded Capital Improvements
Active Transportation and Community Enhancement Projects Category
Miscellaneous regional bicycle,
Various
pedestrian, and safe routes to
Various Unfunded Needs
school facilities and programs

Various Locations

Not Available

Various Locations

Not Available

Various locations throughout San Joaquin
County

Not Available

Various locations throughout San Joaquin
County

Not Available

Various

Miscellaneous regional
Various Unfunded Needs
community enhancement projects

Various

Various Street and Roadway
Rehabilitation

Rehabilitation of various streets and roads

Various Locations

Not Available

Various

Traffic Flow Improvements and
Systems Managements

Signal System Improvements, Operational and Intersection Improvements to
Various Locations
Smooth Traffic Flow, Closed Circuit TV, Freeway Service Patrols

Not Available

Operations and Maintenance Category
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VALLEYWIDE CHAPTER
ONE VALLEY: THE SAN JOAQUIN VALLEY PROFILE
Geography
The San Joaquin Valley (Valley) is the southern portion of the Great Central Valley of California [Figure 6-1].
The San Joaquin Valley stretches from the Tehachapi Mountains in the south to the San Joaquin Delta in the
north, a distance of nearly 300 miles. The eastern boundary is the Sierra Nevada Mountains, which reaches
elevations of over 14,000 feet, while the western boundary is the lower coastal ranges. The Valley floor is about
10,000 square miles in size.
Figure 6 - 1
San Joaquin Valley Topography

For the purposes of this report, the San Joaquin Valley is considered to include the entirety of the counties of
San Joaquin, Stanislaus, Merced, Madera, Fresno, Kings, Tulare and Kern. The total area of the eight counties
is 27,383 sq. mi. (larger than West Virginia). Kern County straddles the Sierra Nevada Mountains and occupies
a portion of the Mojave Desert. The desert portion of Kern County (about 3,650 sq. mi.) is within the
Southeastern Desert Air Basin, while the remainder of Kern County and the other counties are in the San
Joaquin Valley Air Basin.
On the Valley floor, the topography is generally flat to rolling, and the climate is characterized by long, very
warm summers, and short, cool winters. Precipitation is related to latitude and elevation, with the northern
portions of the valley receiving approximately 12-14 inches of rain a year, while the southern portion has an
annual average of less than six inches. Snow rarely falls on the Valley floor, but heavy winter accumulations are
common in the Sierra Nevada Mountains.
The Valley occupies an area between the two largest metropolitan areas in California, San Francisco and Los
Angeles. The major transportation facilities run generally north/south through the Valley and include State
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Route 99, Interstate 5, Union Pacific Railroad and Burlington Northern & Santa Fe Railroad. Several highways
and some rail lines cross the Valley east/west including State Routes 4, 120, 152, 198 and 58 among others. In
addition, the Valley contains numerous oil and natural gas pipelines, a myriad of telecommunication facilities,
distribution centers, the Port of Stockton, and air travel corridors.
Population
While the Valley is largely rural in nature, it does contain several large cities and suburbs with a total
population of a little over 4 million people (more than the population of 24 states). The eight Valley counties
are a part of seven Metropolitan Statistical Areas (MSAs): Stockton (San Joaquin County), Modesto (Stanislaus
County), Merced, Fresno-Madera, Hanford-Corcoran (Kings County), Visalia-Porterville (Tulare County) and
Bakersfield (Kern County). Most of the Valley’s population resides along the State Route 99 corridor including
four cities of over 150,000 people (Fresno, Bakersfield, Stockton and Modesto) [Figure 6-2]. Population
growth has been sustained and significant [Figure 6-1]. In 1970, the eight San Joaquin Valley counties had a
population of just over 1.6 million. By 2015, the population had increased 149% to over 4 million [Figure 6-3].
The Valley continues to be one of the fastest growing regions in the state. The Valley accounted for 8.2% of
California’s total population in 1970 and has grown to account for 11% of California’s total population now. By
2050, the Valley is projected to capture 15% of the state’s population [Figure 6-4].
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Figure 6 - 2
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Figure 6 – 3

San Joaquin Valley Population Growth by County

Figure 6 - 4
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Figure 6 - 5

Future population growth is also expected to be sustained and significant. Both ends of the Valley are under
growth pressure from the neighboring metropolitan areas of Los Angeles and the San Francisco Bay Area in
addition to the natural growth rate in the Valley. Population in the eight Valley counties is projected to reach
just a little over 6 million by the year 2050, using growth projections from the California State Department of
Finance (DOF) [Figure 6-3].
Economy
The San Joaquin Valley is famous for agricultural production. All eight counties rank within the top twelve of
California’s 58 counties. In addition, if the Valley were a state, it would be the top agricultural producing state
in the country. The Valley produced $34.7 billion in agricultural products in 2015 This amount is over double
the remainder of California and more than the next highest producing state, Iowa
[Figure 6-7].
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Figure 6 - 6

Figure 6 - 7

Agriculture accounts for 12% of the Valley’s jobs [Figure 6-8]. In comparison, only 2% of the state and
nation’s jobs are in agriculture [Figure 6-9]. Other major employment sectors in the Valley are education,
health and social services (21.38%) and retail trade (11.4%).
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Figure 6 - 8

Figure 6 - 9
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Economically Distressed Area
The San Joaquin Valley is one of the most economically distressed regions in the United States. High
unemployment rates have historically plagued the Valley. As shown in Figure 6-10, in 2015 the Valley’s
unemployment rate was 8.3%, in contrast to 6.2% and 5.2% for the state and the nation, respectively. According
to the Bureau of Labor Statistics, “unemployment rates fell in all eight San Joaquin area counties from August
2013 to August 2015. The largest two-year decrease occurred in San Joaquin County, down 3.5 percentage
points, followed by Stanislaus County, down 3.4 points. Seven of the eight counties had unemployment rate
decreases that were larger than the national decrease of 2.1 percentage points. Kern County had the smallest
unemployment rate decline, 1.6 percentage points, from August 2013 to August 2015. Tulare County had the
highest jobless rates in the area in August for each of the past three years.”
Figure 6 – 10

Educational levels for Valley residents lag behind those of California and the United States. Only 24.9% of
persons 25 years of age and older have a college degree, compared to 39.9% and 38.8% for the state and nation,
respectively [Figure 6-11].
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Figure 6 – 11

With the Valley’s mix of employment types, high unemployment, and low educational attainment levels, the
Valley is plagued with a low median household income. As shown on Figure 6-12 below, the Valley’s median
household income of $46,000 is far below the state and nation’s averages of $61,000 and $53,400.
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Figure 6 - 12

