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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
Each year, under state law, as the Regional Transportation Planning Agency the San Joaquin
Council of Governments (SJCOG) must identify any Unmet Transit Needs that may exist in San
Joaquin County. If needs are found, further determination must be made to determine whether
those needs are reasonable to meet. State law requires SJCOG to ensure that reasonable needs
are met before Transportation Development Act (TDA) funds are allocated to local jurisdictions
for non-transit purposes. The annual Unmet Transit Needs assessment requires SJCOG to
conduct, at a minimum, the following:
•
•
•

•
•

Consult with the social services transportation advisory council established pursuant to Section
99238
Identify the transit needs of the jurisdiction which have been considered as part of the
transportation planning process
Identify the unmet transit needs of the jurisdiction and those needs that are reasonable to meet.
The transportation planning agency shall hold at least one public hearing pursuant to Section
99238.5 to solicit comments on the unmet transit needs that may exist within the jurisdiction and
that might be reasonable to meet by establishing or contracting for new public transportation or
specialized transportation services or by expanding existing services.
Adopt by resolution a finding for the jurisdiction, after consideration of all available information
compiled
If the transportation planning agency adopts a finding that there are unmet transit needs,
including reasonable needs, then the unmet transit needs shall be funded before any allocation is
made for streets and roads within the jurisdiction.

The required information must be documented and submitted to the State Department of
Transportation before August 15 of the fiscal year of the allocation or within 10 days after the
adoption of the finding, whichever is later.
The analysis for this assessment utilizes census data for the year 2020, where available, census
data for the year 2010, and the numbers from the 2020 ACS 5-year estimates. The census data
is augmented with other pertinent data to identify people’s size and location groups, meeting
SJCOG's definition of "transportation dependent." All public testimony received during public
hearings, and other means the public exercised to communicate Unmet Transit Needs, are
summarized. In addition, this analysis uses data and information compiled in prior years'
Unmet Transit Need analyses and transit studies to supplement current input on transit needs.
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The SJCOG Board of Directors must adopt a transit needs finding for each TDA claimant's area
after considering all available information. Findings will be identified in one of the following
categories:
1. There are no Unmet Transit Needs;
2. There are Unmet Transit Needs that are not reasonable to meet; or
3. There are Unmet Transit Needs, including needs that are reasonable to meet.

If a documented Unmet Transit Need is identified within a specific jurisdiction that meets
the test of reasonable to meet, the following will occur:
•

•

The jurisdiction’s Local Transportation Funds (LTF) must be used to rectify an Unmet
Transit Need before using these funds for non-transit purposes such as maintenance of
streets and roads;
The addition and/or modification of the existing transit system(s) must be considered
to resolve an Unmet Transit Need.

The definition of an Unmet Transit Need, as adopted by the SJCOG Board in 2018, is as follows:
Unmet Transit Needs are defined as transportation services not currently provided to those
residents who use or would use public transportation regularly, if available, to meet their life
expectations. This includes but is not limited to: trips for medical and dental services,
shopping, employment, personal business, education, social services, and recreation.
An Unmet Transit Need that meets the definition above and meets all the following criteria
shall be considered reasonable to meet:

COMMUNITY OUTREACH AND FINDINGS
Two (2) public hearings were held throughout the region to gain community input on Unmet
Transit Needs in addition to other means employed to receive community input. Comments
were received through the online survey located on the SJCOG website, in person at the
public hearings, and from presentations with local organizations, groups, and/or committees.
The most common community input involved operational issues (i.e., increased service,
maintaining schedules, etc.). The comments regarding the adequacy of the existing transit
system are addressed in Chapter 3 of the document.
The Unmet Transit Needs findings specific to the jurisdictions are as follows:
Jurisdiction

UTN Public Comment Process Result

City of Escalon

No Unmet Transit Needs

City of Lathrop

No Unmet Transit Needs

City of Lodi

No Unmet Transit Needs
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City of Manteca

Yes, Unmet Transit Needs but Not Reasonable to Meet

City of Ripon

No Unmet Transit Needs

City of Tracy

Yes, Unmet Transit Needs but Not Reasonable to Meet

City of Stockton

Yes, Unmet Transit Needs but Not Reasonable to Meet

San Joaquin County Yes, Unmet Transit Needs but Not Reasonable to Meet

City of Escalon
There are zero (0) Unmet Transit Needs.

City of Lathrop
There are zero (0) Unmet Transit Needs.

City of Lodi
There are zero (0) Unmet Transit Needs.

City of Manteca
There are one Unmet Transit Needs identified for the City of Manteca but it’s unreasonable to
meet due to potential ridership and operational feasibility.

City of Ripon
There are zero (0) Unmet Transit Needs.

City of Tracy
There are one Unmet Transit Needs identified for the City of Tracy but it’s unreasonable to meet
due to cost-effectiveness, potential ridership, and operational feasibility.

City of Stockton
There are nine (9) Unmet Transit Needs to be identified for the City of Stockton, but they were
considered unreasonable to meet due to community acceptance, cost-effectiveness, potential
ridership, and operational feasibility.

San Joaquin County
There are two Unmet Transit Needs identified for the San Joaquin County, but they were
considered unreasonable to meet due to cost-effectiveness, potential ridership, and operational
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feasibility.

COMMUNITY OUTREACH EFFORTS
A wide variety of community outreach efforts were employed that went beyond the public
hearing process to gain input. These efforts were intended to promote other opportunities
for the public to communicate their Unmet Transit Needs (e.g., email, SJCOG website, survey,
telephone, letters, social media, and public hearing comments). Examples of this effort include:
•
•
•
•
•

Distribution of brochures and flyers to public/private/non-profit agencies throughout
San Joaquin County.
An online survey was posted on the SJCOG (English and Spanish) website.
Presentations at community organizations.
Distributing QR codes that are linked to the online survey portal.
Social media posts.

The Unmet Transit Needs comment period for Fiscal Year (FY) 2022/2023 ended on December 31,
2020.

ADDITIONAL DISCUSSION
Many of the comments and other information received regarding public transit within the
jurisdictions were either operational, w h i c h identified the need for continued education
regarding the existing transit services, or addressed the need for flexible transportation
options within and outside the County. For example, many of the comments can be addressed
through existing services, but the commenter may be unaware of existing service frequency,
alternative routes available, and bus stop locations. Other operational comments consisted of
suggestions for new stops, modifications to routes, or the duration of service. The transit
operators consider these operational comments when planning for future services. Lastly, SJOCG
in coordination with ACCESS San Joaquin is pursuing increasing mobility options for the eligible
individuals who want to or need to travel outside of San Joaquin County. These program changes
are currently being planned and have come out of this Unmet Transit Needs Assessment.
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CHAPTER 1. INTRODUCTION
REQUIREMENTS
Each year, pursuant to state law, the San Joaquin Council of Governments (SJCOG), and the
regional transportation planning agencies (RTPA) must identify any Unmet Transit Needs that
may exist within San Joaquin County. If unmet needs are identified, a further determination must
be made as to whether those needs are reasonable to meet. State law, as presented in the
Transportation Development Act (TDA), requires SJCOG to ensure that reasonable needs are met
before Local Transportation Funds (LTF) are allocated for non-transit purposes.
(a) Consult with the social services transportation advisory council established pursuant to Section
99238.
(b) Identify the transit needs of the jurisdiction which have been considered as part of the
transportation planning process, including the following:
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 disabled, including
individuals eligible for paratransit and other special transportation services pursuant to Section
12143 of Title 42 of the United States Code, the federal Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990
( 42 U.S.C. Sec. 12101 et seq.), 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 provided services necessary to implement
the plan, prepared pursuant to Section 12143(c)(7) of Title 42 of the United States Code, in
meeting the transit demand identified pursuant to paragraph
3. An analysis of the potential alternative public transportation and specialized transportation
services and service improvements that would meet all or part of the transit demand.
4. An analysis of the need to acquire or lease vans and related equipment for a farmworker vanpool
program pursuant to subdivision (f) of Section 99400. This analysis is only required, however,
upon receipt by the transportation planning agency of a request of an interested party identifying
a potential need.

(c) Identify the unmet transit needs of the jurisdiction and those needs that are reasonable to
meet. The transportation planning agency shall hold at least one public hearing pursuant
to Section 99238.5 for the purpose of soliciting comments on the unmet transit needs that may
exist within the jurisdiction and that might be reasonable to meet by establishing or contracting for
new public transportation or specialized transportation services or by expanding existing services.
The definition adopted by the transportation planning agency for the terms “unmet transit needs”
and “reasonable to meet” shall be documented by resolution or in the minutes of the agency. The
fact that an identified transit need cannot be fully met based on available resources shall not be the
sole reason for finding that a transit need is not reasonable to meet. An agency's determination of
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needs that are reasonable to meet shall not be made by comparing unmet transit needs with the
need for streets and roads.
(d) Adopt by resolution a finding for the jurisdiction, after consideration of all available information
compiled pursuant to subdivisions (a), (b), and (c). The finding shall be that (1) there are no unmet
transit needs, (2) there are no unmet transit needs that are reasonable to meet, or (3) there are
unmet transit needs, including needs that are reasonable to meet. The resolution shall include
information developed pursuant to subdivisions (a), (b), and (c) which provide the basis for the
finding.
(e) If the transportation planning agency adopts a finding that there are unmet transit needs,
including reasonable needs, then the unmet transit needs shall be funded before any allocation is
made for streets and roads within the jurisdiction.
(f) The transportation planning agency shall not allocate funds for purposes of subdivision (f) of
Section 99400 until all of the capital and operating funds necessary to meet unmet transit needs
that are reasonable to meet are allocated. The transportation planning agency shall not reduce
funding to existing public transportation services, specialized transportation services, or facilities for
the exclusive use of pedestrians and bicycles to allocate funds for purposes of subdivision (f) of
Section 99400. The transportation planning agency shall not allocate funds under subdivision (f) of
Section 99400 if the allocation replaces other federal, state, or local funds used to fund commuter
vanpools by a county, city, transportation planning agency, or transit district.
The required information must be documented and submitted to the State Department of
Transportation. This report intends to provide evidence that SJCOG has complied with the
actions required by law.

BACKGROUND: UNMET TRANSIT NEEDS HISTORY
Unmet Transit Needs became a consideration in 1978 when the TDA was changed to require a
specific transit finding before allocation of local TDA funds for other non-transit purposes. Since
that time, SJCOG has conducted paper surveys, online surveys, presentations, mailers, studies,
and annual hearings to identify needs and to determine the reasonableness of funding new or
alternative services.
Even though SJCOG's Unmet Transit Needs findings are made on an annual basis, the assessment
process is ongoing. To further the public participation process, SJCOG requests that each member
agency holds at least one public hearing on transit needs. The San Joaquin Regional Transit District
(RTD) sponsors a public hearing for the Stockton Metropolitan Area.
SJCOG has adopted definitions regarding "Unmet Transit Needs" and "Reasonable to Meet" Unmet
Transit Needs. Refer to Appendix A, Minutes from February 22, 2018, SJCOG Board of Directors
meeting approving changes to the definition of “UNMET TRANSIT NEEDS” and “REASONABLE TO
MEET.”
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TDA-ELIGIBLE AGENCIES IN SAN JOAQUIN COUNTY
In San Joaquin County, there are ten TDA-eligible public agencies, however, only eight are in
jurisdictions to use TDA funds for both transit and streets and roads. Table 1 highlights the eight
jurisdictions and the transit systems that serve their residents.
In addition to the operating transit systems, in May 2018, the SJCOG Board, as the regional transportation
planning agency (RTPA), designated RTD as the Consolidated Transportation Services Agency (CTSA). The
newly formed CTSA called, ACCESS San Joaquin, began operations in October 2018. Its purpose is to
administer countywide services such as Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) Assessments, Travel Training,
Volunteer Incentive Programs, and Mobility On-Demand, with an effort to seek efficiency in service
delivery.

Table 1. TDA Claimants and Transit Service in San Joaquin County
Lathrop

TDA Claimant

Lodi
Manteca
Tracy
Ripon
Escalon
Stockton

San Joaquin County

Transit Service

San Joaquin Regional Transit
District (RTD)
San Joaquin Regional Rail
Commission (ACE)
GrapeLine Fixed Route, Dial-ARide service, and VineLine AD
Amtrak San Joaquin
San Joaquin Regional Transit
District (RTD) and Dial-a-Ride
service
TRACER
San Joaquin Regional Rail
Commission (ACE)
Blossom Express
eTrans
San Joaquin Regional Transit
District (RTD)
San Joaquin Regional Transit
District (RTD)
San Joaquin Regional Rail
Commission (ACE)
Amtrak San Joaquin
San Joaquin Regional Transit
District (RTD)
San Joaquin Regional Rail
Commission (ACE)

System Type

Interregional Transit
Intraregional Transit
Intercity
Intraregional Transit
Interregional Transit
Intercity
Intraregional Transit
Intercity /
Intraregional Transit
Rural
Interregional Transit
Interregional Transit
Intraregional Transit
Intraregional Transit
Interregional Transit
Intraregional Transit
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DETERMINATION OF REASONABLE TO MEET UNMET TRANSIT
NEEDS
Currently, there are two (2) tests that need to be applied before the SJCOG Board of Directors can
determine that an unmet transit need is considered reasonable to meet. First, the Social Service
Transportation Advisory Council (SSTAC) must make a finding that there is indeed an unmet
transit need, regardless of what means are necessary to meet it. Second, once the need is
identified, a quantifiable assessment of reasonableness must be performed.
The assessment involves applying the potential transit service to the set of criteria included in the
“Reasonable to Meet” definition. The assessment involves comparing the additional service to
existing services provided by the transit operator. If the additional service meets all the criteria
identified in the reasonable to meet the definition, the Unmet Transit Needs would be deemed
reasonable to meet. TDA funds for that jurisdiction would need to be set aside to meet that need.

DEFINITIONS
The Transportation Development Act does not clearly define "Unmet Transit Needs" or
"Reasonable to Meet." However, the TDA does state, "The fact that an identified transit need
cannot be fully met based on available resources shall not be the sole reason for finding that a
transit need is not reasonable to meet."
The following definitions were approved by the SJCOG Board of Directors at their February 22,
2018 Board Meeting. The definitions were developed by a subcommittee composed of
members of the Social Services Transportation Advisory Committee (SSTAC). The SSTAC felt the
prior definitions, which were adopted in 2006, did not completely serve the transit-dependent
community, and that the new definitions accommodate the transit-dependent more efficiently.

Definition of Unmet Transit Needs
The following definition was approved by the SJCOG Board in February 2018:
Unmet Transit Needs are those trips required but not currently provided within San Joaquin
County for residents who use or would use public transportation to meet their life
expectations (school, work, shopping, errands, recreation, etc.).
Persons representing various social service agencies, with additional input from transit
operators, first developed the framework of this definition. The definition was then modified and
approved in February 2018, after a recommendation was made by the SSTAC. The committee
felt that this modified version would better serve the transit-dependent community.
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Definition of “Reasonable to Meet” Unmet Transit Needs
Parameters for “reasonable to meet” were identified similarly. Social service agency
representatives, transit operators, and public officials felt that:
1. Persons should have an equal opportunity to provide themselves with the necessities to
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.

sustain life;
Any transportation system should be based on the feasibility of a continuing service;
Any transportation system must enjoy some degree of community acceptance;
Any transportation system must not prove excessive in capital and operating costs;
Any transportation system should be provided when a need is demonstrated; and,
Any service provided should be able to be funded on both a short and long-term basis.
System performance, economy, equity, and available funding are considered when
defining "reasonable to meet," as noted in the above statements. Any of these factors may
be used to support or deny a finding of "reasonable to meet." If, based on these factors,
reasonable needs are suspected; then SJCOG's formally adopted definition is employed:
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An unmet transit need that meets the definition of Unmet Transit Needs above and meets all the
following criteria shall be considered reasonable to meet:
1. Community Acceptance – There should be a demonstrated interest of citizens in the
2.

