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Meeting Agenda  
Thursday, February 2, 2012 

Time: 10:00 a.m. 
 

Fresno Council of Governments 
Ash Room 

2035 Tulare Street Suite 201 
Fresno, CA 93721 

 
Toll Free Number: 1-877-216-1555 

Participant Code:  321581 
               
  
 
 APPROVAL OF MINUTES  
 

  1.   January 5, 2012 DirectorsÕ Meeting (enclosure) 
  
 INFORMATIONAL ITEMS  

 
  2.  High Speed Rail  J. Abercrombie 
 
  3.   FTIP/AQ   T. Taylor 
  
  4.   SB 375 Subcommittee  C. Anderson 

 
  5.  California Partnership (enclosure)  S. Dabbs 

 
  6.  Valley Modeling Improvements  M. Bitner 
   
  7.    Proposition 84   R. Terry 

 
  8.  Interregional Goods Movement Plan  M. Sigala 

   
  9.  Regional Energy Planning   M. Sigala 
  
        
 DISCUSSION/ACTION  ITEMS  

   
   10.  Federal Transportation Reauthorization Bill  V. Harris   
    Bret Manley, Legislative Director for  
    Congressman Denham will provide an update by phone 
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Association of 
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Ted Smalley 
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11. Valley Legislative Affairs Committee     
 
       a. Status Report on Sacramento trip    E. Wright 
   
       b. Update on Washington DC trip     V. Harris 
       
        c. Map 21/Surface Transportation    R. Phipps 
      Reauthorization Letters (enclosure) 
 
12. San Joaquin Valley Regional Rail Commission  (enclosure)  T. Boren 
 Update from Stacey Mortensen, 
 Executive Director, San Joaquin Regional Rail Commission 
 
13.   Implementation of San Joaquin Rail Authority (SB-325)   T. Smalley 
 Discuss next steps  
 
14. 2012 Valleywide STIP    V. Harris 
 Discuss coordination process for CTC hearings 
 
15. CMAQ Rescissions   T. Boren 
 Presentation by Les Beshears, Fresno COG 
 
16. California Partnership Economic Summit March 29, 2012  V. Harris 
 Discuss Valley's Focus on Goods Movement 
 
17. SR 99 Bond Savings Project List (enclosure)   R. Ball 
 Discuss process for adding projects to List 
 
18. DirectorsÕ Workshop   V. Harris 
 Update from January 29-31 DirectorsÕ Workshop 
 
OTHER ITEMS  
 
19.   Director Items 
   
 
20.  Public Presentations for Items Not on Agenda.  This portion of the meeting is reserved for 

persons wishing to address the Committee on items within its jurisdiction but NOT on this 
agenda.  Unscheduled comments may be limited to 3 minutes.  Note:  The general public 
may comment on listed agenda items as they are considered. 

 
 

 
Next Directors Meeting:  Thursday, March 1, 2012 (location TBA) 

    
 

Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) Accommodations 
The Fresno Council of Governments offices and restrooms are ADA accessible. Representatives 
or individuals with disabilities should contact the Fresno Council of Governments at (559) 233-
4148, at least 3 days in advance, to request auxiliary aids and/or translation services necessary to 
participate in the public meeting.   
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Fresno Council of Governments 

Ash Room 
2035 Tulare Street, Suite 201 

Fresno, California 93721 
 
 

Directors Meeting 
Thursday, January 5, 2012 

10:00 a.m. 
 

Executive Minutes 
Members Attending: 

 
Vince Harris, StanCOG, Chair 
Patricia Taylor, MCTC, Vice-Chair 
Tony Boren, Fresno COG 
Terri King, KCAG 

Robert Ball, Kern COG 
Andrew Chesley, SJCOG (phone) 
Ted Smalley, TCAG 
Jesse Brown, MCAG

 
Others: 

See Appendix A for List of Others Attending

  
The meeting was called to order by Mr. Vince Harris, Chair.  Everyone introduced 
themselves.  
 
 
1.  November 3, 2011 DirectorÕs Meeting (enclosure) 
 
Motion made by Mr. Jesse Brown and seconded by Mr. Ted Smalley to approve 
meeting minutes. Motion passed. 
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12. Federal Transportation Reauthorization Bill (moved due to scheduling)  V. Harris  
 
The Directors addressed this item first on the agenda to accommodate an unscheduled phone conference 
with Legislative Director Brett Manley for Congressman Denham. Mr. Manley reported on the 
discussions on the House Reauthorization Bill.  The House version will be very different from the Senate 
version, it will be larger, approximately a $40 billion five year bill.  There are no earmarks and greater 
funding authority will flow to California thru Caltrans.  Additional changes will be made to Federal 
mandates, the Highway Trust Fund and NEPA streamlining.   
 
In terms of the MPO size definition issue, the House Reauthorization Bill would establish a grandfather 
system, meaning threshold markers would only affect those agencies applying for MPO status. Mr. 
Manley explained the exact language of the bill will not be released until just a few days before the 
markup. With that said, Mr. Manley went on to say he is unsure whether this will ever make it to a bill or 
just continue with extensions.  
 
Ms. Patricia Taylor commented that all the COG Directors would be in support of a grandfathering 
program. She asked Mr. Manley what was the discussion like in this decision. Bret commented that 
MPOs are more powerful in California than in other states and so the language of the law for existing 
MPOs, especially in California, would not be negatively impact them. Many Republicans come from 
small rural communities so there was a sensitivity to that in the discussions held.  
 
Mr. Vince Harris reiterated SJV support of the grandfathering system. He then asked if there was any 
discussion of changing the threshold for new MPOs. Mr. Manley commented that the threshold has not 
definitively been made.  
 
Mr. Harris closed by inviting Mr. Manley to call in at the next DirectorsÕ meeting. 
 
3.  FTIP/AQ      C. Anderson 
 
Ms. Tanisha Taylor and Ms. Cari Anderson generously provided a detailed staff report on the 2013 FSTIP 
Schedule. Provided are highlights from the enclosure: 

 
PM 2.5 and 8-Hour Ozone Budgets: There is concern with ability to meet the pending conformity 
budgets (updated PM 2.5 and 8-Hour Ozone budgets) with the new EMFAC 2011 model. It is 
anticipated the 8-Hour Ozone budgets must be used in conformity determinations beginning mid-
February 2012. 
Risk: Prior to January 1, 2013 Low, After December 31, 2012 High (due to required use of 
EMFAC 2011). If SJV MPOs miss inclusion in the 2013 FSTIP, a regionally significant 
amendment will be necessary. 
 
ARB Request Limited Approval and EPA Budget Adequacy Findings: To date, ARB has not 
provided its anticipated timeline for the limited approval request or the submittal of ÒnewÓ 
transportation conformity budgets. If the MPO adoption of the 2013 FTIP update occurs after 
July 2012, it is anticipated the 2013 FSTIP public process may overlap the ARB transportation 
conformity budget update. Risk: High 

 
Mr. Tom Jordan added that the Air Pollution Control District anticipates to see a variety of litigation in 
the near future.  
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4.  SB 375 Subcommittee   C. Anderson 
 
Ms. Cari Anderson announced that SANDAG has received their first legal challenge on this SCS which 
challenges their ability to approve their EIR. There is a whole list of items summarized that will be taken 
into account to avoid further issues. There has been a national article out calling SCAG as the model to 
follow because of their commitment to biking and safety. The last thing to note is a meeting that needs to 
be scheduled with the Air District and Seyed. The Directors discussed and schedule the meeting for 
January 23, 2012 at 10am in the Air District office.  
 
Ms. Leslie Kamura commented that she was glad to see the San Joaquin Valley COGs so closely 
following the guidance of other COGs.  
 
