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On March 26, 2010, the San Joaquin Valley Policy Council met at the offices 

of the Fresno County Council of Government for a Development Workshop 

designed to determine the priority work plan and organizational structure for 

the Policy Council over the coming year, and to better define the relationship 

between the Policy Council and the San Joaquin Valley Partnership. This 

report summarizes discussions and decisions from the Workshop, and makes 

recommendations for next steps based on those decisions. In addition there 

are three appendices: a list of workshop attendees; a discussion of alternative 

structures for regional governance bodies; an excerpt from the San Joaquin 

Valley Partnership’s Strategic Action Proposal (2006); and an update on the 

status of the transportation goals from this plan. 

SUMMARY OF DEVELOPMENT WORKSHOP,  
OUTCOMES, AND RECOMMENDATIONS

SAN JOAQUIN VALLEY POLICY COUNCIL

Images above from Nelson\Nygaard, Flickr user mhall209 and  

Water Secrets Blog (http://watersecretsblog.com/archives/news/index.html)

License info: http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nd/2.0/deed.en
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PRIORITIES FOR THE  
SAN JOAQUIN VALLEY
Based on the interviews prior to the workshop, the 
priorities for the San Joaquin Valley broadly agreed on 
by the Policy Council are to:

•	Preserve agricultural land

•	Broaden the jobs base

•	Provide excellent education

•	Target future growth to developed areas

•	 Identify reliable water sources and build a robust 
water system (storage, conveyance, recycling)

•	 Improve transportation: widen key highways and 
provide alternate modes of travel 

•	Support high-speed, freight, and short-haul rail

Participants were asked to comment on these priori-
ties, and to add others they felt were missing. Several 
Policy Council members felt that the largest problem in 
the Valley is economic, characterized by the interrelat-
ed elements of poverty, low education levels, and un-
employment. It was suggested that the Policy Council 
should “hold the economic perspective” throughout the 
day’s discussion, viewing decisions with an eye toward 
creating jobs and reducing regulation that impedes 
businesses.

SUMMARY OF WORKSHOP 
Prior to the workshop, all members of the Policy Coun-
cil and all of the Executive Directors of the Councils of 
Government (COGs) for the eight participating Coun-
ties were interviewed for their views on the current 
state of the Valley, the highest priorities for the future, 
areas where they felt the Policy Council could be most 
effective, the structure of the Policy Council, and how it 
could best work with the Partnership. Views and ideas 
from these interviews were summarized and distrib-
uted to participants prior to the workshop, and helped 
provide a shared foundation from which to start the 
discussion. 

The workshop agenda consisted of a guided discus-
sion of the following four questions:

1. 	 What are the priorities for the San  
Joaquin Valley? 

2. 	 Based on those priorities, what should the work 
plan for the Policy Council be?

3. 	 What should the structure of the Policy Council 
be in order to best serve the  
work plan? 

4. 	 How can the Policy Council and Partnership 
best be organized to address this work pro-
gram? 

A total of 26 people including Policy Council members, 
COG directors, and members of related boards attend-
ed; a list of attendees can be found at the end of this 
report. The general process of the discussion was to 
address questions to the Policy Council members, and 
then to ask for comment from the COG directors. 
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WHERE SHOULD THE POLICY COUNCIL 
TAKE A LEADING ROLE?

A WORK PLAN FOR THE POLICY COUNCIL

In order to begin to narrow the focus of the Policy Council, 
members were then asked which of these priority areas they 
felt were appropriate for the Policy Council to take a leader-
ship role in addressing, and which might be better addressed 
by other bodies.

Members acknowledged that choosing an issue to lead is 
difficult because everything is, to some extent, interrelated. 
Legislation recently passed in California, Assembly Bill 32 
and Senate Bill 375, compels local planning agencies to 
make choices that reduce Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) and 
emphasize the interrelatedness of transportation and land use 
planning. These bills, dealing directly with the Policy Coun-
cil’s main areas of transportation and land use, surfaced as a 
primary focus for the Policy Council.

The group arrived at a firm consensus regarding both the 
Policy Council’s county-oriented roots and its ongoing State-
mandated responsibility: to oversee and coordinate regional 
transportation projects and policies. The group also agreed 
that recent state legislation (AB 32 and SB 375) mandates 
that the Policy Council consider land use (including preser-
vation of agricultural land) and housing in relationship to 
transportation. There was general agreement that the Policy 
Council should take a lead role in:

Transportation planning and funding	
Transportation planning and funding is the primary role of 
the COGs, so it is natural that they take a leading role in this 
at the regional level. The Policy Council currently serves the 
function of the Partnership’s Transportation Working Group. 
Members coalesced around the idea that transportation 
improvements build stronger counties and communities, and 
facilitate economic development.

Land use planning
Policy Council members felt that they could serve a lead role 
in setting the agenda for land use issues, including meeting 
housing requirements, preserving agricultural land, and fol-
lowing up with San Joaquin Valley Blueprint projects.

AB 32 and SB 375
Implementation of AB 32 and SB 375 is an integrated part 
of transportation and land use planning. The Council would 
take the lead in guiding compliance with and implementa-

tion of the Valley’s approach to AB 32/SB 375, including 
seeking adjustment of the requirements of these bills to 
better suit rural areas. One member succinctly summarized 
this expanded leadership role: There should be one body, the 
Policy Council, that addresses how the AB 32/SB 375 legisla-
tion will affect the Central Valley with regard to transporta-
tion, land use, and housing issues.

Advocacy for the Valley
A fundamental reason for the existence of the Policy Council 
is to advocate for the Valley at both the State and Federal 
level. Policy Council members see this as an area of success 
for the Policy Council and see their primary role as being the 
“Voice of the Valley.”

In other areas, there may be other bodies better suited to lead 
efforts for the Valley, while the Policy Council takes more 
of a coordination and advocacy role. Policy Council mem-
bers acknowledged that although water and air quality were 
certainly issues that fall within the Policy Council’s sphere of 
concern (encouraging healthy businesses and job creation), 
they were not within the group’s regulatory directive. They 
tentatively agreed that decisions regarding these complex 
issues should be left to the experts in those fields and boards 
whose sole job it is to manage these issues. 

WHERE SHOULD THE POLICY COUNCIL 
TAKE A SUPPORTING ROLE?
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Air Quality
Air quality measures in the Valley are managed by the 
California Air Resources Board (CARB) and the San Joa-
quin Valley Air Pollution Control District (APCD, or Air 
District). Since transportation represents a large source of air 
pollution, the Policy Council can coordinate with CARB and 
the APCD on transportation (and other) projects affecting 
air quality. It was suggested that the Policy Council could 
support the Air District (and future water boards) by lobby-
ing for increased State funding on its behalf.

Water
To create a comprehensive, integrated plan for water resourc-
es in the Valley, State legislators from the area initiated the 
development of the San Joaquin Valley Integrated Regional 
Water Management Plan (SJVIRWMP). At the request of 
this group, the California Water Institute at Fresno State 
(CWI) began coordination of an eight-county planning ef-
fort. With this focused regional planning ongoing, the Policy 
Council would not take the lead, but would coordinate and 
stay in communication with this body, with the goal of im-
proving water resources for the Valley, including establishing 
reliable sources, and building a reliable storage and distribu-
tion system.

Partnering for funding
Any projects which cross county lines will require coordi-
nated funding. The Policy Council can coordinate funding 
requests and seek funding for region-wide projects.

Sponsoring studies to guide implementation  
of projects
The gap between planning and implementation can be wide 
enough to prevent plans from becoming reality. Studies 
which explore implementation options and relative costs can 
provide clear direction to move projects forward.

In order to get more specific direction and clarity for the 
Policy Council work plan, each member of the Policy Coun-
cil and each COG director present was asked what he or she 
would like the Council to accomplish in the next 12 to 24 
months. Most of the answers fell under the broad categories 
the Policy Council previously identified as areas in which 
they would like to take a leading role; others addressed the 
workings and organization of the Council itself.

Transportation Planning & Funding
Transportation projects were focused on rail – freight and 
high-speed – and development of a region-wide transporta-
tion plan. The COGs supported the idea of developing a 
Valley-wide transportation plan, as it could be used as a tem-
plate for support in Sacramento and Washington, D.C. 

Specific actions suggested were:
•	 Develop an integrated Valley-wide transportation plan, 

from the Port of Oakland to the Grapevine
•	 Improve goods movement on the west side of the Valley
•	 Identify and secure funding to preserve rail corridors 

throughout the Valley
•	 Have high-speed rail “on the ground” in the Valley
•	 One member suggested that the Policy Council require 

each county in the Valley to contribute a percentage 
of its retirement funds to HSR from Stockton to the 
Grapevine

Beyond transportation funding, several Policy Council mem-
bers also addressed other funding sources:
•	 Find a way to put American Recovery and Reinvestment 

Act (Federal stimulus) funding into Community Devel-
opment Block Grant (CDBG) accounts

•	 Find funding for planning and implementation of infra-
structure projects to provide jobs

•	 Fund enterprise zones in the state budget

Land Use Planning
Specific land use projects addressed preservation of agricul-
tural land, and moving forward with plans already com-
pleted.
•	 Implement/expedite projects within the Blueprint
•	 Keep the Williamson Act in the State budget
•	 Have Sacramento exempt the Valley from CEQA regula-

tions

AB 32 and SB 375
This category garnered the greatest number of specific ac-
tions. Several highlighted the perceived inappropriateness of 
these bills when applied to rural areas. The COG directors 
were nearly unanimous in their call for additional meetings 
to directly discuss how or if to set state-mandated green-
house gas (GHG) emission targets for the whole Valley (or 
as individual counties). The directors also asked that the 
Policy Council seriously consider the policy decisions that go 
along with AB 32/SB 375 implementation and mitigation 
measures. In response, the Policy Council agreed that it was 
essential for future effectiveness that the COGs be forthright 
about the regulatory necessities of AB 32 and SB 375, and 
actively engage the Policy Council in these efforts. 

WHAT SPECIFICALLY DOES THE POLICY 
COUNCIL WANT TO ACCOMPLISH IN THE 
NEXT YEAR?
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In sum:
•	 Develop a plan for implementing AB 32 and SB 375 in 

the San Joaquin Valley. 
 
The plan should be cooperatively developed with the in-
put of the Partnership, the California Business, Transpor-
tation and Housing Agency (BT&H), CARB, and the 
Air District, and with the full involvement of the COGs.

•	 This coalition should work to reduce the negative im-
pacts of AB 32/SB 375.  
 
This would include amending AB 32 and SB 375 to 
better fit the rural context, and looking at rules and 
standards related to AB 32 and SB 375 as they affect the 
economy.

•	 Within six months, determine if and how the Council 
and the Valley will set GHG targets.

Communications & Organization
The COG Directors envisioned that in a year, communica-
tions between the Policy Council and the COGs would be 
greatly improved. Specifically, within 12 to 24 months:
•	 COGs should be receiving clear direction from the 

Policy Council on a more focused agenda

•	 COGs should be consulted with and informed by the 
Policy Council

•	 There should be more communication and coordina-
tion between the Policy Council and all related boards

Reflective of this, the Policy Council also envisioned that:
•	 By the end of this year, the Policy Council should be 

clear on its role and the supporting roles of the COGs; 
and this should be communicated to COGs and local 
jurisdictions

Advocacy for the Valley
Finally, several people suggested that the Policy Council 
continue advocacy work in Sacramento and Washing-
ton D.C., but in a more organized and efficient manner, 
strengthening its position as the Valley’s voice, particularly 
in transportation.

Image from Flickr user Omar Omar. License info http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/2.0/deed.en.
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ORGANIZATION STRUCTURE OF THE POLICY COUNCIL

This section of the meeting examined how members of the 
Policy Council felt about the organization of the group 
and what changes they may want to make to better fit the 
organizational structure to the work plan just outlined. The 
discussion started with areas of agreement distilled from the 
pre-meeting interviews. 