3.

4.

5.
6.

new or additional transit service (i.e. multiple comments, petitions, etc.).
Equity – The proposed new or additional service will benefit the general public,
residents who use or would use public transportation regularly, the senior population,
and persons with disabilities; including assessments based on Title VI or other similar
information where available.
Potential Ridership – The proposed transit service will meet new service ridership
performance measures of the implementing agency or agencies, as defined by the
implementing agency or agencies in concurrence with the Social Services
Transportation Advisory Committee (SSTAC).
Cost-Effectiveness – The proposed transit service will not affect the ability of the
overall system of the implementing agency or agencies to meet the applicable Transit
Systems Performance Objectives or the state farebox ratio requirement after the
exemption period if the service is eligible for the exemption.
Operational Feasibility – The system can be implemented safely and in accordance
with local, state, and federal laws and regulations.
Funding – The imposed service would not cause the claimant to incur expenses
over the maximum allocation of TDA funds.

The fact that an identified transit need cannot be fully met based on available resources
shall not be the sole reason for finding that a transit need is not reasonable to meet.
Comparing unmet transit needs with the needs for streets and roads is not allowable in
determining transit needs that are reasonable to meet.
If the unmet need is indeed found reasonable to meet, then the Unmet Transit Needs
shall be funded before any allocation is made for streets and roads within the
jurisdiction.

Operational, Educational, and Non-Specific Comments on Transit Service
The annual Unmet Transit Needs process provides a broad opportunity for the public to provide
input on transit services in San Joaquin County. As a result, comments are often submitted that
do not meet the definition of Unmet Transit Needs provided above. These comments generally
fall into the following categories:
•

•

Operational Comments that request a modification or improvement to transit services that
already exist, such as increased frequencies, additional stops, more reliable service, better
bicycle or pedestrian access to transit stops, and other improvements.
Educational Comments that request transit service that already exists.
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•

Non-Specific Comments that do not provide enough information to identify an Unmet Transit
Need. Examples include comments that only describe the commenter’s desired destination in
general terms (e.g. “school” or “work”) without providing a location.

Although these comments cannot be considered Unmet Transit Needs and thus are not
evaluated as to whether they are “Reasonable to Meet,” they still provide valuable input for
transit operators. SJCOG forwards all comments received to the relevant transit operators,
who consider these comments when developing service improvements or providing education
and outreach materials to the public.

ALLOCATION PROCESS

The SJCOG Board of Directors must adopt a resolution of their findings for the area of each
Local Transportation Fund claimant, after consideration of all available information, including
information presented at the public hearings. This finding can have three outcomes:
1. There are no Unmet Transit Needs;
2. There are Unmet Transit Needs that are considered not reasonable to meet; or,
3. There are Unmet Transit Needs that are considered reasonable to meet.

Reference must be made to the definitions adopted and the efforts undertaken in the planning
process to identify transit-dependent groups and service improvements. In addition, these
needs are not to be compared with transit system operational issues and street and road needs
when determining transit needs that are reasonable to meet.
After the determination is made for the area of each claimant, SJCOG may allocate funds to the
claimant based on the following:
1. Some or all for transit purposes;
2. Some or all to be held in reserve; or,
3. Some or all for roads, streets, and other purposes.

These allocation options depend upon the specific determination made for each claimant area.
If a finding is made that a need exists and that it is reasonable to meet, some funds must be
allocated for transit before any funds are allocated for streets and roads.

STATE CORRESPONDENCE
Upon adoption of a finding, pursuant to subdivision (d) of Section 99401.5 that there are no
unmet transit needs or that there are no unmet transit needs that are reasonable to meet, the
transportation planning agency may allocate funds for local streets and roads. The allocation
shall not become effective until 20 days after acknowledgment of receipt by the Department of
Transportation of documents of the agency's finding. The transportation planning agency shall,
in any case, submit the documentation before August 15 of the fiscal year of the allocation or
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within 10 days after the adoption of the finding, whichever is later. The documentation shall
include all of the following:
(a) A copy of the notice of hearing and proof of publication and a description of the actions
taken to solicit citizen participation pursuant to Section 99238.5.
(b) A copy of the resolution or minutes documenting the transportation planning agency's
definitions of “unmet transit needs” and “reasonable to meet,” as determined pursuant
to subdivision (c) of Section 99401.5.
(c) A copy of the resolution adopting the unmet needs finding described in subdivision (d) of
Section 99401.5.
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CHAPTER 2. DEMOGRAPHIC INFORMATION
Transit Dependent Groups
Per the Transportation Development Act, Unmet Transit Needs findings must include an annual
assessment of the size and location of identifiable groups likely to be transit-dependent,
including, but not limited to, the elderly, the disabled, individuals eligible for paratransit, and
other special transportation services pursuant to Section 12143 of Title 42 of the United States
Code, and persons of limited means, including, but not limited to, recipients under the
CalWORKs program.
For this document:
• The elderly are individuals ages 65 years old and older.
• The term "disability" refers to persons who because of physical or mental impairment
are unable to drive automobiles or use public transit that is not specifically tailored to
meet their needs.
• Persons of limited means have incomes below the poverty threshold defined by the
federal government.

DEMOGRAPHIC DATA - CHARTS AND HIGHLIGHTS
The determination of the size and location of identifiable groups likely to be “transitdependent” is based on 2019 American Community Survey (ACS) data, 1990, 2000 & 2010
Census, and other pertinent data. The initial 2021 Census numbers will not be released until
after this report is completed. 2021 Census figures are scheduled to be released in the summer
of 2022. The demographic data relevant to determining Unmet Transit Needs in San Joaquin
County is presented in the form of Tables and Figures.
The ACS replaced the decennial census long-form in 2010 and will now collect detailed
questions about socioeconomic and housing characteristics on an annual basis. The function of
the decennial census is primarily to provide population counts for congressional apportionment
and legislative redistricting, as well as to determine allocations of federal funding and other
purposes. The primary purpose of the ACS is to measure the changing social and economic
characteristics of the U.S. population. The use of the ACS data in this chapter will provide
“snapshots” of our region’s socioeconomic characteristics. The decision to select one-year,
three-year, or five-year ACS “snapshots” is dependent on whether the intent is to reflect the
most current data (e.g., one-year ACS) or a statistically more accurate “snapshot” (e.g., lower
margin of error) over a larger period (e.g., five-year ACS).
In this chapter, Table 2 presents an overview of population growth in San Joaquin County.
Figure 1 displays the San Joaquin County Planning Areas.
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Most recently between the 2000 and 2010 Census, rapid population increases have occurred
primarily in the southern portion of San Joaquin County in proximity to the I-205 and SR-120
corridors. The City of Lathrop experienced roughly a 62% increase in population from 2000 to
2010 while the Cities of Manteca, Ripon, and Tracy experienced growth greater than 25%
during the same period.
Population forecasts suggest that the Tracy and Manteca Planning Area populations will exceed
100,000 by the years 2030 and 2040, respectively. Under Senate Bill 716 (enacted 2009), cities
with a population of 100,000 or more within a county that has a population of 500,000 or more
will be required to expend 100% of the Local Transportation Funds (LTF) apportionment for
public transit purposes. The California Department of Finance’s annual city and county
population estimates will be used to identify when the population threshold has been met. SB
716 represents a fundamental change in the way public transit will be financed in the future.
Table 2. Total Population Estimates in San Joaquin County
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Figure 1A. Population Density in San Joaquin County (2020 Decennial Census Numbers)

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2020 Decennial Census
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Figure 1B. Population Density in San Joaquin County

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2020 Decennial Census

Table 3 presents 2019 American Community Survey (ACS 5-year) data on population, age, and
income characteristics. This data is important to this analysis because studies show that age
and income have a high correlation with automobile usage and transit dependency. People
ages 65 and over are separated as a subset of the total population figures. In some jurisdictions,
these individuals become eligible for transit services solely based on their age. In others, they
qualify for reduced fares because of their age. In either case, they are recognized as a select
group of people who may have special transportation needs met through public transportation.
Poverty statistics in ACS products adhere to the standards specified by the Office of
Management and Budget in Statistical Policy Directive 14. The Census Bureau uses a set of
dollar value thresholds that vary by family size and composition to determine who is in poverty.
Further, poverty thresholds for people living alone or with nonrelatives (unrelated individuals)
vary by age (under 65 years or 65 years and older).
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Table 3. Age and Income in 2019

65 Years and Older Population
The 2019 ACS data reflects that approximately 13.1 percent of San Joaquin residents are over 65
and approximately 13.9 percent of residents are of low income. Most San Joaquin County
residents ages 65 years or older live in either the Stockton or Lodi planning jurisdictions.
Table 3 also indicates that the city of Ripon and the unincorporated area have the largest
percentage of residents 65 and older in the total population.
Table 3 also reflects that 63% of all low-income people live in either the Stockton or Lodi
planning jurisdictions.
In 2019, 4,388 low-income seniors were living in Stockton. This represents 44% of all lowincome seniors in San Joaquin County. Outside of Stockton, there is a relatively high
concentration of low-income seniors in the unincorporated areas of the county (16%) and the
City of Lodi (7.2%). In total, approximately 10.8% of the county population are low-income
seniors.
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Figure 2 illustrates graphically how the 65 and older population is dispersed through the
incorporated and unincorporated areas of San Joaquin County.
Figure 2A. Households with members 65 years or older

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2020 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimate. Households. Persons 65 Years and Over.

Figure 2B. Households with members 65 years or older
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Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2020 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimate. Households. Persons 65 Years and Over.

Figure 3 presents population pyramids for each planning jurisdiction within San Joaquin
County. San Joaquin County Sex by Age is a reference point for jurisdictional comparison.
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Figure 3: Population by Sex and Age

San Joaquin County: Age and Sex
Total Population: 779,233
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Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2019 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimate. Age and Sex.

San Joaquin County Population Total
Total: 779,233

148,503
320,804
93,000
16,013
7,472
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Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2020 American Community Survey. Age and Sex.
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Cities by Sex and Age
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Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2020 American Community Survey. Age and Sex.

Table 4 provides data on individuals with disabilities according to sex and age. This information
is from the 2020 ACS; data includes non-institutionalized persons, age 5 and older, who have a
"disability." Individuals were asked if they, or others in the household, had a health condition
that has lasted for 6 or more months that makes it difficult to go outside of the home alone.

Disabled Population
Persons that have such difficulty because of a health condition are said to have mobility
limitations. Increased public transportation would be an asset to those who have mobility
limitations.
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Table 4: Sex by Age by Disability Status

Table 5 expands on the number of individuals in San Joaquin County between the ages of 18 and
64 by their disability and employment status. The 2019 ACS 1-Year data identifies those
429,431 residents are between the ages of 18 and 64 and that approximately 46,418 (10.8
percent) have a disability. Of those with a disability, 38% are employed, 43% are unemployed,
and 61% are not in the workforce. Those residents without a disability make up 93% of those
between the ages of 18 and 64. Of this group 72% are employed, 4% are unemployed, and 22.5%
are not in the workforce.
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Table 5. Employment Status by Disability
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Figure 4A. People with Disabilities Density Map

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2020 ACS 5-year Estimates. Sex and Age by Disability Status.
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Figure 4B. People with Disabilities Density Map

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2020 ACS 5-year Estimates. Sex and Age by Disability Status.

Households with No Vehicles
SJCOG's definition of transit-dependent focuses on individuals who by their age, income, or
disability, are not adequately served by the automobile. Information from the last available
version of a summary from Caltrans entitled “Travel and Related Factors in California” was used
as a foundation for identifying the incidence of individuals that are transportation dependent.
According to the California Department of Motor Vehicles (DMV), in 2019 there were
26,957,875 driver’s licenses issued to the whole State of California. Comparatively, San Joaquin
County had an estimate of 481,254 licensed drivers during 2019. This results in the County
making up around 1.8% of the state’s licensed drivers.
In San Joaquin County, approximately 12% of the total population are over 16 without a driver’s
license. In comparison, the statewide rate of the population over 16 without a driver’s license is
11.46%, making San Joaquin slightly below average in this respect.
More than half of San Joaquin County’s total population have driver’s licenses (refer to Table
6). Figure 5 and 6 highlights the percentage of households without automobiles in various cities
across the region.

33

SJCOG UNMET TRANSIT NEEDS
FY 22-23
Table 6. Estimate of San Joaquin Residents without a Driver’s License
San Joaquin Residents
San Joaquin County Population
Number of Drivers Licenses
Population under the age of 16
Population without a Drivers’ License

Population
779,233
481,254
27%
12%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2019 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimate. Age and Sex.
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Figure 5A. San Joaquin County Households with No Vehicle

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2020 Latest ACS 5-Year Estimates Data Profiles/Housing Characteristics
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Figure 5B. San Joaquin County Households with No Vehicle

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2020 Latest ACS 5-Year Estimates Data Profiles/Housing Characteristics
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Table 6 displays the number of occupied households in San Joaquin County, the average amount
of occupants in each household, and the average number of available vehicles per household.
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CHAPTER 3. ADEQUACY OF EXISTING TRANSIT SERVICES
OVERVIEW
SJCOG is required by the Transportation Development Act (TDA) to analyze the adequacy of the
existing public and specialized transportation services. This includes privately and publicly
provided services.
All cities and the unincorporated areas in San Joaquin County are served by a public transit
system. These systems range in size and complexity, from approximately 61 buses being
operated during maximum service by the San Joaquin Regional Transit District (RTD) to one bus
operated by the City of Ripon’s Blossom Express and City of Escalon’s eTrans. Public transit varies
throughout the county.
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DESCRIPTION OF LOCAL PUBLIC TRANSIT SERVICES
The San Joaquin Regional Transit District (RTD), the San Joaquin Regional Rail Commission (ACE),
and the cities within the San Joaquin region have provided p u b l i c transit services for decades.
Overall, the types of public transit services operated by different jurisdictions and RTD can be
described as follows: 1) General public fixed route; 2) General public on-demand service; 3)
Interregional; 4) Intercity with available route deviation (County Hopper); and, 5) Demand
Response (ADA, Seniors and persons with disabilities) Dial-A-Ride.
For this report, paratransit refers to a transit service tailored for specialized transit needs in
accordance with ADA paratransit requirements detailed in Part 37 of the Americans with
Disabilities Act (ADA). These specialized needs generally relate to transit accessibility and
require vehicles to be lift/ramp-equipped or have other access accommodations.
RTD provides a broad range of transit services that benefit all the cities and the unincorporated
area, and Access San Joaquin, which is made up of the same RTD policy board and staff by RTD
with support from a technical advisory committee comprising of all the city transit operators
provides a variety of social services such as travel training and ADA certification. Details
regarding these services will be addressed in this chapter.
The public transit service opportunities within San Joaquin County by jurisdiction are as follows:

City of Escalon
The City of Escalon operates eTrans flexible fixed route and Dial-A-Ride services from 8:12 AM to
5:12 PM Monday through Friday, excluding holidays. The City contracts its transit services with
Stanislaus Regional Transit Authority (StanRTA) who subcontracts the operations and
maintenance. eTrans’ flexible fixed route, Route 35, operates between the Main Street Escalon
Park-n-Ride Lot, the Modesto Kaiser Permanente Medical Center, and the Modesto Vintage Faire
Mall on Dale Road, three times a day each weekday.
eTrans Escalon Dial-A-Ride provides door to door service within the City of Escalon and connects
passengers to the Stanislaus Regional Transit (StaRT) Eastside Shuttle and Riverbank Dial-A-Ride
services at Jacob Myers Park in the City of Riverbank.
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Image 1. Escalon’s eTrans

eTrans Route 35 connects to Ripon Blossom Express, Stanislaus Regional Transit (StaRT) bus
routes in Modesto at McHenry Avenue and Standiford Avenue and at Dale Road and Veneman
Avenue.
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Image 2: eTrans Service Area Map
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City of Lathrop
The City of Lathrop does not operate a transit service system; however, RTD provides Lathrop
residents with connections to the cities of Stockton, Lodi, Manteca, and Tracy via County Hopper
Route 90 and 97 on weekdays. RTD’s Commuter Route 150 Stockton-Dublin/Pleasonton BART
also makes stops at the Lathrop Save Mart on Harlan Rd, ten times each weekday, and seven
times a day during the weekend.