The economic plight of the San Joaquin Valley is starting to be recognized at a national level. The
Congressional Research Service (CRS) completed a study in 2005 (California’s San Joaquin Valley: A Region
in Transition) comparing the economic conditions of the San Joaquin Valley to the Central Appalachian region,
another severely economically distressed region. The Central Appalachian region (primarily eastern KY and
parts of WV, TN and VA) is the most economically distressed sub-region within the Appalachian Regional
Commission (ARC). ARC was created by Congress in 1965 in response to the persistent socioeconomic
challenges in the Appalachian region. Economic conditions in the Valley were shown to be comparable to
Central Appalachia and lagging far behind the state of California as a whole and the United States. For
example, poverty rates in the Valley are similar to the poorest region of the Appalachians and are actually
trending worse than the Central Appalachian region.
While being one of the most economically challenged regions in the country, the Valley has traditionally
received far less federal assistance than other regions in the United States. The CRS study also showed that the
Valley is lagging behind the Appalachian region, California and the United States in per capita federal
expenditures.
Figure 6-13 below indicated that in 2010, the per capita federal government expenditure for the Valley and each
of its eight counties was still far below that of California and the United States. With the termination of the
Federal Financial Statistics Program, the per capita federal government expenditure data after 2010 has been
discontinued.
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Figure 6 - 13

Demographics
The Valley has a younger population than California as a whole and the United States. In 2015, 39.27% of
Valley residents were under the age of 25 compared to 33.4% for California and 32.8% for the United States
[Figure 6-14].
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Figure 6 - 14

The residents of the Valley are more ethnically diverse than those of California and the United States.
According to the 2015 American Community Survey, 63% of the Valley’s inhabitants are minority (non-white),
compared to 61% and 37% for the state and nation [Figure 6-15].
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Figure 6 - 15

VALLEY SUCCESS IN PARTNERING AND PLANNING
Air Quality
Background
The SJV is one of the largest and most challenging air quality nonattainment areas in the United States. The
SJV nonattainment area includes eight counties from San Joaquin County to Kern County on the Western
border of the Sierra Nevada range. These counties represent a diverse mixture of urban and rural
characteristics, yet are combined in a single nonattainment area that violates federal health standards for ozone
and particulate matter. Air quality monitoring stations continue to indicate that the San Joaquin Valley is
among the worst polluted regions in the country. Since the eight counties are combined into a single
nonattainment area, there is a coordinated approach for compliance with the federal Clean Air Act. That
coordinated approach is essential in meeting the Valley’s goal to provide clean air to all residents.
Coordination
On-going coordination with federal, state, and local partners has been, is, and will continue to be critical to the
meeting the goal of providing clean air to all San Joaquin Valley residents. As one of the few multijurisdictional planning areas in the country, the individual decisions and actions of each of the SJV Regional
Planning Agencies (RPAs) have the potential to affect the entire San Joaquin Valley. This coordination process
is critical to documenting compliance with the Federal Clean Air Act, as well as enabling the expenditures that
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build and maintain transportation infrastructure; investments which provide valuable jobs to San Joaquin Valley
residents.
Transportation Conformity
The primary goal of the transportation conformity process is to assure compliance with transportation
conformity regulations with respect to the requirements for Regional Transportation Plans (RTPs), Federal
Transportation Improvement Programs (FTIPs), amendments, compliance with the California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA), implementation of applicable transportation control measures (TCMs), and applicable
State Implementation Plans (SIPs). Since coordination efforts have begun, the SJV RPAs have been successful
in complying with conformity requirements for the 2004 TIP/RTP, 2006 TIP, 2007 TIP/RTP, 2011 TIP/RTP,
and 2014 TIP/RTP. In addition, FHWA has determined that the SJV RPA planning processes substantially
meet the federal planning requirements. TIP/RTP Amendments, including coordinated amendment cycles and
development of valley-wide process to be federally approved.
Continued examples of SJV RPA coordinated efforts with respect to transportation conformity include the
following:





Monitoring and testing of transportation model updates;
Continued documentation of latest planning assumptions and compliance with the transportation
conformity rule and corresponding guidance documents;
Drafting of valley-wide procedures for RPA staff use, with detailed instructions from the execution of
EMFAC to post-processing of emissions results consistent with applicable SIPS; and
Preparation of boilerplate documentation, including draft public notices and adoption resolutions, as
well as draft response to public comments.

Sustainable Communities Strategies
Introduction
California’s Sustainable Communities and Climate Protection Act of 2008 (Sustainable Communities Act, SB
375, Chapter 728, Statutes of 2008) supports the State's climate action goals to reduce greenhouse gas (GHG)
emissions through coordinated transportation and land use planning with the goal of more sustainable
communities.
Under the Sustainable Communities Act, the California Air Resources
Board (ARB) sets regional targets for GHG emissions reductions from
passenger vehicle use. In 2010, the ARB established these targets in the
San Joaquin Valley as GHG reductions of 5% by 2020 and 10% by 2035.
The ARB is currently in the process of setting the second round of
targets for the regions. Under Senate Bill 375, each Metropolitan
Planning Organization (MPO) in the State is required to develop a
Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS) as part of their Regional
Transportation Plan (RTP) to demonstrate that, if implemented, the SCS
will attain or exceed the greenhouse emission reduction targets. If the
targets cannot be met, then an Alternative Planning Strategy (APS) needs
to be developed.
The SCS outlines the plan for integrating the
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transportation network and related strategies with an overall land use pattern that accounts for projected growth,
housing needs, changing demographics, and forecasted transportation needs among all modes of travel.
For the San Joaquin Valley, each MPO is scheduled to approve their SCS as an element of their Regional
Transportation (RTP/SCS) in 2018. Referred to as the RTP/SCS, each Valley COG has developed an
investment strategy that outlines their region’s transportation future through 2042. Each RTP/SCS in the Valley
goes in-depth into the projects, policies, and strategies that will achieve compliance with state laws while
delivering a financially constrained plan matching forecasted revenues with transportation demands. Some
achievements of the collective RTP/SCS include:








Provision of transportation and travel choices
Improving safety, mobility, efficiency of the transportation system
Maximizing economic competitiveness/economic vitality
Facilitating goods movement
Building healthy and active communities
Improving the environment
Providing a range of housing choices

Valleywide Coordination on RTP/SCS Efforts
Valley Visions
While SB 375 mandated individual development of the RTP/SCS, the eight MPOs in the San Joaquin Valley
have had a history of collaboration in this process to share information, best practices, and foster consistent
approaches to RTP/SCS development. The eight COGs participated in a joint grant proposal to the California’s
Strategic Growth Council for Proposition 84 funding. The grant was funded and launched as “Valley Visions”
in the 2014 RTP/SCS process
Valley Visions was implemented as a series of planning efforts underway throughout the San Joaquin Valley. It
took a big-picture look at how the Central Valley grows over time in a way that uses resources efficiently,
protects existing communities, conserves farmland and open space, and supports the Central Valley economy,
ultimately reducing future greenhouse gas emissions. The Valley Visions logo was provided to each COG to
use and customize to their region if they wanted.
One of the tasks identified in the successful grant proposal was enhancement of the eight COG’s individual
public outreach efforts with a valleywide campaign. The project scope for this task included templates/written
materials for customization, a media campaign to engage residents and publicize outreach efforts (social media,
newspapers, radio and/or TV), and to assist with the development of SB 375 required workshops and hearings.
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Of particular note was an informational video on the SCS process provided in three languages: English,
Spanish, and Hmong and the media campaign that was active during the months of August, September, and
October 2013. The videos were made available on YouTube, with links on the Valley Visions web page
(www.valley-visions.org).

