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SAN JOAQUIN COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS
Executive Committee
SJCOG Conference Room
555 East Weber Avenue
Stockton 95202
Friday, January 18, 2019
12:00 p.m.
The San Joaquin Council of Governments is in compliance with the Americans with Disabilities
Act and will make all reasonable accommodations for the disabled to participate in employment,
programs and facilities. Persons requiring assistance or auxiliary aid in order to participate
should contact Rebecca Calija at (209) 235-0600 at least 24 hours prior to the meeting.
PARKING: For your convenience, parking is available at the COG Regional Center off of American marked
“Visitor” on the North Side Of the Parking Lot.

AGENDA
1.

Roll Call and Introductions:

2.

Public Comments:

3.

Approve Minutes of November 16, 2018:
Additional Material:
Minutes of November 16, 2018
Recommended Action:
Action

4.

San Joaquin Regional Rail Commission Appointments:
Additional Material:
Staff Report
Recommended Action:
Action

5.

Appointment to the San Joaquin Regional Policy Council
Additional Material:
Staff Report
Recommended Action:
Action

6.

Proposed Modifications to Draft Paper on Potential of Local Transportation Fund
Policy Change Regarding Public Transit and Road and Street Claims
Additional Material:
Staff Report
Recommended Action:
Discussion

7.

Federal Legislative Platform for 2019-20
Additional Material:
Staff Report
Recommended Action:
Action

8.

Series 2019 Sales Tax Revenue Bonds
Additional Material:
Staff Report
Recommended Action:
Action
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9.

FY 2019-20 Local Transportation Fund Estimate & Apportionment Schedule
Additional Material:
Staff Report
Recommended Action:
Information

10.

SB 150 Report from the California Air Resources Board
Additional Material:
Staff Report
Recommended Action:
Discussion

11.

Executive Director’s Report:
A. California Department of Fish and Game Position on CEQA Fee Collection
(No staff report)

12.

Adjournment
Adjourn the meeting to Friday, February 22, 2019.

“SJCOG fully complies with Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 and related statutes
and regulations in all programs and activities. For more information, or to file a Title VI
related complaint see http://www.sjcog.org or call (209) 235-0600.”
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SAN JOAQUIN COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS
Executive Committee
SJCOG Conference Room
555 E. Weber Avenue
Stockton, CA 95202
Friday, November 16, 2018
MINUTES
1. The meeting was called to order by Chair Kuehne at 12:01 p.m.
Present
Mayor Steve DeBrum, Manteca; Vice Mayor Elbert Holman, Stockton; Councilmember
Doug Kuehne, Lodi; Vice Mayor Leo Zuber, Ripon
Committee Members Not Present
Supervisor Kathy Miller, SJ County; Mayor Robert Rickman, Tracy.
Others Present
Andrew Chesley, Executive Director; Steve Dial, Deputy Executive Director/CFO; Diane
Nguyen, Deputy Director; Kim Anderson, Senior Regional Planner; Rosie Gutierrez,
Office Administrator; Monica Streeter, Counsel.
2. Public Comments:
None.
3. Approve Minutes of September 21, 2018:
It was moved/seconded (DeBrum/Zuber) to approve the minutes of September 21, 2018.
The motion passed unanimously (4/0) by voice vote.
4. Measure K Arterial Program of Projects:
Diane Nguyen presented this item and stated COG staff received six requests from cities
of Lodi, Manteca, Ripon and Stockton and from San Joaquin for bond financing for
Regional projects as shown in Table 1. The list of projects identified in Table 1 total
$22.85 million and the funds will be spread in FY 2019-2020 and 2021. Most of the
funds will be used to construct Measure Regional Arterial projects. Staff is
recommending using the 2019 Measure K bond issuance to retire the $75 million line of
credit as originally intended. This recommendation has been approved by all the standing
committees except for Project Delivery Committee due to no quorum, but the attendees
did support to move forward.
Doug Kuehne suggested providing a map of the project concepts. Mr. Kuehne asked how
high is the retaining wall going to be for SR 99/Turner Road Project. Ms. Nguyen said
she was not sure, but will find out and get back to him.
Andrew Chesley thanked COG Steve Dial, Diane Nguyen for their leadership in creating
the list of projects and David Ripperda for his efforts in packaging this set of
improvements.
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It was made/seconded (Zuber/Holman) to approve the funding recommendations a shown
in Table 1. Motion passed unanimously (4/0) by voice vote.
5. Setting Aside Funding for Project Development:
Andrew Chesley presented this item and said when staff met with local jurisdictions they
found there are not a lot of projects in the pipeline for staff to consider. Mr. Chesley
mentioned two of the county’s projects, and they admitted to having a challenge getting it
to construction in three years and do not have an alternative project selected. Mr. Chesley
stated local jurisdictions have a challenge in allocating public works staff to work with
these types of larger projects. Mr. Chesley suggested setting aside COG staff time to
assist and get projects on the shelf and help move projects forward.
Leo Zuber asked if projects have a shelf life. Ms. Diane Nguyen said yes. She said that
environmental documents can get stale after four years and may need to be refreshed or
have an addendum to ensure environmental impacts have not changed. She also said that
project engineering/design may have to be reviewed if there were significant roadway
improvements that occurred since that design that could change how the project was
engineered. She said the Route 99/Turner project is a project where engineering is being
refreshed due to some safety and operational improvements that Caltrans completed
several years after the original engineering designs were proposed.
This item was for discussion only; no action was taken.
6. Proposition 6 Results and Implications:
Andrew Chesley said Proposition 6 failed so we can continue to move forward with our
plans. Mr. Chesley said COG staff is meeting with RTD staff today to discuss the Local
Transportation Fund policy issue. Mr. Chesley said he and Steve Dial will set up and
meet with various council beginning in January 2019 to discuss potential proposals.
This item was for discussion only; no action was taken.
7. 2017 Legislative Housing Package and Request for Comments on New Reporting:
Kim Anderson stated the discussion for this item will be more technical in nature, than
the one that will be presented to the Board. Ms. Anderson discussed the policy
implications, requirements for the local agencies under the general plan, the reporting
requirements, and the Regional Housing Needs Analysis. Ms. Anderson stated in the
larger picture SB 375 is also linked the RHNA to the development patterns and
sustainable community strategy.
COG staff will be convening a meeting with staff from each member agency’s planning
department to discuss the potential effects of the 2017 Legislative Housing Package on
local and regional planning, as well as to provide more information on anticipated effects
of the two bills on RHNA requirements and calculations.
Staff expects the RHNA to increase because of the methodology. The net result is that
local agencies will have to plan for more housing and with the increase scrutiny if they’re
not meeting the RHNA there will be some implications down the road.
Andrew Chesley commented that San Diego has already experienced some implications.
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This item was for discussion only; no action was taken.
8. 2019 San Joaquin One Voice® Call for Projects:
Diane Nguyen stated this item is for information only and the flow chart in the staff
report describes the process and schedule. Interested parties must submit all requests in
writing by February 28, 2019. Project proposals need to obtain approvals by their local
boards and councils.
Andrew Chesley discussed the possibility of having earmarks returning in the future and
granted.
This item was for information only; no action was taken.
9. Executive Director’s Report:
Andrew Chesley reported on the Air Resource Board being required to produce a report
on the progress in reducing GHG from the transportation sector that is permanently
aimed at SB 375 that the COG Board adopts. In early October the ARB staff shared with
the eight MPO’s a draft copy of the SB 150 report. Mr. Chesley stated the ARB set
targets and we have all demonstrated we can meet the targets, yet the ARB is producing a
report saying that we are not doing enough. The ARB will probably release the report
next week. The eight Valley directors will meet next Tuesday with the ARB Deputy
Director to discuss the nature of the report.
Mr. Chesley announced there is a joint meeting with CTC and ARB scheduled on
December 4. When the SB 150 report is released staff will be share it with Board
members to review. Mr. Chesley stated the meeting scheduled December 4 will be their
second time meeting and commented on their first meeting.
Mr. Chesley announced, in January 2019, COG staff will be setting up new committee
assignments. Mr. Chesley stated the City of Stockton will have two vacancies on the
COG Board.
Mr. Chesley announced Joel Campos was hired as a new planner. Joel commented on
how he was impressed with SJCOG’s recruitment video.
10. Adjournment:
There being no further business to discuss, the meeting was adjourned at 12:59 p.m. to
Friday, January 18, 2019.
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January 2019
Executive Committee

STAFF REPORT
SUBJECT:

San Joaquin Regional Rail Commission
Appointments

RECOMMENDED ACTION:

(1) Motion to Recommend Renewing
Appointments for Four Years for
Councilmember Debby Moorhead of
Manteca and Mayor Leo Zuber of Ripon and
(2) Motion to Fill One Vacancy on the
Commission for a Four Year Term
beginning February 1 of 2019

DISCUSSION:
The San Joaquin Regional Rail Commission’s Joint Powers Agreement requires the San Joaquin
Council of Governments to appoint Rail Commissioners from San Joaquin County.
Commissioners can only be locally elected officials presently serving on a city council or the
Board of Supervisors. There are no other specifications in the Joint Powers Agreement. The San
Joaquin Regional Rail Commission consists of six members appointed by the San Joaquin
Council of Governments and two members appointed from Alameda County.
For your information, the five sitting COG Appointees on the Rail Commission are:
Councilmember Bob Johnson, City of Lodi,
Supervisor Bob Elliott, County of San Joaquin
Councilmember Christina Fugazi, City of Stockton (Chair)
Councilmember Debby Moorhead, City of Manteca
Mayor Leo Zuber, City of Ripon (Vice Chair)
Former Councilmember Steve Dresser did not secure reelection and thus is no longer a member
of the Commission.
The SJCOG Board can fill the position with any elected official. The SJCOG Board has no
adopted policies to fill the positions, but has relied on past practices. The Executive Committee
acts to make recommendations to the full Board based on input from SJCOG staff, the SJCOG
Chairman, and at times input from the San Joaquin Regional Rail Commission. The SJCOG
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Board does not ask for formal recommendations from the various city councils and the Board of
Supervisors.
Some of the past practices:





The Board has attempted to balance the composition of the Rail Commission so that there
are not a majority of COG Board members on the Commission. Presently there are two
COG Boardmembers and three non-COG Boardmembers.
The Board has attempted to have a board member from a community with a station. This
has not always been achieved but has been considered desirable. Lathrop, Manteca,
Stockton, and Tracy have stations.
The Board has attempted to find people with an interest in transportation issues.
The Board has shied away from appointing more than one person from a jurisdiction
though on rare occasions this has happened.