A few Policy Council members emphasized that they already 
have too much communication: their informational “critical 
mass” has been reached. Others agreed that narrowing the 
focus of the Policy Council would increase the chance of ac-
complishing something; therefore, the sheer amount of com-
munication should also narrow. So far, members noted, the 
Blueprint was the only topic of shared (local/Policy Council) 
communication. 

The Policy Council is in its infancy, but is moving in the 
right direction. Members like the consensus-building style 
and the equal voting power of every member, regardless of 
the population of their jurisdictions. Gaining consensus and 
then advocating these positions at the State and Federal level 
is an effective way for Counties to gain legislative attention 
and funding. However, the group acknowledged that there is 
a lack of effective communication between the Policy Coun-
cil and the Partnership, the COGs, and other related bod-
ies such as the Air District and San Joaquin Water District. 
Some members also expressed a sense of frustration with the 
pace of action, and wondered, “What do we really do?”

As a result of this discussion, it was suggested that the Coun-
cil might have an annual agenda-setting workshop to set the 
course for the following 12 to 24 months. This might include 
setting the calendar for meetings and subcommittee meetings 
(if needed). The resulting plan showing priorities and direc-
tion could then serve as the basis for direction to COGs for 
their focus for the coming year.

The group was asked: Is there another kind of organizational 
structure that would better serve to reach the stated goals? 
The idea of fundamentally changing the Policy Council 
structure was met with hesitation; some members highlighted 
that because the group was still only a few years old, it had 
yet to achieve stability. 

The Policy Council discussed three options for the future 
organization of the group. 
•	 A more efficient and improved version of the current 

model, deemed a “confederation of volunteers,” at least 
in the short term

•	 A stronger, Joint Powers Authority (JPA) form of organi-
zation such as the Association of Bay Area Governments 
(ABAG) or Southern California Association of Gov-
ernments (SCAG); it was not clear on whether such a 
“Super-COG” would supplant the County COGs or be 
in addition to them, leading to some concern about the 
dilution of local control 

•	 Some sort of functional hybrid, possibly serving to 
bridge the gap between the current model in the short 
term and a “Super-COG” in the long term

At the end of this discussion,  it was the consensus of the 
group to continue with the current organizational structure, 
while exploring other models. See Appendix B for a discus-
sion of different models of regional planning organizations.

Relationship of the COGs to the Council
As part of the discussion on organization and communica-
tion, the group explored the relationship of the COGs to 
the Policy Council. Procedurally, the COGs strongly sup-
ported the role of the Policy Council as the voice for the San 
Joaquin Valley. On a day-to-day organizational level, the 
COGs reiterated the need for members of the Policy Coun-
cil to share their positions with their COG directors before 
anything is written.

Currently COG executive staffs inform the Policy Council 
on technical issues; they handle front-line day-to-day issues 
at the County level. COG directors can bring issues to the 
COG Boards, which are then forwarded to the Policy Coun-
cil. With regard to policy and direction, COG directors need 
access to the Policy Council members to give input before 
the Policy Council makes decisions. Adequate and expedient 
timing is a major issue among COG directors, because more 
direct communication of Valley-wide policy decisions ensures 
that COG directors give and get information everyone needs 
for further decision making. 

Currently, there is a significant disconnect between the Policy 
Council and the COG boards; the Boards are not aware of 
the direction or activities of the Policy Council. Similarly, 
COG directors need the Policy Council to be more avail-
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able and responsive, especially for questions of Valley-wide 
policy. What is needed is a two-way system of communication 
and support so that COG directors can “sound the alert” on 
important issues, and can understand the policies and agendas 
set forth by the Policy Council. This would allow both bodies 
to act more quickly when needed.

On a practical level, the Policy Council should drive the re-
gional agenda, and should inform all of the COG directors of 
Policy Council meetings and the issues to be discussed, a well 
as decisions taken.

Further, the relationship between the Policy Council and 
the COGs should be strengthened: Both the Policy Council 
and the COG directors agreed that Policy Council members 
should be clear about where they want their staff (COG staff) 
to help. COGs can take action at the County level, and the 
COGs have adequate staffing; but they need more clear direc-
tion, a stronger voice, and a clear vision at the regional level 
from the Policy Council. 

This reinforced the idea of an annual workshop where the 
Policy Council would set its agenda and calendar for the com-
ing 12 to 24 months. With a clear agenda at the Council level 
and then communicated to the COGs, COG directors would 
have more clarity in short- and long-term areas of focus.

THE POLICY COUNCIL AND THE PARTNERSHIP: WORKING TOGETHER

Pete Weber, a public observer of the workshop, took a seat at 
the table for the discussion about the Policy Council’s current 
and future working relationship with the Partnership. Mr. 
Weber stated that the Partnership was beginning to work 
on an update to its Valley-wide policy document (Strategic 
Action Proposal 2006), and invited members of the Policy 
Council to contribute their expertise in transportation (and 
future applications in land use and housing) to this revision. 
A number of Policy Council members supported this idea, 
but also proposed that the Policy Council should have input 
into the water and air sections of the Partnership’s updated 
Blueprint. See Appendix C for the Transportation and Land 
Use sections of the 2005 Partnership report.

It was proposed that the Policy Council identify what exactly 
it does best, and what should be handled by the Partnership. 
Following this, COG executive directors should negotiate a 
Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) with the Partner-
ship to identify areas of focus for the two bodies to ensure no 
overlap or duplication of efforts. 

The Policy Council was mildly supportive of several near-
term steps to increase communication and integration with 
the Partnership. One Policy Council member suggested that 
at the next Policy Council meeting, the group should review 

the Partnership’s transportation goals to determine “where 
we’ve been, where we are and where we need to go.” 

Another Policy Council member supported the concept, 
but proposed that COG staff should prepare a report on the 
2005 Partnership transportation goals for Policy Council pe-
rusal. This report would address questions including: What is 
in the 2005 Partnership plan? What has been accomplished? 
What is in the update so far? What are staff recommenda-
tions for other items that should be in the update?

 Another proposal was to have the Policy Council reserve 
time at its quarterly meeting to hear what the Partnership is 
doing. Reports could be provided by one of their own mem-
bers who is also on the Partnership, or by another Partner-
ship member.

The representative from the Partnership agreed that the 
Partnership will inform the Council on issues being consid-
ered, and will send each participant the Partnership’s 2009 
Annual Report.  Finally, Mr. Weber noted that the Partner-
ship would like to see private representatives on the Policy 
Council.

Image from CA Air District: www.valleyair.org/general_info/aboutdist.htm
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RECOMMENDATIONS

In support of the desired outcomes identified at this 
workshop, the following specific actions are recom-
mended for implementation within six months of the 
Workshop.

•	Hold a full-day Policy Council retreat to determine 
specifically, within the areas of focus, what the 
Policy Council wants to accomplish in the next 12-
24 months.

•	Distribute the resulting work plan and agenda to the 
COG Directors and the Partnership. Work with the 
COG Directors to align County-level actions with the 
Policy Council work plan.

•	Calendar a year’s worth of Policy Council meetings, 
and distribute the calendar to all Council members 
and COG Directors, as well as the Partnership and 
other related boards. 

•	Establish an MOU with the Partnership clearly 
outlining the Policy Council’s role as the Transporta-
tion Working Group, as well as which areas each 
group will lead or support, and how the two groups 
will communicate with each other. As part of this, 
request that the Partnership send agendas of up-
coming meetings to all Policy Council members and 
COG directors. 

•	As part of each meeting, include an agenda item for 
an update on Partnership activities, to be delivered 
by Policy Council members who are also Partner-
ship members. If none are available, invite a Part-
nership member to attend the Policy Council meet-
ing in person or by phone for this purpose.

•	Determine if subcommittees would be an effective 
way to cover more ground between quarterly meet-
ings. Determine which of these meetings could be 
conference calls or web conferences rather than 
in-person meetings.

•	Research alternative structures for regional govern-
ments that would fit the Valley, and revisit the issue 
at next year’s annual agenda-setting meeting.

•	Direct COG Staff to prepare a report on the 2005 
Partnership transportation and land use goals, 
in order to update the Council on what has been 
planned and what has been accomplished.

•	Based on this review, provide input to the trans-
portation and land use sections of the upcoming 
Partnership Strategic Action Plan update.

SUMMARY OF OUTCOMES 
Policy Council members agreed that their main areas 
of focus are transportation, land use, Implementing AB 
32/SB 375, and advocating for the Valley at the State 
and Federal levels.

The Policy Council will take a supporting role –  
collaborating, communication, and cooperating – in 
the areas of air quality, water sourcing and distribution, 
partnering for funding for inter-county projects, and 
sponsoring studies to enable implementation of plans. 

Specific projects the Council would like to complete 
in the next 12 to 24 months are listed in more detail 
above; generally, these projects are in the areas of 
Valley-wide transportation, implementing Blueprint 
projects, preserving agricultural land through various 
means, and driving the agenda on implementation 
of AB 32/SB 375. In addition, the Council wants to 
become more efficient in its advocacy and more com-
municative with the COGs and other Boards related to 
valley-wide issues.

While the Policy Council was not ready to move to a 
new model immediately, members are open to finding 
an organizational structure that provides them more 
authority, clarity in their work plan, and better commu-
nication with other bodies.

The Council is the de facto Transportation Working 
Group for the San Joaquin Valley Partnership. Mem-
bers would like to have more input into Partnership 
plans, and be more informed about the Partnership’s 
future directions and agenda.
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APPENDIX A: WORKSHOP ATTENDEES

Following is a list of people who attended the workshop on March 26, 2010.

County First Last Title Organization

Fresno Barbara Steck Deputy Executive Director Fresno COG
Fresno Judy Case Supervisor, District 4 County of Fresno
Kern Cheryl Wegman Alt City of Wasco
Kern Sam Ramirez Councilmember City of Delano
Kern Ronald Brummett Executive Director Kern Council of Governments 
Kern Michael Rubio Supervisor County of Kern
Kings Sid Craighead Councilmember City of Avenal
Kings Terri King Executive Director Kings Co. Association of Governments 
Madera Steve Mindt Councilmember City of Madera
Madera Patricia Taylor Executive Director Madera Co. Transportation Commission
Merced Bill Spriggs Mayor City of Merced
Merced Marjie Kirn Deputy Executive Director Merced County Association of Governments
Merced Jesse Brown Executive Director Merced County Association of Governments 
Merced Mike Nelson Supervisor/District 3 County of Merced
San Joaquin Andy Chesley Executive Director San Joaquin Council of Governments 
San Joaquin Rudy Dhaliwal Mayor City of San Joaquin
San Joaquin Ann Johnston Mayor City of Stockton
San Joaquin Chuck Winn Mayor (Alt ) City of Ripon
Stanislaus Vince Harris Executive Director Stanislaus Council of Governments
Stanislaus Jeff Grover Supervisor County of Stanislaus 
Tulare Paul Boyer Councilmember City of Farmersville
Tulare Ted Smalley Executive Director Tulare County Association of Governments 

In addition, these people also attended:

San Joaquin Valley Partnership - Pete Weber, Stacie Dabbs 
Caltrans - John Gedney 
San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District - Tom Jordan
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OVERVIEW AND BACKGROUND

The San Joaquin Valley is one of California’s largest and fast-
est growing regions. It covers eight counties: San Joaquin, 
Stanislaus, Merced, Madera, Fresno, Kings, Tulare, and Kern. 
Each of these counties is represented by a council of govern-
ments (COG), which in the case of San Joaquin Valley, also 
serve as the federal metropolitan planning organizations 
(MPOs) and Regional Transportation Planning Agencies 
(RTPAs). Given the breadth and depth of challenges facing 
the San Joaquin Valley, and the limited availability of local, 
state, and federal resources, regional collaboration is essential 
to improving quality of life for Valley residents. 