Valley Visions is yet another example showcasing the successes in valleywide collaboration. The eight counties
of the San Joaquin Valley coordinated some aspects of these planning efforts and maximized resources, while
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each area’s Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) developed a separate plan. This effort helped the Valley
COGs brand a consistent message about sustainability.
Goods Movement
Introduction
In the Statewide Goods Movement Action Plan, the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans)
designated the Valley as one of the State’s four major international trade corridors. The San Joaquin Valley
(SJV) is experiencing the demands of the modern global logistics system across a range of goods, from raw
agricultural materials to consumer products. The critical role that the SJV plays in California and the nation’s
food supply will continue to require an effective goods movement system to distribute and export products
quickly and efficiently. The growing regional population, and that population’s growing expectations, will
require increased attention to the safe and reliable movement of goods consistent with competing needs for
infrastructure and greater sensitivity to emissions and congestion. Continued pressure on costs and profits is
leading shippers and receivers to seek transportation efficiency gains wherever they can be found. Within the
SJV, that goal translates to continual fine-tuning of logistics chains and transportation practices, and to a
willingness to shift production and distribution facilities and activities to achieve the optimum combination.
Due to its central location, relatively inexpensive land, labor force, and multimodal transportation system, the
Valley has also become a major distribution point for international exports and consumer products. Prior to the
recession, the Valley was the fastest growing population center in California and is poised to return to this
position as the economy recovers.
Figure 6-16 - General Electric LNG Locomotive

Many of the agricultural products that the Valley produces are
exported through California’s rail, marine and airport systems as
well as using the highway and roadway systems to move
commodities from farm, to processor/packer, to market. While
Interstate 5 and State Route 99 are the two primary north/south
transportation arteries, SR 99 is the transportation backbone of the
San Joaquin Valley and is served by many significant east-west
corridors such as SR-58, SR -120, SR-180, I-580 to 205, SR-152,
SR-198, and SR-46.
Figure 6-17 – Hybrid Semi-Truck Technology

The Valley, as a region, needs to effectively plan for efficient
goods movement and successfully partner with the private sector,
state and Federal agencies to make necessary investments. A
failure to effectively plan and invest could result in congested and
poorly maintained highways, lost economic opportunities due to
inadequate access to markets, land use conflicts between logisticsoriented business and growing communities, and poor air quality
due to diesel emissions. Emphasis on system-wide efficiency,
alternative fuel technology (see figures 1-3) and a comprehensive
goods movement system seem to have become key elements of
competitive funding. It is anticipated these trends will continue to
shape transportation policy and that future funding may emulate
the approach of the state’s Trade and Congested Corridor Programs funded through Senate Bill 1.
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Figure 6-18 – Emerging Cleaner Semi-Truck Technologies

Emerging Technologies
Figure 6-19 – Siemens eHighway

eHighway is an energy-efficient, low-emission solution that Siemens developed for heavily traveled short-haul
truck routes. It includes overhead electric lines for the highway, and electric or hybrid trucks with intelligent
pantographs to pick up current. A sensor system enables the pantograph to automatically make and break
contact with the overhead line at speeds as high as 90 kph. As long as there’s an overhead line, the trucks
generate no local emissions at all. On conventional roads, depending on what type of drive they use, they switch
over to diesel, gas or battery mode. An eHighway, with about 80 percent efficiency, is about twice as efficient
as transport via a diesel truck. That’s because electric drives are more efficient. On top of that, transmitting
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electricity via overhead lines is very environmentally friendly – efficiency here is 99 percent. The eHighway’s
energy efficiency increases even further if the trucks recycle electric braking energy back to the supply network.
In 2015, Siemens announced it would build the world’s first eHighway project in California near the Ports of
Long Beach and Los Angeles, the two largest ports in the U.S. Today. This first-of-its-kind system will use
electricity delivered via overhead lines to electrify road lanes and provide clean and efficient power to trucks.
Using electricity to power the heavy-duty trucks that travel on the 1-mile stretch near the ports will result in
significantly reduced emissions and lower noise pollution.
Siemens’ Steffen Goeller, the head of our Rail Electrification business noted in his panel Moving Freight into
the Future that “this California project is crucial to understanding how electricity can answer today’s
transportation challenges. By installing the technology in a real-world scenario, it can be evaluated with a view
of how it can be scaled up not only to connect the ports, but possibly on surrounding freeways and in other
cities.”
The SJV should coordinate with Caltrans, CARB, and SJVAPCD to explore the possibility of developing a
zero-emissions freight corridor along SR 99 that connects SJV distribution and shipping with the Ports of Long
beach and Oakland.
Background
In 2007, The San Joaquin Valley Regional Planning Agencies developed the San Joaquin Valley Regional
Goods Movement Action Plan (2007). The purpose of the plan was to provide a knowledge base for the
understanding of freight and goods movement issues facing the San Joaquin Valley. The plan identified freight
flows for the region, and developed the San Joaquin Valley Truck Model tool and scenario testing. Since that
time a number of goods movement studies have been completed that build on the previous work efforts and
further refined the criteria and decision-making process while identifying vital goods movement networks for
the multi-county region.
Previous goods movement studies for the Valley:
 San Joaquin Valley I-5/SR99 Goods Movement Corridor Study (2017)
 San Joaquin Valley Goods Movement Sustainable Implementation Plan (2017)
 San Joaquin Valley Interregional Goods Movement Plan (2013)
 Updated State Route 99 Business Plan (2013)
 SR 223, 166, 119, 46 and 65 Truck Origin and Destination Studies (2011)
 East Side Business Plan (Short Haul Rail), Tulare County (2010)
 SR 58 Origin and Destination Truck Study (2009)
 Interstate 5 and State Route 99 Origin and Destination Study (2009)
 Draft San Joaquin Valley Regional Goods Movement Action Plan (2008)
 San Joaquin Valley Regional Goods Movement Action Plan (2007)
 California Interregional Intermodal System (CIRIS) Implementation Plan (2006)
The three most current studies will be summarized below.

6 - 19

VALLEYWIDE CHAPTER
San Joaquin Valley Interregional Goods Movement Plan (2013)
This San Joaquin Valley Interregional Goods Movement Plan
builds upon traffic, logistics, and long-term infrastructure
improvement planning efforts throughout the study area,
including the SJV Regional Goods Movement Action Plan
(2007), corridor studies along SR 99 and other highways around
the region (including SR 58 and SR 152), truck circulation
studies to identify access points and routes for trade goods
throughout the SJV region, and numerous rail studies that explore
the use of the rail mode in a robust goods movement system.