As information, the Tri-Valley, San Joaquin Valley Regional Rail Authority has boardmembers
appointed by select cities, the Board of Supervisors and the San Joaquin Regional Rail
Commission. It so happens that at this time, Mayor Leo Zuber is the Rail Commission
appointee, and Supervisor Bob Elliott is appointed from the Board of Supervisors. Other elected
official appointees from San Joaquin County on the Authority are Councilmember Vargas of
Tracy, Councilmember Akinjo of Lathrop, Mayor Cantu of Manteca, and Councilmember
Jobrack of Stockton has been nominated (at the time of this writing).
Considering all the factors the Executive Committee may wish to consider an appointment from
the City of Tracy or the City of Lathrop which have stations and have high ridership on the ACE
service. There has also always been a Rail Commissioner from the Board of Supervisors. There
are of course excellent candidates from other communities as well. It should be noted that there
has never been a Rail Commissioner from Escalon.
The terms of the Rail Commissioners are four years.
Mayor Leo Zuber and Councilmember Morehead have their terms expire at the end of January.
Among the most pressing policy issues (though certainly not the only policy issues) for the
Regional Rail Commission are:
 Capacity issues on the trains
 Expansion of the system to accommodate the growing ridership
 Expansion of the System to serve Sacramento, Modesto and Merced in the
 Track extension to the maintenance facility and maximizing its use
 Management of the San Joaquins service from Alameda to Kern.

Prepared by: Andrew T. Chesley, Executive Director
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January 2019
Executive Committee

STAFF REPORT
SUBJECT:

Appointment to the San Joaquin Regional
Policy Council

RECOMMENDED ACTION:

Motion to Recommend the Appointment of
Councilmember Dan Wright of Stockton to
fill the vacancy created by Elbert Holman

DISCUSSION:
The San Joaquin Regional Policy Council was created by the eight regional planning agencies of
the San Joaquin Valley and includes two members from each of the eight Councils of
Governments and an appointee from the San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District. The
mission of the Policy Council is to create policy positions that span the interests of all eight
regional agencies and to advocate on behalf of the Valley as a single voice.
The Policy Council meets four times a year, and usually schedules a Valley Voice trip to
Sacramento (April 6, 2019) and to Washington DC (September, 2019) to advocate for the
interests of the greater region.
Presently Supervisor Chuck Winn serves on the Policy Council and has been a valuable
representative. He has especially been helpful in addressing water issues that are always a
challenge. Former Vice Mayor Holman was a fixture as well and was among the most articulate
about representing urban interests in the Valley which are often not at the forefront of the trip.
Staff is recommending that Councilmember Dan Wright of Stockton replace Vice Mayor
Holman on the Policy Council.

Prepared by: Andrew T. Chesley, Executive Director
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January 2019
Executive Committee

STAFF REPORT
SUBJECT:

Proposed Modifications to Draft Paper
on Potential of Local Transportation
Fund Policy Change Regarding Public
Transit and Road and Street Claims

RECOMMENDED ACTION:

Discussion Only. No Action.

SUMMARY:
The attached paper has been updated from that prepared for the September, 2018 committee
meetings of SJCOG and presented for discussion purposes only at the September meeting of the
SJCOG Board of Directors. SJCOG staff collected comments from those meetings, from
individual input and from the Board itself and have outlined the below modifications for possible
inclusion in the draft report moving to the SJCOG Board of Directors for discussion at the
January meeting.
The San Joaquin COG Board of Directors were uncomfortable moving forward with any
direction on this issue until the voters had decided the fate of SB 1 on the November ballot.
With SB 1 remaining in force, one of the key factors for Board consideration is off the table. But
the concern over the fate of road and street maintenance, especially for small cities remains.
A potential added consideration in all this is the effort called for by the Legislature and the
Secretary of Transportation to examine the Transportation Development Act. The Act, which
was passed nearly 50 years ago, has been modified extensively for local and regional interests.
In light of the state’s emphasis on reducing greenhouse gas emissions, the Secretary of
Transportation has asked the California Transit Association to form a task force to examine the
possibility of changes to the Act. What, if anything will come of this effort is uncertain at this
time.
The following are likely changes to the recommendations in the Issue Paper.
1) Allow small local jurisdictions to be exempt from the requirement of spending all
LTF on public transit purposes.
This would likely mean cities of 25,000 or less would be exempt from the policy. This would
include Ripon and Escalon. Lathrop, with a population of 24,268 in 2018, might exceed the
threshold before the policy took effect. The threshold could be raised to 50,000 meaning that all
three cities would be excluded.
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There was strong sympathy on the part of the SJCOG Board for the role that LTF plays in
roadway maintenance for smaller cities, and a recognition that transit needs for trips within the
city are limited. As a counter consideration, Lathrop and Ripon both have large commuter
populations. Lathrop shares a rail stop with Manteca and will have its own rail stop in the next
five years. Ripon will likely have its own rail stop within the next five years.
2) Make option four a transit consolidation option. For jurisdictions that choose to be
part of a consolidated transit district allow a percentage of Local Transportation
Funds to be dedicated to roads and streets for the next ten years (25% for
jurisdictions over 25,000 and 50% for jurisdictions of 25,000 or less).
The Board of Directors was concerned that public transit use LTF efficiently. There are obvious
economies of scale from contract management, to financial accountability to vehicle
maintenance and purchases that can be achieved through transit service consolidation. Those
efficiencies could and likely would reduce overall transit expenses. There are institutional
challenges with transit consolidation and likely governance issues as well, but as a means of
addressing the growing demand for funding resources for public transit it is a viable option.

ATTACHMENT:
(1) Paper in Draft Form
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THE LOCAL TRANSPORTATION
FUND QUESTION:
IS IT TIME TO REQUIRE ALL
CLAIMS BE SOLELY FOR PUBLIC
TRANSIT RELATED PURPOSES IN
THE SAN JOAQUIN REGION?
REVISED DRAFT FOR DISCUSSION ONLY

San Joaquin Council of Governments
January, 2019
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Introduction
San Joaquin Council of Governments (SJCOG) staff is putting forward for the San Joaquin
Council of Governments (SJCOG) Board of Directors’ (Board) consideration a policy change in
the apportionment of Local Transportation Funds (LTF). The proposal before the SJCOG Board
is not the result of a legal requirement, but the result of a request from the SJCOG Board of
Directors. In 2016, the SJCOG Board was faced with a decision to increase the apportionment of
LTF to one transit provider resulting in the decrease of funding to another. The SJCOG Board
received a request from the San Joaquin Regional Rail Commission (Rail Commission) to
increase its annual funding of LTF from $700,000 to $4,000,000. The effect of doing so would
have reduced the amount of LTF available to all claimants but have most significantly affected
the San Joaquin Regional Transit District (RTD). The issue was resolved through a compromise,
but that does not effectively eliminate the issue in the future. This was a situation that appeared
contrary to the spirit of the Transportation Development Act (TDA) but consistent with its
statutory and administrative guidelines. The SJCOG Board has sought alternatives to this
dilemma so as not to have to face the prospect of benefiting one public transit provider at the
expense of another.
This paper outlines a number of alternatives to the SJCOG/TDA present apportionment of Local
Transportation Funds with a specific recommendation from staff.
The Transportation Development Act created the Local Transportation Fund and its clearly
stated mission is to fund public transit.
PUC 99222 – Legislative Intent
The Legislature hereby finds and declares that:
(a) It is in the interest of the state funds available for transit development be fully
expended to meet the transit needs that exist in California.
(b) Such funds be expended for physical improvement to improve the movement of transit
vehicles, the comfort of the patrons, and the exchange of patrons from one transportation
mode to another.

3
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(Page 34 of the 2018 Transportation Development Act (TDA) Statutes and California Code of Regulations,
Caltrans, July 2018)

The situation where a claim for additional funding by one transit provider deleteriously
impacting another transit provider while still providing funding for road and street purposes
appears contrary to the intent of the Transportation Development Act. Yet that was the situation
faced by the SJCOG Board of Directors due to the language in the Act itself.