In 2006, the eight COGs came together to create the San 
Joaquin Valley Regional Policy Council (Policy Council), 
a regional advisory body that provides guidance on inter-
regional policy issues, seeks to build regional consensus, 
represents the San Joaquin Valley at public forums, and 
advocates on behalf of the San Joaquin Valley at the state and 
federal levels. The Policy Council is made up of two repre-
sentatives, one county supervisor and one elected city official, 
from each of the eight COGs in the San Joaquin Valley. The 
Policy Council has no regulatory authority, but its major 
activities have included participation in the development of 
the San Joaquin Valley Blueprint and “Valley Voice” lobby-
ing trips to Sacramento and Washington D.C. Thus far the 
Policy Council has largely relied on existing agency staff for 
financing, data, and policy expertise. As the Policy Council 
has grown in visibility, and seeks to become more effective 
in representing the interests of the San Joaquin region, its 
members have begun to explore potential structural and 
operational changes. 

This memo seeks to inform those potential changes by high-
lighting case studies of existing regional and inter-govern-
mental partnerships, with a focus on regional transportation 
planning entities. It is important to recognize, however, that 
the San Joaquin Valley is a unique region with its immense 
geographic scope, largely rural and agricultural character, and 
diversity of economic, social, and transportation challenges. 
The Policy Council should be cognizant of this and be careful 
when applying other organizational models to the San Joaquin 
region. In other words, there is likely not a “perfect” organi-
zational case study for the San Joaquin Valley. Rather than 
attempt to offer an “ideal” model, this memo presents a simpli-
fied spectrum1 of regional planning and advisory bodies from 
which the Policy Council can potentially appropriate specific 
structural and governance elements. The memo presents three 
case studies organized into three general categories:

1   Adapted from: Benjamin G. Hitchings (1998). “A Typology of Regional Growth 
Management Systems,” The Regionalist. Volume 3, Numbers 1/2. Accessed at www.
narc.org. 

•	 “Enhanced” coordination agency: Consensus-building 
entity that seeks to unify a region’s collective resources, 
but with a limited implementation role. 

•	 “Super” COG/MPO: Multi-county COG/MPO that 
administers/monitors regional plan(s) developed in 
conjunction with local jurisdictions, provides a forum for 
regional collaboration, obtains and allocates resources, 
and provides information. 

•	 “Authoritative” agency: Regional body that has statutory 
authority to develop regional plan(s) and oversee imple-
mentation. 

ENHANCED COORDINATION AGENCY

How might this case study be applicable to the 
Policy Council?
The Policy Council is currently a volunteer advisory body 
with limited authority and resources. One option for restruc-
turing the Policy Council would be to formalize its cur-
rent coordination and advocacy activities, but also enhance 
them with dedicated staffing resources that could offer 
additional technical and regional planning assistance to the 
eight COGs. This type of regional body would likely not be 
a dramatic overall, but the degree to which such a regional 
body is formalized (i.e. integrated within existing planning 
structures) would depend on the ultimate objectives of the 
Policy Council. 

The case study below highlights the King County Subarea 
Transportation Boards in Washington’s King County. While 
the greater Seattle region differs dramatically for the San Joa-
quin Valley, this case study does offer some ideas about how 
the Policy Council might:
•	 Formalize its advocacy and collaboration efforts
•	 Enhance it resources
•	 Organize its Board structure to increase participation 

from other regional agencies and coalitions
•	 Develop an annual work program
•	 Use annual dues to secure commitment and resources 

from member agencies

Case Study #1: King County Subarea  
Transportation Boards

What is it?

The King County Subarea Transportation Boards are advi-
sory organizations of government leaders designed to address 
transportation issues affecting communities located in King 
County. There are three such transportation boards, each 
covering a different geographic subarea of King County:

APPENDIX B:  REGIONAL GOVERNMENTS – CASE STUDIES
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•	 Eastside Transportation Partnership (ETP)
•	 South County Area Transportation Board (SCATBd)
•	 Seashore Transportation Forum (SeaShore)

The three boards were formed in the late 1980s and early 
1990s by Interlocal Agreements in an effort to coordinate 
transportation planning in King County. The primary mis-
sion of each board is to “provide forums for sharing informa-
tion and building consensus to solve common transporta-
tion problems.” Over the years, however, each board has 
undertaken more specific planning efforts, such as a regional 
transportation study by the ETP, development of the south 
county elements of the Regional Transit Authority’s (RTA) 
“Sound Move” plan by SCATBd, and the development of the 
King County Metro Transit Six Year Plan by SeaShore. 

Who is represented?

The three boards are housed in the transportation depart-
ment of King County in Washington, but its members 
include elected officials from King and Snohomish Counties 
and local municipalities. The elected officials, in addition to 
a representative to the Washington State DOT, make up the 
voting members of the three boards. The boards also include 
non-voting members from several coalitions, as well as other 
transportation and government agencies, including: the 
Transportation Improvement Board, Puget Sound Regional 
Council (the region’s COG/MPO), Sound Transit, State 
Transportation Commission, Eastside Transportation Asso-
ciation, Eastside Transportation Choices Coalition, SeaTac, 
and the Port of Seattle. Each member agency or jurisdic-
tion must contribute nominal annual dues ($100 per voting 
member). These dues are largely seen as a symbolic commit-
ment to the boards.2 Each board meets once a month. 

What are the primary responsibilities and programs?

The majority of the boards’ current activities are focused on 
regional coordination, information sharing, education of 
elected officials, agency and project monitoring of implemen-
tation, and advocacy for King County transportation priori-
ties. Each board develops an annual work program which 
guides its activities and resource allocation. For example, the 
ETP 2008 Work Program covered four major programs:
•	 Implementation: Monitor implementation of transit, 

freeway, and bridge projects 
•	 Planning: Update ETP plan and priorities, provide input 

on Metropolitan Transportation Plan and State Trans-
portation Plan, and monitor WSDOT, Port, PSRC and 
Transportation Commission activities

•	 Funding: Identify priority projects and programs for 
funding opportunities, provide input to 2009 federal 
reauthorization, monitor transportation pricing issues, 
and identify local transportation needs

2   Phone interview with Sally Marks, Office of Regional Transportation planning. April 
5, 2010.

•	 Education/Advocacy: Provide input during the state 
legislative session, monitor Governor’s Climate Change 
Action Team, coordinate with other subareas, and advo-
cate for projects or programs that advance approaches of 
transportation pricing

Advocacy is one of the primary activities of all the boards, 
but there is no formal “lobbying” program. Instead, the 
boards will often arrange ad hoc meetings between board 
members and legislators. Other advocacy activities have 
included a legislator breakfast and presentations by board 
members to key regional transportation committees.

What is the Board structure?

Each elected official representing a city or county has one 
vote, and the Washington State Department of Transporta-
tion has one vote. All other members are non-voting mem-
bers.

What is the Committee structure?

The three boards do not have standing committees, but a 
number of ad hoc committees have been created over the 
years to address major issues. For example, ad hoc com-
mittees have been created to develop the annual legislative 
program or to develop a set of recommendations to regional 
and local transit service providers. 

What are the staffing levels?

The King County Subarea Transportation Boards are staffed 
by King County Department of Transportation. King 
County has recognized the value of the advisory boards in 
enhancing regional collaboration, informing local elected 
officials, and advocating for regional priorities3. As a result, 
the boards have one full-time staff member to coordinate 
and manage the boards’ activities. In addition, each member 
jurisdiction must provide staff on a bi-weekly basis for the 
purposes of developing board agendas and addressing board 
technical needs. 

Additional Information

www.kingcounty.gov/transportation

SUPER COG/MPO

How might this case study be applicable to the 
Policy Council?
The Policy Council represents an enormous eight county 
region in the San Joaquin Valley with a wide range of issues 
and resources. The Policy Council is currently debating how 
to effectively manage regional planning efforts, while ensur-
ing that the San Joaquin Valley secures its share of financial 
resources and allocates them efficiently. Several other large 
regions in California have faced similar organizational chal-
lenges for their government agencies and responded by creat-
3  Phone interview with Sally Marks, Office of Regional Transportation planning. April 
5, 2010. 
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ing COGs/MPOs that cover multiple counties.

The case study outlined below is defined by a major met-
ropolitan region with different transportation needs and 
priorities from the Policy Council. Furthermore, this region 
is defined by a major metropolitan center, while the San 
Joaquin valley is not. It is also important to note that the 
SACOG case study is one in which the “super” COG serves 
as the COG for all of its member counties. In other words, 
county-level COGs do not exist in the Sacramento region, as 
is the current case in San Joaquin. On the other hand, Placer 
and Sutter counties have retained some level of autonomy 
because they remain as the RTPAs for their respective coun-
ties. Whether this model is applicable to San Joaquin would 
require additional study. Despite all these differences, the case 
study can inform the Policy Council’s decision to potentially 
form a “super” COG/MPO and offers an example of how the 
Council might: 
•	 Provide a variety of technical assistance services to its 

member agencies
•	 Develop a weighted voting structure
•	 Create a structure for advisory committees that involve 

citizen participation
•	 Develop a formal legislative program
•	 Coordinate with other non-transportation regional bod-

ies, such as the air quality board
•	 Integrate other public agencies into the decision-making 

process
•	 Provide staff support

Case Study #2: Sacramento Area Council of Gov-
ernments (SACOG)

What is it?

The Sacramento Area Council of Governments (SACOG) is 
an association of Sacramento region county and local govern-
ments. SACOG provides the region’s transportation planning 
and funding, as well as managing the distribution of afford-
able housing. SACOG also serves as a forum for the study 
and resolution of regional issues.

Who is represented?

Members of SACOG include the six Sacramento region 
counties (Yolo, Sacramento, Sutter, Yuba, El Dorado, and 
Placer) and 22 cities within the region. 

What are the primary responsibilities and programs?

SACOG serves as the COG, MPO, and RTPA4 for the six-
county region. As COG, its responsibilities include regional 
forecasting and monitoring, management of the Regional 
Housing Needs Assessment (RHNA), and the development 
and implementation of regional planning efforts, such as the 

4   El Dorado County Transportation Commission (EDCTC) and the Placer County 
Transportation Planning Agency (PCTPA) serve as the RTPAs for these counties.

2004 Sacramento Regional Blueprint. As the MPO, SACOG 
is responsible for managing transportation planning and al-
location of federal transportation dollars. SACOG’s primary 
RTPA responsibilities are to adopt a regional transportation 
plan and to prepare and adopt a regional transportation 
improvement program.

In addition to its traditional duties, SACOG has several ad-
ditional planning initiatives:
•	 Airport Land Use Planning
•	 Bicycle and Pedestrian Planning
•	 Development of a Form-Based Code Handbook
•	 Intelligent Transportation Systems

Furthermore, SACOG provides substantial resources and 
technical assistance to its member agencies, including:
•	 Legislative Team, which tracks legislation and helps 

SACOG implement its annual Advocacy Principles for 
both the state and federal levels. 

•	 Complete Streets Implementation
–– Complete Streets Coalition, which coordinates out-

reach and education activities to bring regional focus 
to completing the streets.

–– Web-based Walkability Audit 
–– Online bicycle trip planner
–– Online resources and presentations

•	 Sacramento Emergency Clean Air & Transportation 
(SECAT) Program: Partnership between the Sacra-
mento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District 
(SMAQMD) and SACOG, which is designed to reduce 
harmful emissions from on-road heavy-duty vehicles 
operating in the region.

•	 Mapping Center, which coordinates regional mapping 
services, provides a GIS Clearing House, and GIS Coop-
erative

•	 SACOG Information Center
–– Fact Sheets
–– Population and Housing Estimates
–– Census Data

•	 SacRegion511
•	 I-PLACE3S: Software tool that provides a web-based 

platform from which to communicate ideas, store data, 
and analyze potential planning outcomes. 

•	 Civic Engagement
–– Staffing technical assistance
–– Direct grants for local planning efforts
–– Educational materials: Educational Videos and Pow-

erpoint Presentations; Photo Simulations; Planning 
and Transportation Improvement Photo Database; 
Visual Simulation (3D) Planning

•	 Publication Center
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What is the Board structure?

The SACOG Board of Directors is made up of 31 vot-
ing members, 1 ex-officio member from the local Caltrans 
district, and the SACOG Executive Director. Each member 
county is entitled to 1 Board Member, except Sacramento 
County which has 3, who must be a County Supervisor. 
Each member city is entitled to 1 Board Member, except the 
City of Sacramento which has 2, who must either be a mayor 
or city councilmember. 