Figure 6-20 – Inside a Distribution Center

Building on these prior efforts and new analysis, the purpose of this study is to develop a plan of prioritized
projects, strategic programs, and policies that will guide goods movement planning for the region in the future.
The plan is based on an analysis of the economic and global trade trends that are driving the demand for goods
movement in the SJV region and includes a forecast of future freight flows and demand by transportation mode.
The plan also includes an evaluation of infrastructure needs that were the basis of many of the projects that were
selected. While accommodating growth in goods movement demand is important to ensuring the economic
health of the SJV region, this growth must be achieved in an environmentally sustainable manner. The plan
includes strategies for improving the environmental performance of goods movement in the SJV and mitigating
impacts on communities. The plan concludes with a discussion of funding and implementation strategies so the
SJV regional transportation agencies can move forward with next steps to realize the vision embodied in the
plan.
San Joaquin Valley Goods Movement Sustainable Implementation Plan (2017)
The purpose of this study was to build on the work conducted in the SJV Interregional Goods Movement Plan,
and take the next steps to address issues raised in the SJV Interregional Goods Movement Plan (2013). This
was accomplished by designating priority first and last-mile goods movement connectors and identifying any
needed improvements to the connectors; identifying truck route and parking needs and strategies; identifying
priority rural corridors; developing a framework for improving and maintaining the Vallewide truck model; and
coordinating all of these efforts with the Valley Regional Transportation Planning Agencies’ (RTPA)
Sustainable Communities Strategies (SCS) and other planning efforts at the local, state, and federal level.
This study tackled several of the issues identified in the SJV Interregional Goods Movement Plan, including:
 Identifying high-priority, first- and last-mile connectors that emphasize improved connectivity to critical
economic sectors. The study also identifies connector needs and recommends a plan of improvements
and an approach to funding.
 Identifying areas of concern related to truck routing and parking and identifying truck route and parking
needs and proposing policies, guidelines, and improvements to ensure truck routes are well planned,
provide access and maintain continuity across jurisdictional lines. The study examined parking needs
and shortages and proposes options to improving information about legal parking, encouraging the
development and expansion of private truck stops and parking facilities, and identifying locations for
new state or public parking facilities.
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Identifying rural and connecting urban priority corridors. This information will support the process by
which the State will designate critical rural and urban corridors and their inclusion in the National
Priority Freight Network as required by the FAST Act.
Recommending improvements to the SJV goods movement model and a process to ensure that it is kept
up to date with the best available data inputs and freight modeling best practices. To this end, the study
developed a concept for institutionalizing freight modeling to support freight planning in the Valley so
that good movement considerations become a part of the core analytical capabilities in each of the
Valley Councils of Government. The revised model and supporting data can then be used to generate
performance measures that are consistent with Federal and state guidance and that are linked to the SJV
Interregional Goods Movement Plan Vision and Goals.

Connector Needs and Strategies
Performance metric data collected for select connectors revealed multiple needs that could improve safety
and efficiency on connectors throughout the regional. Examples include:
 Improved signage for both passenger and commercial vehicle traffic.
 Safety analysis and improvement.
 Signal coordination on truck routes.
 Pavement quality improvements.
 Exploring design standards for heavy truck routes and connectors.
Truck Parking Recommendations
After reviewing previous reports and discussing the issue with public agencies, truck stop operators and
truck drivers, several factors were identified that contribute to the truck parking problem in the Valley. The
following recommendations to improve conditions should be considered:
 Planning and Funding
o Improve data collection and analysis to have a better understanding of short-term and long-term
parking demand.
o Work with law enforcement to educate and train them about improved use of safe and available
parking spaces.
o Update plans and investment programs to include truck parking solutions, both for facilities and
technology for truck parking information services.
o MPOs should consider ways to incentivize land use decisions to facilitate private-sector
expansion of existing facilities or opening of new ones.
o Surplus public properties can be converted to truck stops.
o Funding provided by FAST could be used to construct or expand truck parking facilities and
deploy tools for commercial motor vehicle drivers to find safe, available places to park and rest.


Demand Control
o Policies that incentivize off-peak deliveries can reduce demand for long-term parking spaces.
o Truck circulation is a problem in some older parking facilities that are not designed for larger
trucks.
o Shippers/receivers often demand that drivers leave the facility immediately after delivery.
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Recommended Next Steps
The SJV Sustainable Implementation Plan has
identified a system of truck corridors and
connectors and recommendations for how to
proceed with improvements on these roadways
to address identified needs. In order to move
forward
with
these
recommendations,
implementation actions should be taken in four
key areas:
1. Taking steps to secure funding for near-term
opportunities;
2. Conduct additional local analysis to prioritize
corridor improvements, including truck
parking;
3. Establish a process for regular input on
connectors, priority corridors and truck
routes; and
4. Work with Caltrans to adapt the statewide
freight model for Valley applications.