Chapter One: The Transportation Development Act and the San Joaquin
Experience
The Transportation Development Act (TDA) was passed in 1971 as the Mills-Alquist-Deddeh
Act to improve public transportation in California. The Act created two funding sources. The
first was the Local Transportation Fund (LTF) which is funded by a ¼% of the general sales tax
in California. The second is the State Transit Assistance Fund which is derived from a portion of
the statewide sales tax on diesel fuel.
The Act was specifically passed for the purpose of public transportation. At the time of its
passing, the law required that nine of California’s counties, the counties that exceeded 500,000 in
population in 1970, be required to spend these funds on the administration of the Act,
transportation planning, bicycle and pedestrian transportation as specified in the Act and public
transportation. The Act did not allow for the purpose of roads and streets in these nine counties.
However, in counties of under 500,000 in 1970, the Local Transportation Fund could be
expended for road and street purposes once a finding that all unmet transit needs that could be
reasonably met had been met.
Since the passage of the Act, there have been numerous changes. Among the many changes the
Act was also amended such that cities reaching a population of 100,000 can no longer claim
Local Transportation Funding for road and street purposes, and only for the purposes of public
transit. (See PUC 99232.1 and 99232.2).
In San Joaquin County, the Act is administered by the San Joaquin Council of Governments, the
Regional Transportation Planning Agency for the County. The apportionment of funds among
eligible applicants is made by the COG in accordance with the requirements of the Act.
Eligible jurisdictions are:
The San Joaquin Regional Transit District
The San Joaquin Regional Rail Commission
The County of San Joaquin
The City of Stockton
The City of Tracy
The City of Manteca
The City of Lodi
The City of Lathrop
4
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The City of Ripon
The City of Escalon
The San Joaquin Council of Governments (for administration and transportation planning
purposes)
The San Joaquin County Auditor Controller (for administration purposes)
The apportionment process is laid out in the law, and a diagram is attached and can be found on
pages 18 and 19 of the TDA Guidebook. Those pages are Attachments One to this paper.
Step One: TDA Administration expenses by the Regional Transportation Planning Agency and
the County Auditor-Controller.
Step Two: Transportation Planning and Programming to be claimed by the Regional
Transportation Planning Agency. (Roughly 2.9% in 2018/19)
Step Three: Pedestrian and Bicycle Facilities. SJCOG (the RTPA) sets aside 2% to be
distributed among the cities and the county for the purpose of funding bicycle and pedestrian
facilities allocated on the basis of population.
Step Four: Rail Passenger Service Operations and Capital Improvements. The San Joaquin
Regional Rail Commission is the only potential applicant for this in San Joaquin County at the
present time.
Step Five: Does not apply to San Joaquin County.
Step Six: Consolidated Transit Service Agency. In San Joaquin County the Regional Transit
District is designated by SJCOG as this agency and is eligible to receive up to 5% of the funds
remaining at this point in the apportionment process. SJRTD presently claims only 2%.
At this point, the remaining non-apportioned Local Transportation Funds are apportioned by
population to the local jurisdictions of Lodi, Tracy, Manteca, Lathrop, Escalon and Ripon,
Stockton and San Joaquin County. The apportionments for Stockton and San Joaquin County are
only available to the San Joaquin Regional Transit District (RTD). These monies may be
claimed by the individual jurisdictions for the purposes described in the Act under Articles 4 and
8. These cover a wide range of eligible activities but in San Joaquin County the relevant
purposes are:
 supplying public transportation services,
 contracting for public transportation services, or
 providing for road and street purposes so long as no unmet transit need that can
reasonably be met is found in the jurisdiction to be unaddressed.
The staff report that annually outlines the apportionment of these dollars is included in
Attachment Two to this document.
A ten year history of the purposes for which these funds have been claimed for public transit and
road and street purposes by the member jurisdictions is in Attachment Three.
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Chapter 2: 2016 Apportionment and the Policy Dilemma
In the fall of 2015, the San Joaquin Regional Rail Commission (Rail Commission) let it be
known that it was going to request a sizeable increase in its apportionment of Local
Transportation Funds. The Rail Commission cited several reasons for the request:
 It had not requested an increase in twelve years above $700,000. Even though LTF had
grown incrementally over the years (with the exception of the initial recession years).
 It was finding it exceptionally difficult to match federal and state capital grant funding.
 Passenger ridership growth was steady but revenue growth was not.
There was little argument that the Rail Commission could use additional revenue and the Rail
Commission staff had been signaling that they would need more LTF for almost a year, but, the
ask of $4 million was a jump of over 500%. The Rail Commission could justify how it would
use the increased revenue but the impact on the Local Transportation Fund was significant. The
Local Transportation Fund itself was anticipated to grow by no more than one million dollars, so
the additional $3 million would have to come from existing claimants.
The evolution of the SJCOG Board’s deliberations over the course of nine months was a difficult
one. While all claimants were impacted by the request, the San Joaquin Regional Transit District
had, by far, the biggest hit. RTD claims approximately 61% of all the remaining LTF after the
Rail Commission is accounted for. Thus, RTD would not only see no increase in LTF, they
would face a greater than $1.8 million decrease from their previous year’s claim. RTD was
aggressive in opposing the request and then in suggesting alternative scenarios to spread the
impact of the cuts onto other claimants. The Transit District argued that a funding source, whose
purpose is public transit, should not, (whether deliberate or not), provide for one transit provider
at the expense of another while still allowing for road and street funding to continue. SJCOG
staff attempted to lay out alternative funding scenarios as well, but LTF is among the most
flexible of monies and both the Regional Transit District and the Regional Rail Commission
were reluctant to cede their claims to this funding source.
It is not necessary to lay out all the challenging discussions that occurred in this apportionment.
For purposes of this paper it is important to say that the SJCOG Board of Directors was clear in
its direction to staff that they did not want to go through a similar apportionment battle in the
future.
The issue was resolved, at least for the time being, in June of 2016 when an apportionment was
adopted by the SJCOG Board that resulted in an increase for all claimants over the previous year;
and an increase in funding to the Rail Commission though at a level less than they had requested.
This was achieved through a variety of steps:
1. There was a fortuitously larger than expected increase in LTF revenue over expectations
from the previous fiscal year.
2. The Rail Commission took a less than requested amount of LTF, and capped future requests
at a percentage of LTF.
6

3. The Rail Commission’s payments on their Measure K loan were deferred though not
forgiven, creating a future liability.
4. All claimants, including the Transit District accepted the increase in LTF even though it
would be at a lesser amount than if the Rail Commission had not submitted their request.
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The understanding at the time was that the action would effectively only temporarily solve the
problem. In the ensuing years the SJCOG Board has taken further small steps to address the
challenge of public transit funding into the future. These have involved:






A reconsideration of the distribution of State Transit Assistance Funding and the growth
of funding under SB 1.
A reconsideration of the funding distribution of specialty transit programs like the Low
Carbon Transit Operations Program (LCTOP).
Adoption of guidelines for more relevant Short Range Transit Plans
The designation of the Transit District as the Consolidated Transportation Services
Agency.
A reconsideration of the programming of Federal 5307 funding in the Manteca and Tracy
Urbanized Areas.

PUBLIC TRANSIT
None of this eliminates the coming demand for greater public transit funding requests. It has
only delayed it.
The following reasons outline why a review of the SJCOG LTF policy regarding public transit is
timely and necessary. This is also the time to bring to the SJCOG Board of Directors, per their
direction, a strategy for avoiding the apportionment experience of 2016.
1. The creation of a Consolidated Transportation Services Agency. The initial action by the
SJCOG Board to appoint RTD and the efforts of RTD to build local consensus on this
matter will lead to more opportunities to coordinate transit service in San Joaquin County
and to points beyond. While this will lead to some efficiencies it will also lead to service
expansion. Presently RTD claims only the bare minimum of 2% to operate the program.
As stated by SJCOG staff when the Board approved the creation this percentage will very
likely increase to a maximum of 5% in the future.
2. Unmet Transit Needs. While transit ridership is down, that in no way diminishes the
point that we will be experiencing a greater demand for transit related services but in new
and different ways. This past year saw a dramatic increase in the number of unmet transit
need requests (to over 3,000). That does not automatically mean more transit needs that
are reasonable to meet but certainly increases the prospects.
3. The Rail Commission’s Altamont Corridor Express (ACE) Expansion. The passage of
SB 132 and the funding of the Sacramento extension for ACE services is almost entirely
in capital expenses, and each of these extensions will be searching for resources to assure
the projects are completed on time. While the operating costs will be spread over three
additional counties, there will be a share to be borne by San Joaquin County that will
demand more funding.
4. Federal Transit Administration (FTA) 5307 match. There is a sizeable balance of federal
transit funding in two Urbanized Areas: Tracy and Manteca. SJCOG and the relevant
7
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jurisdictions are working on a strategy to spend these down but, at present, these will
require local match of anywhere from $3 million to $6 million.
5. Tri-Valley, San Joaquin Valley Regional Rail Authority. We do not have a feasibility
report yet for how this entity will address its mission of BART to ACE service.
However, the authority, due to the actions of the BART Board of Directors is now poised
to capture up to $600 million in primarily capital funding for service that is expected to
run from Dublin to Lathrop. In reality, such a service on a likely Diesel Multiple
Unit/Electric Multiple Unit (DMU/EMU) system is seven to ten years out, but
expectations in the southwest part of our county are already running high. The legislation
creating the Authority places constraints on its ability to access LTF funding. Saying
that, there is no identified way to fund the service’s operations, and in due time LTF will
no doubt become a consideration.
6. Others. Tracy is anticipating an almost doubling of its transit operating expenses in the
coming five years, and soon after is likely to reach 100,000 in population. Once that
population threshold is reached, Tracy will be ineligible to spend LTF on roads and
streets. State greenhouse gas emission reduction goals are straining all regions to find
ways to manage the growth in vehicle miles of travel. Public transit is a small but
important part of attempting to achieve these goals. As such, there will be growing
pressure for more transit opportunities. With new technologies public transit, like most
aspects of transportation, will see big changes that will require new, and as yet,
unanticipated infrastructure investments.
The public transit operations in San Joaquin County number seven (eight if counting the nascent
Tri-Valley, San Joaquin Valley Regional Rail Authority (the Authority)). They range from the
Escalon contracted service (with RTD), the Ripon two bus specialized service to the mid-sized
services in Lodi, Manteca and Tracy to the 3.5 million passengers a year San Joaquin Regional
Transit District. It also includes the four times a day round trip passenger rail Altamont Corridor
Express (ACE) providing primarily commuter service. Attachments Three, Four and Five
contain information on these services included operating and capital budget, passenger ridership
and LTF claims. Lathrop does not have a local transit system, but is within the Stockton
Urbanized Area for federal funding. RTD serves all the cities of San Joaquin County with
interregional service as well as bus service to BART in Alameda County. It also provides
specialized transit service throughout the county. The Regional Rail Commission has ACE
stations in Stockton, Lathrop/Manteca and Tracy with plans for platform/stations in Lodi and
Ripon.
Attachments Three, Four and Five have a substantial amount of data regarding these services.
ROADS AND STREETS
The Local Transportation Fund has been an important part of the budget for road and street
maintenance for a number of cities and the County of San Joaquin over time. A number of
factors have reduced that role for several jurisdictions and it is anticipated that as transit funding
demand increases the overall impact of LTF on road and street budgets will diminish. However,
this will happen to varying degrees depending upon jurisdiction. Some of the factors impacting
road and street funding from LTF:
 Increasing city transit budget demands.
 Tracy will soon reach 100,000 in population and be ineligible for road and street funding.
 A likely increase in unmet transit needs that are reasonable to meet.
8
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The County is no longer claiming LTF for roads and streets
The expansion of regional passenger rail service will increase demand on LTF funding.