City of Lodi
The City of Lodi offers GrapeLine Fixed Route and general public Dial-A-Ride service, as well as
VineLine ADA paratransit service for certified passengers. The service provides coverage within
Lodi city limits, Woodbridge, Villa Cerezeos Mobile Home Park and specific destinations in
Acampo. GrapeLine Fixed Route service has five weekday routes, four weekend routes and three
express routes. GrapeLine connects with RTD, SCT/LINK, Amtrak San Joaquins and Greyhound
at Lodi Station in downtown Lodi.
Prior to the COVID-19 pandemic, weekly fixed route service operated Monday to Friday from
6:10 AM to 7:19 PM; express routes operated weekdays from 6:10 AM to 7:46 AM and from
2:18 to 3:26 PM. Weekend hours were Saturday from 7:30 AM to 9:22 PM and Sunday from
8:30 AM to 4:22 PM. VineLine ADA paratransit and general public Dial-A-Ride service operated
Monday to Friday from 6:10 AM to 7:30 PM; Saturday from 7:30 AM to 9:30 PM; and Sunday
from 8:30 AM to 4:30 PM.
Due to the COVID-19 pandemic, the City of Lodi implemented temporary services hours for
their transit services. As of July 1, 2020, however, service has largely been restored to near prepandemic levels. Weekday fixed route service operates Monday to Friday 6:10 AM to 7:19 PM;
express routes operate weekdays 6:10 AM to 7:46 AM & from 2:18 PM to 3:26 PM; and
Saturday fixed route service operates from 7:30 AM to 6:30 PM. Fixed route service on Sundays
remains suspended. VineLine ADA paratransit and general public Dial-A-Ride operates Monday
to Friday 6:10 AM to 7:30 PM, Saturdays 7:30 AM to 6:30 PM, and on Sundays 7:30 AM to 3:30
PM.
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Image 3. Lodi’s GrapeLine Transit
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Image 4. City of Lodi GrapeLine Weekday Bus Routes Map
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Image 5. City of Lodi GrapeLine Weekend Bus Routes Map
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Image 6. City of Lodi City of Lodi GrapeLine Express Bus Routes Map
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City of Manteca
Manteca Transit operates four fixed routes Monday through Friday between 6:00 AM and 7:00
PM and three fixed routes on Saturday. These four routes provide local service within the city, as
well as connections to regional transit routes operated by San Joaquin Regional Transit District
via the Manteca Transit Center. Manteca Transit also provides curb-to-curb Dial-a-Ride service
for ADA eligible seniors (age 62 and up), Medicare recipients, and persons with disabilities on
weekdays between 6:00 AM and 7:00 PM. On Saturdays, Dial-a-Ride service is offered between
9:00 AM and 4:00 PM. Manteca Transit also provides an ACE Shuttle to Lathrop/Manteca ACE
Station Monday through Friday.
Due to the COVID-19 pandemic, beginning on July 29, 2020, Route 4 will be operating MondayFriday between 8:00 AM -5:00 PM only.
Notably, the City of Manteca recently purchased and received its first compressed natural gas
35-foot bus. This is the first of many that Manteca will add to its fleet. Manteca is focused on not
only providing efficient service but also on doing its part to improve air quality.
Image 7. Manteca Transit
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Image 8. Manteca Transit System Map

49

SJCOG UNMET TRANSIT NEEDS
FY 22-23

City of Ripon
The City of Ripon Blossom Express bus operates on Tuesdays and Thursdays providing fixedroute service to stops in Ripon including SaveMart and the Ripon Library, and in Modesto to
Vintage Faire Mall and the Target Center. Deviations within ¾ mile of the bus stop are available
upon request. Connections to eTrans (Escalon) at Dale & Veneman in Modesto, RTD (San
Joaquin County), and Rise the S (Stanislaus County) bus lines are available.
Image 9. Ripon’s Blossom Express
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Image 10. Ripon’s Blossom Express System Map

City of Tracy
The City of Tracy offers a combination of a local fixed bus route and a Paratransit service called
TRACER. Routes A, B, C, and D run Monday through Friday, from 7:00 AM to 8:00 PM, and
Saturdays, 9:00 AM to 7:00 PM. Commuter Route E makes two round trips in the morning, three
in the late afternoon on Monday, and two in the late afternoon on Tuesday through Friday.
Commuter Route F makes one round trip in the morning, three in the late afternoon on Monday,
and two round trips in the late afternoon on Tuesday through Friday. Commuter Route G makes
two round trips in the morning, two round trips in the late afternoon on Monday, and one round
trip in the late afternoon on Tuesday thru Friday. Most stops are located near residential areas,
major retail businesses, hospitals, and public-school locations. TRACER connects with RTD at
Tracy Transit Station and ACE at the Tracy ACE Station.
TRACER Paratransit is available to persons with disabilities/ADA Certified, who, because of their
disability or health-related condition, cannot independently board, ride and/or disembark from
an accessible fixed-route transit bus or cannot get to or from a boarding or disembarking
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location, and seniors (65+). Certification by Access San Joaquin is required to become a
paratransit customer in accordance with the ADA. Seniors can secure certification by filling out
an application. Service extends slightly outside the City limits to the Larch /Clover Road areas.
Image 11. Tracy’s TRACER

The paratransit subsidized taxi program is a complimentary service to the TRACER Paratransit
bus service. It operates during the hours that the TRACER Paratransit bus service is not in
operation. Passengers must also be certified to use this service. Those who wish to use the
subsidized taxi program must purchase a book of taxi coupons.
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Image 12. TRACER System Map
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City of Stockton
Since 1963, RTD has provided a variety of services to Stockton Metropolitan Area and since
1996, rural San Joaquin County residents. The services include fixed route and ADA Dial-A-Ride
services within the Stockton Metropolitan Area (SMA), and an interregional commuter service to
destinations in the Bay Area and north to Sacramento. On October 26, 1993, the Stockton
Metropolitan Transit District received authorization from the SJCOG Board of Directors to
become a countywide service provider. On December 7, 1993, the County Board of Supervisors
approved the annexation of the unincorporated area to the Transit District. RTD Board of
Directors authorized the expansion of the district to serve countywide on January 4, 1994, with a
service delivery area of 1,448 square miles.
Image 13. San Joaquin Regional Transit District (RTD)

While the SMA represents a high transit need potential, it also benefits from the highest level of
transit service in San Joaquin County. Within San Joaquin County, RTD offers thirty (30) routes
that serve the SMA (including Bus Rapid Transit, BRT), seven (7) SMA deviated fixed routes, one
five (5) countywide deviated fixed routes, four (4) interregional commuter fixed routes, SMA
Dial-A-Ride (DAR) service for persons that meet the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA)
eligibility criteria, and county-wide general public on-demand service, called Van Go!.
Downtown Stockton is the hub for many RTD routes, including intercity buses. Construction of
the RTD Downtown Transit Center (DTC) was completed in December 2006. The transit center
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includes an off-street bus facility located on Weber Avenue between Sutter, Channel, and
California Streets. The primary purpose of the center is to provide bus passengers with better
access to downtown and the ability to make timed transfers to connecting bus routes serving
other areas. RTD also offers specialized services through Access San
Joaquin and as the Consolidated Transportation Service Agency (CTSA) that
includes services such as a My Ride (Volunteer Driver Program) Americans
with Disabilities Act (ADA) Assessment, Access Pass, Dial-A-Ride (DAR),
Discount Fare Cards, and Travel Training for all cities in the county.

The completion of RTD’s Downtown Transit Center also laid the groundwork for the new Express
Service, a form of Bus Rapid Transit (BRT). Express Route 40, runs along the Pacific Avenue
corridor connecting to the DTC. Express Route 44 operates along the Airport Way corridor from
the DTC to Ralph Avenue, extending the high-frequency service to south Stockton residents and
businesses. Express Route 43 operates along the Hammer Lane corridor. Passengers can board
and transfer at the Hammer Triangle Station. Express Route 47 operates along the Midtown
Corridor and along the Martin Luther King Jr Way corridor is Express Route 49.
Currently, there are six (6) Park-&-Ride lots, three (3) of them leased by RTD, throughout San
Joaquin County to complement RTD’s interregional commuter service. RTD also offers an ondemand service called RTD Van Go! that takes residents throughout San Joaquin County. Van
Go! gives passengers greater flexibility because it directly picks up and drops residents off, helps
in bus transfer, drives through rural areas, is ADA compliant, and offers weekend and holiday
service.

Intracity Metro Hopper Service (RTD)
The Metro Hopper is a deviated fixed-route bus service serving popular destinations throughout
the Stockton city limits. The Metro Hopper has seven (7) routes, and operates Monday through
Friday, from approximately 7:45 AM to 6:30 PM, and buses run hourly. Each bus can deviate
from its normal route up to one (1) mile to accommodate ADA-certified passengers. Within
these one-mile deviation windows, the service covers approximately 75% of the Stockton Metro
Area for ADA-certified passengers. Fares for the Metro Hopper service are the same as described
above.

55

SJCOG UNMET TRANSIT NEEDS
FY 22-23
Image 14. San Joaquin RTD Weekday System Map
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Image 15A. San Joaquin RTD Metro Hopper System Map
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DESCRIPTION OF INTERCITY AND INTERREGIONAL PUBLIC
TRANSIT SERVICES
RTD, ACE, and other carriers such as Amtrak San Joaquin and Greyhound provide intercity and
interregional services. These services are described in greater detail below:

Intercity County Hopper Service (RTD)
The Intercity and County Hopper service provided by RTD is a comprehensive network of routes
throughout the region that interconnects the Cities of Escalon, Lathrop, Lodi, Manteca, Ripon,
Stockton, and Tracy. All buses are wheelchair accessible.
RTD County Hopper Routes will deviate up to 1 mile for all passengers not able to reach the
fixed-route stops. County Hoppers will deviate up to three times per trip, not to exceed two
deviations per person. The County Hopper service offers five (5) weekday routes and follows the
same fare structure as the above-described Metro Hopper service.
Image 15B.

Interregional Commuter Bus (RTD)
This service consists of four (4) long-distance commuter routes that take patrons from locations
principally along the Interstate 5/205, State Route 120, and State Route 99 corridors to major
employment sites in the Bay Area and Sacramento regions.
RTD staff originally developed the interregional routes through outreach efforts to major
employers and Employee Transportation Coordinators (ETCs) in the planning of this service. The
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ETCs surveyed their employees to see how many came from San Joaquin County. When enough
employees from San Joaquin County expressed interest in taking a commuter coach from "here
to there," RTD designed an interregional route to fit work schedules. Currently, RTD's
interregional coaches travel to the following destinations:
• BART's Dublin Pleasanton Station (Route 150)
• Downtown Sacramento (Route 163)
• Livermore (Route 152)
• Tracy Defense Depot (Route 120)
Unlike the County Hopper buses, the Interregional Commuter services are not routed
deviation services. Commuter services are exempt from the ADA provisions calling for
complimentary service, however, all RTD’s Commuter buses are equipped with wheelchair
lifts or ramps. The buses pick up patrons at four (4) park-and-ride lots that RTD is leasing by
use of Measure K funds or using Caltrans or city-owned park-and-ride lots.
Image 16. RTD Commuter Bus

Other Interregional Services to Sacramento County
SCT/LINK, operated by the Sacramento County Department of Transportation, connects the
cities of Lodi, Galt, Elk Grove, and Sacramento. The SCT/LINK connects the Lodi GrapeLine, RTD,
and Sacramento Regional Transit (SacRT) in Elk Grove and south Sacremento. Buses run every
hour on Monday through Friday from 5:20 AM to 7:20 PM.
Lodi GrapeLine has transfer agreements with SCT/Link for trips to Sacramento and Elk Grove.
Escalon eTrans has transfer agreements with Stanislaus Regional Transit, for travel into
Stanislaus County.
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Image 17. Altamont Corridor Express (ACE) System Map
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Altamont Corridor Express (ACE) Rail Service
For westbound passengers, the ACE train provides access to Silicon Valley and Livermore
Valley.
Four trains depart from Stockton in the morning westbound: #01, #03, #05, and #07. The four
trains return in the evening, #04, #06, #08, and #10, from San Jose to their point of origin in
Stockton.
ACE stops in Lathrop/Manteca, Tracy, Vasco Road, Livermore, Pleasanton, Fremont, California’s
Great America Theme Park, Santa Clara, and terminates at the San Jose Diridon Station.
Connections can be made to Caltrain, Capitol Corridor, Santa Cruz METRO, Greyhound,
Megabus, and the Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority (VTA) located at the Diridon
Station. At other stations, ACE connects with AC Transit, Tri-Valley Wheels, County Connection,
LLNL Shuttle, RTD, TRACER, Ride The S and Manteca Transit.
Image 18. Amtrak’s San Joaquin

Amtrak Rail/Bus Service
Amtrak San Joaquins is an intercity passenger rail service connecting San Joaquin County to
points north, west, and south of the County via rail and bus connections, and to points across
the nation via connections to Amtrak’s national train network in Sacramento and Emeryville.
The Amtrak San Joaquins, managed by the San Joaquin Joint Powers Authority travel north and
south in the central San Joaquin Valley, connecting Bakersfield to Oakland and Sacramento
with stops in Stockton and Lodi. The route also includes a dedicated feeder bus service

61

SJCOG UNMET TRANSIT NEEDS
FY 22-23
connecting Stockton to San Jose through Tracy and connecting Stockton to Sacramento.
The current schedule (April 2022) for the Amtrak San Joaquins includes six daily roundtrips in
total: five roundtrips from Bakersfield to Oakland stopping at Stockton’s San Joaquin Street
Station and offering a thruway bus connection to Sacramento; and one roundtrip from
Bakersfield to Sacramento with stops at Stockton’s Cabral Station and in Lodi. Additionally,
thruway buses to other destinations such as San Jose and Redding are offered.