SACOG voting is weighted. In order for an action to be 
taken by the Board it requires an affirmative vote in each of 
three categories:
•	 Population: Each Director’s vote is counted as the total 

population of the appointing agency. Because Sacra-
mento City and County have multiple Board members, 
the population total is divided equally among the voting 
members. 

•	 Member Cities: Each Board Member gets one vote, ex-
cept Sacramento Board Members which get two. For an 
action to pass there must be a majority of support. 

•	 Member Counties: Each Board Member gets one vote, 
except Sacramento Board Members which get three. For 
an action to pass there must be a majority of support. 

What is the Committee structure?

SACOG has three types of committees, which help to shape 
SACOG’s planning and policy efforts, as well as help inform 
Board decisions. 
•	 Board Committees: Transportation, Land Use and 

Housing, Climate, Government and Public Affairs, and 
Strategic Planning

•	 Advisory Committees: SACOG advisory committees are 
used as a means of obtaining advice from citizens, key 
interest groups in the community, and partner planning 
agencies. Typical representation includes representatives 
of citizens’ advocacy groups, the private sector, major 
colleges and universities, transportation management 
professionals, and private citizens.

–– Airport Planning
–– Bicycle and Pedestrian
–– 5310 Regional Evaluation
–– Goods Movement
–– Planning Directors
–– Public Participation
–– Regional Planning
–– SACMET Travel Demand Model
–– Sacramento Emergency Clean Air and Transporta-

tion (SECAT) Air Quality Policy and Technical 

6/16/2009          SACOG FUNCTIONAL ORGANIZATION STRUCTURE* 
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Figure 1. SACOG Organizational Chart
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–– Social Service Transportation
–– Transit Coordinating
–– TDM 

•	 Ad Hoc Committees: ADA Compliance, Community 
Design Grant Review, and Sacramento Region Intelli-
gent Transportation Systems Partnership

What are the staffing levels?

SACOG has an Executive Director and several program 
directors. Overall staffing level is around 50 people divided 
among finance, research and analysis, planning, external 
affairs and member services, capital projects, and administra-
tion. See the organizational chart below for more informa-
tion. 

Additional Information

www.sacog.org

AUTHORITATIVE AGENCY

How might this case study be applicable to the 
Policy Council?
The case study below is of Portland Metro, an admittedly 
unique regional governance structure in which an elected 
regional body has local land use control and provides specific 
services outside the realm of transportation. While such an 
“authoritative” structure is likely beyond the scope of the 
Policy Council’s ambitions, the Portland Metro case does 
offer perhaps the best example of how a single body can af-
fect regional control over land use and transportation. Once 
again, there are elements of Metro which the Policy Council 
might seek to study further, such as:
•	 A governing council organized by district, not county
•	 Committee structure and citizen involvement process
•	 Development of a data resource center for member agen-

cies and the public at large

Case Study #3: Portland Metro

What is it?

Metro is the only directed elected regional body in the 
United States. Metro began its operation in 1979 and serves 
as the MPO for the greater Portland metropolitan region. 
Unlike most MPOs and regional transportation planning 
agencies, Metro has direct land use regulatory control. 

Who is represented? 

Metro represents the Clackamas, Multnomah and Washing-
ton counties plus the 25 cities in the Portland metropolitan 
region. 

What are the primary responsibilities and programs?

Metro primary responsibility is land use and transportation 
planning for the region. Metro has develops the key regional 
plans, including the Regional Urban Growth Goals and Ob-
jectives, 2040 Growth Concept, The Future Vision, Regional 
Framework Plan, and Regional Transportation Plan. Metro 
also plays a significant role in managing the region’s natural 
resources and providing regional services, such as: 
•	 solid waste disposal system 
•	 operation of regional facilities 
•	 acquisition and management of a system of parks and 

open spaces 
•	 planning and response coordination for natural disasters 
•	 managing sustainability initiatives
•	 Data Resource Center

Metro has also been given the authority to raise funds 
through voter-approved revenue sources such as a property 
tax, sales tax, or income tax. Metro’s fiscal duties also include 
pass-through grantmaker, not only managing the flow of all 
transportation planning funds, but also redistributing dollars 
collected from local bond measures and managing smaller 
grant programs. 

What is the Board structure?

Metro is governed by a region-wide Council president and 
six Councilors who are elected by district every four years in 
nonpartisan races. The president presides over the council, 
sets its policy agenda and appoints all members of Metro 
committees, commissions and boards. The Councilors repre-
sent distinct sub-regions and local municipalities, but strive 
to focus on issues that cross district boundaries and build re-
gional solutions. The Council is also responsible for develop-
ing long range regional plans and approving regional funding 
measures. Portland Metro also has an elected Auditor, whose 
role is to conduct performance audits. 

What is the Committee structure?

Metro has a number of committees that are crucial in helping 
to guide policy decisions and planning efforts. They are also a 
primary mechanism by which Metro solicits input from citi-
zens and community groups. The size of each committee and 
citizen representation varies by the type and purpose of each 
committee. Many committees also have sub-committees. 
Outlined below is a summary5:
•	 Metro Policy Advisory Committee: 28-member charter-

mandated committee of local government representatives 
and citizens who consult on policy issues, especially those 
related to services provided by local governments. Three 
citizen members.

5  From Portland Metro website: http://www.oregonmetro.gov/index.cfm/go/by.web/
id=311
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•	 Metro Technical Advisory Committee: 37-member com-
mittee of planners, citizens and business representatives 
that provide detailed technical support to MPAC. Three 
citizen members. 

•	 Joint Policy Advisory Committee on Transportation: 
JPACT is a 17-member committee that provides a forum 
of elected officials and representatives of agencies in-
volved in transportation needs in the region. 

•	 Transportation Policy Alternatives Committee: TPAC is 
a technical committee that supports JPACT with input 
on transportation planning priorities and financing alter-
natives. Six citizen members. 

•	 Regional Travel Options Subcommittee: Subcommittee 
of TPAC that makes recommendations about planning, 
funding and implementation of the regional travel op-
tions program. Four citizen members.

•	 High Capacity Transit Subcommittee: The subcommit-
tee is charged with reviewing public input and techni-
cal analysis to provide guidance and consensus-based 
recommendations that reflect the interests and priorities 
of local jurisdictions through the High Capacity Transit 
System Plan process.

•	 Metro Committee for Citizen Involvement: MCCI is a 
20-member citizen committee assisting in the develop-

ment, implementation and evaluation of Metro’s citizen 
involvement activities. All members are citizens.

•	 Natural Areas Program Performance Oversight  
Committee

•	 Metro Solid Waste Advisory Committee: 
•	 Smith and Bybee Wetlands Management Committee
•	 Reserves Steering Committee

What are the staffing levels?

Given the number of planning program and service activi-
ties, it is not surprising that Metro has a large staff to support 
its work. The Council appoints a chief operating officer who 
oversees a workforce of more than 1,600 employees. See the 
chart below for more information. 

Additional Information

www.oregonmetro.gov 
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Figure 2. Portland Metro Organization Chart
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SUMMARY OF CASE STUDIES

This memo provides three case studies of regional bod-
ies, with varying degrees of responsibilities, authority, and 
resources. There are hundreds of other regional bodies across 
the country which might be applicable to the Policy Coun-
cil, but these were chosen because they offer a range of ideas 
from which the Policy Council can draw from as it moves 
forward with deciding its future role in the region. These 
agencies are not a perfect fit, but they showcase what is pos-
sible and highlight certain elements that might enhance the 
Policy Council’s ability to coordinate the eight COGs and 
advocate on their behalf.

Finally, for additional information on regional governance 
as it pertains to COGs/MPOs, please refer to the following 
organizations and websites:
•	 National Association of Regional Councils (NARC) 

serves as the “national voice for regionalism by advocat-
ing for regional cooperation as the most effective way to 
address a variety of community planning and develop-
ment opportunities and issues. NARC’s member organi-
zations are composed of multiple local governments that 
work together to serve American communities - large 
and small, urban and rural.” www.narc.org 

•	 Association of Metropolitan Planning Organizations 
(AMPO) is a “nonprofit, membership organization 
established in 1994 to serve the needs and interests of 
MPOs nationwide.” www.ampo.org

•	 The Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) is the 
COG for the nine county Bay Area. It also lists all of the 
MPOs/COGs in the country. www.abag.ca.gov

•	 A statewide map of California MPOs and RTPAs can 
be found at the web site for Caltrans’ Office of Regional 
and Interagency Planning: http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/
tpp/offices/orip/.
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APPENDIX C:  SAN JOAQUIN VALLEY PARTNERSHIP

42 California Partnership for the San Joaquin Valley STRATEGIC ACTION PROPOSAL

Immediate Actions
(First Year)

Short-Term Actions
(2-3 Years)

Intermediate Actions
(4-6 Years)

Long-Term Actions
(7-10 Years)

Responsible
Implementer

Transportation

Mission 
Build innovative transportation systems to increase travel choices and improve mobility, regional
and state goods movement, air quality, and economic prosperity. 

Indicators: Increase in mobility (through-put and velocity). Increase in quality rating of roadway conditions. Decrease in vehicle hours of delay.
Increase in transit availability. Increase in goods movement productivity. Increase in safety. Increase in transit availability and alternative mode trips.
Decrease in percentage of single-occupant-vehicle trips. Increase in investments in Highway 99 corridor consistent with the Enhancement Master
Plan and Business Plan Elements, including improvements to roadside rest stops consistent with GreenStop© concept. Increase in deployment of
intelligent transportation systems (ITS) technology.

Goal 1: Implement a universally-accepted Route 99 Corridor Master Plan (Enhancement and Business Plan Elements)
for the 274-mile section within the San Joaquin Valley as a leading economic development strategy. 

Objective A: Improve Highway 99 to freeway standards to increase safety.

Objective B: Increase Highway 99 capacity which will result in improved mobility and reduced congestion, while
protecting environmental resources and fostering economic vitality.

Objective C: Create a San Joaquin Valley Route 99 Corridor identity.

Immediate Actions
(First Year)

Short-Term Actions
(2-3 Years)

Intermediate Actions
(4-6 Years)

Long-Term Actions
(7-10 Years)

Responsible
Implementer

Memorialize support of the
Master Plan (including
Enhancement Master Plan
and Business Plan Elements)
through resolutions from local
governments. Work with
Councils of Government
(COGs) and California Trans-
portation Commission (CTC)
to prioritize investments for
safety improvements from
State Transportation Improve-
ment Plan (STIP) and Gener-
al Obligation Bond funds. 

Begin construction of safety
improvement projects.
Secure appropriate comple-
mentary investments from
local self-help measures.
Identify other prospective
funding sources. Integrate
plans into the Regional Blue-
print Plan process. Report
results in the Annual
Progress Reports and at
Annual Summits.

Continue construction of
safety improvement projects.
Secure additional funds to
complete safety improve-
ments. Report results in the
Annual Progress Reports and
at Annual Summits.

Produce a State of the Corri-
dor report to assess progress
and update Master Plan as
needed. Secure requisite
remaining funding. Com-
plete construction of safety
improvements consistent
with the Master Plan. Report
results in the Annual
Progress Reports and at
Annual Summits.

Department of Transporta-
tion, including Districts 6
and 10 (Caltrans), CTC,
COGs, U.S. Department of
Transportation Federal High-
way Administration
(FHWA), Local Govern-
ments, Highway 99 Task
Force

Memorialize support of the
Master Plan as above. Work
with CTC, Caltrans and
COGs to prioritize and
sequence capacity improve-
ments. Monitor interstate
designation negotiations to
ensure consistency with pol-
icy of COGs and State.

Begin construction of priority
capacity improvement projects.
Explore innovative funding and
financing approaches to identi-
fy requisite funding to com-
plete the Master Plan and pre-
pare a report and recommend-
ed actions. Report results in the
Annual Progress Reports and at
Annual Summits.

Continue construction of
capacity improvement proj-
ects. Secure additional funds
to complete capacity
improvements. Report
results in the Annual
Progress Reports and at
Annual Summits.