Will there be a decrease in the need for local road and street maintenance funding? No. The
passage of SB 1 will increase local road and street funding from the state gas tax by 87% on
average, per jurisdiction. This will be a boon to public works’ department budgets but will not
resolve our ever growing backlog of road and street maintenance.
It is worthwhile at this point to revisit the conditions under which road and street funding is
eligible for Local Transportation Fund monies.
PUC 99401.6 – Unmet Transit Needs Finding Documentation
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.
(2018 TDA Book page 112.)

As Attachment Five demonstrates, the jurisdictions eligible to process claims for roads and
streets usually request between 50% and 70% of their LTF for road and street maintenance
purposes. The road and street request is generally in the $5.5 million range. FY 2017/18 has
been a somewhat different year with the amount being $7.75 million and just under 50% going to
roads and streets. This is an odd year though in that two claimants have an exceptionally large
amount of carryover.
The Cities of Lathrop and Ripon claim 100% of their LTF for road and street purposes. Escalon
claims 80% for that purpose. This amounts to $1.525 million between the three. Tracy, Lodi,
and Manteca claim 42%, 34%, and 64% respectively for road and street purposes. This amounts
in total to $6.22 million. But once again this number is high because both Lodi and Tracy
claimed substantial amounts of unexpended carryover from the previous year.
This is a substantial amount of funding, but these numbers are likely to decrease over time.
Ripon is beginning the process of building an intermodal facility that will act as a train and
transit hub in the future. Manteca is embarking on upgrading their downtown transit station to
serve rail passenger traffic when the ACE service is extended to Modesto. Lathrop already
shares a station with Manteca but the Rail Commission has plans to build a new station in city
boundaries. Tracy’s draft Short Range Transit Plan contains a hefty increase in transit
expenditures and has been the strongest advocate for the Valley Link service.
For the jurisdictions of Stockton and the County of San Joaquin, all LTF is being apportioned to
the San Joaquin Regional Transit District. As a result, none of those funds are available for road
and street purposes. For the City of Lodi, the amount of LTF going to roads and streets has been
small due to the nature of their transit service. However, for the Cities of Lathrop, Tracy,
Manteca, Ripon and Escalon, the portion of LTF going to roads and streets has been substantial.
These jurisdictions’ road and street maintenance will be most impacted by a change in LTF
policy away from that purpose. But there is not an equivalency between public transit claims
which, as shown in Attachment One, have a higher priority ranking, and road and street
maintenance claims when it comes to LTF. Reinforcing this message is another line from the
Act itself: “An agency’s determination of needs that are reasonable to meet shall not be
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made by comparing unmet transit needs with the need for streets and roads.” (Page 111,
2018 TDA Guidebook)
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Chapter 3: Monterey and Stanislaus
The following two counties took different approaches to the question of how to resolve public
transit and road and street funding through the Local Transportation Fund. There may or may
not be lessons to be learned from their experience.
Monterey County
By policy, the Transportation Agency for Monterey County (TAMC) eliminated the option of
local jurisdictions claiming LTF for road and street purposes. Monterey County is smaller in
population than San Joaquin County but larger geographically. The southern, more rural part of
the county desired expanded transit service and a coalition was put together that built a
consensus around it. The result was that TAMC now, by policy, directs all its area
apportionment funds to public transit. This has been in place now for eight years. The regional
agency decides how to distribute the LTF among transit providers. This is not too large a
challenge since the Monterey-Salinas Transit Agency is the only provider of public transit
services in Monterey County. There has been no challenge to the policy and its implementation
has been free of controversy.
In Stanislaus County they took a different approach. They have a number of claimants but
needed a process to resolve a thorny challenge of dividing transit funding between Stanislaus
Regional Transit and the systems in Modesto, Ceres and Turlock. In the end the agency wrote
their own legislation which creates their own steps for distributing LTF area apportionment
funds. Before doing the area apportionment, StanCOG apportions LTF among the transit
providers based on a cost sharing formula that is regularly examined. Whatever remains after
that is distributed on an area basis and can be used for road and street purposes. This past year,
StanCOG decided to reserve LTF money for future ACE expansion to Modesto and not
distribute dollars for road and street purposes. This decision was not easy and remains somewhat
controversial.
These are just two examples of ways regional agencies have managed the question of funding
public transit from LTF. We are not alone in this question of the distribution of LTF funding
either. Ventura County and Solano Counties have also faced dilemmas associated with LTF.

10
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Chapter 4: Options for San Joaquin County
The following outlines the policy options for the SJCOG Board of Directors.
Option One:
Leave the process as it is. This would reject the idea of a need for any policy or legislative
change to the existing process at this time. Possible arguments for this position would be:
 Public transit funding needs can be met through other funding sources. For instance, a
reallocation of Measure K funding might be considered.
 Another position might advocate that more could be done to reallocate State Transit
Assistance to transit properties with the greatest need.
 Cuts to “unnecessary” public transit services might be argued.
This option might invite the argument that road and street needs are too great to see this funding
source withdrawn. This though has difficulty reconciling itself with the purpose of the Act itself
and the direction in the Act that road and street needs are not to be compared with transit needs.
It may also be argued that the Board can wait a few more years if the growth in LTF remains
high and if the need for rail funding proves to be not as imminent as expected.
Option Two:
Restrict the use of LTF area apportionments to only public transit but leave it in the hands of
claimants how to invest those dollars in public transit. This could be done by policy or
legislatively.
Possible arguments for this position would be:
 The purpose of the Act is for public transit, and that those needs are only going to grow
in the future.
 The expansion of the ACE passenger rail service to Sacramento and Merced is going to
put increased pressure on LTF for operating purposes.
 Unmet Transit Needs are only growing.
 The creation of a Consolidated Transit Agency will likely necessitate more LTF to public
transit, not less, though it may result in greater efficiencies.
 The potential for the Tri-Valley, San Joaquin Valley Regional Rail Authority to supply
public transit service in the county in the next five to ten years.
 No transit system should see LTF cut solely to benefit another transit system.
Tracy may wish to invest in efforts to promote the Valley Link rail option. Manteca and Ripon
may wish to invest in ACE commuter rail. Lodi may wish to invest in SJRTD service to
Stockton. This would be done by policy which would require an amendment to the Regional
Transportation Plan.
Option Three:
Restrict the use of LTF area apportionments to public transit and develop regional priorities
process for investing those funds in public transit. This would be similar to the process used by
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Stanislaus County and would be guided by a Regional Short Range Transit Plan. This may
require a legislative change specific to San Joaquin County.
Possible arguments for this position would be similar to Option Two. Added to this would be:
 Regional transit needs across the region would best be served by one source of decision
making regarding public transit across providers.
 Fragmented decision making across jurisdictions would discourage coordination and
even potential consolidation of transit service.
Option Four:
This option would provide local agencies an alternative to Options Two or Three. It would
provide the option to local agencies to consolidate local transit programs with the San Joaquin
Regional Transit District. This would be done voluntarily. An incentive would be provided to
the local agency of keeping a portion of their LTF apportionment for road and street purposes in
exchange for increasing regional efficiency of transit operations. Consolidation of transit
services makes sense when it increases efficiency of the service, improves transit options for
passengers and provides for participation of local agencies in the governance of the system.