Greyhound Bus Service
Greyhound Bus provides service to the cities of Stockton, Lodi, and Tracy. Connections serving
the cities of Escalon, Manteca Lathrop, and Ripon do not exist. Greyhound provides service for
San Joaquin County residents to destinations throughout California and the rest of the Country.
Image 19. Downtown Stockton Greyhound Bus

Dibs
Through SJCOG, a transit referral support service called dibs is available. Dibs was established
by the San Joaquin Council of Governments in 1978 to enhance air quality and help reduce
congestion through Transportation Demand Strategies. The public can obtain free
informational services including a match-list of commuters, carpools, vanpools, telecommuting
services, bike, walk, public transit, park and ride information, posters, brochures, and
preferential parking program. This service is dedicated to helping commuters, employers and
local governments find and use alternatives to driving alone. The Dibs program can offer
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passengers to travel around San Joaquin, Stanislaus or Merced counties.

Vamos Mobility
The Vamos Mobility App is being expanded to connect Stockton residents with the Stockton
Mobility Collective carsharing and bikesharing services they need. The app already connects
residents with affordable and sustainable ways to get from A to point B in San Joaquin County,
and Stanislaus County as soon as early 2022. The app
allows a user to access information, plan routes, and buy
tickets, including trips across multiple agencies and
services. Tickets are currently available for San Joaquin
RTD, ACE Rail, and the transit providers in Escalon,
Ripon, Manteca, Tracy and Lodi.

Other Transit Related Services
Other specialized transit services are provided by various social service agencies such as El
Concilio, United Cerebral Palsy of San Joaquin/Calaveras/Amador Counties, ARC San Joaquin,
and Valley CAPS, and Community Center for the Blind and Visually Impaired. These agencies
offer services for work programs and daily life activities.

ADEQUACY OF EXISTING PUBLIC TRANSIT SYSTEMS
The adequacy of existing transit services is determined by reviewing information received from
the following sources:
•
•
•
•

Comments received during the Unmet Transit Needs community outreach process.
Public comment and discussions during the Social Services Transportation Advisory
Committee (SSTAC) and Interagency Transit Committee (ITC) meetings.
Public input received by SJCOG’s dibs program.
Newspaper articles

The public mass transit operations serving San Joaquin County provided over 5.9 million
unlinked passenger trips during 2016.
All transit operators dedicate financial resources to maintaining and improving passenger
amenities. Bus stop amenities such as protective shelters and seating provide more comfort
for the rider.
Public comment and other forms of information are crucial in determining the adequacy of
existing transit services. Comments received through the public outreach process can be
categorized into one of the following three categories:
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•
•
•

Educational related – identifies the need for continued education on the existing
transit services available.
Operational related – identify potential shortcomings in the existing system.
Potential unmet needs – identifies geographic areas that are either not served or
underserved by the existing transit system

The public outreach process provides San Joaquin County transit operators with valuable
information that can be used to validate as well as improve services. The constructive input
received from the community is relayed to the public transit providers to alert them of the
concern and allow the opportunity to improve overall service satisfaction.
Based on this analysis, the adequacy of the existing transit systems is healthy and provides
needed transportation to San Joaquin County residents. Unresolved and chronic operational
issues associated with the transit system can be viewed as a deficiency that supports an
unmet transit need. However, the current definition of an unmet transit need does not
support this notion.
Outside of the definition of an unmet transit need, the public’s expressed satisfaction with the
services assists in determining the adequacy of the overall transit system. This type of
information is typically derived from the information sources previously mentioned and is
associated with the efficiency and quality of the delivery of transit services. However, it is
possible that respondents may not be aware of other variables affecting a specific service and
the availability of other transit service options.
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CHAPTER 4. COMMUNITY OUTREACH & PUBLIC COMMENT
VARIETY OF PUBLIC OUTREACH EFFORTS
This year, the Unmet Transit Needs outreach process included a variety of public outreach
efforts that ensured this assessment complied with COVID-19 social distancing policies and
allowed participants to submit comments safely. SJCOG observed the COVID patterns and
changes its public outreach activities accordingly. This allowed SJCOG staff to conduct both
virtual and hybrid (in-person and virtual) activities. SJCOG and partner agencies used a variety
of efforts that were intended to promote the most opportunities for members of the public to
communicate their Unmet Transit Needs comments (e.g. email, SJCOG website, surveys, social
media). Examples of this year’s efforts include:
•
•
•
•
•

Virtual and hybrid public hearings announced through 6 generally circulated
newspapers, including 1 in Spanish
Zoom and in-person meetings with community organizations and public agency
committees
An online survey that was published on social media and made available as a QR code
Consistent marketing material throughout the region
Printable English and Spanish surveys made available on the SJCOG website
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PUBLIC HEARINGS
The Transportation Development Act requires that at least one public hearing take place
annually to assess Unmet Transit Needs. For several years, SJCOG has exceeded this
requirement by coordinating with local jurisdictions to schedule at least one public hearing in
each city in San Joaquin County. However, due to COVID-19, most public agencies were closed
for in-person services and were only holding virtual public meetings during much of the
outreach period. Therefore, SJCOG, the transportation planning agency, and the Social Services
Advisory Council (SSTAC), each held a public hearing to receive comments.
For this fiscal year, there were two public hearings held to solicit public comments on Unmet
Transit Needs. Adoption of UTN assessment findings is expected in June 2022. Below outlines
the dates, times, and locations of hearings held throughout the region. Additional proof of
publication of hearings, hearing notices, and minutes, if the testimony was provided, can be
found in Appendix C.
A Public Notice was published in the
local newspapers during October and
December 2021. The local newspapers
include:
•
•
•
•
•
•

Stockton Record
Lodi Sentinel
Escalon Times
Manteca Bulletin
Tracy Press
Vida en el Valle
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COMMUNITY OUTREACH
SJCOG coordinated with
community organizations to
provide more information on the
UTN process and to receive
comments. SJCOG sent
community groups the UTN
material, and all transit operators
aided in distributing the surveys
flyers by posting the flyers on
their websites and in their transit
centers, and by making SJCOG’s
utn@sjcog.org email available to
the public.
Additionally, SJCOG worked with
the SSTAC to form a
subcommittee to review the
comments from the Unmet
Transit Needs survey
distributions using previously
adopted definitions and criteria.
On March 16th, 2022 SJCOG held
a UTN Comment Review
Committee with representatives from the San Joaquin County Public Health Services, City of
Tracy, the Community Center for the Visually Blind and Impaired, San Joaquin Regional
Transportation District, City of Manteca, and the City of Escalon.

SJCOG staff also conducted informational PowerPoint presentations during the following
meetings:
•
•
•

Community Center for the Blind and Visually Impaired
SJCOG Board Meeting
Tracy Transit Committee

11/3/2021
12/9/2021
12/9/2021
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ANALYSIS OF COMMENTS RECEIVED
SJCOG received and analyzed a total of 47 comments from the public during this assessment
period. 40 comments were received from online surveys, and 7 comments were received via
SJCOG’s utn@sjcog.org email address or from public hearings. Comments asked for additional
service frequency, late-night and weekend service, and to establish service between specific
locations in and around the region.
A complete listing and evaluation of the comments received during this UTN cycle can be found
in Chapters 5 and 6.
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CHAPTER 5. EVALUATION BY JURISDICTION
Currently, there are two (2) tests that need to be applied before the SJCOG Board of Directors
can determine that public comment is considered a reason to meet unmet transit needs. First,
the Board must make a finding that there is indeed an unmet transit need, regardless of what
means are necessary to meet it. Second, once the need is identified, an assessment of
reasonableness must be performed.
If the unmet need is indeed found reasonable to meet, then the TDA Local Transportation
Funds for that jurisdiction would be set aside from streets and roads maintenance to provide
the unmet service need.

CITY OF MANTECA
Members of the public were notified about the SJCOG and SSTAC public hearings through a
newspaper ad in the Manteca Bulletin.
Although public input regarding specific local Unmet Transit Needs was not provided at either
public hearing, there was 1 public comment directly related to Manteca and Lathrop. That
comment was submitted via a SurveyMonkey response. The comment and findings are listed
below.
Comment(s):
Number Jurisdiction
29

Stockton/
Manteca

Notes

UTN?
(YES/NO)

Sheffield Court, Stockton, CA
95210 to 165 Saint Dominic‘s
Drive, Unit 120, Manteca between
1-3 PM for medical appointments

YES

Reasonable to If No, Why
Meet? (YES/NO)
Not?
NO

Ridership
Potential,
Operational
Feasibility

Finding(s):
Comment 29. This comment was found to be an Unmet Transit Need, but not Reasonable to
Meet due to ridership potential and operational feasibility. The San Joaquin Regional Transit
District (RTD) currently offers limited fixed route service between Stockton and Manteca due to
a nationwide bus driver shortage. Manteca Transit is only able to provide transit service within
the Manteca city limits. RTD does provide some fixed-route service and will increase its county
hopper service as more drivers become available. RTD also offers a demand response service
called Van Go!
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CITY OF TRACY
Members of the public were notified about the SJCOG and SSTAC public hearings through a
newspaper ad in the Tracy Press. Residents were also encouraged to participate in the UTN
survey via SurveyMonkey through signage posted on the transit center and during a
presentation at the November 2021 Tracy Transportation Committee monthly meeting. Public
input regarding specific local Unmet Transit Needs was not provided at either public hearing.
However, there was 1 comment made by a county resident who travels to Tracy daily. The
comment was submitted via SurveyMonkey. The comment and findings are listed below.
Comment(s):

Number Jurisdiction
36

Tracy

Notes

UTN?
(YES/NO)

Reasonable to
Meet? (YES/NO)

If No, Why Not?

I am a disabled woman 87 yrs.
old in need of wheelchair
(ADA) service in Tracy for all
my needs

YES

NO

Operational Feasibility,
Potential Ridership,
Cost Effectiveness

Finding(s):
Comment 36. This comment was found to be an Unmet Transit Need, but not Reasonable to
Meet due to ridership potential, operational feasibility, and cost-effectiveness. The City of
Tracy offers a paratransit service that is available to persons with disabilities/ADA Certified but
only within the city limits. RTD offers Van Go!, a demand response service that is available
throughout the county and has a wheelchair-accessible vehicle Lastly, Access San Joaquin, the
consolidated transportation services agency, provides mileage reimbursement to ADA eligible
individuals through the MyRide program.

CITY OF STOCKTON
Members of the public were notified about the SJCOG and SSTAC public hearings through two
newspaper ads in the Stockton Record on October 20, 2021, and an alert on RTD’s website.
SJCOG received multiple comments from residents during its public hearing in December 2021.
One member attended in person and others attended and submitted comments via zoom. The
comments and their findings are listed below.
Comment(s):

Number Jurisdiction
19

Stockton

Notes

UTN?
(YES/NO)

Reasonable to
Meet? (YES/NO)

If No, Why Not?

Lanza Ln to Quail Lakes Baptist
Church on Sundays at 8 AM for
Sunday School and Church.

YES

NO

Ridership Potential,
Operational
Feasibility
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21

22

23

29

30

31

44

45

Stockton

Ben Holt and Alexandria to
Lincoln center Stockton on
Weekday and weekend mornings
for food shopping and dining
Stockton Feather River Drive Stockton CA
95219 to Pershing & Alpine,
Stockton on weekends to go to
UOP
Stockton
Kermit Ln Stockton 95207 to
10200 Trinity Parkway Suite 201
Stockton 95219 on Weekdays at
10 for medical appointments
Stockton/
Sheffield Court, Stockton, CA
Manteca
95210 to 165 Saint Dominic‘s
Drive, Unit 120, Manteca
between 1-3 PM for medical
appointments
Stockton
Pershing & Alpine Stockton to
Feather River Drive on weekdays
after 5 PM to get home from
work
Stockton
Kermit Ln Stockton 95207 to
Trinity Parkway Stockton 95219
On weekends at 9 AM for
shopping
Stockton
There seems to be an emphasis
on getting passengers to the
Walmart on Hammer Lane rather
than the one out at Trinity
Parkway. Why is this?
Stockton Please increase bus times in both
the early morning and late
evening, specifically for RTD and
north of Hammer Lane. Also,
please bring robust intercity
service back.

YES

NO

Ridership Potential,
Operational
Feasibility

YES

NO

Ridership Potential,
Operational
Feasibility

YES

NO

Ridership Potential,
Operational
Feasibility

YES

NO

Ridership Potential,
Operational
Feasibility

YES

NO

Ridership Potential,
Operational
Feasibility

YES

NO

Ridership Potential,
Operational
Feasibility

YES

NO

Community
Acceptance

YES

NO

Ridership Potential,
Operational
Feasibility

Finding(s):
Comment 19. This comment was found to be an Unmet Transit Need, but not Reasonable to
Meet due to ridership potential and operational feasibility.
Comment 21. This comment was found to be an Unmet Transit Need, but not Reasonable to
Meet due to ridership potential and operational feasibility.
Comment 22. This comment was found to be an Unmet Transit Need, but not Reasonable to
Meet due to ridership potential and operational feasibility.
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Comment 23. This comment was found to be an Unmet Transit Need, but not Reasonable to
Meet due to ridership potential and operational feasibility.
Comment 29. This comment was found to be an Unmet Transit Need, but not Reasonable to
Meet due to ridership potential and operational feasibility.
Comment 30. This comment was found to be an Unmet Transit Need, but not Reasonable to
Meet due to ridership potential and operational feasibility.
Comment 31. This comment was found to be an Unmet Transit Need, but not Reasonable to
Meet due to ridership potential and operational feasibility.
Comment 44. This comment was found to be an Unmet Transit Need, but not Reasonable to
Meet due to community acceptance.
Comment 45. This comment was found to be an Unmet Transit Need, but not Reasonable to
Meet due to ridership potential and operational feasibility.

SAN JOAQUIN COUNTY
Members of the public were notified about the SJCOG and SSTAC public hearings through six
generally circulated newspapers throughout the region between October and November 2021.
Announcements and information were also made through the SJCOG UTN webpage and
SJCOG’s social media accounts.
SJCOG received multiple comments from residents during its public hearing in December 2021.
One member attended in person and others attended and submitted comments via zoom. The
comments and their findings are listed below.
Comment(s):
Number

Jurisdiction

Notes

UTN? (YES/NO)

If No, Why Not?

43

SJ County

YES

Operational
Feasibility

47

SJ County

Need affordable, reliable public
transportation, especially for the
disabled, restored between cities,
particularly on weekends and
weekdays for medical
appointments. Van Go! is not
affordable or reliable nor
available when needed.
Commuter bus service within San
Joaquin County. For example, RTD

YES

Ridership Potential,
Cost Effectiveness
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commuter service from Lodi or
Escalon to the warehouses in
Tracy, or shuttle service from a
park and ride lot or a community
pick up location to an ACE train
station in Stockton, Manteca, or
Tracy.