5.  California Partnership   S. Dabbs/ R. Terry  
 
The California Partnership continues to work on Smart Valley places. Mr. Rob Terry reported the 
Partnership has been working to move towards the Proposition 84 integration process. By collaborating 
on in multiple areas they hope to keep from duplicating work. Mr. Terry announced the next California 
Partnership meeting is Friday, March 9th in Merced. 
 
Mr. Tony Boren revisited the topic of coordinating California Partnership meetings with Regional Policy 
Council meetings. Mr. Sigala responded that only the Friday, December 14, 2012 meeting overlaps and 
he will work to coordinate a location for both in Madera. Mr. Jesse Brown closed by saying the purpose 
of coordinating the Regional Policy Council meetings with the Partnership meetings was to benefit 
members of both groups however the second part of that was to bring members from the Partnership to 
the Regional Policy Council meeting, which did not happen.  
 
6.  Valley Modeling Improvements   M. Bitner  
 
Mr. Mike Bitner announced his team is close to model completion in February. He announced the first 
training session is scheduled for February 9, 2012 with other sessions to follow. He encouraged everyone 
interested to attend. Mr. Bitner went on to discuss Cube Cloud Services and its benefits for modeling 
work. Mr. Vince Harris asked the Directors if there would be funding available for this investment. There 
was no disagreement or objection to such an investment. Mr. Jesse Brown made a motion to proceed with 
investing in Cube Cloud Services. 
 
7.   SJV Interregional Goods Movement   M. Sigala 
 
Mr. Michael Sigala reported the next Technical Working Group conference call is scheduled for Friday, 
January 19th at 10:00am. He reported there will be further updates in March after the stakeholder advisory 
meeting. Finally, the consultants have also developed an electronic survey for stakeholders that will be 
available in the next few weeks.  
 
Mr. Tony Boren commented that Commissioner Darius Assemi had asked for information on inbound/ 
outbound statistics. Mr. Sigala to follow-up with providing this information to the Directors and 
Commissioner Assemi.  
 
8.  SJV Regional Energy Planning    M. Sigala 
 
Mr. Michael Sigala reported on the two major sides of Regional Energy Planning. First on the 
Department of Energy (DOE) money for solar rooftop expansion, he reported they are moving forward 
quickly in asking communities to sign-on for this project. The project requires a one-year commitment. 
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There are already cities signed up for this program and a meeting is being organized to recruit others and 
answer common questions and concerns.  
 
The second aspect of Regional Energy Planning is the roadmap project. Currently the Valley committee is 
preparing to apply for Strategic Growth Council Prop. 84 funding in Round Two with NARC taking the 
lead on writing the application. The applicant is the RTPAs but there is question on who will be the fiscal 
agent. Mr. Tony Boren responded that Fresno COG has been the fiscal agent in the past and is happy to 
continue doing so.  
 
9.  Valley Legislative Affairs Committee   E. Wright  
 
Ms. Elizabeth Wright informed the Directors the Valley Voice trip to Sacramento is scheduled for March 
7th and 8th. Currently the committee is working to get a hotel contract confirmed. Ms. Wright will update 
the Directors with the confirmation of dates and rooms shortly; however she asked the Directors to block 
their calendars accordingly now.  
 
Mr. Michael Sigala asked if the Directors plan to maintain a March DirectorsÕ Meeting scheduled before 
the Sacramento trip. Mr. Vince Harris recommended they keep the March 1st DirectorsÕ meeting. Mr. 
Jesse Brown noted the DirectorsÕ Meeting cannot be held in Sacramento because of the Brown Act.  
 
Ms. Wright announced the tentative dates for Washington D.C. are September 12th-13th.  Chair Vince 
Harris brought up the question of a lobbyist for the Washington D.C. trip. Historically the Chair has taken 
on the cost of providing a lobbyist however StanCOG does not have a lobbyist to offer for the trip. 
Discussion ensued on the options for hiring a lobbyist. Mr. Jesse Brown agreed to follow-up with their 
lobbyist who may provide his services for free.   
 
Mr. Vince Harris closed the conversation on Washington D.C. by asking Ms. Wright to find a hotel closer 
to the meetings so that the Directors can walk rather than taxi everywhere. Ms. Patricia Taylor added the 
hotel booked two years ago was much closer to the meet sites and no taxis were needed. 
 
10.  San Joaquin Valley Rail Authority   T. Boren 
 
Mr. Tony Boren opened this item explaining the root of this topic in the Capitol Corridor and possible 
legislation that could make the same situation possible in the San Joaquin Valley. Mr. Andy Chesley (via 
phone) added the purpose of this topic is to address the existing structure of the Rail Corridor. Mr. 
Chesley suggested this might be the opportune time to push forward legislation that replicates the Capitol 
Corridor. He added, however, that the biggest challenge is any movement needs to happen in the next four 
months. He proposed that this topic needs to be addressed in 2013 but he reiterated this is a worthwhile 
venture under the auspices of the eight MPOs.   
 
The Directors asked Mr. Michael Sigala to invite Stacey Mortensen to present on this issue at the next 
meeting and provide a staff report from her as well.  
 
11. Federal Statewide Transportation Improvement   T. Taylor  
 
Ms. Tanisha Taylor went over the FSTIP schedule handout and explained that staff discussions on the 
Draft 2013 FSTIP Update could not reach a consensus so this item was brought before the Directors. Ms. 
Taylor went on to explain the Draft 2013 FSTIP Schedule diagram provided in the enclosure.  Ms. Terri 
King felt there is not a conformity concern so she does not want to start as early as May. Mr. Vince Harris 
responded with equal concern that any one county affects the conformity of the San Joaquin Valley.  
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Ms. Taylor raised her own concerns for conformity as she stated there are 15 new categories with new 
land-uses and based on those changes alone, Ms. Taylor felt she may not be able to build a budget in a 
limited amount of time. She reiterated that the implication of one-county failure is failure for everyone. 
There must be uniform conformity for FSTIP Ð all or nothing. All eight must be included and in 
conformity.   
 
Mr. Harris agreed that the eight-counties need to adopt by July and need Kings County needed to be on 
board. Ms. Cari Anderson added they would like to put out the latest planning assumptions in February so 
that if an amendment needs to be made it would not upset the deadline. Mr. Tony Boren suggested that 
the balance of powers and representative weight amongst the COG Directors needs to be discussed at the 
DirectorsÕ Workshop.  
 
Mr. Harris entertained a motion to approve the schedule as stated. Motion made by Mr. Ted Smalley and 
seconded by Mr. Tony Boren. Ms. King opposed.  
 
Mr. Rob Ball ended the discussion with a comment that the Directors need to develop a backup plan 
should one county fall behind even for one month.  
   
13. Directors Workshop       M. Sigala 
 
Mr. Michael Sigala provided a short staff report for the Directors on the Workshop details that need to be 
confirmed including dates, cost and facilitator. After a short discussion on the experience, cost and merits 
of each candidate, Mrs. King motioned and Mrs. Patricia Taylor seconded to hire Ms. Eileen Goodwin 
with Apex Consulting.   The motion was approved unanimously. 
 
Mr. Sigala will contact Ms. Goodwin and set up a pre-workshop conference call. The Directors moved to 
divide the cost equally among the eight COGs with Fresno COG acting as the fiscal agent.  Mr. Sigala 
was to provide a cost breakdown for the workshop. 
 
2. High Speed Rail    J. Abercrombie 
 
Mr. Jeff Abercrombie reported the latest news on High Speed Rail (HSR) is the independent peer review 
that was publicly released. The Chairman of the HSR Board has sent a response letter to the peer review 
that addresses the issues he felt were flawed or poorly addressed in the peer review report. Mr. 
Abercrombie urged those who are interested to visit the HSR to view the ChairmanÕs response letter.  
 