Chapter Five: SJCOG Staff Recommendation
SJCOG staff is prepared to recommend a combination of Option 3 and Option 4. We do this for
the following reasons:
1. It best positions public transit to avoid a recurrence of 2015-16
2. It provides the only option that has the prospect of reducing the growth in public transit
funding.
3. It provides an option that encourages efficiencies across the region in public transit
provision.
Option Three would incrementally require all area apportionment funds after Step 6 as outlined
in Chapter One from the LTF to be dedicated to public transit related expenses (with the
exception of small cities under 50,000 which must dedicate 50% to public transit). The transfer
would occur over a four year period of time in the following manner.
FY 2019-20: At least 25% of an area apportionment must be used for public transit purposes.
(i.e. no more than 75% for road and street claims.)
FY 2020-21: At least 50% of an area apportionment must be used for public transit purposes.
(i.e. no more than 50% for road and street claims.)
FY 2021-22 At least 75% of an area apportionment must be used for public transit purposes.
(i.e. no more than 25% for road and street claims, except for small cities under 25,000 which can
use 50% for roads and streets.)
FY 2022-23 100% of an area apportionment must be used for public transit purposes. (No
portion of an area apportionment can be used for road and street purposes except for small cities
under 25,000 which can use 50% for roads and streets.)
12
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Prior year, unexpended apportionments can be claimed under the requirements of the previous
year’s apportionment.
The transit based apportionments will be identified for public transit purposes by the San Joaquin
Council of Governments based upon an adopted policy formed from the Short Range Transit
Plans and the Regional Transit Systems Plan.
SJCOG staff makes this recommendation primarily for the following reasons:
In spite of dropping transit ridership in the county, unmet transit needs that are reasonable
to meet will continue to grow
This past year, the unmet transit needs process generated over 3,000 responses from the public.
Most were not unmet needs and almost all were not reasonable to meet, but the amount of
responses is increasing from year to year. The effect of the last two years was to find three
unmet transit needs that were reasonable to meet. All were extra-jurisdictional and served in the
region as a whole or the south county in large part. The operating cost of these new services
will range from $200,000 to $400,000 in total. If recent history is a guide more additional
service may be found as reasonable to meet.
Passenger rail service is extending to Merced and Sacramento and possible on a new route
to BART.
The capital funding committed from the state of California for the extended service to Merced
and to Sacramento is $900,000,000. Capital improvements in San Joaquin County such as track
upgrades, stations and train equipment will be largely paid for from this source, but not entirely.
It is estimated that the dedicated capital funding is not enough to deliver on the rail plans. It is
anticipated that new stations in Lathrop, Ripon and outside of Lodi will need local funding. And
that is not to mention the operating costs which are not covered under any existing agreement
with the state or the neighboring counties. The San Joaquin Regional Rail Commission is
utilizing a little over $3 million in LTF for operating expenses, and this is not enough to address
the deferred payments on their Measure K loan, which would add another million dollars to their
LTF funding requirement. A doubling of service (which is what the extension to Merced and
Sacramento represents) could easily result in a doubling of their LTF needs. An additional $4
million dollar request would not be unreasonable and would take down about two thirds of
the LTF annually going to roads and streets in San Joaquin County, and that is before
Tracy reaches 100,000 in population. Once that occurs, the $4 million would be roughly equal
to the road and street claims annually. ACE Service to Sacramento could begin as soon as 2020,
and service to Modesto as early as 2023, with Merced likely by 2026.
None of this addresses the capital and operating challenge posed by the Tri-Valley, San Joaquin
Valley Regional Rail Authority whose mission is to develop a rail service that connects BART
and ACE across the Altamont Pass. The estimated $1.8 billion capital cost is only partially
addressed by the diversion of roughly $600 million of previous funding to BART for a
Livermore extension. The remainder will have to come from state or federal sources and/or new
sources of local funding. There are provisions in the enabling legislation for the Authority (AB
758) that hamper their use of Transportation Development Act funding. Nonetheless, if the
region wishes to see the benefits of such a system local sources of funding will need to be
explored and that means Local Transportation Funds will be on the table. How much is purely
speculative at this time but the needs of the San Joaquin Regional Rail Commission could be
13
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used as guidance. The Authority’s Valley Link system could be up and operating in seven years,
but its capital expenditures, could begin within the next two years.
Use of Federal Transit Administration 5307 Monies in the Tracy and Manteca Urbanized
Areas will require LTF matching funds to be fully utilized for capital and operations.

In 2018, there was over $15 million in unexpended FTA 5307 monies in the Tracy and Manteca
urbanized areas combined. To spend down those balances requires a match of 50% for operating
expenses and 20% for capital expenses. These funds could come from sources other than Local
Transportation Funds but it is anticipated that LTF will be the main source. It is estimated,
based on the agreements reached in these urban areas that this could amount to between $3
million and $6 million in LTF as a match. There are ways to reduce those numbers but the
argument remains that spending down the balance will require more public transit LTF resources
and then a continuing commitment of roughly a million dollars a year to keep from building such
a large balance. Today, there is still a balance remaining in each of the urbanized areas though
the concern over lapsing has been eliminated.
Creation of Consolidated Transit Services Agency (CTSA) is going to see an eventual
increase in LTF dedicated to this purpose.
The initial claim by the San Joaquin Regional Transit District for services as the CTSA was for
2% of the remaining LTF for apportionment. This amounted to $554,000 in FY 2018-19. The
District has no plans for requesting more, but SJCOG staff indicated in our staff report and
presentation to the SJCOG Board that this percentage will likely increase over time due to the
demands of a CTSA. While much of the request actually reduces the area apportionment to the
Transit District, the growing need in this area is likely to increase the percentage to 5% at some
point recreating to a small extent the very issue faced with the Rail Commission request. While
the District will have some control over this matter, it does not diminish the demand for public
transit funding. A five percent request in 2018-19 would have been an additional $781,000.
This is only meant to give a relative picture of a possible claim against the LTF in the future.
Option Three Provides A Greater Opportunity to Avoid the 2015-16 Experience.
It should be stated that Option Two does not assure avoiding the 2016 experience. Under this
option, local jurisdictions are not required to make up a shortfall experienced by the San Joaquin
Regional Transit District for transit services provided to the region, or any transit operation,
should the area apportionment amount be impacted by future Rail Commission claims.
To best address this the SJCOG Board of Directors would distribute LTF to public transit
providers like the Transit District to avoid inequitable distributions of public transit dollars that
negatively impact public transit operations. It would likely take legislation to make this change.
The Stanislaus experience is instructive. The process is not necessarily easy, but it addresses
public transit funding needs first before the distribution of funding for local road and street
purposes.
In sum, the immediate demand on LTF for these transit needs is going to be in the hundreds of
thousands, but will soon rise to the low millions with the ACE service to Sacramento and the
extension of service to Modesto, and with the possible Valley Link to over ten million over the
course of the next ten years.
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Option Four Would Provide An Incentive to Consolidate Transit Services Under the
Auspices of the San Joaquin Regional Transit District
Option four is added and SJCOG staff would encourage it as a means of increasing the efficiency
of transit provision across the region. The option is a voluntary one for local jurisdictions. A
jurisdiction could choose to consolidate its local system with the San Joaquin Regional Transit
District dedicating 75% of its LTF funding to the District for transit service expenses. Under this
option, a jurisdiction would be able to utilize up to 25% of its LTF apportionment for road and
street purposes, contingent upon no unmet transit needs arising. The exception would be for
small cities under 25,000 which would have 50% available for road and street purposes.
Based upon comments received over time, this option would require a consideration of changes
in governance of the San Joaquin Regional Transit District. For local jurisdictions to sign on
there would likely need to be a “buy in” to the District’s decisions on transit services. This could
be achieved through a change in legislation, or the creation of a joint powers authority over the
provision of consolidated services.

Next Steps
During the month of January and February, 2019 this paper will be shared with SJCOG’s
advisory committees and comments and suggestions will be made and recorded. The paper will
also be shared with the SJCOG Board of Directors for discussion purposes only in January. The
plan is to take the paper and recommendation to the SJCOG Board of Directors in February,
giving all the advisory committees a chance to comment. The issue will also be shared with our
member jurisdictions. Consolidation involves a wide range of policy questions. It is conceivable
that those issues may take longer than just a couple of months to consider.
The San Joaquin COG Board of Directors can make efforts to delay this question to a future year
or years, but the 2016 LTF apportionment dilemma is going to happen again. A policy choice
will need to be made at some point.
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January 2019
Executive Committee

STAFF REPORT
SUBJECT:

Federal Legislative Platform for 2019-20

RECOMMENDED ACTION:

(1) Adopt the Federal Legislative Platform
for 2019-20 (2) Direct staff and federal
advocates to represent these positions as part
of the San Joaquin One Voice® Program

SUMMARY:
SJCOG recognizes the need to develop a set of principles and policy positions to help support
SJCOG’s work in linking transportation, housing, and air quality. To be more effective in this
mission, staff has developed a Federal Legislative Platform to coincide with the new two-year
legislative cycle.
The platform represents a foundation for understating the perspective of the Board of Directors
on key issues that are anticipated to be considered during the course of the legislative session.
Once formally adopted, the legislative platform will guide staff’s analysis and recommendations
on pending legislative and regulatory items in
the upcoming session.
Having these issues and priorities identified
early in the year, will help SJCOG navigate the
ever-changing political landscape in
Washington and ensure our region continues to
take advantage of opportunities for funding and
engagement with our policymakers at the
Federal level.