Finding(s):
Comment 43. This comment was found to be an Unmet Transit Need, but not Reasonable to
Meet due to operational feasibility.
Comment 47. This comment was found to be an Unmet Transit Need, but not Reasonable to
Meet due to ridership potential and cost-effectiveness.
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February 2018
SJCOG Board

STAFF REPORT
SUBJECT:

Update of Unmet Transit Needs
Definitions

RECOMMENDED ACTION:

Approve updates to “Reasonable to
Meet” definitions for use in future
Unmet Transit Needs processes

SUMMARY:
During the review of the FY 17-18 Unmet Transit Needs Report, the Social Service
Transportation Advisory Committee (SSTAC) engaged in extended discussions of two
comments on Unmet Transit Needs:



Service between Tracy, Mountain House, and Delta College
Non-Emergency Medical Transportation

Much of these discussions revolved around how the adopted definitions of “Unmet Transit
Needs” and “Reasonable to Meet” applied to the two proposed transit services.
Because of these discussions, the SSTAC requested SJCOG convene a subcommittee to discuss
the adopted definitions, including consideration of potential updates to the definitions. The group
met three times from September 2017 to January 2018. As a result of the input received, SJCOG
proposes the updated definitions included in Attachment A.

BACKGROUND:
The Unmet Transit Needs process is a requirement of the Transportation Development Act
(TDA). TDA section 99238.5 requires the regional transportation planning agency (SJCOG) to
conduct an annual assessment of transit needs within its jurisdiction. The annual assessment must
include provisions for one public hearing in the jurisdiction represented by the SSTAC. Prior to
any allocation not directly to public transportation services, specialized transportation services,
or facilities provided for the exclusive use of pedestrians and bicycles (i.e. TDA allocations made
for streets and roads purposes), SJCOG must identify the unmet transit needs of the jurisdiction
and those needs that are reasonable to meet. The adopted definition of “unmet transit need” and
“reasonable to meet” must be documented by resolution or in the minutes of the agency.
The annual unmet transit needs assessment requires SJCOG to meet the following minimum
requirements:

P119







Ensure that several factors have been considered in the planning process, including:
1. Size and location of groups likely to be dependent on transit,
2. Adequacy of existing services and potential alternative services
3. Service improvements that could meet all or part of the travel demand.
Hold a public hearing to receive testimony on unmet needs.
Determine definitions for "unmet transit needs" and "reasonable to meet."
Adopt a finding regarding unmet transit needs and allocate funds to address those needs,
if necessary, before street and road TDA allocations.

The current UTN definitions were adopted in October 2006 and were used in the last eleven
consecutive UTN cycles.

DISCUSSION:
The UTN Definitions Review Subcommittee met in September 2017, December 2017 and
January 2018. The group reviewed and discussed the current definitions of “Unmet Transit
Need” and “Reasonable to Meet.”
The subcommittee proposed no changes to the adopted definition of an “Unmet Transit Need”:
“Unmet Transit Needs are defined as transportation services not currently provided to
those residents who use or would use public transportation regularly, if available, to
meet their life expectations. This includes, but is not limited to: trips for medical and
dental services, shopping, employment, personal business, education, social services,
and recreation.”
The adopted definition of “Reasonable to Meet” includes six criteria: Community Acceptance,
Equity, Potential Ridership, Cost Effectiveness, Operational Feasibility, and Funding. The
subcommittee proposed several changes to these definitions, which are shown in redline format
in Attachment A.
In addition, the subcommittee engaged in extensive discussion of how the definitions are applied
in practice to proposed transit services that are raised in the Unmet Transit Needs process. While
not pertaining directly to text changes to the adopted definitions, key issues raised in the
discussion of each criteria are included in Attachment A for future reference.

RECOMMENDATION:
Approve proposed updates to “Reasonable to Meet” definitions, shown in Attachment A, for use
in future Unmet Transit Needs processes.
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COMMITTEE ACTIONS:
The Social Service Transportation Advisory Committee (SSTAC) and Technical Advisory
Committee (TAC) both approved this item unanimously. The Ad Hoc Committee for Transit and
Executive Committees had not met at the time this staff report was written.
Report prepared by Rob Cunningham, Senior Regional Planner

SJCOG Unmet Transit Needs Definitions Update
Proposed Revision, Subcommittee Discussion/Comments and SJCOG Responses
Table 1: Current and Proposed Revised “Reasonable To Meet” Definitions:
Criteria

Current Definition

Proposed Revised Definition

1. Community
Acceptance

“There should be a demonstrated
interest of citizens in the new or
additional transit service.”

No Changes.
“The proposed new or additional
service will benefit the general public,
residents who use or would use public
transportation regularly, the elderly
senior population, and persons with
disabilities, and populations identified
by Title VI or other similar information
where available.”
“The proposed transit service will
maintain meet new service ridership
performance measures, as defined by
the implementing agency or agencies in
concurrence with the Social Services
Transportation Advisory Committee
(SSTAC).”
“The proposed new or additional transit
service will not affect the ability of the
overall system of the implementing
agency or agencies to meet the
applicable Transit Systems Performance
Objectives or the state farebox ratio
requirement after exemption period, if
the service is eligible for the
exemption.”

2. Equity

“The proposed new or additional
service will benefit the general public,
residents who use or would use public
transportation regularly, the elderly
population, and persons with
disabilities.”

3. Potential
Ridership

“The proposed transit service will
maintain new service ridership
performance measures, as defined by
the Social Services Transportation
Advisory Committee (SSTAC).”

4. Cost
Effectiveness

“The proposed new or additional
transit service will not affect the
ability of the overall system to meet
the applicable Transit Systems
Performance Objectives or the state
farebox ratio requirement after
exemption period, if the service is
eligible for the exemption.”

5. Operational
Feasibility

“The system can be implemented
safely and in accordance with local,
state, and federal laws and
regulations.”

6. Funding

“The imposed service would not cause
the claimant to incur expenses in
No Changes.
excess of the maximum allocation of
TDA funds.”

No Changes.

Subcommittee Discussion/Comments and SJCOG Response:
Definition of “Unmet Transit Need”
“Unmet Transit Needs are defined as transportation services not currently provided to
those residents who use or would use public transportation regularly, if available, to
meet their life expectations. This includes, but is not limited to: trips for medical and
dental services, shopping, employment, personal business, education, social services,
and recreation.”
The subcommittee proposed no changes to the current definition.

Definitions/Criteria for “Reasonable to Meet”
1. Community Acceptance
Definition, with revisions (if any) shown in redline:
“There should be a demonstrated interest of citizens in the new or additional transit service.”
Comments from Subcommittee:
•
•

Community acceptance should be considered a minimum qualification or "screen" to remove
potential transit service that is not accepted by the community.
Group did not support establishment of a minimum threshold for number of surveys.

SJCOG Response:
•

SJCOG will continue strategies to broaden UTN outreach efforts to the community.

2. Equity
Definition, with revisions (if any) shown in redline:

“The proposed new or additional service will benefit the general public, residents who use or
would use public transportation regularly, the elderly senior population, and persons with
disabilities, and populations identified by Title VI or other similar information where available.”
Comments from Subcommittee:
•

Minor revision suggested by email.

SJCOG Response:
•

Title VI and related Executive Orders identify minority, low-income and low-English-proficiency
(LEP) populations.

•

SJCOG accepts suggested revision.

3. Potential Ridership
Definition, with revisions (if any) shown in redline:

“The proposed transit service will maintain meet new service ridership performance measures,
as defined by the implementing agency or agencies in concurrence with the Social Services
Transportation Advisory Committee (SSTAC).”
Comments from Subcommittee:
•

•
•

This threshold should be considered alongside thresholds of implementing transit agency.
o Question raised – How is the implementing agency determined if service is in multiple
jurisdictions (for example, Mountain House service from Tracy to unincorporated area)?
Demographics, density, and similar services should be used to estimate ridership.
Subcommittee was unclear what the “performance measures… defined by the SSTAC” were.
Suggested to use performance measures defined by the transit agency.

SJCOG Response:
•

•

Implementing transit agency would be determined by jurisdiction where the new service would
operate. For borderline cases (e.g. Mountain House service discussed in comment) – thresholds
of all potential implementing agencies would be considered.
Ridership performance measures of the implementing agency or agencies would be used, if
available. The performance measures would be selected with concurrence of the SSTAC. If the
agency has not adopted ridership performance measures, the SSTAC would select the
performance meas

4. Cost Effectiveness
Definition, with revisions (if any) shown in redline:
“The proposed new or additional transit service will not affect the ability of the overall system of the
implementing agency or agencies to meet the applicable Transit Systems Performance Objectives or
the state farebox ratio requirement after exemption period, if the service is eligible for the exemption.”
Comments from Subcommittee:
•

Comment that this should be considered alongside thresholds of implementing transit agency.
o Question raised by another committee member– What threshold will be the
determining factor for farebox recovery ratio for the Article 8 providers since we have
alternative performance measures, or would we use the standard 10%? Would it be
10% of the actual unmet transit need or if the addition of the service would drag the
overall transit system under 10% at the end of the TDA allowed exemption period?

SJCOG Response:
•
•
•
•

The threshold of the transit agency/agencies potentially implementing the new service would be
considered, including alternative performance measures, if applicable.
The Transit System Performance Objectives would apply to Article 8 providers, and the state
farebox ratio requirement would apply to other providers.
The Performance Objectives/state farebox ratio would apply to each agency’s entire system, not
individual services within the system.
The current Transit System Performance Objectives, adopted August 2015, are below. The effect
of using these Performance Objectives has generally been to reduce the instances of finding
unmet transit needs that are reasonable to meet.
1. Operating Cost / Revenue Hour – highlights the cost effectiveness of providing service and
sets a maximum threshold for cost per revenue hour.
2. Passengers / Revenue Hour – highlights the utilization of the service and sets a minimum
threshold for passengers per revenue hour.
3. Subsidy (Operating Cost – Fare Revenue) / Passenger – is a comprehensive indicator
measuring operating cost, fare revenue, and ridership and sets a maximum threshold for
subsidy per passenger.

5. Operational Feasibility
Definition, with revisions (if any) shown in redline:
“The system can be implemented safely and in accordance with local, state, and federal laws and
regulations.”
Comments from Subcommittee:
•

This was agreed to represent physical/legal feasibility of service; not financial feasibility. (e.g. if
there are streets that are not physically designed for bus service or legally allowed to have
buses, etc). Potential operator would be the primary evaluator.

SJCOG Response:
•

Agreed. No changes to definition proposed.

6. Funding
Definition, with revisions (if any) shown in redline:
“The imposed service would not cause the claimant to incur expenses in excess of the maximum
allocation of TDA funds.”
Comments from Subcommittee:
•
•

Suggestion was made that if the agency offers more service, more LTF should be available.
Question was raised if additional funding would come off the top.

SJCOG Response:
•

•

The UTN process is not designed to determine the overall apportionment of LTF among SJCOG’s
member agencies. That determination is made in the context of a broader policy discussion by
the Board.
If an unmet transit need is identified for an agency that uses LTF for streets and roads, some of
that LTF could be allocated to transit to meet the need. If 100% of an agency’s LTF is already
allocated to transit and no additional funding is identified to meet the unmet transit need,
SJCOG would conclude that the proposed service does not meet the finding of “Reasonable to
Meet.” Unmet transit needs that are regional or interregional in nature could be funded through
other funding sources, if available.

Other Considerations – Operational Comments
These are comments where the service exists but commenter would like it to run at other times of day,
with increased frequencies, additional stops, or other operational modifications. In the past these
comments have generally been identified as “operational comments” rather than unmet transit needs.
SJCOG forwards these comments to the appropriate transit agencies for consideration.
The group proposed the following clarification:
•
•

•

If service is desired outside the service span currently offered (e.g. bus runs from 7am to 6pm
and commenter wishes to ride the bus at 8pm), this would be considered an unmet transit need.
If comment relates to service frequency (e.g. bus runs every 60 minutes but commenter wants it
to run every 30 minutes), or other operational characteristics within the service span, the
comment will continue to be identified as “operational.”
SJCOG will improve the documentation of these comments in the UTN report.

JOINT METING OF THE BOARD OF DIRECTORS
FOR THE SAN JOAQUIN COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS
AND SJCOG, INC.
555 E. Weber Avenue
Stockton, CA 95202
Board Conference Room
CLOSED SESSION at 4:00 P.M.
REGULAR BOARD MEETING
February 22, 2018
MINUTES
1.

The Board Meeting Closed Session was called to order at 4:08 p.m.by Chair Miller.
ROLL CALL:
Board Members Present:
Mayor DeBrum, Manteca; Councilmember Dresser, Lathrop; Supervisor Elliott, SJC; Vice
Mayor Holman, Stockton; Councilmember Kuehne, Lodi; Councilwoman Lofthus, Stockton;
Supervisor Miller, SJC; Councilmember Murken, Escalon; Mayor Rickman, Tracy;
Supervisor Winn, SJC; Vice Mayor Zuber, Ripon.
Ex-Officio Members Present:
Ken Baxter, Caltrans; Gary Giovanetti, SJRTD; Victor Mow, Port of Stockton.
Board Members Absent:
Mayor Laugero, Escalon; Mayor Tubbs, Stockton.
Ex-Officio Members Absent:
None.
Staff Members Present:
Andrew Chesley, Executive Director; Steve Dial, Deputy Executive Director/CFO; Diane
Nguyen, Deputy Director; Vikram Sharma, Information Services Manager; Steve Mayo,
Project Manager; Nicole Gorham, Public Information Officer; Kim Anderson, Senior
Regional Planner; Yvette Davis, Senior Regional Planner; Ryan Niblock, Senior Regional
Planner; Rob Cunningham, Senior Regional Planner; David Ripperda, Associate Regional
Planner; Christine Corrales, Associate Regional Planner; Kelly Bagley, Accounting Assistant
II; Rosemary Romero, Administrative Technician; Summer Anderson, Assistant Regional
Planner; Rosie Gutierrez, Office Administrator; Katy Castro, Administrative Clerk II; Rod
Attebery, Counsel.

2.

CLOSED SESSION:
A. Public Employee Performance Evaluation Pursuant to Government Code Section
54957: Executive Director
B. Conference with Labor Negotiator Pursuant to Government Codes Section
54957.6:

Agency Designated Representative: Board Kathy Miller/Rod Attebery
Unrepresented Employee:
Executive Director
Chair Miller commenced the Regular Board meeting at 5:00 p.m.
Rod Attebery reported no action was taken on either items.
3. RECOGNITIONS/PRESENTATIONS:
A. SJCOG – Recognize Michael Ballot, Outgoing Citizens Advisory Committee
Sierra Club Representative
B.
Andrew Chesley announced Michael Ballot was on the Citizens Advisory Committee for 11
years and instrumental in the passage of the Measure K Renewal.
Chair Miller presented a Golden K award to Michael Ballot in recognition of his outstanding
service and dedication to the San Joaquin Region on the Citizens Advisory Committee and
RTP/SCS Advisory Committee.
Michael Ballot said it’s been a pleasure working with staff and transportation issues and
thanked the Board and staff.
4. PUBLIC COMMENTS:
None.
5. CONSENT CALENDAR ITEMS:
A. SJCOG - MINUTES: December 14, 2017
B. SJCOG - Monthly Financial Report & Transportation Authority Monthly Investment
Report
C. SJCOG – City of Manteca FY 2017-18 Transportation Development Act Claim
D. SJCOG – Update of Unmet Transit Needs Definitions
E. SJCOG – Delegation of Authority to Executive Committee for 2018 Regional
Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy Public Hearing(s)
F. SJCOG - Fiscal Year 2017-18 State Transit Assistance Claim from the San Joaquin
Regional Transit District
G. SJCOG – Citizens Advisory Committee Membership Appointment
H. SJCOG, Inc. – Southwinds Middle Road Church Project, Burrowing Owl Buffer
Reduction
I. SJCOG, Inc. – White Slough Project, Burrowing Owl Buffer reduction
J. SJCOG, Inc. – South Lathrop Specific Plan Project, Participation and Buffer
Establishment
K. SJCOG, Inc. – Holly Sugar Warehouse Project, Plan Participation and Habitat
Classification Change
L. SJCOG, Inc. - Oakwood Trails Project, Plan Participation & GGS/WPT Buffer
Reduction
Andrew Chesley informed the Board in their blue folder there is an attachment to item
5D that was not included in the original mailing, however it was emailed and he
apologized for the error.