As for the HSR project as a whole, the HSR Authority announced the preferred alignment with hopes to 
publish the Fresno segment by the end of January. A February board meeting is scheduled to discuss the 
status of I-5 over the Grapevine and the draft business plan. 
 
Mr. Tony Boren asked Mr. Abercrombie to make two presentations on the business plan Ð the first on 
February 8th and the second at the next Regional Policy Council meeting scheduled March 23rd.  Mr. 
Boren went on to ask if the maintenance facility selection would be part of this EIR; Mr. Abercrombie 
responded no Ð that decision will be postponed until the San Jose document. 
 
14. SJV Regional Policy Meeting Agendas     V. Harris  
 
Mr. Vince Harris purported changing the Regional Policy Council agenda format to make meetings more 
efficient and set the format to align with the formats used at each COGs policy board meetings. Mr. 
Harris agreed to work with Mr. Sigala and revise the agenda format for the next meeting.  
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15.   Director Items        V. Harris  
 
Mr. Rob Ball asked for clarification on Bond Savings in regards to the understanding of the group for 
funding. Specifically he asked about monies that come in over the required amount for current projects. 
Mr. Vince Harris explained the Directors currently have a list of 7 projects that are addressed first then if 
there are monies above and beyond that required completing those projects then discussion would be 
brought up within the group. Ms. Cari Bowen added that the cost estimates for current Bond Savings 
projects should be revisited as there may be additional cost savings. Ms. Bowen asked for information 
from the locally delivered projects.   
 
Mr. Ted Smalley discussed the CTC townhall meeting scheduled for April 10, 2012 in Tulare County. He 
asked for DirectorsÕ Committee approval to work with Mr. Harris on putting an agenda together with 
information from both the DirectorsÕ Committee and Regional Policy Council.  
 
Mr. Andy Chesley quickly addressed the item regarding rescission of CMAC funding. Mr. Chesley 
pressed the DirectorsÕ to aim for zero funding rescissions. Some discussion ensued and the Directors 
agreed to revisit this issue following a presentation by Les Beshears at next monthÕs meeting. 
 
16. Public Comment Ð none  
 
Meeting adjourned at 12:11 pm.
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Appendix A: List of Others Attending 
 

Marjie Kirn, MCAG 
Derek Winning, MCTC 
Elizabeth Wright, TCAG 
Tanisha Taylor, SJCOG  
Mike Bitner, Fresno COG 
Melissa Garza, Fresno COG 
Rob Terry, Fresno COG  
Rosa Park, Stan COG 
Carlos Yamzon, Stan COG 
Neil Bretz, CalTrans 
Sharri Bender Ehlert, Caltrans 
Michael Sigala, Sigala Inc. 
Rebecca Caporale, Sigala Inc. 
Cari Anderson, CAC SJV Coordinator 
Tom Jordan, SJVAPCD 
Elizabeth Jonasson, Coalition for Clean Air 
Ann Kloose, Granville Homes 
Ruby Renteria, CRLA, Inc. 
Bob Rucker, Representative for Congressman Denham 
Cari Bowen, Caltrans, District 10 (phone) 
Ken Baxter, Caltrans (phone) 
Wil Ridder, SJCOG (phone) 
Leslie Kamura, ARB (phone) 
Bret Manley, Legislative Director for Congressman Denham (phone) 
Jeff Abercrombie, HSRA (phone) 
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The  San  Joaquin  Valley  Regional  Broadband  Consortium  (SJVRBC)  recently  received  funding  from  the  
California  Public  Utilities  Commission  (CPUC)  to  bring  broadband  infrastructure  to  unserved  and  
underserved  communities  in  the  region.      The  SJVRBC  is  an  initiative  of  the  California  Partnership  for  the  
San  Joaquin  Valley  and  is  being  administered  by  the  Office  of  Community  and  Economic  Development  at  
Fresno  State,  with  assistance  from  the  Great  Valley  Center.  They  will  receive  $150,000  a  year  for  up  to  
three  years.  The  SJVRBC  will  be  dedicated  to  accelerating  the  deployment,  accessibility,  and  adoption  of  
broadband  within  the  eight  counties  of  the  San  Joaquin  Valley:  Fresno,  Kern,  Kings,  Madera,  Merced,  
San  Joaquin,  Stanislaus  and  Tulare  counties.    
    
The  SJVRBC  comprises  members  of  the  public  and  private  sectors,  including  government;  
telecommunications  providers  and  industry  associations;  economic  development  corporations  and  
business  development  centers;  local  educational  agencies  and  institutions  of  higher  education;  health  
delivery  organizations;  community-­‐based  and  nonprofit  organizations;  and  accessibility  advocates.    
  
The  consortium  membership  brings  years  of  experience  in  a  variety  of  areas  that  will  enhance  the  ability  
of  the  SJVRBC  to  meet  its  goals  to  expedite  the  provision  of  broadband  access  in  all  areas  of  the  San  
Joaquin  Valley,  while  promoting  accessibility  and  adoption  of  broadband  in  targeted  underserved  
communities  and  populations  and  accelerating  deployment  of  broadband  infrastructure  through  
Telemedicine  and  Telehealth  technology.  
    
The  major  goals  of  the  grant  include:  

 !"#$%&'&()*'+$*#,-.&/&-(*-0*1,-2%32(%*244$//*&(*255*2,$2/*-0*'+$*62(*7-289&(*:255$;**
 <,-=-' &()*244$//&3&5&';*2(%*9'&5&>2'&-(*-0*1,-2%32(%*&(*'2,)$'$%*9(%$,/$,.$%*2(%*9(/$,.$%*

4-==9(&'&$/*2(%*#-#952'&-(/*
 !"#2(%&()*2(%*,$#5&42'&()*/944$//095*=-%$5*#,-),2=/*'-*&(4,$2/$*244$//*'-*1,-2%32(%*2(%*

?(0-,=2'&-(*@$4+(-5-);*&(*-,%$,*'-*3,&%)$*'+$*%&)&'25*%&.&%$*
 A44$5$,2'&()*%$#5-;=$('*-0*1,-2%32(%*&(0,2/',94'9,$*'+,-9)+*@$5$=$%&4&($*2(%*@$5$+$25'+*

'$4+(-5-); *
  
As  we  move  forward,  the  work  of  the  SJVRBC  for  the  year  will  be  planned  in  a  full  day  monthly  meeting  
with  breakout  sessions  focused  on  Infrastructure,  Telehealth,  and  Digital  Literacy.  Meetings  will  be  
rotated  among  the  �Œ���P�]�}�v�[�•��8  counties.    
  
8&9!:&!;!<,6!;$=&+=,2>!

 Attend  or  host  a  regional  meeting  
 Join  a  work  group  (WG)  or  task  team  (TT)  

!  WG:  1)  Infrastructure,  2)Telehealth,  and  3)  Digital  Literacy  
!  TT:  1)  Underserved  /  Unserved  Communities  and  2)  Communications  

 Forward  information    that  will  help  us  to  expand  the  resource  inventory  
!  Lists  of  best  practices,  projects  underway  we  may  be  unaware  of,  or  funding  

opportunities    
 Join  our  distribution  list  by  sending  a  request  to  Christine  at  cnutting@csufresno.edu    

  
For  more  information  on  the  SJVRBC  and  its  work  plan,  contact  Mike  Dozier,  Executive  Director  for  the  Office  of  

Community  and  Economic  Development  at  Fresno  State,  at  (559)  294-­‐6021,  mdozier@csufresno.edu  
  or  Christine  Nutting,  Associate  Director  at  (559)  250-­‐1088,  cnutting@csufresno.edu.  

!"#$%'%
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Grant Writing Services 

 
 
PURPOSE 
To provide rural communities (local governing bodies and/or nonprofits) in the San Joaquin 
Valley with affordable grant writing services that will help acquire funding for essential 
community projects. 
 