Figure 6-21 - SJV Freight Clusters

San Joaquin Valley I-5/SR99 Goods Movement
Corridor Study (2017)
Interstate 5 (I-5) and State Route 99 (SR 99) play
critical and unique roles as the major goods
movement facilities in the Valley. At present, 92
percent of goods in the Valley are carried by truck,
and this is not expected to change in the near future. I-5 and SR 99 carry the highest volumes of trucks in the
Valley and in some locations, among the highest volumes in the state. This is a reflection of the traditional
north-south orientation of freight flows in the Valley, associated with the through routing of trucks to connect
the major coastal urban areas to the north and south of the Valley, the north-south orientation of the Valley’s
major urban centers, and the need to access major east-west interstate connections north and south of the Valley
itself.
I-5 is the route that is favored for long-haul movements. It carries higher levels for through traffic and there has
traditionally been less development along this route. However, new developments in warehousing and
distribution centers and manufacturing are taking advantage of access to I-5. Increasing traffic that is being
generated within the Valley uses I-5 for national connections. SR 99 runs through each of the urban areas in the
Valley and includes truck traffic distributing goods to/from these areas. It also provides connections to eastwest routes that support the farm-to-market traffic and connections between farms and food processing that
characterize the agricultural supply chain. It is the backbone of the intra-Valley goods movement and a major
route for commuters who share the road with trucks in the urban centers.
A major effort and focus of this study involved identifying major truck generators in the Valley. This study
identified seventeen major freight clusters responsible for a large percentage of truck trips within the Valley and
to and from other regions I California. Each of these clusters consists of some combination of intermodal
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facilities, distribution centers, and/or large manufacturing firms. The clusters are distributed throughout the
Valley, with four located in San Joaquin County, two in Stanislaus County, one each in Merced and Madera
counties, one in Fresno County, one in Kings County, three in Tulare County, and four in Kern County.
 The San Joaquin Valley I-5/SR99 Goods Movement Corridor Study is divided into seven tasks, of which
the Final Report incorporates Tasks 1, 2, 3, 4, and 7. Tasks 5 and 6 covered coordination in support of
the other tasks. The Tasks covered in the Final Report are: Establish the need for streamlining goods
movement.
 Name specific “pain points” and priorities for mitigation.
 Identify mitigating projects and programs.
 Identify mitigating projects and programs.
 Evaluate the feasibility of implementing projects and programs.
 Analyze potential for technical demonstration of specified technology.
Goods Movement Projects
The three key basis for selection of the projects are as follows: 1) they are located on I-5 or SR 99 corridors and
would improve economic efficiency and productivity, alleviate mobility and safety related goods movement
issues, as well as support the growth of agricultural and industrial land uses; 2) they are located on connectors
between I-5 and SR 99 corridors and would meaningfully increase network redundancy and alleviate congestion
on the SR 99 corridor, along which a majority of freight clusters are located; and/or 3) they are located on key
ingress/egress routes of the San Joaquin Valley region and would likely enhance its economic opportunities of
handling trade and logistics for the ports and large populations in the Bay Area and Southern California.
Figure 6-22 - SJV Freight Clusters
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Information collected for the projects includes: 1) location and route, 2) project ID, 3) project title and
description, 4) project type, 5) project cost, 6) timeline for implementation, and 7) source of project
information. The following provides information about projects planned along I-5 and SR 99, as well as along
some major east/west or north/south connectors between I-5 and SR 99 that may alleviate SR 99 congestion.
The timeline for project implementation was 0-5 years, 6-15 years, 16-24 years, and 25 or more years. The
projects with an implementation timeline of 0-5 years in each Valley County are as follows:
Fresno
 California High-Speed Rail Project-SR 99 Re-Alignment
 Mountain View and SR 99 Overcrossing: Widen Overcrossing and Improve Ramps
 NB SR 99 Herndon Off Ramp: Signalize & Widen Ramp
 Widen I-5 between Kings County and Merced County lines
 Widen SR 99 from 6 to 8 lanes from Central Ave to Bullard Ave.
Kern
 Centennial Corridor
 Centennial Connector - SR 58/Cottonwood Rd to Westside Parkway
 Brown Material Rd to I5 - interchange upgrade at 1-5 - Phase 4A
Madera
 SR99: 4-Lane Freeway to 6-Lane Freeway Ave 12 to Ave 17
 SR99: Madera 6 Lane
 SR99: Reconstruct Interchange
 SR99: South Madera 6 Lane
 Widen SR99: In Fresno & Madera Counties, from south of Grantland Ave UC to north of
Avenue 7
Merced
 Highway 99: Livingston Widening Northbound
 Highway 99: Livingston Widening Southbound
 Widen SR 152 between SR 99 and US 101 (in Merced County)
San Joaquin
 I-5 at Louise Avenue Interchange
 I-5 at Roth Road Interchange
 Widen I-5 between SR 120 and I-205
 Widen I-5 from 1 mile north of SR 12 to SR 120
 Widen SR 99 from French Camp Rd to Mariposa Rd 6 to 8 lanes, with new interchange
 SR 99 at Austin Road Interchange
 SR 99 at Eight Mile Road Interchange
 SR 99 at Gateway Boulevard Interchange
 SR 99 at Main Street/UPRR Interchange (Ripon)
 SR 99 at Morada Interchange
 SR 99 at Raymus Expressway Interchange
 SR 99 at Turner Road Interchange Operational Improvements
 Widen SR 12 between I-5 and SR 99
 Widen SR 120 between I-5 and SR 99, with new interchange at SR 99
Stanislaus
 SR 99 Interchange Ramp and Auxiliary Lane Improvements
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Tulare


SR 99 & Hammett Rd
SR 99 & Briggsmore Interchange
SR 99 Reconstruct Interchange at Fulkerth Road
SR 99 Reconstruct to 8-lane Interchange - Phase II
I-5 to Rogers Road: Interchange Improvements and Widen Sperry Ave
Widen SR 99 from 6 to 8 lanes in Stanislaus County
Widen SR 132 connecting SR 99 and I-580
State Route 99/Betty Drive Interchange

Kings County did not have any projects with an implementation timeline of 0-5 years.
Strategic Goals, Objectives, I-5/SR 99 Strategic Program
The study identified seven strategic goals with related objectives for the SJV region based on various state
and regional transportation planning documents.
Strategic Goals, Objectives
 Improve Economic Competitiveness:
o Vitalize/Revitalize commercial vehicle corridors.
o Increase transportation choices for freight uses.
o Improve access to key economic centers.
o Reduce the cost of exporting products from the region, thereby increasing demand for
those products and related processing/manufacturing jobs.
 Preserve Infrastructure:
o Conduct preventative maintenance and rehabilitation on freight transportation system.
o Maximize utilization of available supply for freight uses.
o Manage freight demand within existing supply.
o Preserve land for future freight uses.
 Improve Mobility and Travel Time Reliability:
o Integrate multiple modes for freight uses.
o Minimize congestion and increase operational efficiency for freight uses.
o Increase network redundancy for freight uses.
 Improve Safety and Security:
o Minimize crashes and damages for freight uses.
o Improve operations on freight transportation system.
o Improve incident management and network resiliency on freight transportation system.
o Stay informed about the current level of threat to security on freight transportation
system.
 Improve Environment:
o Stay informed about the current commercial vehicle environmental laws and regulations
and improve their enforcement.
o Conserve energy and natural resources for freight uses.
o Minimize commercial vehicle emissions.
o Improve development and implementation of mitigation measures for freight
investments.
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o Improving environmental justice for freight investments.
Use Innovative Technology and Practices:
o Develop commercial vehicle alternate fuel technology and fueling infrastructure.
o Develop new commercial vehicle to commercial vehicle communications technology
applications.
o Develop new commercial vehicle operator information systems.
o Develop institutional arrangements and business relationships to optimize freight
transportation system usage and costs.
Plan and Collaborate to Fund Investments:
o Develop freight projects list, timeline for implementation and public funding gap
information.
o Conduct studies to evaluate benefits of key freight transportation system investments.
o Coordinate with other public agencies and private sector for freight project or service
development and associated land use planning.