It was moved/seconded (DeBrum/Zuber) to approve the consent calendar items. Motion
passed unanimously (11/0) by roll call.
6. ACTION ITEMS:
A. SJCOG, Inc. – Public Hearing for Destinations Anywhere Hieb Preserve Dedication
Steve Mayo informed the Board this is a public hearing for this property.
Chair Miller opened the public hearing.
Mr. Mayo announced this is the second public hearing for this property and said this is
a Land-in-lieu dedication project. The potential preserve is adjacent to existing
SJCOG, Inc. preserves in the Central Zone area, also shown in attachment 1 of the
staff report.
There were no public comments received, the public hearing was closed.
B. SJCOG, Inc. – Public Hearing for Brooks Preserve Acquisition
Steve Mayo informed the Board this is a public hearing for this property.
Chair Miller opened the public hearing.
Mr. Mayo announced this is the second public hearing for this property and said in
attachment 1 of the staff report shows the location of the property.
There were no public comments received, the public hearing was closed.
C. SJCOG, Inc. – Public Hearing for Bettencourt Wing Levee Preserve Acquisition
Steve Mayo informed the Board this is a public hearing for this property.
Chair Miller opened the public hearing.
Mr. Mayo announced this is the second public hearing for this property and stated
it is a 150-acre property and staff will be acquiring 140 acres and the cost is $6,000 per
acre. The location of the property is shown in attachment 1 of the staff report.
There were no public comments received, the public hearing was closed.
D. SJCOG, Inc. - Public Hearing for Manteca Hays Road Preserve Acquisition
Steve Mayo informed the Board this is a public hearing for this property and it is
an easement acquisition and dedication in Manteca.
Chair Miller opened the public hearing.
Mr. Mayo stated staff is looking at approximately 412 acres on the property and cost is
$5,000 per acre for the easement acquisition. The location of the property is shown in
attachment 1 of the staff report.
There were no public comments received, the public hearing was closed.

**Councilmember Kuehne left the meeting
E. SJCOG – Measure K Renewal Bike/Pedestrian/Safe Routes to School and Smart
Growth Incentive Program Programming Recommendations
David Ripperda presented a Power Point and briefly gave an update on the
background. Mr. Ripperda stated the Scoring Committee met to score the applications
and developed a programming recommendation. Mr. Ripperda stated that SJCOG staff
sent out a memo describing the Scoring Committee recommendations, however staff
received feedback that the memo was a little hard to understand, so staff prepared
attachment Figure A outlining the exact steps of the process the Scoring Committee
undertook.
Subsequently, after receiving feedback from San Joaquin County staff and numerous
other parties COG staff created a revised Scoring Committee recommendation. Mr.
Ripperda described the revised staff recommendations presented at the TAC meeting,
which included lowering the score cut-off line for the Small Projects from
Jurisdictions under 200,000 from 85 points to 78 points for the target amount. Mr.
Ripperda explained this action would not affect adopted SJCOG Board policy because
no such threshold was established in the policy and doing so would help fulfill the
original intent of promoting geographic equity in the program while resolving the
perception of inconsistency through the recommendation of the City of Tracy’s Tracy
Boulevard Sidewalks Project, which had received a score of 78.5 points. As a result,
two projects were recommended for funding by COG staff; City of Ripon Lower
Stanislaus River Multi-Use Trail and Escalon Rectangular Rapid Flashing Beacons
totaling $574,979 in funding, which would be subtracted from the City of Stockton’s
Pacific Avenue Complete Streets Corridor Study and Safe Routes to School Sidewalk
Network Completion Project.
Mr. Ripperda stated after a robust discussion, the TAC voted to amend the staff
recommendation with a change to utilize the entire $615,959 un-programmed amount
in the Smart Growth Incentive Program for the City of Stockton’s Pacific Avenue
Complete Streets Corridor Study and Safe Routes to School Sidewalk Network
Completion Project and leave no un-programmed balance in the Smart Growth
Program. This recommendation is supported by SJCOG staff.
There was a lengthy discussion among Board members expressing their concerns with
the scoring committee process, guidelines, consultants, funds carried over to the next
funding cycle, the original intent, and lack of consistency. Specific items of concern
were:
 Consistency in applying minimal scoring,
 Changing of rules in the process,
 Meeting the spirit from small cities/small projects set aside,
 Holding programming from small cities/small projects to be programmed
to the next time,
 And using it for consultant technical assistance.
Andrew Chesley stated staff’s recommendation is for the Board’s approval of project
funding as identified in Table 1 and amend the identified projects in the projects into

the MK Strategic Plan and reiterated the recommendation has been unanimously
supported by each committee through the review process. Mr. Chesley noted that staff
indicated what the procedures would be in the Small Project area and the Board
reviewed this in September 2017. And, the Board further set up the rules stating the
Scoring Committee would make the recommendation, so he respectfully disagreed in
regards to the rules changing. He does, however, understand the optics associated
with it. Mr. Chesley stated staff was disappointed there were only requests for $2.9
million of the $4 million. Mr. Chesley said staff is committed to working on how to
improve that next cycle. Mr. Chesley commented that jurisdictions may need more
time to formulate what the projects are, especially smaller jurisdictions and staff is
committed to working with member agencies to make that happen. Mr. Chesley
announced City of Manteca was successful in all four of their applications submitted
and credited Manteca’s staff for making that happen. Mr. Chesley said there are a few
lessons to learn from this but he feels this is a good solid recommendation. Mr.
Chesley stated staff has contacted County Public Works staff and other member
agencies staff regarding the State Active Transportation Program this summer, so staff
has a chance to take these and be competitive on a statewide level and on the next
round for bicycle funding. Staff already has some of the applications online on
SJCOG’s website. Mr. Chesley said he can provide the packet to board members. Mr.
Chesley stated he looks forward to the next cycle and possibly refine the process to be
more satisfying for all member agencies.
It was moved/seconded (Zuber/Holman) to adopt SJCOG staff’s recommendation
shown in Table 1 and amend the identified projects into the Measure K Strategic Plan.
Motion passed (9/1) with Supervisor Elliott casting a no vote.
F. SJCOG - FY 2018-19 Local Transportation Fund Revenue Estimate and
Apportionment Schedule
Steve Dial presented a PowerPoint and gave a brief background on this item. Mr. Dial
stated the new LTF revenue estimate for FY 2018-19 is in the amount of $33,120,000,
which is 3.5% higher than the FY 2017-18 estimate adopted last month. Staff believes
the 3.5% increase is continuance with a conservative growth rate that lowers the risk
of not meeting revenue target. Mr. Dial reviewed the allocation changes with SJRRC
and said in the event there is an increase in the revenue estimate, the 11.5% will apply
to the new revenue, like the area apportionments.
Mr. Dial stated in order to reduce the impacts of the additional allocation to SJRRC,
COG’s planning request has been reduced to 2.9%, transferring an additional $33,120
into the apportionment pool. Table 1 displays the recommendation for distribution of
the revenue estimate. The specific apportionments for each claimant are shown in
Table 2 along with a comparison to the revised FY 2017-18 revenue estimate and
percentage change.
Boardmember Lofthus pointed out the chart in Table 1 of the staff report has different
figures compared to the PowerPoint numbers. Mr. Dial said that is a typo and the
amount in Table 1 in the PowerPoint is the correct number and he apologized.

It was moved/seconded (DeBrum/Zuber) to approve R-18-26 adopting the FY 2018-19
Revenue Estimate of $33,120,000 & FY 2018-19 Apportionment schedule identified
in Table 1 and 2. Motion passed (10/0) by voice vote.
**Supervisor Elliott left the meeting.
G. SJCOG – Draft FY 18-19 Overall Work Program (OWP)
Steve Dial presented a PowerPoint and stated the OWP is a management tool
identifying the tasks and products that staff will undertake to deliver during FY 201819. The OWP also identifies the funding sources and staff resources necessary to
complete the overall work program. The draft OWP identifies $9,346,683.18 in
revenue for SJCOG operations in FY 2018-19. It is an increase by approximately
$592,110.18 from the amended FY 2017-18 OWP last month. This is a preliminary
estimate of revenues and will likely change between the adoption of the draft OWP
this month and the adoption of the final OWP in March.
Councilmember Lofthus asked if the NEMT is part of the OWP. Mr. Dial said yes it
would be part of the transportation planning work element.
It was moved/seconded (Zuber/Holman) to adopt the draft FY 2018-19 Overall Work
Program for the purpose of submitting to Federal and State Agencies. Motion passed
unanimously (9/0) by voice vote.
7. DISCUSSION ITEMS:
A. SJCOG – One Voice® Schedule
Nicole Gorham presented this item and stated there are currently 17 elected officials
and 46 participants attending the One Voice® trip in Washington, DC. Ms. Gorham
announced the deadline to submit project requests is February 26 and project requests
will be compiled and presented at the March 22 Board meeting. The Board will be
asked to select regional priority projects as well as regionally significant policy
priorities that have community-wide benefit and significant to the region. Ms. Gorham
announced Emily Bacque Da Silva, from CJ Lake, LLC will be at the March Board
meeting to provide a legislative update. Ms. Gorham touched briefly on the hotel
accommodations and said if anyone is having issues to contact her. Ms. Gorham
announced the pre-trip meeting is scheduled for Thursday, March 29, from 9-11 a.m.
and if that date changes participants will be contacted.
Chair Miller suggested moving the meeting time after lunch. Andrew Chesley said that
is do-able and staff will look into the time change.
Andrew Chesley discussed the president’s proposal and some of the issues that are
being raised in congress on a policy level. Mr. Chesley said there is less federal money
in this proposal then there was in last year’s federal budget. Mr. Chesley stated
SJCOG is going to have to take a serious look at what the federal commitment is to
federal infrastructure.
8. INFORMATION ITEMS:
A. SJCOG – dibs Quarterly Activity Report: October – December 2017
B. SJCOG – 2018 Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy

(RTP/SCS) Schedule Update
These items were for information only; no action was taken.
9. CHAIR’S REPORT:
On behalf of the Board, Chair Miller thanked the Ad Hoc Committee and Rod Attebery for all
their work, she said every year it is a challenge. Rod Attebery thanked the Board and
apologized for not having the Closed Session item on the agenda. Next month it will be on the
consent calendar.
10. COUNCIL MEMBERS’ REPORT:
Boardmember DeBrum announced the City of Manteca will be hosting their 2nd Annual State
of the City on Wednesday, February 28 and he invited everyone interested to attend.
11. EX-OFFICIO COUNCIL MEMBERS’ REPORT:
A. San Joaquin Regional Transit District
Gary Giovanetti announced Rosa Parks Day event is February 3-5, 2018 and RTD
honored her by reserving a seat for her on every Commuter, Hopper and City bus in
Stockton.
Mr. Giovanetti announced RTD held a Communication Fair at the Downtown Transit
Center on February 5, 2018 from 9:00 a.m. to 1:00 p.m.
RTD invited the Board to celebrate the launch of the Midtown Corridor on March 1,
2018 from 4:00 p.m. to 7:00 p.m. at the Children’s Museum, the new Midtown Corridor
Bus Rapid Transit from Eastland Plaza to DMV.
RTD will be participating in the Chinses New Year’s Parade in downtown Stockton on
March 4, beginning at 10:00 a.m. this event is free and open to the public.
B. Caltrans, District 10
Ken Baxter reported on the CTC Foundation Forum at the Sacramento Convention and
said Tony Seba, author of “Clean Disruption of Energy and Transportation” and cofounder of Rethink X presented a presentation about disruptions in life. Mr. Baxter
announced Director Malcholm last day as the Caltrans Director is the end of February,
Laurie Bourbon, who was District 11 Director in San Diego has been appointed
Caltrans Director by the Governor as of March 1, 2018.
C. Port of Stockton
Victor Mow stated in partnership with the San Joaquin Valley Air Quality Control
District the Port can obtain two zero emission forklifts. These will be built and to
address issues regarding air quality.
12.

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR’S REPORT:
Andrew Chesley wished Malcolm Dougherty well on his future endeavors, and said he has
done an excellent job at Caltrans over the course of 7 years. Mr. Chesley extended his
congratulations to Laurie Berman who deserves the promotion as Director of Caltrans.

Mr. Chesley reported on the discussion with Caltrans regarding 99/120 stating it was a very
positive meeting and the project is on schedule.
Mr. Chesley announced CJ Lake will be here next month to attend the March Board meeting
to give a legislative update. Mr. Chesley announced he will be inviting Paul Van Konyenburg,
CTC member from Modesto area in the future, he was very instrumental in the efforts on the
sales tax in Stanislaus County.
Mr. Chesley thanked the Board for all their effort tonight regarding this agenda.
13. ADJOURNMENT:
The meeting was adjourned at 6:27 p.m. The next meeting will be held Thursday, March 22,
2018 at 4:00 p.m. SJCOG Conference Room.
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SOCIAL SERVICES TRANSPORTATION ADVISORY COMMITTEE (SSTAC)
San Joaquin Council of Governments
555 E. Weber Ave., Stockton, CA 95202
Zoom Meeting
Wednesday, Nov. 3, 2021

MINUTES
1.

Call Meeting to Order/Introductions
The Social Services Transportation Advisory Committee (SSTAC) meeting was called to order
via teleconference at 2:06 p.m. by Joel Campos.
Committee Members Present via Conference Call
Jayne Pramod
City of Tracy
Juan Portillo
City of Manteca
Bee Thao
Access San Joaquin
Frank Huang
City of Lodi
Alternates/Others Present via Conference Call
Samantha Graves
City of Manteca
Damaris Galvan
San Joaquin Regional Transit District
Elizabeth Fernandez
San Joaquin Regional Transit District
Dana Rodriguez
Access San Joaquin
Greg Behrens
Fehr & Peers
Kari McNickle
Fehr & Peers
Kong Her
San Joaquin Regional Transit District
Max Calder
San Joaquin Regional Transit District
Committee Members Not Present
Mary Bailey
United Cerebral Palsy
Josh Swearingen
Caltrans District 10
Mary Cooper
United Cerebral Palsy
Darla Smith
San Joaquin Regional Transit District
Robert Balderama
State Council on Developmental Disabilities
Kimberly Gayle
San Joaquin Regional Transit District
Armando Valerio
Public Health Services
Joni Bauer
Community Center for the Blind and the Visually Impaired
John Andoh
City of Escalon
Marie Marchese
R&D Transportation Services Inc.
SJCOG Staff Present via Conference Call
Joel Campos
Associate Regional Planner
Rosie Gutierrez
Office Administrator
Sarah Hersom
Administrative Technician

2.

Minutes: Oct. 5, 2021
It was moved/seconded (Pramod/Portillo) to approve the minutes of Oct. 5, 2021. Motion passed
unanimously by voice vote.
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3.

Public Comments
None.

4.