GOAL  
To build local grant writing capacity within rural communities by working closely with at least 
one community representative during the provision of grant writing services. This process will 
create local grant writers and eliminate the need for rural communities to contract for these 
services. 
 
RATIONALE  
Many communities in the San Joaquin Valley are confronted with limited budgets and staff, which 
may preclude them from having a grant writer as part of their internal staff. Grant writing services 
are often contracted out to private grant writing consulting firms who either charge up front for 
their services or require a monthly or yearly retainer. These service fees may often represent a 
significant percentage of a communityÕs available budget. The SJV RDC will provide its grant 
writing services to rural communities at a much more affordable rate. 
 
APPROACH 
In order to minimize competition with private grant writing consulting firms, the SJV RDC will 
only make its grant writing services available to the regionÕs 567 unincorporated communities, 
their nonprofits and their local governing bodies. In other words, the SJV RDC will not provide its 
services to the 46 incorporated cities located in the San Joaquin Valley with population of 50,000 
or less. This approach will ensure that there are enough market shares for all grant writing entities 
in the region. 
 
ORGANIZATIONAL CAPACITY  
The SJV RDC grant writing team is limited to 3 individuals and as such cannot take on multiple 
contracts from rural communities simultaneously. The SJV RDC will only provide grant writing 
services to 2 rural communities at a time. Rural communities will be chosen on a first-come, first-
serve basis. The SJV RDC grant writing team consists of: 
 

¥ Ismael D’az Herrera, Director, San Joaquin Valley Rural Development Center 
¥ Shelby Gonzales, Finance Director, Office of Community and Economic Development at 

Fresno State 
¥ Eduardo Gonzalez, Project Manager, Office of Community and Economic Development 

at Fresno State 
 
ELIGIBILITY  
The SJV RDC grant writing team is limited in staff time and resources, and as a result will assess 
the competitiveness of a rural community every time a grant is considered for submission. The 
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assessments of the SJV RDC are based on its interpretation of funding guidelines and a 
professional opinion shaped by years of grant writing experience. The SJV RDC will only enter 
into formal contracts with rural communities deemed competitive. If a rural community is deemed 
to be noncompetitive for the grant under consideration, the SJV RDC will provide the rural 
community with a list of private grant writing consulting firms that it may consider for services. 
 
SERVICES 
The SJV RDC is able and willing to research, interpret, explain and write a grant proposal for an 
eligible rural community. The SJV RDC can also help convene stakeholders who may benefit 
and/or contribute to the grant proposal. The SJV RDC is also able and willing to interface with 
funding agents on behalf of a rural community. Due to lack of staff, however, the SJV RDC is not 
in a position to provide administration, evaluation or assessment of any activities outlined in any 
grant proposal it writes on behalf of a rural community. However, the SJV RDC will provide 
limited technical assistance and training to communities that are awarded funding. 
 
FEE STRUCTURE 
Consultation Fee 
A Consultation Fee (including travel) will be included in every grant writing contract the SJV 
RDC enters into with a rural community. A Consultation Fee will be incurred by the rural 
community whether or not its proposal is funded. It is important to note, however, that the 
Consultation Fee will be deducted from the Writing Fee if a proposal is awarded funding.  
 

Grant Amount  Consultation Fee 
Any $500 

(including travel) 
NOTE:  Will  be deducted from Writing Fee if 

proposal is awarded funding.  
 
Writing Fee 
A rural community will only incur a Writing Fee if its proposal is awarded funding. The following 
is the fee structure the SJV RDC will reference when providing its grant writing services to rural 
communities:  
 

Grant Amount  Writing Fee 
Up to $100,000 $1,500 
$100,000-$500,000 $3,000 
$500,000-$1 million $5,000 
$1 million + $7,000 

 
PRESENTATIONS 
The Director and/or other SJV RDC staff are more than happy to visit a rural community and 
provide information to local governing bodies, nonprofits or other community stakeholders.  
 
ABOUT THE SJV RDC 
Aligned with the principal of public service that is a pillar of Fresno State, the SJV RDC is an 
initiative of the Office of Community and Economic Development (OCED) that aims to provide 
rural communities with a consolidated one-stop clearinghouse of ÒmezzanineÓ consulting services 
consisting of: technical assistance, capacity building, project planning and development, funding 
strategies, and resource facilitation. 
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DRAFT DRAFT DRAFT  DRAFT DRAFT DRAFT 
 
January 12, 2012 
 
The Honorable Barbara Boxer  
United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510 
VIA FAX: (202) 228-2382 
 
RE:  MAP-21/Surface Transportation Reauthorization Ð Request for Modifications 
 
Dear Senator Boxer: 
 
On behalf of the Santa Cruz County Regional Transportation Commission (RTC), I am 
writing to express our appreciation for your leadership in developing ÒMoving Ahead for 
Progress in the 21st CenturyÓ (MAP-21) to authorize federal surface transportation 
programs. MAP-21 is surely a step in the right direction to ensure we have a viable plan 
for our nationÕs transportation future. Ẁe are very concerned, however, with a few of the 
proposals and request that you work with your colleagues to modify elements of the bill 
that would otherwise negatively impact smaller urban and rural areas, including Santa 
Cruz County.  

1. Retain Transportation Enhancement (TE) and Safe Routes to School (SRTS) 
programs as separate programs from the Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality 
(CMAQ) Program.  It is critical to ensure dedicated funding for projects that improve 
safety and mobility for bicycling and walking.  

¥ MAP-21 both decreases current funding for bicycling and walking and adds new 
eligibilities that will compete for this reduced funding pot.  Several of the 
transportation agencies on the central coast region of California have worked 
very hard on local projects that have resulted in an attainment area designation 
under CMAQ.  As a result, we are concerned that we would be denied access to 
funding for emissions reduction programs such as Transportation Enhancement 
and Safe Routes to School simply because we have had success in that area 
and do not qualify for CMAQ funds.  

¥ Shifting the TE program into the CMAQ program would jeopardize millions in 
funds designated for key projects in Santa Cruz County, including the Monterey 
Bay Sanctuary Scenic Trail Network, a bicycle/pedestrian bridge over Highway 1 
in Aptos, and new sidewalk and bicycle lane projects near schools countywide. 

2. Off System Bridge Funding/Highway Bridge Program (HBP) . Unlike current law, 
MAP-21 would not provide dedicated funding for bridges (the legislation would 
eliminate the Highway Bridge Program (HBP), as well as the 15 percent off-system 
set-aside for local bridges).  

¥ We urge continuation of the set-aside for bridges located on public roads other 
than those on a Federal-aid highway. This funding has allowed the County of 
Santa Cruz and counties throughout California to improve or replace county-
owned bridges. Without eligibility for funding or a dedicated federal funding 
source, local bridges will continue to deteriorate, threatening public safety and 
the efficient movement of goods. 

!"#$%&&'(%
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3. Maintain the current MPO threshold of 50,000 . Please strike provisions of MAP-21 
that would phase out up to a third of the Metropolitan Planning Organizations (MPOs) 
nationwide and approximately half of the MPOs in California. Regional planning and 
associated federal planning (PL) funding play an important part in creating 
accountable and transparent transportation infrastructure investments.  

4. All regions need funds, not ju st major metropolitan areas. We are very 
concerned by the trend to focus more funds to major metropolitan areas. While not a 
major metropolitan area, Santa Cruz County is highly urbanized and suffers severe 
mobility challenges and needs federal assistance to reduce congestion that affects all 
modes.  

¥ We ask that the bill ensure equitable sub-allocation of funds to all regions, not 
just those covered by Metropolitan Planning Organizations. We oppose 
proposals which restrict or otherwise disproportionately direct funds to large 
metropolitan areas at the expense of small and rural areas. 