Produce a State of the Corridor
report to assess progress and
update Master Plan as needed.
Secure requisite remaining
funding. Complete construc-
tion of capacity improvements
consistent with the Master
Plan. Report results in the
Annual Progress Reports and
at Annual Summits.

Caltrans, CTC, COGs,
FHWA, Local Govern-
ments, Highway 99 Task
Force

Memorialize support of the
Master Plan as above. Work
with CTC, Caltrans and
COGs to integrate the Master
Plan Enhancement Element
into safety and capacity proj-
ects. Begin development of
the Highway 99 identity
components, including
branding logos, signage, rest
stops, landscaping, communi-
ty gateways and soundwalls.

Begin implementation and
construction of identity
components of the
Enhancement Element,
including branding of High-
way 99 with signage and
improvement of a rest stop
to prototype the 
GreenStop© concept. 

Inventory enhancements
completed and planned.
Identify additional opportu-
nities to improve corridor
identity and establish “best
practice” library.

Complete implementation
and construction of identify
components of the
Enhancement Element.
Report results in the Annual
Progress Reports and at
Annual Summits.

Caltrans, CTC, COGs,
FHWA, Local Govern-
ments, Highway 99 Task
Force

STRATEGIC ACTION PROPOSAL, OCTOBER 2006

Following are excerpts from the Partnership Strategic Action Proposal covering goals, objectives, and actions in two areas: Trans-
portation; and Land Use, Agriculture, and Housing.

The full report can be found at http://www.sjvpartnership.org/uploaded_files/fck/Partnership_SAP.pdf 
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STRATEGIC ACTION PROPOSAL California Partnership for the San Joaquin Valley 43

Immediate Actions
(First Year)

Short-Term Actions
(2-3 Years)

Intermediate Actions
(4-6 Years)

Long-Term Actions
(7-10 Years)

Responsible
Implementer

Objective D: Build an ongoing coalition of civic leaders to support improvements to the Highway 99 corridor.

Goal 2: Improve safety and capacity of vital east-west corridors.

Objective A: Support construction of projects to improve safety and capacity of vital east-west corridors.

Objective B: Incorporate plans for improving east-west corridors into Regional Blueprint Plan.

Goal 3: Improve goods movement within the region to increase economic vitality, traffic safety, and mobility.

Objective A: Increase benefits to the San Joaquin Valley from goods movement through a “goods movement
enhancement system” specific to the region.

Continue working sessions
focused on Enhancement
Master Plan Element and
Business Plan Element
implementation. Initiate
convening and work of the
Highway 99 Master Plan
Advisory Committee under
development by Caltrans
Districts 6 and 10. Monitor
interstate negotiations.

Using Route 99 Improvement
Guide, GVC, May 2004,
engage and educate local
elected officials and staff in
the benefits of corridor-adja-
cent land use policies, view-
shed enhancement, and other
enhancements. Continue to
monitor interstate negotia-
tions facilitating consensus
and consent as appropriate. 

Inventory enhancements
completed and planned.
Identify additional opportu-
nities to improve corridor
identity and establish “best
practice” library.

Expand efforts to other corri-
dors, as appropriate.

Caltrans, CTC, COGs,
FHWA, Local Governments,
Highway 99 Task Force

Organize and convene a work
group within the Regional
Blueprint Plan process to
identify and prioritize projects
to improve safety and capacity
of vital east-west corridors.
Prepare a report and recom-
mend actions.

Prepare a region-wide plan for
improving safety and capacity
of vital east-west corridors.
Develop a funding and
financing plan. Begin con-
struction of critical projects.

Identify and secure funding.
Being construction of priority
projects.

Continue construction of pri-
ority projects. Evaluate results
and determine longer-term
actions.

COGs, Caltrans, CTC, Local
Governments

Complete above action. Determine the appropriate
land use patterns associated
with the improved safety and
capacity. Incorporate the prior-
ity east-west corridor projects
into the Regional Blueprint
Plan, Regional Transportation
Improvement Plans, and
county and city general plans.

Continue to evaluate impact
of project improvements on
expected outcomes of the
Regional Blueprint Plan.

Incorporate longer-term
actions into Regional Blue-
print Plan.

COGs, Caltrans, CTC,
Local Governments

Identify stakeholders to partic-
ipate with Business, Trans-
portation and Housing
Agency (BTH) and California
Environmental Protection
Agency (Cal/EPA) in develop-
ing regional goods movement
plan specific to the San
Joaquin Valley to be integrat-
ed into the overall state Goods
Movement Action Plan.

Complete the San Joaquin
Valley Goods Movement
Action Plan. The plan should
address all relevant modes of
goods movement including,
but not limited to, truck, rail,
and air.

Develop a business plan that
identifies projects and fund-
ing strategies necessary to
implement the San Joaquin
Valley Goods Movement
Action Plan. Identify and
secure funding and/or
investors.

Implement the San Joaquin
Valley Goods Movement
Action Plan. 

BTH, Cal/EPA, Caltrans,
CTC, FHWA, San Joaquin
Valley Air Pollution Control
District, Stakeholders
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Immediate Actions
(First Year)

Short-Term Actions
(2-3 Years)

Intermediate Actions
(4-6 Years)

Long-Term Actions
(7-10 Years)

Responsible
Implementer

Goal 4: Enhance goods movement capacity while increasing safety, decreasing congestion, improving air quality,
and promoting economic development.

Objective A: Accommodate current and future goods movement needs while improving air quality and economic prosperity.

Goal 5: Develop a sustainable region-wide transit system.

Objective A: Implement a comprehensive and efficient alternative transportation system for intra-regional and inter-
regional passenger trips.

Goal 6: Transform roadside rest stops into user-friendly amenities that benefit the overall region and host communities. 

Objective A: Improve roadside rest stops amenities and facilities to benefit user safety, facilitate tourism, and educate
users about the environment and local communities.

Goal 7: Improve mobility through more efficient land use patterns that will reduce single-occupant trip generation
and support use of alternative modes.

Objective A: Encourage the Regional Blueprint Plan process to integrate land use and transportation planning to improve mobility.

Initiate through BTH meet-
ings with Caltrans, CTC, Cal-
ifornia Air Resources Board
(ARB) and other appropriate
State agencies to determine
how to fully utilize the Shafter
Intermodal Freight Facility
and other rail-dependent proj-
ects. Explore and study devel-
opment of projects such as
“Short Sea Shipping” and
other innovative technologies.

Identify strategies to improve
rail capacity in goods move-
ment. Identify resources to
fund research and develop-
ment on innovative technolo-
gies. Coordinate with existing
transportation groups, eco-
nomic development organiza-
tions, and the Regional Blue-
print Plan process.

Identify and secure funding
and/or investors. Implement
rail strategies and goods
movement pilot projects.

Continue implementation.
Assess results and determine
longer-term actions.

BTH, Caltrans, CTC, ARB,
State Agencies, COGs, Stake-
holders

Work with COGs and Cal-
trans to initiate a planning
process for a comprehensive
transit system. Coordinate
activities with the Regional
Blueprint Plan process.

Explore strategic approaches
to identifying, preserving and
acquiring rights-of-way. Pre-
pare a report and recommend-
ed actions. Work with San
Joaquin Valley Air Pollution
Control District (SJVAPCD)
to analyze air quality benefits.
Integrate actions into Regional
Blueprint Plan.

Develop an action plan,
including prioritization of
projects. Identify and secure
funding sources.

Begin implementation of
the action plan and initial
project construction.

COGs, Transit Agencies,
Caltrans, SJVAPCD, Stake-
holders

Request CTC to adopt plan
submitted by BTH and Cal-
trans. Address the regulatory
issues regarding designer
selection, commercial activity,
and interagency partnerships.

Develop a specific work
plan. Identify and secure
funding. Move project
through planning, design,
engineering and permitting
phase.

Begin implementation of
the work plan and construc-
tion of improvement rest
stops and other amenities.

Continue implementation of
work plan and construction or
projects. Evaluate results and
revise work plan as appropriate.
Evaluate impacts on economic
development in the region.

BTH, Caltrans, CTC,
COGs, California Travel
and Tourism Commission,
California State Parks,
FHWA, Highway 99 Task
Force

Establish a formal working
relationship with the
Regional Blueprint Plan
process. Reach agreement on
scope of work for identifying
and evaluating all strategies
to improve mobility through
integration of transportation
and land use planning and
the development of a world-
class multi-modal system.

Develop methodology and
evaluate impacts on mobility
from alternative land use pat-
terns and policies. Determine
magnitude of transportation
investments to support range of
growth projections in Regional
Blueprint Plan process. Deter-
mine and approve most cost-
effective, preferred regional
transportation component of
the Regional Blueprint Plan.

Continue to monitor land use
region-wide and determine
impacts on transportation plans
and mobility. Determine need-
ed amendments to the Region-
al Blueprint Plan.

Assess degree to which land
use decisions are consistent
with Regional Blueprint
Plan and the impacts on
mobility goals. Determine
appropriate changes in both
land use and transportation
plans to achieve goals.

COGs, Caltrans, Blueprint
Regional Advisory Commit-
tee, Local Governments 
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Objective B: Incorporate into regional transportation plans those actions that support and encourage implementation
of the Regional Blueprint Plan.

Goal 8: Improve understanding by public officials and public of the relationship between investments in
transportation improvements and economic development.

Objective A: Develop and implement a system for tracking economic development that results from investments in
transportation improvements. 

Goal 9: Implement “intelligent transportation system” (ITS) technologies to assist the region in achieving mobility goals.

Objective A: Integrate ITS into all transportation planning and construction projects.

Goal 10: Assure the high-speed rail system, if implemented, supports the San Joaquin Valley in achieving its 
economic, environmental, land use, and mobility goals.

Objective A: Provide tangible benefits and mitigate impacts to the region while assisting the State in meeting
transportation goals.

Complete above action. Provide feedback to county
transportation agencies and
local governments to obtain
further input to Regional
Blueprint Plan. Develop
process and criteria for eval-
uating transportation proj-
ects based on goals, objec-
tives and strategies of the
Regional Blueprint Plan.

Work with local govern-
ments to incorporate the
regional transportation com-
ponent of the Regional Blue-
print Plan into county and
city general plans. Prepare an
action plan to fund and
finance the regional trans-
portation improvements.
Develop methods for meet-
ing regional transportation
needs and insuring integrity
of regional land use plans.

Determine appropriate
amendments to regional
transportation plans and
general plans consistent with
above determinations.

COGs, Caltrans, Blueprint
Regional Advisory Commit-
tee, Local Governments 

Work with stakeholders to
develop a framework for the
system.

Hold “Transportation: A
Cornerstone of the Econo-
my” workshop(s) for COGs,
economic development
organizations, Chambers of
Commerce, and other stake-
holders. Develop commit-
ment for instituting meas-
urement system.

Issue first report on 
findings.

Promote continued and
more refined tracking of
how transportation 
infrastructure improvements
encourage and support 
economic development.

Great Valley Center, COGs,
Economic Development
Organizations, Chambers of
Commerce, Local Govern-
ments

Update COGs and Highway
99 Task Force on the status
of the San Joaquin Valley
ITS Strategic Deployment
Plan.

Determine which elements
of the ITS Plan should/can
be integrated into planned
projects.

Develop a work plan for
implementing ITS technolo-
gies. Deploy ITS best prac-
tices and become a model
region for use of technology.

Evaluate results and incor-
porate next generation ITS
technology into regional
transportation plans.

Caltrans, COGs, Local Gov-
ernments, Technical Experts

STRATEGIC ACTION PROPOSAL California Partnership for the San Joaquin Valley 45

Immediate Actions
(First Year)

Short-Term Actions
(2-3 Years)

Intermediate Actions
(4-6 Years)

Long-Term Actions
(7-10 Years)

Responsible
Implementer

Identify advocates of the
proposed system who also
understand the broad range
of possible benefits and
challenges the project could
bring to the region. Engage
them in the process.

Monitor progress of the
proposal and continue to
advocate on behalf of the
region.

Develop action plan based
on status of high-speed rail
system.

Develop longer-term actions
based on status of high-
speed rail system.