San Joaquin Regional Transit District (RTD) Next Gen Presentation
Damaris Galvan from San Joaquin Regional Transit District (RTD) and Kari McNickle from
Fehr & Peers presented a brief update on the RTD Next Gen System Redesign study. RTD staff
and a consultant team developed draft network concepts for three ridership scenarios. Using
public feedback from the first phase of outreach and stakeholder interviews, RTD staff and the
consultant team evaluated and reviewed data to understand the existing service performance and
the underlying factors that support transit usage. The redesign study is intended to find ways to
improve service quality, with focuses on reducing passenger wait time, providing fast and direct
connections to transfer and major centers, and improving reliability for riders.
The study also focuses on rural and commuter routes with the possibility of increasing the
County Hopper service and exploring new supplemental routes. RTD is looking to sustain
existing service levels with Van Go! and/or implement an on-demand service in areas with lower
ridership demand. With other factors such as COVID-19 and fare costs, the RTD staff would like
to make modifications that support ridership throughout the RTD system.
Further refinements and revisions to the service plan will be made based on the input during the
second phase of outreach and stakeholder group meetings. A public hearing and presentation of
the draft service plan will be made at the Nov. 19 RTD Board meeting.
For more information, visit RTDNextGen.com and sign up to receive updates.
Joel Campos asked if the data showed an enough demand for fixed route service to Mountain
House, Lockeford or out laying communities.
Ms. McNickle stated that Van Go! would continue to serve the small or rural communities such
as Lockeford. As for Mountain House, there is a very high demand for connections to the San
Francisco Bay Area. The feedback from the surveys is that a commuter-orientated service
directly connecting people to San Jose or Bay Area Rapid Transit (BART) is most wanted in
Mountain House. However, RTD is still reviewing a few options for that area.
This item was for discussion only
5. Unmet Transit Needs (UTN) FY 2022-2023 Public Hearing
The San Joaquin Council of Governments (SJCOG), acting as the Regional Transportation Planning
Agency and pursuant to the Transportation Development Act (TDA), each year must identify any
unmet transit needs that may exist in San Joaquin County. This process ensures that San Joaquin
County residents who have unmet transit needs and cannot freely travel for employment, personal
business, recreation, shopping, education, social services, medical and dental appointments, have a
forum to make their voices heard. The unmet transit needs assessment requires SJCOG to meet the
certain requirements and ensure that reasonable needs are met before TDA Local Transportation
Funds are allocated to local jurisdictions for non-transit purposes.
The COVID-19 pandemic has caused a lot of uncertainty among transit riders. SJCOG has increased
the modes by which residents can participate in the unmet transit needs assessment to ensure
residents are provided an opportunity to voice their transit needs. SJCOG published notices of the
second public hearing in local newspapers, including a Spanish language newspaper. SJCOG staff
also used surveys, social media posts, and presentations to various community groups. SJCOG staff
also used a dedicated email address where UTN comments are welcome year-round. SJCOG and
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SSTAC members will analyze all comments to determine if any are considered unmet transit needs
that are reasonable to meet. The SJCOG Board is expected to adopt the UTN findings in spring
2022.

Acting Chair Joel Campos opened the public hearing to receive comments. The public hearing
was closed after no public comments were received.
Roll was called.
6. Teleconference Meetings During a Proclaimed State of Emergency Extension
On Sept. 16, 2021, Gov. Gavin Newsom signed Assembly Bill 361 (AB 361) into law amending the
Ralph M. Brown Act. AB 361 codified certain modified requirements for teleconference meetings
held by public agencies, similar to those previously authorized and extended by executive order
during the COVID-19 state of emergency. AB 361 was introduced to provide a longer-term solution
for teleconference meetings during states of emergency, effective until Jan. 1, 2024.
Assuming the state of emergency remains in effect, if the SJCOG Board of Directors or SJCOG
committees wish to continue meeting under the modified rules, then the board and each committee
that wants to continue to meet using teleconferencing must each individually adopt an initial
resolution within 30 days of the first teleconference meeting. They each must then adopt an
extension resolution at least every 30 days thereafter. Where consecutive regular meetings fall
outside the 30-day time frame, the board or committee should hold a special AB 361 remote meeting
within the 30-day window simply to reauthorize the AB 361 exceptions. Without the AB 361
exceptions, the board or committee will be required to return to normal in-person meetings or
provide public access at each remote location under the traditional teleconference rules, as of Oct. 1,
2021.

It was moved/seconded (Pramod/Huang) to approve the Teleconference Meetings During a
Proclaimed State of Emergency Extension. Motion passed unanimously by voice vote.
7. SSTAC Bylaws Review
The Chair would like to look at the SSTAC bylaws. The bylaws haven’t been updated since
2006 and Mr. Campos will share a copy of the bylaws with the committee members. If the
members have any questions about the bylaws, Mr. Campos would like you to reach out to him
directly.
This item was for information only.
8.

Members Updates/Other Matters of Business
Jayne Pramod announced that for the operator and transit staff that worked during the COVID 19
pandemic, there is a certification program through California Association for Coordinated
Transportation (CALACT) acknowledging the operator and transit worker’s service during the
pandemic.
Max Calder from SJRTD asked to be added to the SSTAC mailing list.
Juan Portillo announced that Samantha Graves, administrative analyst from the city of Manteca,
would like to become a member of the SSTAC committee in the future.
Damaris Galvan announced that in the past RTD has shared the unmet transit needs link and
information to help the public get the information. RTD will post the unmet transit needs
information on its website.
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Juan Portillo would like to post the unmet transits needs information on the city of Manteca
website also.
9.

Adjournment
There being no further business to discuss, the SSTAC meeting was adjourned at 3 p.m.

APPENDIX C

JOINT BOARD OF DIRECTORS FOR THE
SAN JOAQUIN COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS AND SJCOG INC.
Zoom Meeting and In Person
555 E. Weber Ave.
Stockton, CA 95202
Dec. 9, 2021
REGULAR BOARD MEETING AT 4 P.M.
MINUTES
1.

The board meeting was called to order at 4 p.m. by Chair Leo Zuber.
Roll Call:
Board Members Present In Person:
Councilmember Paul Canepa, Stockton; Councilmember Dan Wright, Stockton; Mayor Nancy
Young, Tracy.
Ex Officio Member Present In Person:
Gary Giovanetti, San Joaquin Regional Transit District.
Via Zoom:
Councilmember Dave Bellinger, Escalon; Councilmember Sol Jobrack, Stockton;
Councilmember Doug Kuehne, Lodi; Councilmember Diane Lazard, Lathrop; Supervisor Tom
Patti, San Joaquin County; Supervisor Robert Rickman, San Joaquin County; Vice Mayor Gary
Singh, Manteca; Councilmember Leo Zuber, Ripon.
Ex Officio Members Present Via Zoom:
Anthony Barkett, Port of Stockton; Tom Dumas, Caltrans.
Board Members Absent:
Supervisor Miguel Villapudua, San Joaquin County.
Ex Officio Members Absent:
Dennis T. Agar, Caltrans.
Staff Members Present In Person:
Diane Nguyen, Executive Director; Steve Dial, Deputy Executive Director/CFO; Vikram
Sharma, Information Services Manager; Rosie Gutierrez, Office Administrator; Sarah Hersom,
Administrative Technician; Ariana Talosig, Administrative Technician.
Via Zoom:
Ryan Niblock, Deputy Director of Programming and Project Delivery; Joel Campos, Associate
Regional Planner; Stephanie Maynard, Assistant Program Specialist; Rod Attebery, Counsel;
Lynn Jacquez and Curtis Erdmann from CJ Lake LLC.

2.

Recognitions / Presentations:
A. SJCOG – Infrastructure Investment and Jobs Act and Federal Legislative Update

Lynn Jacquez of CJ Lake LLC presented a PowerPoint to give a brief update on a
variety of activities connected to the recently passed infrastructure bill. Ms. Jacquez
gave an overview of the advocacy efforts by the San Joaquin Council of Governments
and San Joaquin One Voice® participants since 2018. The unified message that SJCOG
presented with regional priorities and the need for infrastructure resonated with all of the
administration and congressional officials.
Ms. Jacquez highlighted some of the funding areas that addressed some of the regional
priorities.
CJ Lake’s Curtis Erdmann spoke about the specific provisions within the infrastructure
investment, which is slightly different than the Fixing America’s Surface Transportation
(FAST) Act.
Ms. Jacquez gave an overview on the Build Back Better Act and the status of the
reconciliation package and appropriations.
Boardmember Doug Kuehne requested a copy of the PowerPoint and thanked Lynn
Jacquez for keeping the SJCOG Board informed with updates.
Ms. Jacquez said she is hopeful that there will be visits in person this spring.
Chair Zuber thanked CJ Lake for the presentation.
3.

Public Comments:
Nate Knodt, of Stockton, commented on the nominations for the statewide Delta Leadership
Program and announced he will be monitoring the SJCOG meetings for the Environmental
Justice Coalition in Stockton. Mr. Knodt said he is in favor of having in-person meetings.

4.

Consent Calendar Items:
A. Joint meeting of the Board of Directors for the SJCOG & SJCOG Inc. – Minutes, Oct.
28, 2021, and Nov. 22, 2021
B. SJCOG—Monthly Financial Report and Transportation Authority Monthly Investment
Report
C. SJCOG—Corrected Fiscal Year 2021-2022 State Transit Assistant Revenue and
Apportionment Schedule
D. SJCOG—Teleconference Meetings During a Proclaimed State of Emergency
E. SJCOG—Regional Transportation Impact Fee Third-Party Costs for Fiscal Year 20212022
F. SJCOG—Integrate Stanislaus Transit Agencies into EZHub
G. SJCOG—University of the Pacific Technical Assistance for Regional Housing Needs
Assessment Methodology Contract Amendment
H. SJCOG—Amendment No. 1 to Fehr and Peers’ Contract No. C-21-046 for the
SJCOG’s Truck Planning Study
I. SJCOG—SJCOG Letter to Governor Newsom Regarding the State Budget Surplus
J. SJCOG Inc.—BWC Terminals Project, Plan Participation
K. SJCOG Inc.—Alexandria and Five Mile Slough Culvert Replacement Project, Plan
Participation and Buffer Reduction
L. SJCOG Inc.—Eagal Lakes Project, Plan Participation

M.
N.
O.
P.

SJCOG Inc.—Northern Central Valley Energy Center Project, Plan Participation
SJCOG Inc.—Villa Ticino Project, Plan Participation and Buffer Reduction
SJCOG Inc.—Augustine Land Use Planning Contract Extension
SJCOG Inc.—San Joaquin County Multi-Species Habitat Conservation Plan Time
Extension for Appraisal Services Between SJCOG Inc. and Appraisal Firms

Rod Attebery informed the board that the resolution for item 4D has a small modification.
The dates are Dec. 21 through Jan. 19, 2022.
Gary Giovanetti expressed his appreciation for SJCOG Executive Director Diane Nguyen
and SJCOG Chief Financial Officer Steve Dial for their leadership regarding consent
calendar item 4C.
It was moved/seconded (Kuehne/Young) to approve the consent calendar with item 4D
modified resolution dates. Motion passed unanimously (11/0) by roll call.
5.

Action Item:
A. SJCOG—2022 Regional Transportation Improvement Program
Ryan Niblock presented this report and said SJCOG staff is seeking approval of the
funding recommendations in Table 1 and adoption of the corresponding resolution. The
staff report reflects the continuation of Sate Transportation Improvement Program (STIP)
discussions, which includes $5.2 million and other fund sources. These fund sources
include:
• $4,449,000 in Local Partnership Program (LPP) funds.
• $1,330,162 in Highway Infrastructure Program (HIP) funds.
• $3,300,215 in state-administered Coronavirus Response and Relief Supplemental
Appropriations Act (CRRSAA) funds, and
• $3,244,451 in federally administered CRRSAA funds.
Staff has prepared a comprehensive funding strategy that utilizes the funds available to
address the highest priority needs in the region, while keeping strategic opportunities open
to leverage other funds.
Mr. Niblock gave a recap of the projects for consideration. Staff believes it is prudent to
reserve the remaining of $1.35 million of LLP funds for future programming early next
year with first consideration to State Route 99/120 Phase 1A. Should these funds not be
needed for Phase 1A, SJCOG staff recommends consideration be given to Measure K
projects in construction as a priority.
Boardmember Robert Rickman asked about the I-205/International Parkway project. Ms.
Nguyen said the response by city of Tracy staff was the project was put on hold and does
not view this project as a priority. Boardmember Rickman asked if this project is not a
priority will it be taken off the One Voice® and the Megaregion Dozen list. Ms. Nguyen
said yes.
Boardmember Dan Wright said he is in favor of staff’s recommendations and appreciates
SJCOG support with the El Dorado Street Bikeway Project in the future. He looks forward
to continued collaboration with SJCOG.

Boardmember Nancy Young supported staff’s recommendations, however, she suggested
waiting on removing the I-205/International Parkway project from the lists. She said a
new Tracy city manager is being hired next week and that could mean a new direction on
City of Tracy projects.
Boardmember Tom Patti asked about competing for discretionary funding that was
presented earlier. Mr. Niblock said SJCOG staff will update the board once it learns more
about the types of funding programs that are available. He said SJCOG can also compete
for Senate Bill 1 statewide funding. Staff will also report back to the board once more
information is received.
Boardmember Tom Patti commented on competing for discretionary funding and that there
should be a percentage of funding allocations going to local projects in addition to those
funded by Caltrans. Boardmember Patti commented on meeting with Caltrans recently
regarding enhancements on the I-5 corridor entrance and exits off the freeway.
Boardmember Gary Singh is in support of staff’s recommendation and agrees with
Boardmember Patti’s comment about enhancements on I-5 corridor.
It was moved/seconded (Patti/Singh) to (1) approve the 2022 Regional Transportation
Improvement Program and other funding recommendations as shown in Table 1 and
(2) adopt Resolution R-22-40. Motion passed unanimously (11/0) by roll call.
B. SJCOG—Unmet Transit Needs Public Hearing
Joel Campos informed the board this is a public hearing to receive public comment on
the unmet transit needs in San Joaquin County. Mr. Campos presented a PowerPoint to
give an overview on the Unmet Transit Needs Assessment.
Chair Leo Zuber opened the public hearing to receive comments.
Mr. Nate Knodt congratulated Diane Nguyen on being the new SJCOG Executive
Director and Ryan Niblock as the new Deputy Director of Programming and Project
Delivery. Also, Kris Balaji returning to San Joaquin County.
Mr. Knodt suggested hours for transit service should be increased, particularly on
weekdays. He said they should be early enough in the morning for people to get to work
and late enough at night so people can get to and from work and school. He commented
on increasing the hours for weekend service, especially north of Hammer Lane. He
commented on a simple fare structure and a commuter service bus within San Joaquin
County.
Ms. Nguyen informed the chair that there were a few comments in the teleconferencing
platform’s chat function. She read comments from Shannon Woods, Janice Walth and
Jennifer Gass for the record. Ms. Nguyen asked them to email their comments to SJCOG’s
Joel Campos so he can follow up and she provided them his email.
Mr. Gary Giovanetti said he will follow up with RTD staff to address their concerns, as
well.