5. Increase funding levels for all modes and stabilize the Highway Trust Fund and 
Mass Transportation Account . While we appreciate the modest increase in funding 
proposed in MAP-21, especially in comparison to the draconian 30% cuts that were 
threatened by the House earlier this year, it represents only a fraction of what is 
needed to preserve and improve our transportation system.  

¥ While we recognize that the nation is facing economic conditions that make it 
more difficult to consider or approved approve increasing revenues needed to 
address staggering infrastructure improvement needs, we stand ready to 
assist in advocating for increased revenues and new funding mechanisms 
necessar y to ensure the financial sufficiency of the Highway Trust Fund 
and Mass Transportation Account to meet our transportation needs.  

We know that you are well aware of the importance of a strong transportation act to 
CaliforniaÕs economy. Like much of the state, the infrastructure needs of Santa Cruz 
County are great, and we are hopeful that the federal government will continue to be a 
partner in promoting projects that reduce congestion, repair aging infrastructure, improve 
commerce, and create jobs. We would be pleased to provide you with additional 
information on how a robust, long-term surface transportation reauthorization would 
benefit the Santa Cruz County region.  

 

Sincerely, 
 
Kirby Nicol 
Chair, SCCRTC  

 
Cc:  Senator Feinstein, Congressman Farr, Congresswoman Eshoo 
 Senator Inhofe, Committee on Environment and Public Works 
 Congressman Mica, Chair, House Committee on Transportation and Infrastructure 
 Congressman Johnson, Chair, Committee on Banking, Housing, and Urban 
Development 
 
\\10.10.10.11\shared\RTC\TC2012\0112\LegProgram2012\Map21KeyIssuesCor2.doc 
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Regional Governance Initiative for the San Joaquin Intercity Rail Service  
PRELIMINARY WHITE PAPER  

 
 
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
In 1996, the Capitol Corridor Joint Powers Authority (CCJPA) was created to oversee the 
administration of the Capitol Corridor service under the provisions of Senate Bill 457 (SB 
457). SB 457 authorized the State to enter into interagency transfer agreements with 
specified joint exercise of powers entities to assume responsibility for intercity passenger 
rail services and be allocated funds for that purpose. The local/regional agencies along 
the Pacific Surfliner and San Joaquin corridors chose not to take advantage of SB 457, 
and therefore the administrative responsibility for the San Joaquin and Pacific Surfliner 
services has remained with Caltrans Division of Rail.  The deadline for forming a new 
joint powers authority (JPA) under SB 457 was the end of 1996.   
 
Over the last 15 years, without direct financial contribution by member agencies, the 
CCJPA has successfully managed the Capitol Corridor.  Capital investments, cooperation 
with Union Pacific (UP), and state support have allowed for dramatic increases in the 
frequency of service (increases of 400 percent), and they have the best on-time 
performance in the nation for intercity service.  As a result the Capitol Corridor service 
has enjoyed substantial increases in ridership and revenue and is now the third most 
used intercity service in the nation.    
 
This fall, acknowledging the success of the CCJPA, the Los Angeles-San Diego-San Luis 
Obispo Rail Corridor Agency Joint Powers Board (LOSSAN Board) approved in concept 
a framework for a potential local authority to manage the ÒPacific SurflinerÓ state-
supported intercity passenger rail service and is in the process of drafting legislation 
using SB 457 as a model. 
 
At the November 2011 meeting of the Central Valley Rail Working Group (CVRWG), staff 
discussed the LOSSAN BoardÕs efforts towards regional governance of the Pacific 
Surfliner, and asked the CVRWG if there might be similar interest in the Central Valley for 
regional governance of the San Joaquin service.  The CVRWG directed staff to move 
forward and set up a Subcommittee to work with other agencies to explore the concept of 
setting up a regional JPA and supporting legislation that would enable regional 
governance of the San Joaquin service.  
 
The overall goal of a regional JPA would be to transform the existing San Joaquin 
intercity rail service from a State/Amtrak managed service to a service under 
local/regional authority that could be more responsive to local/regional needs, issues, and 
wishes of the riders of the service.  In addition to more cost-effective operations, there are 
several other potential benefits to local authority management, including: 
 

¥ Ability to have a stronger local/regional voice in Sacramento and Washington D.C. 
to promote service improvements and expansions 

¥ Local decision-making that is more responsive and adaptive to passenger issues 
¥ Improved coordination/collaboration on service changes and ability for public to 

comment on service changes 

!"#$%&(%
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¥ Joint marketing and partnerships with Local Member Agencies and taking 
advantage of local relationships with chamber of commerce, media outlets, etc. 

¥ More engagement by local communities to support the service 

Some of the key issues that need to be addressed before moving forward with a Regional 
Governance Initiative (Initiative) for the San Joaquin intercity rail service are:  
 

!  Consensu s for Regional Governance :  Can the majority of the jurisdictions 
served by the San Joaquin rail service reach consensus on forming a new JPA?  
See Figure 1, which shows the San Joaquin intercity rail service and the affected 
counties. 

!  Making the Business Case for Cost Effectiveness :  A detailed Business Case 
must demonstrate that the Initiative results in lower costs than the current Caltrans 
oversight.   The costs are currently being compiled, but an initial review indicates it 
is more cost effective if the Managing Agency role is assumed by one of the 
existing Member Agencies currently managing rail services.   

!  JPA Member Agencies and Designation of a Managing Agency :  Indentify 
Member Agencies and select the Managing Agency.  

!  San Joaquin Valley Rail Comm ittee (Committee) :  An Initiative would not 
require any change to the Committee.  The Managing Agency could take over the 
role of providing staff support for Committee meetings and the Committee could 
provide input to the San Joaquin JPA. 

!  Enabling Legislat ion : New legislation is needed to enable regional governance 
of the San Joaquin intercity rail service. 

The CVRWG Subcommittee has made some very preliminary recommendations to 
facilitate further discussion about the initiative.  Based on an initial meeting, the 
Subcommittee recommends that Member Agencies for the Initiative could include 
Sacramento RT, BART, San Joaquin Regional Rail Commission, and the entity serving 
as the regional transportation planning agency (RTPA) for the other Member Agency 
counties.  They also recommend  that Sacramento RT, and San Joaquin Regional Rail 
Commission could be considered as Managing Agency alternatives along with a new 
staffing agency alternative.  The Subcommittee believes that the JPA Governing Board 
should include one elected official from each of the Member Agencies, and that the 
Committee would remain as it is and provide input to the San Joaquin JPA. 
 
Next Steps Recommended by the CVRWG Subcommittee: 

1. Develop a White Paper to Describe the Purpose of the Regional Governance 
Initiative 

2. Present the White Paper and Solicit Feedback with the Valley RTPA DirectorÕs 
Committee 

3. Present the White Paper and Solicit Feedback with the Central Valley Policy 
Council 

4. Based Upon Valley Consensus, Present the White Paper and Solicit Feedback 
from BART and Others in Alameda and Contra Costa Counties 
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1. Introduction  

In 1996, the Capitol Corridor Joint Powers Authority (CCJPA) was created to oversee the 
administration of the Capitol Corridor service under the provisions of Senate Bill 457 (SB 
457).  The local/regional agencies along the Pacific Surfliner and San Joaquin corridors 
chose not to take advantage of SB 457, and therefore the administrative responsibility for 
the San Joaquin and Pacific Surfliner services has remained with Caltrans Division of 
Rail. 
 
This fall, acknowledging the success of the CCJPA, the Los Angeles-San Diego-San Luis 
Obispo Rail Corridor Agency Joint Powers Board (LOSSAN Board) approved in concept 
a framework for a potential local authority to manage the ÒPacific SurflinerÓ state-
supported intercity passenger rail service and is in the process of drafting legislation 
using SB 457 as a model. 
 