Conclusions
The most recent statewide, regional and local transportation plans were used to compile a master list of goods
movement related projects and programs on I-5 and SR 99 corridors in the San Joaquin Valley region. These
included projects on I-5 and SR 99, key connectors between the two corridors and key ingress/egress routes of
the region that connect to San Francisco Bay Area and Southern California. The total project cost, project status
and likely timeline for implementation were updated in consultation with Caltrans and regional metropolitan
planning organizations. The planned projects are expected to address issues in all critical locations.
County level analysis of truck volume and peak period travel speed data on I-5 and SR 99 showed critical
mobility and reliability issues on segments and critical freight access interchanges. County level analysis of
truck involved crash severity data on I-5 and SR 99 showed critical safety and reliability issues on segments and
critical freight access interchanges.
The literature review on ITS solutions for truck parking showed options for real-time parking detection
technologies, compared their physical and operational capabilities, and summarized past tested public-privatepartnership opportunities for truck parking.
A programmatic project concept of mode shifting from truck to potential short-haul rail service was assessed
using a review of past studies and initiatives, an analysis of rail intermodal facility location options for major
California ports and estimation of VMT reduction on I-5 and SR 99 on a per trip basis for the various. The
review found that distance and volume are key determinants for rail carriers to provide rail shuttle service and
price the rail shuttle service; the price and convenience are key determinants for shippers to select rail shuttle
service instead of truck drayage. Previous concepts including CIRIS between the Port of Oakland and Stockton
in San Joaquin County, and shared load container concept between the Ports of Long Beach/Los Angeles and
Shafter in Kern County did not show a price advantage for a rail shuttle service over truck drayage; however,
more recent unpublished analysis indicates that the rate gap between drayage and rail is closing. The mode shift
would have varying VMT reduction impacts on I-5 and SR 99 depending on the location of rail intermodal
facility.
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The Future of Goods Movement in the Valley
Through the cooperative efforts of the San Joaquin Valley eight-county coalition and the goods movement
planning efforts, the Valley is seriously looking at all of the existing conditions, growth implications and
environmental impacts on our communities to develop a strategic and comprehensive understanding and
strategies for implementing an efficient goods movement system.
Throughout the goods movement planning process, public and private stakeholders have met and discussed the
criteria and metrics for evaluating projects to enhance the socioeconomic status of the San Joaquin Valley via
improvements in our transportation systems. During the planning process the regional planning agencies
worked with regional freight stakeholders from throughout the SJV to understand the issues, challenges,
bottlenecks, and opportunities of the Valley’s multi-modal goods movement system, including a three-tiered
stakeholder outreach process to public, private, and other freight system stakeholders.
The supply chain and logistics trends of key industries, their current needs, and how they will impact goods
movement in the future, including creating simplified supply chain diagrams to illustrate the transportation
system needs of industries was assessed.
Through the planning process, a prioritized investment plan of multimodal project improvements and strategies
to increase the efficiency and reliability of the region’s goods movement system was created, including
evaluation using the valleywide truck model, IMPLAN economic input-output software, and other tools to
quantify the environmental, economic, and mobility benefits of each project / strategy.
The goods movement planning processes provides the eight-county region with data-driven, multimodal project
lists that reflect the combined goods movement vision of the entire of the region.
Advocacy
San Joaquin Valley Regional Policy Council
The eight valley Regional Transportation Planning Agencies have a long history of successfully coordinating
and collaborating to address issues of regional significance in the San Joaquin Valley. This approach was
formalized with the voluntary creation of the San Joaquin Valley Regional Policy Council (Regional Policy
Council).
This sixteen member Regional Policy Council was established in 2006 to discuss and build regional consensus
on issues of Valley importance. The Regional Policy Council consists of two elected officials and one alternate
appointed from each of the eight regional planning agencies’ governing boards in the San Joaquin Valley. This
body provides a forum for our Valley to communicate and coordinate easily and effectively on issues that
impact the region such as:






Intercity Passenger Rail
State Route 99
Goods Movement
Short Haul Rail
Air Quality/Transportation Planning
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Valleywide Model Improvement Plan
AB 32, SB 375 Implementation
Regional Energy Planning
Regional Transportation Plans
Annual Policy Conference