COGs, State Legislators,
Congressional
Representatives, Local
Governments, Stakeholders
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Work Group Recommendations

Land Use, Agriculture and Housing

Challenge

In light of the ever-increasing population of the San Joaquin
Valley, the growth challenge facing the region is complex. It
is necessary to ensure that the growth creates healthy,

sustainable cities that provide a wide range of employment
opportunities and the amenities that Californians have come to
expect, while minimizing impacts on valuable natural resources
and important agricultural land.

However, a lack of coordination and certainty hamper positive
outcomes. General Plans have not been updated to prepare the
region for the projected growth; city and county plans are not
necessarily coordinated. The eight Councils of Government
coordinate to the extent possible, but report to independent
boards and often demonstrate different priorities, making the
development of a comprehensive, well planned regional
transportation system difficult, if not impossible. State and
federal agencies have begun to proactively engage in the region
recently, but more collaboration is needed. The availability and
use of geographic information systems and computer models is
uneven across the region, and no one entity provides data to
local agencies and the public. Enormous investments are being
made in land in the region, and while developers and investors
see opportunity in growth, there is uncertainty about the
direction and the “rules” that will guide the development of
the region. Further, while the development of housing in the
Valley has brought many economic benefits, it also presents
several challenges. Although new housing in the region is more
affordable for Bay Area and Southern California workers, the
demand for housing from the workforce in coastal regions has
significantly driven up the cost of housing for long-term Valley
residents, ironically making housing affordability for the region
a major problem. Further, housing development is taking
important agricultural lands out of production, threatening the
strength of this economic sector for the region at the same
time that there are new frontiers for agriculture in food
processing and renewable energy biofuels. 

The collaboration among the eight Councils of Government to
successfully compete for and secure State funding for the
Regional Blueprint Plan is a pivotal process for addressing
these problems. It also provides an opportunity for testing new
regulatory solutions and models. Preparation and adoption of
the Regional Blueprint for sustainable growth is essential for
long-term economic prosperity in the San Joaquin Valley.

Scope of Work
• Develop a macro-level concept plan for the San Joaquin

Valley by bringing together stakeholders and existing
efforts/resources to develop a strategy for integrating
related parts of a complex system into a cohesive model for
the region. (Great Valley Center will convene a series of
workshops with interested groups and stakeholders to
develop a plan for integration of local priorities, housing
goals, land and natural resources GIS data such as the
“Great Places” program and U-Plan Model, and existing
local General Plans.) 

• Consider the fiscal implications for local government
related to land use scenarios. Encourage and support a
coordinated Regional Blueprint Plan application and
program implementation.

• Develop principles, guidelines, and investment incentives
for landowners, developers, and local governments to
coordinate their actions on a regional basis.

• Identify legislative and regulatory issues, which if changed
or amended, could lead to better, more consistent and
predictable outcomes for communities, landowners and
investors. (Resources Agency will provide an overview of
legislative and regulatory issues.)

• Consider reorganization or consolidation strategies that
would aid the region in greater cohesion and collaboration
for large-scale regional issues.

• Provide the mechanism for greater availability and use of
spatial data by state and local agencies, stakeholders and
the public. (ICE at UC Davis and its partners will design a
data base for CEQA documents to monitor and assess
cumulative impacts of land use changes and development.)

• Ensure the coordination of regional and state agencies to
provide the greatest level of efficiency and
accomplishment.

46 California Partnership for the San Joaquin Valley STRATEGIC ACTION PROPOSAL



22
 

AC
T

IO
N

S
ST

AT
U

S
20

09
 4

th
 Q

U
AR

T
ER

 R
EP

O
RT

 
(O

ct
ob

er
–D

ec
em

be
r 2

00
9)

ST
AT

U
S

20
10

 1
st 

Q
U

AR
T

ER
 

(J
an

 1
– 

M
ar

 3
1)

G
oa

l 1
: I

m
pl

em
en

t a
 u

ni
ve

rs
al

ly
 a

cc
ep

te
d 

Ro
ut

e 
99

 C
or

rid
or

 M
as

te
r 

Pl
an

 (E
nh

an
ce

m
en

t a
nd

 B
us

in
es

s P
la

n 
El

em
en

ts)
 fo

r t
he

 2
74

-m
ile

 se
c-

tio
n 

w
ith

in
 th

e 
Sa

n 
Jo

aq
ui

n 
Va

lle
y 

as
 a

 le
ad

in
g 

ec
on

om
ic

 d
ev

el
op

m
en

t 
str

at
eg

y.


IP

 


 
 

O
bj

ec
tiv

e 
A:

  I
m

pr
ov

e 
H

ig
hw

ay
 9

9 
to

 fr
ee

w
ay

 st
an

da
rd

s t
o 

in
cr

ea
se

 
sa

fe
ty

.
 

 
 

 
 

 

Pr
om

ot
e 

ad
op

tio
n 

of
 re

so
lu

tio
ns

 su
pp

or
tin

g 
th

e 
M

as
te

r P
la

n 
fo

r R
ou

te
 

99
, b

y 
co

un
tie

s a
nd

 c
iti

es
 a

lo
ng

 th
e 

H
ig

hw
ay

 9
9 

co
rr

id
or

.
 

IP
Sa

n 
Jo

aq
ui

n 
Va

lle
y 

Re
gi

on
al

 P
ol

ic
y 

C
ou

nc
il 

ha
s e

nd
or

se
d 

th
e 

SR
 9

9 
M

as
te

r P
la

n;
 in

di
-

vi
du

al
 C

ou
nc

ils
 o

f G
ov

er
nm

en
t (

C
O

G
s)

 a
re

 
cu

rr
en

tly
 c

on
sid

er
in

g 
ap

pr
ov

al
/a

cc
ep

ta
nc

e

 
 

Sa
n 

Jo
aq

ui
n 

Va
lle

y 
Re

gi
on

al
 P

ol
ic

y 
C

ou
nc

il 
ha

s 
en

do
rs

ed
 th

e 
SR

 9
9 

M
as

te
r P

la
n;

 in
di

vi
du

al
 C

ou
nc

ils
 

of
 G

ov
er

nm
en

t (
C

O
G

s)
 h

av
e 

al
so

 a
ct

ed
 o

n 
th

e 
Bu

si-
ne

ss
 P

la
n.

W
or

k 
w

ith
 C

al
tr

an
s a

nd
 th

e 
C

ou
nc

il 
of

 G
ov

er
nm

en
ts 

(C
O

G
s)

 to
 w

or
k 

to
w

ar
d 

im
pl

em
en

ta
tio

n 
sc

he
du

le
 fo

r p
ro

je
ct

s a
nd

 a
dd

iti
on

al
 fu

nd
in

g.
 

 
IP

Sa
n 

Jo
aq

ui
n 

Va
lle

y 
C

O
G

s a
re

 w
or

ki
ng

 
w

ith
 C

al
tr

an
s D

ist
ric

ts 
6 

an
d 

10
 to

 id
en

tif
y 

po
te

nt
ia

l c
os

t s
av

in
gs

 fr
om

 P
ro

po
sit

io
n 

1B
 

pr
oj

ec
ts 

on
 S

R
 9

9;
 sh

ou
ld

 re
vi

se
d 

pr
oj

ec
t c

os
t 

es
tim

at
es

 b
e 

re
al

ize
d,

 a
dd

iti
on

al
 p

ro
je

ct
(s

) 
m

ay
 b

e 
id

en
tifi

ed
 o

n 
SR

 9
9

 
 

Sa
n 

Jo
aq

ui
n 

Va
lle

y 
C

O
G

s a
re

 w
or

ki
ng

 w
ith

 C
al

tr
an

s 
D

ist
ric

ts 
6 

an
d 

10
 to

 id
en

tif
y 

po
te

nt
ia

l c
os

t s
av

in
gs

 
fro

m
 P

ro
po

sit
io

n 
1B

 p
ro

je
ct

s o
n 

SR
 9

9;
 se

le
ct

ed
 n

ew
 

pr
oj

ec
ts 

ar
e 

sc
he

du
le

d 
to

 b
e 

pr
es

en
te

d 
to

 th
e 

C
T

C
 in

 
Ju

ne
 2

01
0.

O
bj

ec
tiv

e 
B:

  I
nc

re
as

e 
H

ig
hw

ay
 9

9 
ca

pa
ci

ty
 w

hi
ch

 w
ill

 re
su

lt 
in

 im
-

pr
ov

ed
 m

ob
ili

ty
 a

nd
 re

du
ce

d 
co

ng
es

tio
n 

w
hi

le
 p

ro
te

ct
in

g 
en

vi
ro

nm
en

-
ta

l r
es

ou
rc

es
 a

nd
 fo

ste
rin

g 
ec

on
om

ic
 v

ita
lit

y.

 
 

 
 

 
 

W
or

k 
w

ith
 C

al
tr

an
s o

n 
pr

og
re

ss
 o

f i
nt

er
sta

te
 n

eg
ot

ia
tio

n.
 

 
 

Re
gi

on
al

 P
ol

ic
y 

C
ou

nc
il 

ha
s t

ak
en

 a
 p

os
iti

on
 

of
 n

ot
 p

ur
su

in
g 

In
te

rs
ta

te
 d

es
ig

na
tio

n 
fo

r S
R

 
99

 
 

Re
gi

on
al

 P
ol

ic
y 

C
ou

nc
il 

ha
s t

ak
en

 a
 p

os
iti

on
 o

f n
ot

 
pu

rs
ui

ng
 In

te
rs

ta
te

 d
es

ig
na

tio
n 

fo
r S

R
 9

9

M
on

ito
r d

ev
el

op
m

en
t o

f r
ep

or
t o

n 
fu

nd
in

g 
ne

ed
s a

nd
 fi

na
nc

in
g 

ap
-

pr
oa

ch
es

 fo
r M

as
te

r P
la

n 
im

pl
em

en
ta

tio
n.

 
 

Se
e 

re
sp

on
se

 to
 O

bj
ec

tiv
e 

1A
 a

bo
ve

 
 

Se
e 

re
sp

on
se

 to
 O

bj
ec

tiv
e 

1A
 a

bo
ve

O
bj

ec
tiv

e 
C

:  
C

re
at

e 
a 

Sa
n 

Jo
aq

ui
n 

Va
lle

y 
Ro

ut
e 

99
 C

or
rid

or
 id

en
tit

y.
 

 
 

 
 

 

Pr
ov

id
e 

ov
er

sig
ht

, i
np

ut
 a

nd
 a

ct
 a

 c
at

al
ys

t t
o 

m
ov

e 
fo

rw
ar

d 
re

co
m

m
en

-
da

tio
ns

.
 

 
N

o 
ac

tio
n 

ha
s b

ee
n 

ta
ke

n 
on

 O
bj

ec
tiv

e 
C

 
 

N
o 

ac
tio

n 
ha

s b
ee

n 
ta

ke
n 

on
 O

bj
ec

tiv
e 

C

O
bj

ec
tiv

e 
D

:  
Bu

ild
 a

n 
on

go
in

g 
co

al
iti

on
 o

f c
iv

ic
 le

ad
er

s t
o 

su
pp

or
t 

im
pr

ov
em

en
ts 

to
 th

e 
H

ig
hw

ay
 9

9 
co

rr
id

or
.

 
 

 
 

 
 

C
on

ve
ne

 w
or

ki
ng

 se
ss

io
ns

 o
f H

ig
hw

ay
 9

9 
M

as
te

r P
la

n 
Ad

vi
so

ry
 C

om
-

m
itt

ee
 to

 su
pp

or
t M

as
te

r P
la

n 
im

pl
em

en
ta

tio
n.

 
 

 
Se

e 
re

sp
on

se
 to

 O
bj

ec
tiv

e 
1A

 a
bo

ve
 

 
Se

e 
re

sp
on

se
 to

 O
bj

ec
tiv

e 
1A

 a
bo

ve

Pr
ov

id
e 

ed
uc

at
io

na
l o

pp
or

tu
ni

tie
s f

or
 e

le
ct

ed
 o

ffi
ci

al
s a

nd
 st

aff
 o

n 
be

ne
fit

s o
f c

or
rid

or
-a

dj
ac

en
t l

an
d 

us
e 

po
lic

ie
s.