At the November 2011 meeting of the Central Valley Rail Working Group (CVRWG), staff 
discussed the LOSSAN BoardÕs efforts towards regional governance of the Pacific 
Surfliners, and asked the CVRWG if there might be similar interest in the Central Valley 
for regional governance of the San Joaquin service.  The CVRWG directed staff to move 
forward and set up a Subcommittee to work with other agencies to explore the concept of 
setting up a local joint powers authority (JPA) and supporting legislation that would 
enable regional governance of the San Joaquin service.  
 
The overall goal of a local joint powers authority (JPA) would be to transform the existing 
San Joaquin intercity rail service from a State/Amtrak managed service to a service under 
local/regional authority that could be more responsive to local needs, issues, and wishes 
of the riders of the service.   
 
This draft Òwhite paperÓ includes a brief description of the existing state-supported 
intercity rail services, summarizes the provisions of SB 457, describes the CCJPA and 
compares the system growth and ridership of the Capitol Corridor in comparison with the 
San Joaquin and Pacific Surfliner services.  The status and progress of the LOSSAN 
BoardÕs Regional Governance Initiative is summarized and the implications of regional 
governance for the San Joaquin service is discussed.  This paper concludes with 
discussion of key issues for a Central Valley Regional Governance Initiative for the San 
Joaquin service, the status the current discussions for this potential initiative, and the next 
steps necessary to move this concept forward.  
 
2. CaliforniaÕs State-Supported Intercity  Rail Services  

California has three state-supported intercity passenger rail routes:  the Pacific Surfliner, 
Capitol Corridor, and the San Joaquin.  Each of these intercity services were initiated 
and/or expanded largely as a result of the voter-approved bond measures passed in 
1990.  As a result, this financial support helped transform these services into some of the 
most successful intercity passenger rail services in the nation.  With over 5.45 million 
annual passengers for fiscal year 2010/11, California has more than 20 percent of all the 
nationÕs intercity riders.  Since 1990, the state has invested more than $1.3 billion in 



 

 18 

infrastructure and equipment for intercity passenger rail and about $1 billion in operating 
support.1 
 
The San Joaquin rail service extends 365 miles and provides direct rail service to 10 
counties (see Figure 2). Between Oakland and Bakersfield the San Joaquin route is 316 
miles long and has 13 intermediate stops.  The San Joaquin route is 49 miles between 
Sacramento and Stockton with one additional intermediate stop.  The service utilizes 
freight tracks/right-of-way owned by BNSF and UP.  UP owns the 49 miles of track used 
by the San Joaquin service between Stockton and Sacramento, and 39 miles between 
Oakland and Port Chicago, whereas the remaining 277 miles (between Port Chicago and 
Bakersfield) are owned by BNSF.  The current minimum scheduled San Joaquin running 
time between Oakland and Bakersfield is 6 hour 6 minutes, averaging 52 mph.  Between 
Sacramento and Bakersfield, the San Joaquin service has a minimum 5 hour 12 minute 
running time, and an average speed of nearly 55 mph.   
 
The Pacific Surfliner (see Figure 2) extends 350 miles between San Luis Obispo and San 
Diego (128 miles between Los Angeles and San Diego).  This service has 27 
intermediate stations and directly serves 6 counties. The Pacific Surfliner shares track 
with two commuter rail services.  Since 1993, Metorlink has operated commuter rail 
service from Los Angeles to Oceanside and from Los Angeles to East Ventura using the 
same tracks as the Pacific Surfliner.  The Coaster commuter rail service has also shared 
tracks with the Pacific Surfliner from Oceanside to San Diego since 1995.  To facilitate 
these commuter services, regional and local agencies in Ventura, Los Angeles, Orange 
and San Diego counties purchased most of the rail line between Moorpark (Ventura 
County) and San Diego.  The UP continues to own 175 miles of the route between San 
Luis Obispo and Moorpark, while the BNSF owns 22 miles between Redondo Junction in 
Los Angeles and Fullerton.  The current Pacific Surfliner running time between Los 
Angeles and San Diego is 2 hour 45 minutes, averaging 46.5 mph.  Between Santa 
Barbara and Los Angeles the Pacific Surfliner takes a minimum of 2 hour 40 minutes, 
averaging 39 mph.     
 
The 170-mile Capitol Corridor service operates between Roseville and San Jose directly 
serving seven counties along the I-80 Corridor (see Figure 2).  There are 14 intermediate 
stops along the Capitol Corridor.  The Capitol Corridor tracks and right-of-way are owned 
by UP except for three miles between Santa Clara and San Jose (which are owned by 
the Peninsula Corridor Joint Powers Board and are used by the Caltrain commuter rail 
service).  The current minimum scheduled Capitol Corridor running time between 
Sacramento and San Jose is 3 hour 5 minutes, averaging 43 mph.  Between Sacramento 
and Oakland the Capitol Corridor takes 1 hour 58 minutes averaging 46 mph.     
 
The annual state budget includes a line item for the operating costs of the three state-
supported intercity rail services.  For each service, the state budget provides funding for 
intercity train operations, a marketing budget, certain capitalized maintenance 
projects/equipment overhauls, and the administrative staff budgets.  State transportation 
funds have provided the full annual operating financial support for the San Joaquin and 
Capital Corridor.  Both the Capitol Corridor and San Joaquin services use state-owned 
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rolling stock.  All three state-supported intercity services have extensive connecting bus 
services which greatly extend the populations served by each intercity rail service. 
3. Senate Bill 457, the CCJPA, and Comparison of State Support Intercity Service 

Growth  

Senate Bill 457 of 1996 (SB 457)  
 
Chapter 263, Statutes of 1996 (SB 457 Ð Kelly) was approved by the Governor Wilson in 
July 1996.  SB 457 authorized Caltrans, upon approval of the Secretary of Business, 
Transportation and Housing Agency, to enter into interagency transfer agreements with 
specified joint exercise of powers entities to assume responsibility for intercity passenger 
rail services and be allocated funds for that purpose.  The bill specified various terms to 
be included in the agreement and required that a business plan be prepared by the JPA 
pursuant to the adoption of an Interagency Transfer Ageement (ITA).  The bill allowed for 
regional management of each of the three existing state supported services (Pacific 
Surfliner, San Joaquin, and Capitol Corridor).  In 1996, taking advantage of the provisions 
of SB 457, the Capitol Corridor Joint Powers Authority (CCJPA) was created to oversee 
the administration of the Capitol Corridor service.  Since 1998, the CCJPA has been 
administratively managed by the CCJPA.  
 
A key provision of SB 457 is that it was permissive legislation, not mandatory.  SB 457 
did not require local authorities be created to take over management of the state-
supported intercity rail services.  SB 457 permitted local authorities to be formed to do so.  
The local/regional agencies along the Pacific Surfliner and San Joaquin corridors chose 
not to take advantage of the provisions in SB 457, and therefore the administrative 
responsibility for the San Joaquin and Pacific Surfliner services has remained with 
Caltrans Division of Rail for these services. 
 
There are several other key provisions of SB 457.  SB 457 deleted provisions in state law 
that required intercity rail service to maintain a ratio of fare revenues to avoidable costs of 
at least 55% in order to receive state funding.  SB 457 included a deadline for 
interagency transfer agreements, mandating that the ITAs must be executed by 
December 31, 1996.  SB 457 also required the JPA to report fiscal results and permits 
the JPA to use any cost savings or farebox revenues to provide service improvements 
related to intercity service.  The bill also guaranteed that the level of service funded by 
the state shall be no less than was currently provided, that state funding would include 
funds for the feeder bus services, and did not preclude expansion of state-supported 
intercity rail service.   
 