BACKGROUND:
Since 2000, SJCOG has retained a federal legislative advocacy firm to assist the agency in policy
development and appropriations requests, including funding requests for several regional
transportation projects as part of federal transportation reauthorization bills. The consultant has
also kept SJCOG staff abreast of transportation, housing, energy, and air quality related
developments in Washington and has assisted in communicating SJCOG’s positions on different
planning-related issues or specific legislation.
In December, staff initiated the legislative development process for the 16th Congress (January 3,
2019 – January 2, 2021). This included a planning meeting with members of the Executive
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Committee, SJCOG staff, and staff from SJCOG’s federal advocacy team. The attached platform
was developed out of that meeting and is being submitted for review, modification as the Board
finds appropriate, and adoption.
The proposed platform highlights the position of SJCOG on important issues and provides
general direction to staff and SJCOG’s legislative advocates as they prepare for the 2019 San
Joaquin One Voice® trip to Washington, D.C. and when working with our partner agencies or
SJCOG’s state association, CALCOG.
RECOMMENDATION:
Staff recommends these positions be forwarded to CJ Lake, LLC to represent the agency’s
interests in Washington DC. Staff further recommends these positions be included in the 2019
San Joaquin One Voice® program and that Board Members represent these positions in
Washington D.C. as part of the annual program.
FISCAL IMPACT:
There is no additional cost associated with approval of the recommendations. The consultant’s
costs for legislative advocacy were included in the FY 2018/19 Overall Work Program and will
be programmed in future budget years.

Prepared by: Nicole Gorham, Senior Communications Officer
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Legislative and regulatory actions have the potential to significantly benefit SJCOG programs
and services. They also have potential to present serious challenges that threaten the Agency’s
ability to meet the county’s most critical transportation demands.
The 2019-20 Legislative Platform establishes the principles that will guide the Agency’s
legislative and regulatory advocacy efforts through the new legislative session. The platform is
intended to be broad enough to cover the wide variety of issues that are likely to be considered
and flexible enough to allow the Agency to respond swiftly and effectively to unanticipated
developments.

2019-20 Federal Legislative Platform
Aviation


Support flexibility with respect to the Airport Improvement Program (AIP), a federal
grant program that provides funding to airports to help improve safety and efficiency.



Support language that would address the 2014 FAA rule regarding voter approved
general sales taxes. San Joaquin County, like many other self-help counties, has an
airport and the County receives funds raised on the sales tax associated with the sale of
aviation fuel. The 2014 FAA rule changed the definition of "local taxes on aviation fuel"
to apply to all sales taxes rather than specific excise taxes on aviation fuel. This change
diverts funding away from projects outlined in local sales tax measures.

Automated and Connected Vehicles


The integration of AVs and Connected Vehicles into the nation's transportation system
should not come at the expense of local autonomy. Regional organizations (such as
Councils of Governments) should have the opportunity to guide the testing and adoption
of AVs that makes the most sense for their community and region.



Support additional focus on how regional organizations can facilitate the regional
sharing, storage, and use of data.

Economic Incentives for Job Growth


Promote the inclusion of transportation and other types of infrastructure funding in any
federal proposal for an economic stimulus package



Support economic development incentives for hard hit areas to take the place of the
former Enterprise Zone.
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Opportunity Zones -- the Tax Cuts and Jobs Act of 2017 authorized the designation of
Opportunity Zones to spur investment in distressed communities throughout the U.S. by
offering tax incentives for investments in those areas. Each governor nominated local
areas within their state for these designations, and the U.S. Treasury reviewed these areas
and designated a total of 8,761 zones. San Joaquin County has 20 within the County. We
will want to support final regulations that allow local governments to determine the types
of development eligible for Opportunity Zone investments.



Support the introduction of empowerment zone legislation.

Transportation Funding


Support stabilizing and increasing transportation infrastructure funding sources to avoid
the bankruptcy of the federal highway and transit trust funds. Could include:
o Support to increase and index the gas tax to inflation.
o Explore innovative funding mechanisms, such as a pay-by-the-mile user
fee and public private partnerships.
o Expand access to Transportation Infrastructure Finance and Innovation
Act (TIFIA) loans.
o Remove procedural obstacles that impede expenditure of authorized
federal funding.
o Support the return of directed federal funding for transportation priorities.



Support the continuation of, and increased investment in, federal discretionary grant
opportunities such as the Infrastructure for Rebuilding America (INFRA) and Better
Utilizing Investments to Leverage Development (BUILD) programs. Expand the INFRA
program to include both competitive and formula-based awards.

Mobility


Engage on issues related to transit technology/clean corridor tracking/new
technology/platooning ??



Explore opportunities for Federal grants to fund various transportation priorities,
including transit and bikeways
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Regional Transportation Plan


Support efforts to change the adoption cycle for the Regional Transportation Plan from
the current four-year requirement to a flexible timeframe (6-10 years).

Project Streamlining


Support legislation and/or administrative reforms to streamline the federal and state
government’s project delivery process and to eliminate unnecessary and/or duplicative
requirements (CEQA/NEPA)

San Joaquin Council of Governments
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January 2019
Executive Committee

STAFF REPORT
SUBJECT:

Series 2019 Sales Tax Revenue Bonds

RECOMMENDED ACTION: That the Executive Committee Recommend to
the Board Adoption of a Resolution
Authorizing the Issuance and Sale of Measure K
Sales Tax Bonds (Limited Tax Bonds), in a
Principal Amount Sufficient to Defease the
$75,000,000 Line of Credit and Accrued
Interest, Execution and Delivery of a Fifth
Supplemental Indenture, a Purchase Contract, an
Official Statement and a Continuing Disclosure
Certificate, and the Taking of All Other Actions
Necessary in Connection with this Transaction
DISCUSSION:
In September 2018, the Board, acting as the San Joaquin County Transportation Authority
(Authority), approved moving forward with a Series 2018/2019 Bond issuance. The adoption of
this resolution is the Board’s authorization to continue to price and close on the issuance and
approves certain other necessary documents.
The resolution authorizes a maximum of $75,000,000 in principal and plus accrued interest to be
issued and sold to defease the $75,000,000 line of credit with Bank of America/Merrill Lynch
(BAML). The resolution authorizes the Chairperson, Vice Chairperson, Executive Director or
Deputy Executive Director/CFO to execute and deliver each of the following documents.
The resolution also describes the legal authorization of SJCOG, acting as the San Joaquin
County Transportation Authority, to issue the bonds and authorizes the approval of:
 Fifth Supplemental Indenture – This document amends the original indenture dated April
1, 2008 which states additional issuances can be made through the adoption of
supplemental indentures. The Fifth Supplemental Indenture identifies the principal
amount, designation and series; the purpose and application of the proceeds; date,
maturities and interest rates; redemption provisions; tax covenants; and other provisions.
This document is executed between the Authority and US Bank, acting as the Trustee.
 Purchase Contract - This is the contract between the Authority and RBC, the underwriter
and sets out the terms, sale and delivery of the bonds.
 Official Statement – The Official Statement is a booklet that completely describes the
transaction, use of proceeds, the Authority and SJCOG, security, risk factors, continuing
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disclosure, plan of finance, and much more. The appendices include audited financial
statements, general county demographic and economic conditions, certain provisions
from the indenture, form of bond counsel opinion, form of continuing disclosure
certificate and the Authority’s investment policy.
Continuing Disclosure Certificate – The Continuing Disclosure Certificate is for the
benefit of the holders and owners of the bonds and to assist the underwriter in complying
with SEC rules. The Continuing Disclosure Certificate requires the Authority make
annual reports that include audited financial statements, an update on the most recently
ended FY sales tax revenues, and a report of any significant events.

PRICING AND CLOSING SCHEDULE
Providing the Board adopts this resolution, the Official Statement will be posted on January 25th.
The underwriters will be marketing the deal starting January 28th, 2019. If the underwriters feel
one-on-one calls between the issuer and investors would be advantageous, those calls would be
on Friday February 1. Pre-pricing is expected on Wednesday February 6th and pricing the next
day. Closing, including payment to BAML, will occur on February 22, 2019.
Prepared by Steve Dial, Deputy Executive Director/CFO
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January 2019
Executive Committee

STAFF REPORT
SUBJECT:

FY 2019-20 Local Transportation Fund
Estimate & Apportionment Schedule

RECOMMENDED ACTION:
DISCUSSION:

Information

BACKGROUND
The Local Transportation Fund (LTF) is an important source of transit, roads and streets funding
in San Joaquin County. Revenues to the LTF are derived from 1/4 cent of the 7 1/4 cents retail
sales and use tax (Bradley-Burns) collected statewide. This tax is collected at the point of sale
contrasted with Measure K, and other special district taxes, which are transaction and use taxes
where the tax is assessed based upon where the merchandise with be used. The 1/4 cent is returned
by the California Department of Fee and Taxation (CDTFA), formerly the State Board of
Equalization (SBOE), to each county according to the amount of tax collected in that county.
In San Joaquin County, SJCOG administers the LTF. In February of each fiscal year, the SJCOG
Board must adopt an LTF revenue estimate and apportionment schedule for the following year.
Based upon an analysis of sales tax receipts over the past two years and other economic indicators,
next month, SJCOG will be recommending an FY 2019-20 revenue estimate of approximately
$34.8 million, an increase of 5.07% over the current year’s estimate. This amount may change
modestly following the receipt of the January 2019 payment.
Development of this revenue estimate must take into consideration two unique issues that require
additional explanation. They are the Wayfair, Inc. decision and the sales tax distribution process
of the CDFTA.
WAYFAIR, INC.
FY 2019/20 will see the first real impact of the so-called Wayfair, Inc. U.S. Supreme Court
decision that requires out-of-state retailers that meet certain thresholds to collect and pay sales tax
on merchandise sold in California. CDTFA has issued letters effective April 1, 2019 requiring
retailers to register with CDFTA if:



The cumulative sales price from the retailer's sales of tangible personal property for
delivery in California exceeds $100,000,
or the retailer sold tangible personal property for delivery in California in two hundred
(200) or more separate transactions.