 
 

Re
gi

on
al

 P
ol

ic
y 

C
ou

nc
il 

he
ld

 it
s a

nn
ua

l c
on

-
fe

re
nc

e 
in

 F
re

sn
o 

O
ct

 1
-2

, 2
00

9,
 w

ith
 se

ve
ra

l 
se

ss
io

ns
 o

n 
th

is 
to

pi
c

 
 

Re
gi

on
al

 P
ol

ic
y 

C
ou

nc
il 

w
ill

 h
ol

d 
its

 a
nn

ua
l c

on
fe

r-
en

ce
 in

 M
od

es
to

 in
 fa

ll 
20

10
.

G
oa

l 2
:  

Im
pr

ov
e 

sa
fe

ty
 a

nd
 c

ap
ac

ity
 o

f v
ita

l e
as

t-w
es

t c
or

rid
or

s. 
(A

s-
su

m
es

 ti
m

in
g 

of
 B

lu
ep

rin
t w

or
k 

is 
co

nd
uc

iv
e 

to
 p

ro
po

se
d 

ac
tio

n 
ite

m
s 

ac
co

rd
in

g 
to

 th
e 

sc
he

du
le

 o
ut

lin
ed

 in
 th

e 
Pa

rt
ne

rs
hi

p 
 S

tr
at

eg
ic

 A
ct

io
n 

Pl
an

)


 

 


 
 

A
P

P
E

N
D

IX
 D

: 
 U

P
D

A
T

E
 O

N
 S

TA
T

U
S

 O
F

 P
A

R
T

N
E

R
S

H
IP

 T
R

A
N

S
P

O
R

TA
T

IO
N

 G
O

A
L

S
 

Le
ad

 O
rg

an
iz

at
io

n(
s)

: G
re

at
 V

al
le

y 
C

en
te

r 
(t

hr
ou

gh
 Ju

ne
 2

00
9)

, C
en

tr
al

 V
al

le
y 

C
ou

nc
ils

 o
f G

ov
er

nm
en

t
C

 =
 C

om
pl

et
ed

IP
 =

 In
 P

ro
gr

es
s

N
P

 =
 N

o 
Pr

og
re

ss
W

 =
 W

IA
 G

ra
nt



23
 

AC
T

IO
N

S
ST

AT
U

S
20

09
 4

th
 Q

U
AR

T
ER

 R
EP

O
RT

 
(O

ct
ob

er
–D

ec
em

be
r 2

00
9)

ST
AT

U
S

20
10

 1
st 

Q
U

AR
T

ER
 

(J
an

 1
– 

M
ar

 3
1)

O
bj

ec
tiv

e 
A:

  S
up

po
rt

 c
on

str
uc

tio
n 

pr
oj

ec
ts 

to
 im

pr
ov

e 
sa

fe
ty

 a
nd

 
ca

pa
ci

ty
 o

f v
ita

l e
as

t-w
es

t c
or

rid
or

s. 
  

 
 

Sa
n 

Jo
aq

ui
n 

Va
lle

y 
C

O
G

s s
ub

m
itt

ed
 a

 
pr

op
os

al
 to

 C
al

tr
an

s i
n 

20
09

 fo
r s

tu
dy

in
g 

ea
st-

w
es

t c
or

rid
or

s f
oc

us
in

g 
on

 G
oo

ds
 M

ov
e-

m
en

t; 
 g

ra
nt

 p
ro

po
sa

l n
ot

 a
pp

ro
ve

d;
 re

vi
se

d 
pr

op
os

al
 w

ill
 b

e 
re

su
bm

itt
ed

 to
 C

al
tr

an
s b

y 
M

ar
ch

 1
, 2

01
0

 
 

SJ
V

 C
O

G
s s

ub
m

itt
ed

 a
 p

ro
po

sa
l t

o 
C

al
tr

an
s i

n 
Fe

b-
ru

ar
y, 

20
10

 to
 st

ud
y 

ea
st-

w
es

t c
or

rid
or

s f
oc

us
in

g 
on

 
G

oo
ds

 M
ov

em
en

t. 
A 

fa
vo

ra
bl

e 
re

sp
on

se
 is

 a
nt

ic
ip

at
ed

 
fro

m
 C

al
tr

an
s.

W
or

k 
w

ith
 C

O
G

s a
nd

 B
lu

ep
rin

t R
eg

io
na

l A
dv

iso
ry

 C
om

m
itt

ee
 

(B
R

AC
) t

o 
di

sc
us

s p
ot

en
tia

l s
af

et
y 

an
d 

ca
pa

ci
ty

 im
pr

ov
em

en
ts 

vi
ta

l 
ea

st-
w

es
t c

or
rid

or
s.

 
 

 
 

 
 

W
or

k 
w

ith
 T

ra
ns

po
rt

at
io

n 
W

or
k 

G
ro

up
 to

 a
ss

ist
 C

al
tr

an
s i

n 
de

ve
lo

p-
m

en
t o

f E
as

t-W
es

t C
or

rid
or

 P
la

n.
 

 
 

 
 

 

O
bj

ec
tiv

e 
B:

  I
nc

or
po

ra
te

 p
la

ns
 fo

r i
m

pr
ov

in
g 

ea
st-

w
es

t c
or

rid
or

s i
nt

o 
Re

gi
on

al
 B

lu
ep

rin
t P

la
n.

 
 

Se
e 

O
bj

ec
tiv

e 
2A

 a
bo

ve
 

 
Se

e 
O

bj
ec

tiv
e 

2A
 a

bo
ve

W
ith

 C
O

G
s, 

W
or

k 
G

ro
up

 w
ill

 d
ev

el
op

 a
pp

ro
pr

ia
te

 e
as

t-w
es

t c
or

rid
or

 
la

nd
 u

se
 p

at
te

rn
s t

o 
ad

dr
es

s B
lu

ep
rin

t l
an

d 
us

e 
go

al
s. 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

G
oa

l 3
:  

Im
pr

ov
e 

go
od

s m
ov

em
en

t w
ith

in
 th

e 
re

gi
on

 to
 in

cr
ea

se
 e

co
-

no
m

ic
 v

ita
lit

y, 
tr

affi
c 

sa
fe

ty
, a

nd
 m

ob
ili

ty
.


 

Se
e 

O
bj

ec
tiv

e 
2A

 a
bo

ve
 

 
Se

e 
O

bj
ec

tiv
e 

2A
 a

bo
ve

O
bj

ec
tiv

e 
A:

  I
nc

re
as

e 
be

ne
fit

s t
o 

th
e 

Sa
n 

Jo
aq

ui
n 

Va
lle

y 
fro

m
 g

oo
ds

 
m

ov
em

en
t t

hr
ou

gh
 a

 “g
oo

ds
 m

ov
em

en
t e

nh
an

ce
m

en
t s

ys
te

m
” 

sp
ec

ifi
c 

to
 th

e 
re

gi
on

.

 
 

 
 

 
 

En
ga

ge
 W

or
k 

G
ro

up
 in

 e
ffo

rt
s b

y 
Bu

sin
es

s H
ou

sin
g 

an
d 

Tr
an

sp
or

ta
-

tio
n 

Ag
en

cy
 (B

T
H

) a
nd

 C
AL

/E
PA

 to
 d

ev
el

op
 th

e 
Sa

n 
Jo

aq
ui

n 
Va

lle
y 

Re
gi

on
al

 G
oo

ds
 M

ov
em

en
t A

ct
io

n 
Pl

an
.

 
IP

 
 

 
 

G
oa

l 4
:  

En
ha

nc
e 

go
od

s m
ov

em
en

t c
ap

ac
ity

 w
hi

le
 in

cr
ea

sin
g 

sa
fe

ty
, 

de
cr

ea
sin

g 
co

ng
es

tio
n,

 im
pr

ov
in

g 
ai

r q
ua

lit
y, 

an
d 

pr
om

ot
in

g 
ec

on
om

ic
 

de
ve

lo
pm

en
t.


 

Se
e 

O
bj

ec
tiv

e 
2A

 a
bo

ve


 
Se

e 
O

bj
ec

tiv
e 

2A
 a

bo
ve

O
bj

ec
tiv

e 
A:

  A
cc

om
m

od
at

e 
cu

rr
en

t a
nd

 fu
tu

re
 g

oo
ds

 m
ov

em
en

t n
ee

ds
 

w
hi

le
 im

pr
ov

in
g 

ai
r q

ua
lit

y 
an

d 
ec

on
om

ic
 p

ro
sp

er
ity

.
 

 
 

 
 

 

W
or

ki
ng

 th
ro

ug
h 

BT
H

, a
na

ly
sis

 o
f p

ro
je

ct
s t

o 
au

gm
en

t g
oo

ds
 m

ov
e-

m
en

t w
ill

 b
e 

co
nd

uc
te

d.
 

 
 

 
 

 

Id
en

tifi
ca

tio
n 

of
 su

bg
ro

up
 o

f i
nt

er
es

te
d 

sta
ke

ho
ld

er
s t

o 
id

en
tit

y 
an

d 
pr

io
rit

ize
 is

su
es

 a
nd

 p
ro

je
ct

s t
o 

im
pr

ov
e 

go
od

s m
ov

em
en

t.
 

 
 

 
 

 

G
oa

l 5
:  

D
ev

el
op

 a
 su

sta
in

ab
le

 re
gi

on
w

id
e 

tr
an

sit
 sy

ste
m

.


 
Re

gi
on

al
 P

ol
ic

y 
C

ou
nc

il 
ap

pr
ov

ed
 th

e 
Sa

n 
Jo

aq
ui

n 
Va

lle
y 

Ex
pr

es
s T

ra
ns

it 
St

ud
y 

in
 

Ju
ne

 2
00

9 
an

d 
in

co
rp

or
at

ed
 it

s fi
nd

in
gs

 a
nd

 
re

co
m

m
en

da
tio

ns
 in

to
 th

e 
C

ou
nc

il’
s R

eg
io

na
l 

Tr
an

sp
or

ta
tio

n 
Pl

an
 E

le
m

en
t


 

Re
gi

on
al

 P
ol

ic
y 

C
ou

nc
il 

ap
pr

ov
ed

 th
e 

Sa
n 

Jo
aq

ui
n 

Va
lle

y 
Ex

pr
es

s T
ra

ns
it 

St
ud

y 
in

 Ju
ne

 2
00

9 
an

d 
in

co
r-

po
ra

te
d 

its
 fi

nd
in

gs
 a

nd
 re

co
m

m
en

da
tio

ns
 in

to
 th

e 
C

ou
nc

il’
s R

eg
io

na
l T

ra
ns

po
rt

at
io

n 
Pl

an
 E

le
m

en
t

O
bj

ec
tiv

e 
A:

  I
m

pl
em

en
t a

 c
om

pr
eh

en
siv

e 
an

d 
effi

ci
en

t a
lte

rn
at

iv
e 

tr
an

sp
or

ta
tio

n 
sy

ste
m

 fo
r i

nt
ra

-r
eg

io
na

l a
nd

 in
te

r-
re

gi
on

al
 p

as
se

ng
er

 
tr

ip
s.

 
 

 
 

 
 



24
 

AC
T

IO
N

S
ST

AT
U

S
20

09
 4

th
 Q

U
AR

T
ER

 R
EP

O
RT

 
(O

ct
ob

er
–D

ec
em

be
r 2

00
9)

ST
AT

U
S

20
10

 1
st 

Q
U

AR
T

ER
 

(J
an

 1
– 

M
ar

 3
1)

En
ga

ge
m

en
t o

f C
O

G
s a

nd
 C

al
tr

an
s i

n 
pl

an
ni

ng
 p

ro
ce

ss
 fo

r d
ev

el
op

-
m

en
t o

f a
 c

om
pr

eh
en

siv
e 

an
d 

in
te

ro
pe

ra
bl

e 
tr

an
sit

 sy
ste

m
. 