In addition, the Regional Policy Council also fosters and supports the development of relationships between the
San Joaquin Valley and the California Transportation Commission, the California Air Resources Board, the
California Partnership for the San Joaquin Valley, Caltrans, Federal Highway Administration, and other state
and federal agencies.
Valley Legislative Affairs Committee
The Valley Legislative Affairs Committee (VLAC) is a staff-level coordination effort consisting of staff from
each of the eight Regional Transportation Planning Agencies in the valley. VLAC meets monthly and is
charged with tracking pertinent legislation, providing updates and making recommendations to the RTPA
Directors’ Committee and to the San Joaquin Valley Regional Policy Council. The primary purpose of VLAC
is to develop and implement the valley-wide advocacy program – Valley Voice – which consists of an advocacy
trip to Washington, D.C. and Sacramento annually.
The goals of the Valley Voice program are to:
 Communicate the Valley’s legislative priorities clearly and succinctly.
 Obtain more state and federal funding for regional priorities.
 Advocate for legislation or changes to existing legislation that will benefit the valley
The Valley Voice delegation is comprised of representatives from the San Joaquin Valley Regional Policy
Council. Each year, VLAC develops state and federal legislative platforms in coordination with the RTPA
Directors’ committee that are reviewed and approved by the Regional Policy Council. The Washington, DC trip
is typically scheduled in September, and the Sacramento trip is typically scheduled for February/March.
SUMMARY OF ISSUES FOR THE STATE VALLEY VOICE PROGRAM 2014-2017
Air Quality
 Petition the EPA for new national standards for on-road, heavy-duty trucks and locomotives under
federal jurisdiction.
 Establish a National Clean Air Investment Fund to accelerate the deployment of low-emission vehicles
in a timeframe that will meet the air quality standards.
Cap and Trade Funding
 Structure investments to support SB 375 strategies with an emphasis on poor air quality regions, such as
the San Joaquin Valley. This requires maintaining CalEnviroScreen criteria to determine Disadvantaged
Communities status.
 Allow flexibility at the regional and local level to develop the most-effective ways to reduce GHG.
 Address project-funding determinations at the regional level to encourage local innovation and
flexibility while addressing the needs and role of disadvantaged communities.
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Goods Movement
 Support programming and construction of the priority goods movement projects in the San Joaquin
Valley.
San Joaquin Amtrak Intercity Passenger Rail
 Provide a stable, consistent annual appropriation/allocation of state capital funds with increases
necessary to meet future requirements and further expand the system.
Support for AB 28
 Pass AB 28 to add back Section 820.1 to the Streets and Highways Code, with provisions to waive
immunity and consent to the jurisdiction of federal courts, but with no sunset clause.
Categorical Exclusion (CE) for Projects of Limited Federal Assistance
 Encourage the State to exercise the authority provided to them by federal statute to make categorical
exclusion certifications or determinations for specific transportation projects that meet the law’s criteria.
Transportation Funding
 Support a funding increase to the STIP that is equivalent to a return of truck weight fees.
 Fund the STIP in whole before adding new revenue to the Trade Corridor Improvement Fund.
 Through the SHOPP program, support a full range of safety and operational improvements that also
provide for GHG reduction, including new interchanges.
 Support the return of $1 billion per year of Truck Weight Fees to transportation, instead of using them to
repay general obligation debt, dividing it up as follows: 44% to the STIP; 44% to Local Agencies; 12%
to the SHOPP
Motorist Aid System: Multiple Service Elements
 Allow Service Authorities for Freeways and Expressways (SAFEs) to fund a variety of motorist aid
infrastructure and services including but not limited to call boxes.
Transportation Initiative Voter Threshold
 Support the reduction of the voter threshold for transportation sales tax measures.
SUMMARY OF ISSUES FOR THE FEDERAL VALLEY VOICE PROGRAM 2014-2017
Buy America Waivers
 Expedite the Federal Transit Administration and Federal Highway Administration review and approval
of Buy America waiver requests in the San Joaquin Valley.
Regional Transportation Plans Adoption Cycles
 Support legislation authorizing the option of updating RTPs at least once every 10 years.
MPO Role, Flexibility and Funding
 Support the role of MPOs in the decision making process, find ways to improve flexibility in how they
operate, and avoid legislation that would transfer their power to the state and federal governments.
 Oppose the MPO Coordination and Planning Area Reform proposed rulemaking (Docket No. FHWA2016-0016)
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Geographic and Socioeconomic Equity in Grant Programs
 Provide special consideration for mid-sized, economically disadvantaged regions and non-attainment
areas for infrastructure-related grant programs.
Clean Air Act Modernization
 Include an overriding provision in federal law to prohibit federal sanctions on local regions where their
inability to attain federal standards is due to pollution from sources outside their regulatory authority.
Reductions in Emissions Sources Under Federal Control
 Petition the EPA for new national standards for on-road, heavy-duty trucks and locomotives under
federal jurisdiction.
 Establish a National Clean Air Investment Fund to accelerate the deployment of low-emission vehicles
in a timeframe that will meet the air quality standards.
Ozone Regulatory Delay and Extension of Assessment Length (ORDEAL) Act
 Allow more time for EPA to fully review all available research, which would help eliminate some of the
confusion and the chaotic transition between air quality standards.
Air and Health Quality Empowerment Zone Designation
 Support and Co-Sponsor H.R. 5359 McNerney Air and Health Quality Empowerment Zone Designation
to provide new incentive funding for non-attainment areas like the San Joaquin valley.
Goods Movement
 Support FAST Act discretionary freight programming (INFRA) for regionally significant projects in the
SJV with consideration of providing additional attention to non-attainment areas, emphasizing safety as
key criterion and keeping required match at an attainable level for rural disadvantaged communities.
 Support policy and funding for priority projects identified in the ongoing SJV Interregional Goods
Movement planning process.
Farm-To-Market Routes
 Support funding for maintenance of critical farm to market routes that have heavy truck traffic, through
a set-aside in the next Transportation or Farm Bill.
National Freight Program and Revenue Source
 Establish a national freight program that would include both formula shares and incentive grant
programs to states designated to improve the efficiency and reliability of freight movement.
Continued Funding for Bridge Replacement and Rehabilitation
 Provide a stable, long term funding source dedicated to bridge maintenance and repair in future
transportation bills that would include off-system bridges as well.
Aviation Fuel Sales Tax – H.R. 4441
 Support H.R. 4441 to re-establish Congressional intent and 29 years of federal interpretation that the tax
collected on aviation fuel for airport purposes is applied to excise taxes on aviation fuel only, not to
general sales that states and localities impose on all goods.
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Water Quality, Supply and Reliability
 Encourage bipartisan cooperation between Congress and the Administration to resolve the water crisis.
 Encourage support for new storage capacity projects including Temperance Flat Dam and Sites
Reservoir in California.
Commonsense Legislative Exceptional Events Reform (CLEER) Act
 Support the Commonsense Legislative Exceptional Events Reform (CLEER) Act, which would add
events, like the drought conditions faced by California, to the Clean Air Act’s exceptional event
provision, streamline EPA’s exceptional events approval process and would improve the appeals process
when a regional does not agree with EPA’s findings.
Map-21 Reauthorization Principles
 In crafting legislation reauthorizing MAP-21, the SJV Policy Council recommends the following
principles:
(1) Financing: the SJV Policy Council supports a multi-year bill that would provide stability and
certainty and allow for more deliberate economic investment. Also, the Policy Council supports
provisions for a national freight program and maintaining formula funding allocations to regions.
(2) Performance-based measures: the SJV supports the performance-based decision making process
to streamline and reform Federal surface transportation programs and project delivery.
(3) Fix it first: Priority should be given to preservation and maintenance of the existing system of
roadways, bridges, transit routes, railroads, ports and airports.
Other Collaborative Planning Efforts
For over the last fifteen years the Valley RTPAs have explored the mutual benefits and economies of scale in
working together on voluntary planning efforts. Oftentimes the funding for these projects is the result of a
successful grant application that is submitted on behalf of all the Valley RTPAs. Developing the themes and
consensus for the grant application requires a high level of coordinated effort between the Executive Directors
and the governing boards.
Several impressive examples of this voluntary collaboration between the Valley RTPAs include the San Joaquin
Valley Blueprint, the San Joaquin Valley Greenprint, the San Joaquin Valley Express Transit Study, and the
San Joaquin Valley Tribal Transportation Environmental Justice Study. Each of the above named studies
represents countless hours of conference calls, face to face meetings, working with Valleywide and local
stakeholders, and often times retaining a subject matter consultant(s) between the Valley RTPAs to develop a
specific product.
The San Joaquin Valley Blueprint is an outstanding example of this voluntary collaborative planning effort. A
commitment to work together and submit a grant application in 2006, has since grown into a seven year
cooperative valleywide and regional planning effort to identify smart growth strategies for the Valley
communities. This planning effort involved all levels of government and the opportunity for local citizens in all
eight counties to participate. From this unprecedented level of outreach, several other planning efforts have
emerged and continue to gain momentum. As a counterpart to the San Joaquin Valley Blueprint, the San
Joaquin Valley Greenprint continues to explore how to best preserve the vast productive acres of farmland and
vital habitat in the region.
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As part of the latter Blueprint effort, the Valley RTPAs worked with several other agencies to create the
Blueprint Awards program. This award program began in 2010 and is used to recognize the outstanding
achievements, the greater aesthetics or progressive details as demonstrated in a sustainable development project.
The Valley RTPAs in the recent years were successful in obtaining a grant for the purpose of assisting Valley
jurisdictions with populations of 50,000 or less persons to implement smart growth principles into their local
planning documents. Jurisdictions in the eight counties were divided into northern, central, and southern
counties and well respected local consultant firms were retained in the three regions to provide technical
services. This effort highlights a coordinated voluntary effort in which the Valley RTPAs came together on
behalf of the smaller population member agencies.
Aside from regional planning, the RTPAs have explored Valleywide transit and strategies to improve regional
planning with our Tribal Governments. The goal of the SJV Express Transit Study was to identify
recommendations for inter-county commuter-express transportation services within the SJV region and nonValley urbanized population centers. The Tribal Transportation Environmental Justice Collaborative Project
invited 47 California Central Valley Tribes to participate with the Valley RTPAs and explore long-range
planning issues and environmental justice priorities.
The Valley RTPAs work on specific studies often times when key information is unavailable. Recent examples
include the San Joaquin Valley Demographic Forecast 2010 to 2050 Study and the Market Demand Analyses
for Higher Density Housing in the San Joaquin Valley. These two technical data driven projects included a
high level of subject experts from the private real estate and larger economics field. The Valley RTPAs made a
coordinated effort to work with subject matter experts to ensure that the final end products were creditable with
the high level of validity.
The Valley RTPAs continue to work very closely with the San Joaquin Valley Partnership. The San Joaquin
Valley Partnership consists of members appointed by the Governor, California Cabinet Secretaries, and civic
leaders that work with several work groups that explore economic development to water.
In conclusion, the Valley Regional Transportation Planning Agencies have a strong history of working together
on other collaborative voluntary planning efforts and will continue to do so as resources allow.
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Valley Success in Implementation