Capitol Corridor Joint Powers Authority  
Under the provisions of SB 457, the Capitol Corridor Joint Powers Authority (CCJPA) was 
established in 1996.  The CCJPA is comprised of a 16 member board with 2 members 
from eight counties (Placer, Sacramento, Yolo, Solano, Contra Costa, Alameda, San 
Francisco, and Santa Clara). Each member has one vote.  There are six Member Transit 
Agencies (Placer County Transportation Agency, Sacramento Regional Transit District, 
San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District, Santa Clara Valley Transportation 
Authority, Solano Transportation Authority, and Yolo County Transportation District) 
within the CCJPA.  Each CCJPA board member is an appointee of one of the Member 
Transit Agencies.  Members of the CCJPA Board must be a sitting member of the Board 
of their appointing Member Transit Agency and reside in the county that they represent. 
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There are no employees of the CCJPA.  The CCJPA contracts with BART (the ÒManaging 
AgencyÓ) to provide a dedicated, railroad management team which functions as the 
CCJPA staff.  BART provides office spaces and administrative support.  The BART 
employees who serve as CCJPA have technical expertise in management and 
administration, transportation/operations, rolling stock, engineering (railroad construction, 
track, signals, structures, etc.), finance, and marketing.  They negotiate and administer 
contacts for operations, maintenance, and capital projects.  They also prepare the 
CCJPA Annual Business Plan Update.  This annual report is used by Caltrans and 
Business Transportation and Housing Agency to establish the annual state funding 
allocation to the CCJPA for the Capitol Corridor service.  As the Managing Agency, BART 
utilizes support staff from their larger organization for functions such as 
accounting/payroll, legal, human resources, procurement, and finance. 
 
The initial InterAgency Transfer Agreement (ITA) negotiated to transfer the management 
to the CCJPA initially provided for the equivalent of 6 full-time positions.  Today, the 
BART staff managing the CCJPA has increased to 16.5 dedicated positions (including 
four mechanical positions based within the Amtrak Oakland shop).  An additional 7 
positions were created within BART for Capitol Corridor telephone information services.  
The funds to support this service were reduced from the Amtrak operating budget.  The 
CCJPA determined that it could deliver this customer service more cost-effectively while 
better serving the needs of the corridor (using customer service with knowledge of local 
transportation conditions). 
 
SB 457 initially designated BART as the Managing Agency for the Capitol Corridor for the 
first three years (1996-1999).  In subsequent years, the decision of the selection of the 
Managing Agency has been determined by consensus of the CCJPA Board.  BART has 
been retained since the inception of the CCJPA and is currently serving a 5-year term 
(2010-9015) agreement with the CCJPA Board.  In the 15 year existence of the CCJPA, 
there has never a local assessment or direct contribution by member agencies to support 
the operations of the Capitol Corridor.  BART estimates that the up-front costs that they 
incurred for negotiating with the state and setting up the new CCJPA were about 
$700,000.2   
 
Comparison of System Growth and Ridership by Corridor: Capitol Corridor, Pacific 
Surfliner, and San Joaquin  
 
In 1997/98, before the CCJPA took over responsibility for the service, the Capitol Corridor 
train service consisted of 4 daily round-trips (or 8 daily trains).  Today, the Capitol 
Corridor service consists of 16 daily round trips (32 weekday daily trains).  This 
represents a 400% increase in service since management was transferred to the CCJPA.  
The Capitol Corridor is now the second most frequent intercity passenger rail service in 
the nation (after the Northeast Corridor serving Boston-New York-Washington D.C.) and 
has the third highest ridership.  In 1997/98, ridership for the Capitol Corridor was nearly 
462,500 with about $6.2 million in passenger revenue.3  By 2010/2011 Capitol Corridor 
ridership had increased by about 270% to 1.7 million with $27.2 million in passenger 
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revenues.4  Currently the Capitol Corridor is operating at 95% on-time service and has led 
the nation in the Amtrak system for the past two years in on-time performance. 
In 1997/98, the San Joaquin service had 4 daily round trips (8 daily trains) with a ridership 
of just over 702,000 and passenger revenues of $15.23 million.  By 2010/11, the San 
Joaquin service had been increased by 50% to 6 daily round trips (12 daily trains)5 with 
ridership increasing by about 42% to just over 1 million passengers, and revenue 
increasing to $36.56.   The San Joaquin service is currently the fifth most used intercity 
service within the Amtrak system. 
 
The Pacific Surfliner had 10 daily round trips (20 daily trips) in 1997/98 between Los 
Angeles and San Diego (with 4 of these daily round trips extending to Santa Barbara and 
one all the way to San Luis Obispo).  By 2010/2011, between Los Angeles and San 
Diego, one additional daily round trip had been added between Los Angeles and San 
Diego (11 daily round trips) for the weekdays, and two additional round trips for Fridays 
and weekend service (12 daily round trips).  Currently five of the round trips extend to 
Santa Barbara (with two of these round trips extending to San Luis Obispo).  Ridership 
for the Pacific Surfliner in 1997/98 was over 1.62 million passengers with revenue at 
$15.2 million.  By 2010/11, ridership on the Pacific Surfliner had increased 70% to 2.75 
million with revenues at $55.3 million. The Pacific Surfliner is the second most used 
intercity service in the Amtrak system. 
 
The 2010/11 state costs for state-supported intercity rail services was just over $90 
million ($27.5 million for Pacific Surfliner, $33.6 million for San Joaquin, and $29.2 million 
for Capitol Corridor).7  However, Amtrak pays 30% of the Pacific Surfliner total service 
cost as part of AmtrakÕs basic system.8  By comparison, in 1997/98, the total state costs 
for the state supported intercity rail services was $48.4 million ($20.4 million for the 
Pacific Surliner, $17.2 million for the San Joaquin, and $10.8 million for the Capitol 
Corridor).9  
 
4. Current LOSSAN Regional Governance Efforts  

On August 24, 2011 the Los Angeles-San Diego-San Luis Obispo Rail Corridor Agency 
Joint Powers Board (LOSSAN Board) approved in concept a framework for a potential 
local authority to manage the ÒPacific SurflinerÓ state-supported intercity passenger rail 
service.  At subsequent board meetings in September, October, November, and 
December, the LOSSAN Board reviewed possible governance frameworks, the current 
applicability of the major provisions of SB 457, new draft legislation, and the business 
financial case for regional governance of the Pacific Surfliner service.  Staff and the Chief 
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Executive Officers (CEOs) of the member agencies of the LOSSAN Board recommended 
that the Board pursue legislation for regional governance.   
 
The LOSSAN Board could approve moving forward with legislation meeting at their 
January 25, 2012 board meeting.  The Board can direct staff to provide a draft version of 
the bill to the Legislative Counsel for review on or before their deadline of January 27, 
2012, or to introduce a spot bill (by February 25) in which details could be provided at a 
later date.  A key provision of their potential draft legislation is that it is to be permissive 
and not mandatory (like SB 457).  The bill would not require a local authority but would 
permit one to be formed.  The draft legislation would use much of the language and 
provisions of SB 457.  However, while SB 457 authorized local agencies the opportunity 
to assume responsibility for each of the existing state-supported intercity services (Capitol 
Corridor, Pacific Surfliner, and San Joaquin), the LOSSAN BoardÕs current draft 
legislation only addresses local governance of the Pacific Surfliner service. 
 
Cost-effectiveness will be essential to the LOSSAN BoardÕs decision to pursue draft 
legislation.  Their analysis concludes that it is more cost-effective for a member agency of 
the LOSSAN Board to manage the Pacific Surfliner service than the current management 
by Caltrans Division of Rail.  They estimate that nearly $640,000 could be saved annually 
from the over $4.5 million estimated for current management of the Pacific Surfliners by 
Caltrans Division of Rail.10  The Board did analyze an alternative governance option 
where a new independent agency would manage the Pacific Surfliner service.  However 
they will most likely reject this alternative since they concluded it would cost over 
$700,000 more annually than the current management by Caltrans Division of Rail 
because this alternative lacks the economies of scale associated with sharing positions 
under the member agency alternative.   
 