The total amount of this action for California has been estimated at between $1 billion and $3
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billion. The impact to San Joaquin County should be felt starting with the July 2019 CDFTA
payments. However, without specific data, SJCOG staff is recommending a future amendment to
the FY 2019/20 LTF revenue estimate to reflect the impact of Wayfair.
CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF TAX AND FEE ADMINISTRATION
The process of coming to a revenue estimate has been complicated by the CDTFA since the
department changed the sales tax distribution methodology and their software. Previously, the
CDTFA (or its predecessor SBOE) would make an estimate of sales tax for the quarter and
distribute 90% of that estimate (holding back 10% for unforeseen events) over three monthly
payments.




Month 1 – 30%
Month 2 – 30%
Month 3 – 40% plus any clean-up from the previous quarter

CDFTA changed the distribution process earlier in 2018 to:




Month 1 – 30%
Month 2 – 30% plus any clean-up from the previous quarter
Month 3 – 40%

This has made historic
comparisons
difficult.
Compounding
the
task,
CDFTA implemented a new
automated payment system for
taxpayers.
This
implementation resulted in
80,000-90,000 tax returns not
being processed in a timely
manner. Since the last quarter
of calendar 2018, the CDFTA
has not been able to make
complete payments SJCOG and
other recipients. CDFTA has been catching up resulting in monthly payments that are not only
distributions from the current quarter but also for three or more quarters in arrears. Again, making
historic comparisons is difficult.
After we get through a full cycle (year) under the new distribution methodology and the backlog
of tax returns is absorb, there will be a better “apples to apples” historical comparison.
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Here is an example of the erratic nature of the distributions. FY 2017/18, on the left, experienced
month-over-month
Fiscal 17/18
Fiscal 18/19 year to date
changes from FY
Sales
Payment
Sales
Payment
2016/17
ranging
Month
Month
Payment Total
Month
Month
Payment Total
from a high of 42.48%
Jul-17
Sep-17
3,706,778.45 37.48%
Jul-18
Sep-18
2,756,365.67 -25.64% to a low of -1.84%.
Aug-17
Oct-17
1,979,200.00 3.79%
Aug-18
Oct-18
3,843,564.38 94.20%
The annual change
Sep-17
Nov-17
2,638,900.00 3.78%
Sep-18
Nov-18
2,740,344.57
3.84%
Oct-17
Dec-17
3,603,618.37 38.24%
Oct-18
Dec-18
2,938,452.68 -18.46% was 17.62% over FY
Nov-17
Jan-18
2,053,800.00 7.33%
Nov-18
Jan-19
16/17. The wild ride
Dec-17
Feb-18
2,738,400.00 7.33%
Dec-18
Feb-19
continues into FY
Jan-18
Mar-18
3,330,699.44 16.01%
Jan-19
Mar-19
18/19 with month
Feb-18
Apr-18
1,858,600.00 -1.84%
Feb-19
Apr-19
Mar-18
May-18
3,514,840.32 39.23%
Mar-19
May-19
over month changes
Apr-18
Jun-18
2,418,965.77 10.78%
Apr-19
Jun-19
ranging a 94.2%
May-18
Jul-18
2,597,605.83 42.48%
May-19
Jul-19
increase to a 25.64%
Jun-18
Aug-18
2,425,637.75 -0.22%
Jun-19
Aug-19
32,867,045.93 17.62%
12,278,727.30 13.49% decrease with no sign
of stabilization.

Looking
at
the
distributions from a
quarterly perspective
somewhat smooths
out the variations with
the trend over the past
two quarters moving
downward. With four
months
of
data
available in FY 18/19,
the change over the
same period in FY
17/18 is just 2.94%.

Sales
Month
Jul-17
Aug-17
Sep-17
Oct-17
Nov-17
Dec-17
Jan-18
Feb-18
Mar-18
Apr-18
May-18
Jun-18

Fiscal 17/18
Payment
Month
Payment Total
Sep-17
Oct-17
Nov-17
Dec-17
Jan-18
Feb-18
Mar-18
Apr-18
May-18
Jun-18
Jul-18
Aug-18

3,706,778.45
1,979,200.00
2,638,900.00
3,603,618.37
2,053,800.00
2,738,400.00
3,330,699.44
1,858,600.00
3,514,840.32
2,418,965.77
2,597,605.83
2,425,637.75
32,867,045.93

Sales
Month

16.50%

18.72%

19.42%

15.60%

Jul-18
Aug-18
Sep-18
Oct-18
Nov-18
Dec-18
Jan-19
Feb-19
Mar-19
Apr-19
May-19
Jun-19

Fiscal 18/19 year to date
Payment
Month
Payment Total
Sep-18
Oct-18
Nov-18
Dec-18
Jan-19
Feb-19
Mar-19
Apr-19
May-19
Jun-19
Jul-19
Aug-19

2,756,365.67
3,843,564.38
2,740,344.57 12.20%
2,938,452.68

12,278,727.30

Historical comparative analysis aside, there are other factors that may be pointing to an economic
slowdown. Three big factors are behind the slower growth — fading impact of tax cuts, trade wars
and tariffs and the Federal Reserve's rate-hiking policy. In addition, the U.S. Treasury yield curve
is flattening. This is where the spread between long-term yields and short-term yields shrinks or
possibly inverts when the long-term yields are less than the short-term yields. This is a recession
indicator.
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The adopted revenue estimate for FY 2018/19 is
$33,120,000. If the growth rate for the combined
eight months of the rest of the year were 5%, the total
revenue would be $34,264,204, or a net 7.83%
increase over the FY 17/18 actual. Depending on the
total of the January 2019 payment, this might be
adjusted.
Regardless of the final FY 2018/19, SJCOG is
responsible for adopting a prudent revenue estimate
for the coming fiscal year. This revenue estimate
should be supported by data that provides claimants
with the comfort they will receive their
apportionments. Portions of claims not paid because
of a shortage of revenue cannot be made whole from
future funds.
Therefore, SJCOG staff is
recommending a revenue estimate of $34.8 million,
an increase of 5.07% over the current year’s estimate.

Sales
Month

Fiscal 18/19 year to date
Payment
Month
Payment Total

Jul-18
Aug-18
Sep-18
Oct-18
Nov-18
Dec-18
Jan-19
Feb-19
Mar-19
Apr-19
May-19
Jun-19

Sep-18
Oct-18
Nov-18
Dec-18
Jan-19
Feb-19
Mar-19
Apr-19
May-19
Jun-19
Jul-19
Aug-19

2,756,365.67 -25.64%
3,843,564.38 94.20%
2,740,344.57
3.84%
2,938,452.68 -18.46%
2,156,490.00
5.00%
2,875,320.00
5.00%
3,497,234.41
5.00%
1,951,530.00
5.00%
3,690,582.34
5.00%
2,539,914.06
5.00%
2,727,486.12
5.00%
2,546,919.64
5.00%
34,264,203.87
7.83%

By midyear, if this estimate appears to be demonstrably low, the Board can amend the estimate
and associated apportionments.
LTF REVENUE ESTIMATE
Subject to some fine tuning based upon information received in January, SJCOG staff will
recommend the Board adopt, as its official LTF revenue estimate for Fiscal Year 2019/20
$34,800,000.
FISCAL IMPACT
Adopting the $34,800,000 revenue estimate will provide local agencies with a prudent number
from which to budget the coming fiscal year's transportation programs. In the event revenues are
higher than this estimate, local agencies will be able to claim the difference later in the next fiscal
year as previously unclaimed funds. Conversely, if LTF revenue does not reach the estimate,
claimants will not receive those funds, nor will they be available in the future.
LOCAL TRANSPORTATION FUND APPORTIONMENTS
Once the revenue estimate is adopted, the LTF apportionments follow according to procedures
specified in the Transportation Development Act. The funds are to be allocated for the designated
purpose in the sequence stated in the TDA. Table 1 displays the recommendations for distribution
of the revenue estimate.
I.

1

The administrative allocations tentatively remain the same:
a. County Auditor Controller $2,0001

Subject to Auditor Controller approval
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A.
B.
C.
D.
II.

b. SJCOG TDA Administration remains the same at $290,000
SJCOG Transportation Planning remains at 2.9% of revenue or $1,009,200
Bicycle and Pedestrian 2% or $669,976
San Joaquin Regional Rail Commission receives 11.5% or $3,775,315
San Joaquin Regional Transit District receives 2% for the Consolidated Transportation
Service Agency or $3,755,315
Balance available for area apportionments under Articles 4 and 8 - $28,472,439
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Table 2 apportions the available funds to the claimants for Article 4, Transit Operator, or Article
8, generally contracted transit operations and local street repairs. The apportionments are
determined by population. The source for population is the latest estimate from the State
Department of Finance, January 2018.