Figure 6 - 23
AMTRAK San Joaquin Service

Passenger Rail in the San Joaquin Valley
Background
Passenger rail service has been an area of extensive activity for the
Central Valley with two existing services currently operating and the
first segment of the California High-Speed Rail System under
construction, which began in Fresno in 2015. The two existing
passenger rail services include the Amtrak San Joaquins route that
runs the length of the Central Valley and the Altamont Corridor
Express (ACE) that connects the northern Central Valley with the
San Francisco Bay Area.

The Amtrak San Joaquins route provides service from the San
Francisco Bay Area and Sacramento through the Central Valley to
Bakersfield. The San Joaquins runs multiple times daily between the
San Francisco Bay Area (or Sacramento) and Bakersfield, where
Amtrak Thruway buses connect to Southern California destinations.
Other stops along the way include Stockton, Modesto, Merced, Martinez, and Fresno. Thruway bus connections
to San Francisco are made at Emeryville. The seventh daily round trip of the San Joaquins was added on June
20, 2016, which was the first new round trip between Oakland and Bakersfield in 22 years. As part of the FY
2017/18 and FY 2018/19 Operating Plan, two of these seven daily round-trips are being planned to start/end at
the mid-corridor location of Fresno so that they can arrive in Sacramento and the Bay Area by around 8 am.
SJJPA has branded this new service “Morning Express Service.”
Figure 6 - 24
Altamont Corridor Express (ACE)

The Altamont Corridor Express (ACE) provides commuter rail
service from the City of Stockton in San Joaquin County to the
City of San Jose in Santa Clara County. ACE runs four round
trips daily with average weekday ridership over 4,000 passengers
totaling a million passengers per year. ACE trains depart
Stockton in the morning with return departures from San Jose in
the afternoon. ACE service has ten stations through San Joaquin,
Alameda, and Santa Clara County with bus connections to other
transit including Bay Area Rapid Transit (BART) in Pleasanton.

After breaking ground in 2015, construction of the California
High-Speed Rail is well underway in the Central Valley. The
California High-Speed Rail System will be the first high-speed rail system in the nation. The California HighSpeed Rail Authority (“Authority”) is proposing an Initial Operating Section (IOS) to be completed by 2025
that will connect San Jose to a temporary station 20 miles north of Bakersfield. The Merced to Fresno Project
Section is part of the first phase of the high-speed rail system. This project section is approximately 65-miles
and generally parallels the Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR) tracks and State Route 99 between Merced and
Fresno with stations in downtown Merced and Fresno. By 2029, the system will run from San Francisco to the
Los Angeles basin in under three hours at speeds capable of over 200 miles per hour. The system will
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eventually extend to Sacramento and San Diego, totaling 800 miles with up to 24 stations. In addition, the
Authority is working with regional partners to implement a statewide rail modernization plan that will invest
billions of dollars in local and regional rail lines to meet the state’s 21st century transportation needs.
Figure 6 - 25 California High Speed Rail
Statewide Rail Modernization
Coordination
Central Valley Rail Policy Working Group
Coordination of passenger rail service in the Central Valley has
involved a significant number of stakeholders from the local,
state, and federal agencies to the private railroads and public.
The Central Valley Rail Policy Working Group consists of 20
agencies and has been involved in coordinated planning for
passenger rail service between Merced and Sacramento since
2006. Recent activities of the Central Valley Rail Policy
Working Group have included support of the High Speed Rail
Authority (HSRA) in the implementation of high-speed rail
through the Central Valley. These activities have involved:






Partnering with the HSRA throughout the project
development process
Providing guidance on local issues, development plans,
and policies
Assisting in developing and evaluating alternatives
Participation in public involvement activities and events
Serving as liaisons to local communities

San Joaquin Joint Powers Authority
With the passage of Assembly Bill (AB) 1779 in August 2012, regional government agencies were enabled to
form the San Joaquin Joint Powers Authority (SJJPA) to take over the administration and management of the
existing Amtrak San Joaquins Rail Service from the state. The SJJPA was established in March 2013 and is
comprised of ten member agencies including the San Joaquin Regional Rail Commission, Sacramento Regional
Transit, Stanislaus Council of Governments, Merced County Association of Governments, Contra Costa
Transportation Authority, Tulare County Association of Governments, Madera County Transportation
Commission, Alameda County, Fresno Council of Governments, and Kings County Association of
Governments. An Interagency Transfer Agreement between the SJJPA and the State was signed on June 29,
2015. Under the provisions of AB 1779, the state will continue to provide the funding necessary for service
operations, administration and marketing. Furthermore, Caltrans Division of Rail and Mass Transit will remain
responsible for the development of the Statewide Rail Plan and the coordination and integration between the
three state-supported intercity passenger rail services.
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Figure 6 - 26
Looking Forward

ACEforward Proposed Service

Senate Bill 132 was adopted in April 2017, assigning
$400 million for the purpose of extending the
Altamont Corridor Express into Ceres and Merced
by the year 2027. Senate Bill 132 aligns with the
San Joaquin Regional Rail Commission (SJRRC)
ACEforward planning effort, which supports both
the enhancement of exiting ACE service between
Stockton and San Jose as well as extend ACE service
to Manteca, Modesto, Turlock and Merced. The
ACEforward effort has involved extensive
coordination through the Central Valley Rail Policy
Working Group with the hope to realize portions of
the ACE service extension to Merced by as early as 2020. The Central Valley transportation partners will also
continue to work with the California HSRA to support the implementation of high-speed rail within the Central
Valley as the initial operating phases are complete and services are initiated.
Proposition 1B and State Route 99 Bond Program
The $1 billion for State Route 99 included in Proposition 1B made a small dent in the nearly $6 billion in
immediate needs identified in Caltrans’ 99 Business Plan. Far greater funding is needed, however, to bring the
“Main Street” and the primary goods movement corridor of the Valley up to a full six lanes from Bakersfield to
Sacramento. Widening to at least six lanes has been a long term goal of the Valley and is necessary to
accommodate the forecasted growth and avoid major congestion problems along the SR 99 corridor in the
future. As the Proposition 1B program nears its sunset date, the recent update of the SR 99 business plan paints
a clear picture of the continuing needs for upgrading and improving the roadway and interchanges.
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State Route 99 Business Plan
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