 
 

 
 

 
 

G
oa

l 6
: T

ra
ns

fo
rm

 ro
ad

sid
e 

re
st 

sto
ps

 in
to

 u
se

r-
fri

en
dl

y 
am

en
iti

es
 th

at
 

be
ne

fit
 th

e 
ov

er
al

l r
eg

io
n 

an
d 

ho
st 

co
m

m
un

iti
es

.


 
N

o 
ac

tio
n 

w
as

 ta
ke

n 
on

 th
is 

G
oa

l


 
N

o 
ac

tio
n 

w
as

 ta
ke

n 
on

 th
is 

G
oa

l

O
bj

ec
tiv

e 
A:

  I
m

pr
ov

e 
ro

ad
sid

e 
re

st 
sto

ps
 a

m
en

iti
es

 a
nd

 fa
ci

lit
ie

s t
o 

be
ne

fit
 u

se
r s

af
et

y, 
fa

ci
lit

at
e 

to
ur

ism
, a

nd
 e

du
ca

te
 u

se
rs

 a
bo

ut
 th

e 
en

vi
-

ro
nm

en
t a

nd
 lo

ca
l c

om
m

un
iti

es
.  

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

M
on

ito
r B

T
H

 p
ro

gr
es

s o
n 

re
gu

la
to

ry
 c

ha
lle

ng
es

 re
ga

rd
in

g 
de

sig
ne

r 
se

le
ct

io
n,

 c
om

m
er

ci
al

 a
ct

iv
ity

, a
nd

 in
te

ra
ge

nc
y 

pa
rt

ne
rs

hi
ps

.
 

 
 

 
 

 

G
oa

l 7
:  

Im
pr

ov
e 

m
ob

ili
ty

 th
ro

ug
h 

m
or

e 
effi

ci
en

t l
an

d 
us

e 
pa

tte
rn

s t
ha

t 
w

ill
 re

du
ce

 si
ng

le
-o

cc
up

an
t t

rip
 g

en
er

at
io

n 
an

d 
su

pp
or

t u
se

 o
f a

lte
rn

a-
tiv

e 
m

od
es

.  


 

Sa
n 

Jo
aq

ui
n 

Va
lle

y 
Bl

ue
pr

in
t y

ea
r 4

 a
ct

iv
i-

tie
s i

nc
lu

de
 tr

an
sp

or
ta

tio
n/

la
nd

 u
se

 m
od

el
 

de
ve

lo
pm

en
t t

ha
t m

ay
 b

e 
us

ed
 a

s a
 b

as
is 

fo
r e

va
lu

at
in

g 
ur

ba
n 

fo
rm

/tr
an

sp
or

ta
tio

n 
re

la
tio

ns
hi

ps

 
 

SJ
V

 C
O

G
s h

av
e 

co
nt

ra
ct

ed
 fo

r c
on

su
lta

nt
 se

rv
ic

es
 to

 
pr

ep
ar

e 
a 

Bl
ue

pr
in

t I
m

pl
em

en
ta

tio
n 

Pl
an

 sc
he

du
le

d 
fo

r d
el

iv
er

y 
in

 N
ov

 2
01

0.

O
bj

ec
tiv

e 
A:

  E
nc

ou
ra

ge
 th

e 
Re

gi
on

al
 B

lu
ep

rin
t P

la
n 

pr
oc

es
s t

o 
in

te
-

gr
at

e 
la

nd
 u

se
 a

nd
 tr

an
sp

or
ta

tio
n 

pl
an

ni
ng

 to
 im

pr
ov

e 
m

ob
ili

ty
.

 
 

 
 

 
 

D
ev

el
op

m
en

t o
f m

et
ho

do
lo

gy
 a

nd
 e

va
lu

at
io

n 
of

 im
pa

ct
s o

n 
m

ob
ili

ty
 

fro
m

 a
lte

rn
at

iv
e 

la
nd

 u
se

 p
at

te
rn

s a
nd

 p
ol

ic
ie

s.
 

 
 

 
 

 

O
bj

ec
tiv

e 
B:

  I
nc

or
po

ra
te

 in
to

 re
gi

on
al

 tr
an

sp
or

ta
tio

n 
pl

an
s t

ho
se

 
ac

tio
ns

 th
at

 su
pp

or
t a

nd
 e

nc
ou

ra
ge

 im
pl

em
en

ta
tio

n 
of

 th
e 

Re
gi

on
al

 
Bl

ue
pr

in
t P

la
n.

 
C

 
 

 
 

W
or

k 
w

ith
 C

al
tr

an
s t

o 
en

su
re

 C
O

G
s a

nd
 lo

ca
l g

ov
er

nm
en

ts 
ha

ve
 a

s-
sis

ta
nc

e 
in

 in
co

rp
or

at
in

g 
co

m
pl

im
en

ta
ry

 la
nd

 u
se

 a
nd

 tr
an

sp
or

ta
tio

n 
pl

an
s i

nt
o 

th
e 

Bl
ue

pr
in

t.

 
 

 
 

 
 

G
oa

l 8
: I

m
pr

ov
e 

un
de

rs
ta

nd
in

g 
by

 p
ub

lic
 o

ffi
ci

al
s a

nd
 p

ub
lic

 o
f t

he
 

re
la

tio
ns

hi
p 

be
tw

ee
n 

in
ve

stm
en

ts 
in

 tr
an

sp
or

ta
tio

n 
im

pr
ov

em
en

ts 
an

d 
ec

on
om

ic
 d

ev
el

op
m

en
t. 

 


 

Sa
n 

Jo
aq

ui
n 

Va
lle

y 
Bl

ue
pr

in
t y

ea
r 4

 a
ct

iv
iti

es
 

in
cl

ud
e 

pu
bl

ic
 c

om
m

un
ic

at
io

n 
an

d 
ed

uc
a-

tio
n 

of
 tr

an
sp

or
ta

tio
n/

ec
on

om
ic

 d
ev

el
op

m
en

t 
re

la
tio

ns
hi

ps


 

A 
SJ

V
 B

lu
ep

rin
t S

um
m

it 
is 

sc
he

du
le

d 
fo

r J
un

e.
 L

oc
al

 
el

ec
te

d 
an

d 
pl

an
ni

ng
 c

om
m

iss
io

n 
offi

ci
al

s a
re

 ta
rg

et
ed

 
fo

r a
tte

nd
an

ce
 a

nd
 p

ar
tic

ip
at

io
n.

O
bj

ec
tiv

e 
A:

  D
ev

el
op

 a
nd

 im
pl

em
en

t a
 sy

ste
m

 fo
r t

ra
ck

in
g 

ec
on

om
ic

 
de

ve
lo

pm
en

t t
ha

t r
es

ul
ts 

fro
m

 in
ve

stm
en

ts 
in

 tr
an

sp
or

ta
tio

n 
im

pr
ov

e-
m

en
ts.

 
 

 
 

 
 

D
es

ig
n 

an
d 

or
ga

ni
ze

 “
Tr

an
sp

or
ta

tio
n:

 A
 C

or
ne

rs
to

ne
 o

f t
he

 E
co

no
m

y”
 

w
or

ks
ho

p 
an

d 
id

en
tif

y 
“v

ol
un

te
er

” 
co

m
m

un
iti

es
 fo

r i
m

pl
em

en
ta

tio
n.

 
 

 
 

 
 

G
oa

l 9
:  

Im
pl

em
en

t “
in

te
lli

ge
nt

 tr
an

sp
or

ta
tio

n 
sy

ste
m

” 
(I

T
S)

 te
ch

no
lo

-
gi

es
 to

 a
ss

ist
 th

e 
re

gi
on

 in
 a

ch
ie

vi
ng

 m
ob

ili
ty

 g
oa

ls.
  


 

Re
gi

on
al

 P
ol

ic
y 

C
ou

nc
il 

di
d 

no
t a

ct
 o

n 
th

is 
G

oa
l


 

Re
gi

on
al

 P
ol

ic
y 

C
ou

nc
il 

di
d 

no
t a

ct
 o

n 
th

is 
G

oa
l



25
 

AC
T

IO
N

S
ST

AT
U

S
20

09
 4

th
 Q

U
AR

T
ER

 R
EP

O
RT

 
(O

ct
ob

er
–D

ec
em

be
r 2

00
9)

ST
AT

U
S

20
10

 1
st 

Q
U

AR
T

ER
 

(J
an

 1
– 

M
ar

 3
1)

C
al

tr
an

s a
nd

/o
r C

O
G

 re
pr

es
en

ta
tiv

e 
w

ill
 p

ro
vi

de
 st

at
us

 re
po

rt
 to

 W
or

k 
gr

ou
p 

on
 S

an
 Jo

aq
ui

n 
Va

lle
y 

IT
S 

St
ra

te
gi

c 
D

ep
lo

ym
en

t P
la

n.
 

 
 

 
 

 

G
oa

l 1
0:

  A
ss

ur
e 

th
e 

hi
gh

-s
pe

ed
 ra

il 
sy

ste
m

, i
f i

m
pl

em
en

te
d,

 su
pp

or
ts 

th
e 

Sa
n 

Jo
aq

ui
n 

Va
lle

y 
in

 a
ch

ie
vi

ng
 it

s e
co

no
m

ic
, e

nv
iro

nm
en

ta
l, 

la
nd

 
us

e,
 a

nd
 m

ob
ili

ty
 g

oa
ls.


IP

Sa
n 

Jo
aq

ui
n 

Va
lle

y 
C

O
G

 d
ire

ct
or

s a
nd

 
Re

gi
on

al
 P

ol
ic

y 
C

ou
nc

il 
re

ce
iv

e 
re

gu
la

r s
ta

tu
s 

re
po

rt
s o

n 
hi

gh
-s

pe
ed

 ra
il;

 R
eg

io
na

l P
ol

ic
y 

C
ou

nc
il 

su
pp

or
ts 

H
SR

 im
pl

em
en

ta
tio

n 
in

 th
e 

Sa
n 

Jo
aq

ui
n 

Va
lle

y 
in

cl
ud

in
g 

co
ns

tr
uc

tio
n 

of
 

th
e 

H
ea

vy
 M

ai
nt

en
an

ce
 F

ac
ilt

y


 

Sa
n 

Jo
aq

ui
n 

Va
lle

y 
C

O
G

 d
ire

ct
or

s a
nd

 R
eg

io
na

l 
Po

lic
y 

C
ou

nc
il 

re
ce

iv
e 

re
gu

la
r s

ta
tu

s r
ep

or
ts 

on
 h

ig
h-

sp
ee

d 
ra

il;
 R

eg
io

na
l P

ol
ic

y 
C

ou
nc

il 
su

pp
or

ts 
H

SR
 

im
pl

em
en

ta
tio

n 
in

 th
e 

Sa
n 

Jo
aq

ui
n 

Va
lle

y 
in

cl
ud

in
g 

co
ns

tr
uc

tio
n 

of
 th

e 
H

ea
vy

 M
ai

nt
en

an
ce

 F
ac

ilt
y

O
bj

ec
tiv

e 
A:

  P
ro

vi
de

 ta
ng

ib
le

 b
en

efi
ts 

an
d 

m
iti

ga
te

 im
pa

ct
s t

o 
th

e 
re

gi
on

 w
hi

le
 a

ss
ist

in
g 

th
e 

St
at

e 
in

 m
ee

tin
g 

tr
an

sp
or

ta
tio

n 
go

al
s.

 
 

 
 

 
 

Fa
ci

lit
at

e 
up

da
te

s f
or

 W
or

k 
G

ro
up

 th
at

 p
re

se
nt

 b
en

efi
ts 

an
d 

ch
al

le
ng

es
 

th
at

 c
ou

ld
 re

su
lt 

fro
m

 im
pl

em
en

ta
tio

n.
 

 
 

 
 

 

C
ha

lle
ng

es
/P

ro
bl

em
s/

Bo
ttl

en
ec

ks
/F

ee
db

ac
k 

en
co

un
te

d 
du

rin
g 

th
e 

qu
ar

te
r

 
 

N
/A

 
 

N
/A

N
ew

 fu
nd

s l
ev

er
ag

ed
 d

ur
in

g 
th

e 
qu

ar
te

r.
 

 
N

/A
 

 
N

/A