The public hearing was closed after public comments were received.
6. Discussion Items:
A. SJCOG—FY 2020-21 Measure K Annual Report
Stephanie Maynard presented a PowerPoint to give an overview of the 2020-2021
Measure K Annual Report. Ms. Maynard said this is the third year the Measure K Annual
Report has been in an online format, which saves printing costs and is more accessible to
the public. One of the highlights of the report is that the vanpool program had a 300%
increase from prior year. This annual report is on the SJCOG website, published and live.
Boardmember Doug Kuehne asked about the 300% increase in the vanpool program and
how it was calculated. Ms. Maynard said the dibs program recently completed a survey
report and staff is reviewing the hard data. One factor is that the dips program has been
working with some employers that have a very strong vanpool process. They have been
encouraging their employees to sign up for vanpools and dibs saw more of that in the last
year.
This was for discussion only.
7. Information Items:
A. SJCOG—Fiscal Year 2020-2021 Regional Transportation Impact Fee Program Annual
Report
This item was for information only.
8. Chair’s Report:
Chair Zuber turned over the meeting to Vice Chair Robert Rickman, who wished everyone a
Merry Christmas before continuing the meeting.
9. Council Members’ Report:
None.
10. Ex Officio Council Members’ Report:
A. Regional Transit District:
Gary Giovanetti announced Alex Clifford as the new SJRTD Chief Executive Officer and
he will begin Jan. 31, 2022. Current RTD CEO Gloria Salazar will be retiring the end of
February 2022 after 20 years of service. He announced that there will be a meet and greet
and final recognition at 2:30-5 p.m. Jan. 28, 2022, at the Downtown Transit Center.
Mr. Giovanetti reported that the Regional Transit District hosted a job fair at the
Downtown Transit Center with approximately 60 people attending and 32 job applications
submitted.
Regional Transit District and its partners collected over 25,000 pounds of food and almost
$3,500 in cash during the 23rd Annual Stuff the Bus food drive. The food and cash will be
distributed to various food banks. The food collected will provide 20,356 meals.
Mr. Giovanetti reported Regional Transit District’s ridership continues to increase; Bus
Rapid Transit increased 54 percent and the Van Go! program increased 5 percent.

Mr. Giovanetti reported that in November 2021 the Regional Transit District Next Gen
team conducted seven workshops to collect feedback from stakeholders. At the San
Joaquin Regional Transit District Board of Directors meeting in November, a public
hearing was held to receive comments and feedback from the draft system redesign study
concepts.
The next step is to revise the draft network concept based on the feedback received, and
then prepare a draft and final plan. For more information, people can visit
www.rtdnextgen.com.
B. Caltrans District 10:
Tom Dumas thanked Diane Nguyen and Ryan Niblock for their partnership with Caltrans.
Mr. Dumas reported on Gov. Newsom’s Executive Order 19-21 to address the global
supply chain situation through June 2022.
Mr. Dumas reported on the Active Transportation Program (ATP) Competitive Program
and said ATP workshops will be Dec. 15, 2021, and Jan. 11, 2022. More information
about the workshops can be found at www.catc.ca.gov.
Mr. Dumas announced the SB 1 Competitive Programs workshop is on Dec. 16, 2021.
The workshop will be hosted on a virtual meeting platform. More information about the
workshop can be found at www.catc.ca.gov.
Mr. Dumas reported on the $296 million that is available for the Clean California and
Beautify California projects. Stakeholders are invited to participate in a workshop on Dec.
15 and the applications are due Feb. 1, 2022.
Mr. Dumas reported on Adopt-A-Highway Pilot Program efforts and said volunteers can
receive $250 per every two miles that is adopted.
Mr. Dumas announced work continues on State Route 99/Victor Road in Lodi. Full
closure will begin Dec. 15.
Mr. Dumas announced work continues on State Route 99 between Victor Road and Turner
Road in Lodi.
Mr. Dumas announced State Route 4 Crosstown Freeway rehab project continues and will
have intermittent closure of the ramps for a few more weeks.
C. Port of Stockton:
Anthony Barkett announced the port is completing a record-breaking year. He reported on
the port’s shipping activity. He said COVID-19 has brought more business to the port and
it is seeing more interest from cargo owners who want to ship through the port.
11. Executive Director’s Report:
Diane Nguyen announced this is the last board meeting for the year and wished everyone Happy
Holidays.

Ms. Nguyen said the end of 2021is a combination of many efforts in advancing transportation
infrastructure in San Joaquin County.
Ms. Nguyen commented on having opportunities for seeking funding and leveraging money
from the Investment Infrastructure and Jobs Act, as well as opportunities resulting from the
anticipated $31 billion California State Budget surplus.
Ms. Nguyen commented on the many projects that were identified tonight as being in fiscal
need and all essential to advance transportation in San Joaquin County. She told boardmembers
that SJCOG is here to help its member agencies. She asked board members to notify her directly
with their priorities.
Ms. Nguyen said much has been accomplished this year, including the first-ever Megaregion
Dozen effort led by SJCOG Board members working on the Megaregion Working Group.
Also, there has been progress on closing the shortfall on State Route 99/120. SJCOG will be at
the groundbreaking ceremony for that project next year, as well as for State Route 99/Turner
Road project. She said both are Measure K projects.
Ms. Nguyen reminded the board that SJCOG completed two virtual One Voice® meetings and
SJCOG staff is very excited about the possibility of visiting Washington, D.C., in person next
year.
Ms. Nguyen reported that Boardmembers Singh and Wright will represent SJCOG on the San
Joaquin Valley Policy Council during a 99 Summit in February. The summit will look at
investments along the State Route 99 corridor and issues facing communities along the
SR 99 corridor throughout the Central Valley.
Ms. Nguyen wished everyone happy holidays and said she is looking forward to the many
opportunities in transportation next year.
Ms. Nguyen announced there is a special board meeting scheduled for 12:30 p.m. Wednesday,
Jan. 5 to pass the AB 361 resolution.
12. Adjournment:
The meeting was adjourned at 5:30 p.m. to 12:30 p.m. Wednesday, Jan. 5, 2022.
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APPENDIX E

Unmet Transit Needs Review Score Card
Instructions: Please use this score card to
indicate your responses upon reviewing the
comments received during the public
outreach period for the FY 22-23 Unmet
Transit Needs Assessment. Use the
information below to help provide your
response.
Unmet Transit Needs are those trips
required but not currently provided within
San Joaquin County for residents who use
or would use public transportation to meet
their life expectation (school, work,
shopping, errands, recreation, etc).
If a comment is not an unmet transit need,
please indicate why (ie. Operational,
Educational, or Non-Specific Comment).
An unmet transit need that meets the
definition of Unmet Transit Needs above
and meets all the following criteria shall
be considered reasonable to meet:
1. Community Acceptance – There should
be a demonstrated interest of citizens in
the new or additional transit service (i.e.
multiple comments, petitions, etc.).
2. Equity – The proposed new or
additional service will benefit the
general public, residents who use or
would use public transportation
regularly, the senior population, and
persons with disabilities; including
assessments based on Title VI or other
similar information where available.
3. Potential Ridership – The proposed
transit service will meet new service
ridership performance measures of the
implementing agency or agencies, as
defined by the implementing agency or

agencies in concurrence with the Social
Services Transportation Advisory
Committee (SSTAC).
4. Cost Effectiveness – The proposed
transit service will not affect the ability
of the overall system of the
implementing agency or agencies to
meet the applicable Transit Systems
Performance Objectives or the state
farebox ratio requirement after
exemption period, if the service is
eligible for the exemption.
5. Operational Feasibility – The system
can be implemented safely and in
accordance with local, state, and federal
laws and regulations.
6. Funding – The imposed service would
not cause the claimant to incur
expenses in excess of the maximum
allocation of TDA funds.

Comment Is the
comment a
Number

UTN? (Y/N,
and why?)

1
2
3
4
5
6

Is the
UTN
Reason
able to
Meet?
(Y/N)

If “No,”
why not?
(Indicate
reasons 1
- 6)

Unmet Transit Needs Review Score Card
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FY 22‐23 Unmet Transit Needs Comment Summary
#

Jurisdiction

1.
Half Moon Bay
Unknown destination.
2.
Lathrop

3.

Lodi

Origin

Destination

Day (s)

Time

Notes

Half moon bay

Half moon bay

Any day

Anytime

Fishing

Lathrop

Manteca

Lodi, CA

Kaiser Permanente

weekday

8AM

doctor's appointment

1

4.

Lodi

Woodbridge, CA

Downtown
Sacramento

Mon thru Fri

7am

Work Commute, once a week

5.

Lodi

17567 E. Collier Rd. Acampo, CA
95220

Lodi

Weekdays

Afternoon

Medical, Grocery shopping

410 W. Oak Street Lodi

San Francisco

any

8 am and 4
pm

shopping, visiting family

No transit route at that time.
6.

Lodi

2

7.

Lodi

732 Rutledge Drive, Lodi, CA

Stockton; Sutter Gould
locations

M‐F

10 ‐ 5

Medical appts; need door‐to‐
door

8.

Lodi

Lodi

Stockton

weekend

any

anything

3

9.

Lodi

Downtown Sacramento

Woodbridge, CA

Mon - Fri

4pm

Work Commute, once a week

10.

Lodi

17567 E. Collier Rd. Acampo, CA
95220

Elk Grove

Weekdays

Afternoon

Medical

Los banos

Calero high San Jose

No transit route at that time.
11.

Los Banos

Work

4

12.

Stockton

1106 Sheffield Court, Stockton,
California 95210

13.

Stockton

4801 quashnick rd

Unknown destination.
14.
Stockton

732 Rutledge Drive

829
Rosemarie
Ln.,

Sunday

9:30 AM

Church/volunteering

Home

Stockton; Sutter
Gould locations

M-F

10 to 5

Medical appts; need door‐to‐
door

5

15.

Stockton

421 East Weber Avenue,
Stockton, CA

5801 Owens Drive,
Pleasanton, CA

Weekdays

11:00 a.m.

medical

16.

Stockton

March & Pershing

March Ln Walmart, Bone
Store
or Food 4 Less or

Friday

Afternoon

Shopping

6

17.

Stockton

1000 W. Robin Hood Dr.,
Stockton, CA 95207

18.

Stockton

1106 Sheffield Court

1106 Sheffield
Court, Stockton CA

Thursday

8:30 PM

Volunteering/service club
meeting and back home

1904 Quail Lakes
Dr. Quail Lakes
Baptist Church

Sunday

8 AM

Sunday School Class and Church

Unknown destination.
19.

Stockton

4329 Lanza Ln

7

20.

Stockton

Modesto Amtrak

Stockton

M‐F

7:30‐8:30 am & 5‐
6 pm
Work

21.

Stockton

Ben holt and Alexandria

Lincoln center Stockton

Weekday and
weekend

Morning

Food shopping/Dining

22.

Stockton

5351 Feather River Drive
Stockton CA 95219

Pershing & Alpine,
Stockton, CA

Weekends

Any

To go to games and events at UOP. I
have to walk a mile to catch the 745
and it stops running at 4pm. It would
be nice if the 745 went down
Quail Lakes like the 745 does on
weekdays

8

23.

Stockton

5501 Kermit Ln Stockton 95207

10200 Trinity
Parkway Suite 201
Stockton 95219

M‐F

10:00 am

Medical appointments with ear
specialist

No transit route at that time.
24.

Stockton

Dublin BART

Downtown RTD

M‐F

5:30PM

Work

25.

Stockton

2515 Estate Drive, Stockton, CA

10355 Trinity
Parkway, Stockton, CA

Weekdays

after 5:00
p.m.

shopping

9

26.

Stockton

March & Pershing

March Ln (Home
Depot area)

27.

Stockton

1106 Sheffield Court, Stockton

1235 West vine St., CA 95210
Lodi CA 95240

Friday

Weekdays

Afternoon

8 AM

Shopping

Medical appointment

10

28.

29.

Stockton

Stockton

1106 Sheffield Court

1000 W. Robin
Hood Dr., Stockton, CA 95207

1106 Sheffield Court, Stockton,
CA 95210

165 Saint Dominic‘s
Drive, unit 120, Manteca,
California, 95337

Pershing & Alpine Stockton CA

5351 Feather River Drive

6 PM

Service club
Meeting/volunteering

1 PM‐3 PM

Medical appointment

After 5pm

to get home from work. The
last option I have is to catch
the 5:30 578 and then
transfer to the Hopper 1. If I
want to stay at Pacific for a
night game I have to
Uber/Lyft home as there
aren't busses running after
the game ends

Thursday

Saturday/Sunday

No transit route at that time.
30.

Stockton

Monday‐Friday

11

31.

Stockton

5501 Kermit Ln Stockton 95207

10355 Trinity
Parkway Stockton 95219

Sun ‐ Sat

Monday to Friday

9:00 am

Shopping

8 am

Take my kid to school

Any

Visit relatives

No transit route at that time.
32.

Tracy

Tracy

Pleasanton

33.

Tracy

Tracy, CA using Amtrak directly,
no bus to Stockton to catch
Amtrak

Tulare, CA or Hanford, CA
Any

12

34.

Tracy

Tracy

Sunnyvale

5 days a week

4am

Work

35.

Tracy

Tracy

San Francisco

Weekends

9 am

Leisure

13

36.

Tracy

I live at 6935 W. Saint Andrews
and need all the services in
Tracy

I pay Tracy Taxes, mail delivery Tracy, Gas,
Food, etc. Tracy demands wheelchair, this is
discrimination… I am a disabled women 87 &
is not picking me up I am ADA have to be
transported. I need this service. Please call me
POA Doris 209-836-1090

Unknown destination.
37.

Tracy

2929 North Mac Arthur, Tracy, CA

17880 shulte road

Mon ‐
Friday

8am

Work

From my home to Tracy shops,
depending on date

Doctor, Dentist, etc.
and appt/

7 days a
week

depending
on

as stated above

Valley springs

Valley springs

Any day

Anytime

My brother

No transit route at that time.
38.

Tracy

Unknown destination.
39.

Valley Springs

Unknown destination.

40. What steps are being taken to address the service disruption for county hopper routes? The
limited service to Stockton makes it difficult to attend doctor appointments, go to jury duty,
etc. I have been summoned for jury duty a few times this year and have struggled to get an
excusal due to a lack of transportation. The reliability of Stockton/Lodi routes (23 and 93)
has been an issue since before the pandemic, and that has continued to be my experience.
41. The lack of early/late hours of service and weekend service makes it difficult to rely on
public transportation for work, medical appointments, etc. I am fortunate that my Stocktonbased employer allows me to work from home, but I will be out of a job if they change their
mind.
42. The RTD Van Go service is not reliable. I have had issues with the app since summer 2020
(before the structure change) and recently I have found that everything is often booked for
the next 48 hours.
43. Need affordable, reliable public transportation, especially for disabled, restored between
cities, particularly on weekends and weekdays for medical appointments. Van Go is not
affordable or reliable nor available when needed.
44. There seems to be an emphasis on getting passengers to the Walmart on Hammer Lane
rather than the one out at Trinity Parkway. Why is this?
45. Please increase bus times in both the early morning and late evening, specifically for RTD
and north of Hammer Lane. Also, please bring robust intercity service back.
46. Please consider a change in the fare structure for RTD. For example, add a 2-hour bus pass.
47. Commuter bus service within San Joaquin County. For example, RTD commuter service from
Lodi or Escalon to the warehouses in Tracy, or shuttle service from a park and ride lot or a
community pick up location to an ACE train station in Stockton, Manteca, or Tracy.
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