By statute, the San Joaquin Regional Transit District (SJRTD) is the primary claimant for
TDA funds within the SJRTD boundaries. Since the City of Stockton is completely
within the SJRTD boundaries, it (Stockton) has no population estimate for general
transportation purposes. Since a portion of the Stockton Metropolitan Area is
unincorporated and that population lives within the SJRTD boundaries, the transit
district's population estimate includes them as well. At the bottom of Table 2, the
composition of SJRTD's apportionment is detailed. The County of San Joaquin and San
Joaquin Regional Transit (SJRTD) have amended their contract allowing RTD to claim
and receive the 24% of the County’s population-based LTF apportionment.
Stockton and the County, receive their population-based apportionment of the 2%
bicycle/pedestrian funds.
As county population growth was moved south, RTD’s population share has declined as
Stockton’s proportionate share has declined.
2015

2016

2017

2018

723,761

733,383

746,868

758,744

Escalon

7,042

7,065

7,205

7,558

Lathrop

20,796

22,112

23,110

24,268

Lodi

62,772

63,219

64,058

67,121

Manteca

72,169

73,841

76,247

81,345

Ripon

14,560

14,724

15,132

15,847

312,990

315,592

320,554

315,103

88,028

89,208

90,890

92,553

145,404

147,622

149,672

154,949

San Joaquin

Stockton
Tracy
Balance Of County

1.59%
4.90%
5.01%
4.78%
6.69%
4.73%
-1.70%
1.83%
3.53%
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AGENDA ITEM 10
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January 2019
Executive Committee

STAFF REPORT
SUBJECT:

SB 150 Report from the California Air
Resources Board

RECOMMENDED ACTION:

Discussion

SUMMARY:
Under SB 150, the California Air Resources Board (CARB) is meant to assess progress made by
each MPO in meeting the regional greenhouse gas (GHG) emission reduction targets. In CARB’s
report, they conclude that the state is not on track to meet its GHG reductions, based on progress
made to date. SJCOG, along with its fellow regional planning partners, are critical of CARB
staff’s conclusions and recommendations.
CARB’s report can be found at the following link:
https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/resources/documents/tracking-progress.

BACKGROUND:
With the passage of SB 375 in 2008, metropolitan planning organizations were required to develop
a Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS). An SCS must demonstrate an ambitious, yet
achievable, approach to how land use development and transportation can work together to meet
GHG emission reduction targets for cars and light trucks. Under SB 150, CARB is meant to assess
progress made by each MPO in meeting the regional greenhouse gas emission reduction targets.
The reporting is to include changes to targets, a discussion of best practices, and the challenges
faced by MPOs in meeting the targets, including the effect of state policies and funding.
The San Joaquin Valley is home to some of the most
disadvantaged communities in the State, communities that Since the inception of
share an air basin challenged by weather and topography that SB 375, SJCOG has
creates an ideal setting for extreme air pollution. Because of met and exceeded all its
this, SJCOG is sensitive to the need for air quality
improvement and is firmly committed to SB 375. SJCOG has GHG reduction targets.
been successful in changing the way it does business in our RTPs through better integration of
transportation, land use, housing, health indicators, and GHG reductions. As a result, SJCOG has
been able to meet and exceed all GHG reduction targets set for each RTP/SCS it has completed.
In CARB’s recently released SB 150 report, CARB concludes that the state is not on track to meet
its GHG reductions, based on progress made to date. They suggest that MPO strategies have not
been as effective as anticipated and that more needs to be done at the regional and local levels.
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They highlight recent increases in GHG and vehicle miles traveled and make several “top-down”
recommendations to put the state on track to meet GHG goals. CARB’s recommendations look to
create greater influence over local decision making, which SJCOG staff disagrees with. SJCOG,
along with its fellow regional planning partners, are critical of CARB staff’s analysis, conclusions,
and recommendations.
Metropolitan Planning Organizations (MPOs) Disagree with CARB
MPOs throughout the Valley, along with the four largest MPOs in the state, have been united in
their criticism of CARB’s SB 150 report. Joint technical comment letters have been sent to CARB,
joint meetings between the MPOs and CARB have been held, and joint presentations by the MPOs
have been delivered to CARB to dispute their conclusions and refocus the discussion. All MPOs
are meeting their GHG reduction targets under SB 375. Regions are engaging the public, investing
in strategies outlined by CARB, and striving to meet and exceed aggressive targets. Unfortunately,
we’ve seen smaller returns on these investments than expected. The MPOs are doing all they can
– the approach to meet the State’s goals must expand to include all relevant state agencies, and
add more tools to the toolboxes of regional and local governments.

CARB Assertion:

MPO Response:

Existing strategies haven’t been as
effective at anticipated; agencies should
commit more resources to these strategies.

The State must focus on new/different
strategies that “move the needle”

Existing strategies are not one-size-fits-all, and some of the current best practices are proving to
be ineffective in the Valley. As an example, Parking Pricing is a strategy that has been successful
in the most densely urban areas of the state. In the San Joaquin Valley, where cities are still trying
to revitalize downtowns and stimulate economic growth, the implementation of a Parking Pricing
strategy would actually deter much needed economic development.
One of the biggest challenges the Valley faces with respect to GHG is the “super-commuter,” who
spends hours on the road traveling between work and home. In the Valley, increasing employment
opportunities nearer to home is what would work to
reduce the number of super-commuter on the road. Economic development in the
As such, Valley MPOs believe placing a greater Valley shortens commutes,
emphasis on economic development in the Valley leading to reduced GHG.
would produce better GHG results.

CARB Assertion:

MPO Response:

Significant shifts in funding must occur
into transit and active transportation

Fund source limitations and funding
priorities must be better understood

As was discussed during the 2018 RTP/SCS development process, 90 percent of transportation
funds have a designated purpose. Funds administered by the Federal Transit Administration must
be used for transit projects, and funding through the Highway Bridge Program must be used for
bridge improvements. Less than 10 percent of funds outlined in the RTP/SCS have the flexibility
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to shift from one mode of travel to another. As such, without legislative changes, the kind of
funding shift CARB requests is not possible.
Furthermore, it should be recognized that an MPO In assigning transportation
considers multiple priorities when distributing funds. dollars, elected officials must
On top of GHG improvement, an MPO Board must
balance multiple priorities.
also consider safety, mobility, equity, and economic
impact. The SB 150 report fails to consider the value of these factors and fails to recognize the
challenge associated with balancing these priorities. For example, because of the more urban
nature of the City of Stockton, investments into projects that reduce GHG tend to produce a greater
“bang for the buck” than in more rural communities. When distributing funds for these types of
projects, the SJCOG Board must also balance associated geographic and political equity issues.

CARB Assertion:

MPO Response:

Housing decisions at the regional and
local levels do not align with CARB goals

Land use limitations and local priorities
must be taken into consideration

When considering the 20-year span of a planning document like the 2018 RTP/SCS, it must be
understood that approximately 70 percent of land use is already built out (i.e., the existing
development we have today). Of the 30 percent anticipated growth over the 20-year planning
period, the majority of housing is already entitled, meaning again that MPOs, if they actually have
land use authority, have in the range of 10 percent flexibility within which to make decisions.
California is in a housing crisis, and the lack of affordable housing near jobs is a major contributor
to the commute patterns we see today. Unfortunately, resources around the development of
affordable housing have been woefully inadequate. The California Department of Housing and
Community Development reports that:
 Over the last three years, $2.5 billion in requests for funding statewide have been received
under the Affordable Housing Sustainable Communities program
 Only $470 million in funding was available for award
 Roughly four out of every five projects is unable to secure funding
This speaks to the demand for affordable housing in California and highlights a $2 billion shortfall
for this type of housing. MPOs throughout the state have been unified in noting that the lack of a
redevelopment tool creates a major challenge for infill development and affordable housing.
We Need to Get Realistic as We Move Forward
Over time, some of the metrics and recommend strategies used by CARB are becoming less
effective. As mobility evolves, so too must our efforts to reduce GHG emissions. Below are
points made by SJCOG staff (and other MPO staff) to attempt to refocus efforts:


For some time, we have used vehicle miles traveled as a reasonable approximate for
GHG. However, as new technologies and methods of travel emerge, vehicle miles
traveled (VMT) is less likely to track with GHG reductions. Services like Lyft and
Uber actually increase VMT, and the eventual introduction of autonomous vehicles will
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undoubtedly increase VMT. Further, the mobile fleet has become significantly cleaner,
reducing the amount of improvement by lowering VMT.


We cannot ignore that vehicle travel (cars, small trucks, and freight) is a critical part
of the economic vitality of the Valley. Even under the current batch of technologies
available, we are seeing Valley residents associating prosperity with auto ownership.
CARB’s focus on addressing the impact of vehicle miles traveled should be refocused on
efforts to electrify vehicle fleets.



The SB 150 report suggests convening a “transportation system think tank” to evaluate
future transportation needs, identify transformative technologies, and assess regulatory
approaches to ensure deployment. While Valley MPOs are supportive of this effort and
believe that technological advancements are what will have the most impact on GHG
improvement, we also believe that a more direct approach is warranted. The Valley has
recommended that CARB seek legislative solutions to direct investment by the State into
the actual development & advancement of these technologies, rather than just monitoring.

Closing Thoughts
While the MPOs have been successful in meeting and exceeding its GHG reduction targets under
SB 375, we have seen little accomplished by the State in regard to its responsibilities in reducing
GHG. MPOs are active participants in the development of setting aggressive targets for
themselves. However, we have yet to see targets set by the State related to housing or job creation.
The lack of state-level scrutiny in this regard is concerning, an improvement in these areas can go
a long way to improve GHG statewide.
SJCOG is proud of its record of meeting and exceeding its GHG reduction targets. SJCOG is
following through on the implementation of its RTP/SCS and will continue to support innovative
planning solutions going forward. However, with respect to CARB, SJCOG will continue to
partner with Valley MPOs (and other MPO partners) to protect local decision making, emphasizing
the necessary balancing of priorities when making funding decisions, and focusing efforts on
issues that move the needle.

FISCAL IMPACT:
None.

RECOMMENDATION:
None, item is for discussion.

ATTACHMENTS
None.
Prepared By: Ryan Niblock, Senior Regional Planner