The LOSSAN Board anticipates that once the legislation is passed and signed, the 
effective date will be January 1, 2013.  Once the legislation becomes law, the Managing 
Agency and Caltrans will begin formal work on the ITA.  The ITA would need to be 
negotiated with the State of California to transfer responsibility for the administrative 
management.  The ITA would also transfer the funding for operations and equivalent staff 
positions.  The LOSSAN Board estimates that the transfer of responsibilities and funding 
would be likely take up to a year to complete.11 
 
5. Implications for the San Joaquin Intercity Rail Service  

The overall goal of a local joint powers authority (JPA) would be to transform the existing 
San Joaquin intercity rail service from a State/Amtrak managed service to a service under 
local/regional authority that could be more responsive to local needs, issues, and wishes 
of the riders of the service.  In addition to more cost-effective operations, there are 
several other potential benefits to local authority management, including: 
 

¥ Ability to have a stronger local/regional voice in Sacramento and Washington D.C. 
to promote service improvements 

¥ Local decision-making that is more responsive and adaptive to passenger issues 
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¥ Improved coordination/collaboration on service changes and ability for public to 
comment on service changes 

¥ Joint marketing and partnerships with Local Member Agencies and taking 
advantage of local relationships with chamber of commerce, media outlets, etc. 

¥ More engagement by local communities to support the service 

Information from the CA State Rail Plan indicates very modest growth of the San 
Joaquins to include three additional trains through 2032.  As CCJPA and LOSSAN 
advocate strongly for scarce funding to expand and improve those services, the San 
Joaquins are likely to fall further and further behind without strong local and regional 
leadership and advocacy.  
 
6. Key Issues for a Central Valley Regional Governance Initiative for the San 

Joaquin Service  

Some of the key issues that need to be addressed before moving forward with a Central 
Valley Regional Governance Initiative (Initiative) are: consensus for regional governance, 
cost-effectiveness of regional governance, selecting Member Agencies and 
representation of the JPA, designating a Managing Agency, the role of the San Joaquin 
Valley Rail Committee, and how to move forward with necessary legislation.  These 
issues are briefly discussed below. 
 

a.) Consensus for Regional Governance 

The first issue for a potential Central Valley Regional Governance Initiative 
(Initiative) is whether the majority of the jurisdictions served by the San Joaquins 
rail service can reach consensus on forming a new JPA.  Based upon the CCJPA 
model, the Initiative would assume governance of the rail service, and potentially, 
the connecting bus service network.  This consensus must be developed through 
outreach to, and feedback from, the 11 counties along the rail service corridor.  
See Figure 1, which shows the San Joaquin rail service and the affected counties. 
 

b.) Making the Business Case for Cost Effectiveness 

Similar to the analysis of the LOSSAN effort, a detailed Business Case must 
demonstrate that the Initiative results in lower costs than the current Caltrans 
oversight.   The costs are currently being compiled, but an initial review indicates 
a more cost effective option if the Managing Agency role is assumed by one of the 
existing member agencies currently managing rail services.  This allows for an 
assignment of incremental costs to the Initiative, rather than the full costs of a 
dedicated agency.  
 

c.) Options for the JPA Member Agencies and Designation of a Managing Agency 

Upon consensus for pursuing the Initiative, the Member Agencies to the JPA will 
need to be defined.  For the CCJPA model, transit agencies are the Member 
Agencies.  For the Initiative, rail transit agencies and regional transportation 
planning agencies (RTPAs) from counties along the service corridor could be 
considered as potential Member Agencies.   
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A Managing Agency would need to be designated to serve at the policy direction 
of the JPA.  As indicated above, the designation of one of the Member Agencies 
to be the Managing Agency would be the most cost-effective alternative because 
it would result in incremental costs rather than the full cost of a new dedicated 
agency.   
 

d.) San Joaquin Valley Rail Committee 

The San Joaquin Valley Rail Committee (Committee) consists of representatives 
from each county served by the San Joaquin trains and key counties served by 
feeder buses.  Agency associate members of the committee represent Caltrans, 
Amtrak, CPUC, UP, BNSF, Metropolitan Transportation Commission, and the 
Southern California Association of Governments.  Section 14074.8 of the 
Government Code provides that the Committee Òmay confer with the Secretary of 
the Business, Transportation and Housing Agency (BTH) to coordinate intercity 
passenger rail service for the San Joaquin Corridor.Ó12  The Committee meets 
regularly, receives staff support from Catrans Division of Rail, and provides input 
to Caltrans Division of Rail on all significant matters related to the San Joaquin 
service. 
 
An Initiative would not require any change to the San Joaquin Valley Rail 
Committee.  The Managing Agency could take over the role of providing staff 
support for Committee meetings and the Committee could provide input to the 
San Joaquin JPA. 
 

e.) Enabling Legislation 

Since SB 457 included a deadline for interagency transfer agreements, mandating 
that the ITAs must be executed by December 31, 1996, new legislation will be 
required in order to enable regional governance of the San Joaquin intercity rail 
service.  A spot bill would need to be introduced by February 25th in order to 
preserve the opportunity to pass legislation for the Initiative this year.  If the 
LOSSAN Board introduces a bill or a spot bill, then another alternative would be to 
work in partnership to amend their legislation to include the San Joaquin service 
and support that legislation.   
 

7. Status of Central Valley Regional Governance Initiative Di scussions  

At the November 2011 meeting of the Central Valley Rail Working Group (CVRWG), staff 
discussed the LOSSAN BoardÕs efforts towards regional governance of the Pacific 
Surfliners, and asked the CVRWG if there might be similar interest in the Central Valley 
for regional governance of the San Joaquin service.  The CVRWG directed staff to move 
forward and set up a Subcommittee to work with other agencies to explore the concept of 
setting up a regional JPA and supporting legislation that would enable regional 
governance of the San Joaquin service.  The Subcommittee consists of: Andrew Chesley 
(Executive Director, SJCCOG), Jesse Brown (Executive Director, Merced COG), Vince 
Harris (Executive Director, StanCOG), Mike Wiley (Director, Sacramento RT), and Stacey 
Mortensen (Executive Director, SJRRC). 
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On December 16, 2001 the CVRWG Subcommittee met and discussed potential 
structures and processes for the potential Initiative and JPA.  The Subcommittee outlined 
the following very conceptual Structure for the Regional Governance Initiative to facilitate 
further discussion: 
 

"  Member Agencies to potentially include; Sacramento RT, San Joaquin Regional 
Rail Commission, BART (representing Alameda and Contra Costa Counties), 
StanCOG, Merced County Association of Governments, Madera Transportation 
Commission, and the appropriate RTPAs from the other counties 
 

"  Governing Board to include one elected official from each of the 11 agencies 
 

"  Managing Agency Options include; Sacramento RT, San Joaquin Regional Rail 
Commission, or a new agency staffing for the JPA 
 

The next steps recommended by the CVRWG Subcommittee are: 
 
1. Develop a White Paper to Describe the Purpose of the Regional Governance 

Initiative 
2. Present the White Paper and Solicit Feedback with the Valley RTPA DirectorÕs 

Committee 
3. Present the White Paper and Solicit Feedback with the Central Valley Policy Council 
4. Based Upon Valley Consensus, Present the White Paper and Solicit Feedback from 

BART and Others in Alameda and Contra Costa Counties 
 

%
%
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Source: Amtrak California 

FIGURE 2 
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