





BLUEPRINT

Blueprint Implementation Strategies

= Provide information and materials on the Blueprint to all existing
leadership programs in the region to be included as part of their
curriculum and programs.

= Create a series of Executive Forums for elected officials to enhance
their effectiveness as champions of good planning and public policy in
their cities and counties. This program would leverage existing
regional training offered by GVC and the American Leadership Forum.

= |dentify a responsible organization to create a leadership
development program in each of the eight counties. The local
programs will serve to promote participation and engage marginal
populations in planning and decision-making processes and provide
the participants with information on the benefits of good land use
planning to individuals, families, and communities.

= Create a regional educational program to address topical issues in
local communities such as transportation, land use, affordable
housing, education and employment, water, and green infrastructure.

= Develop a set of public education and outreach tools for inclusion in
the Planners Toolkit, including tools focusing on traditionally
underrepresented groups. The tools should be designed to inform and
educate the public about the Valley Blueprint and to encourage public
participation. In targeting underrepresented groups, the tools must
take into account cultural and linguistic needs.

= Create a high school curriculum for teaching land use and Blueprint
principles. The curriculum must be developed with students unique
learning needs and specific outcomes in mind. The curriculum should
be designed so that it can be used, with modifications if necessary, for
students at the college level.
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Reestablish a masters in city and regional degree program at a
University in the Valley. CSU Fresno previously offered such a degree in
the 1970s and 1980s.

Regional Policy Council

Valley Regional Planning Agencies

Cities and Counties

Great Valley Center

Compact of Cities

California Coalition for Rural Development
Small Communities Network

Local Government Commission

PolicyLink

Universities

2012; On-going

HUD Sustainable Communities Grant
Participant fees and grants

Local governments

Universities

San Joaquin Valley Blueprint Planning Process Summary Report,
September 2010
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MONITOR BLUEPRINT IMPLEMENTATION Recommendations
Successful implementation of the Blueprint suggests reviewing the | Create a program for an annual review of the Blueprint strategies and

Roadmap strategies regularly, documenting accomplishments, and their implementation and updating the Roadmap to revise, delete, or

monitoring changes in conditions in the Valley that the Blueprint seeks sl s eyies lons e o e annul redliaby sl g Ing ceneliden:

and opportunities.

to influence.

» |nstitute a Blueprint performance measurement program based on
The Regional POI|Cy Council and Va”ey RPAs already periodica”y report on the inrtial performance measures adopted by the Reg|ona|
accomplishments relative to their adopted work programs and State and Coordination Committee in 2007.

Federal grants. In 2007, the San Joaquin Valley Blueprint Coordinating | _ Participate in and support updating of the California Regional

Committee adopted a matrix of performance measures to track changing Progress Report

conditions in the Valley based on what the Valley RPAs could model and .
Responsible Partners

= Regional Policy Council

what the Valley RPAs felt was important to monitor. The matrix includes 13
measures grouped under six headings: transportation, mass transit/
choices, air quality, economy and housing/jobs balance, agricultural land Timing

preservation, and environmental conservation. = Annually

In 2007, the California Center for Regional Leadership published the | * Ongoing

California Regional Progress Report. Under the direction of the California Funding
Strategic Growth Council and with the sponsorship and support of many |« SGC Proposition 84 Grants
state-level and regional agencies, the California Regional Programs Report | Caltrans Blueprint Program Grants

was updated in November 2010. The report is designed to measure and
References

» Valleywide Performance Measures, San Joaquin Valley Blueprint

compare progress of 14 regions in California based on 20 measures

(indicators) grouped under four headings:
Coordination Committee, June 12, 2007

" Efficient Transportation and | and Use = 2010 California Regional Progress Report, Applied Development
= Economic Competition and Opportunity Economics, Inc., et al., November 2010
= Environmental Health

= Resources Efficiency and Conservation
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CHAPTER 4 Blueprint Implementation Strategies

FIGURE |: Summary of Regional Progress

BLUEPRINT VALLEYWIDE PERFORMANCE MEASURES
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* Denotes that the measure and/or indicator is new for this report and was not included in the 2007 California Regional Progress Report

The region experien ced an improverment over the designated time period (three years or longer). An improvement could mean decreased or increased values or rates,

depending on the indicator

The region has not made progress on the indicator, yellow signals caution

Source: Valleywide Performance Measures, San Joaquin Valley Blueprint Coordination Committee, June 12, 2007

There was a small gain, but may not reflect a measurable change due to Lack of precise data

| Reflects where data are not available, especially for rural or smaller regions

The California Regional Progress Report (2010) uses indicators to compare regions within the state. This report is a
valuable tool to track implementation of the Blueprint and measure improvements in quality of life in the Valley.
DRAFT February 15,2011 Source: 2010 California Regional Progress Report, Applied Development Economics, Inc., et al., November 2010 41
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DEVELOP A VALLEYWIDE BLUEPRINT VISION STATEMENT

Successful implementation of the Blueprint will be enhanced if a
Valleywide Blueprint vision statement is created that provides an
overarching philosophical framework to link the preferred growth
scenario diagram, target density, and growth principles.

The Valley Blueprint program conducted between 2005 and 2009 resulted trying to accomplish, such as better communities, better quality of life,
in separate Blueprints for each of the eight counties and a Valleywide and better health, particularly to those segments of our society that do
Blueprint. Each of the eight individual Blueprint efforts created a vision not regularly participate in mainstream civic affairs.

statement, a set of principles (and, in some cases, values statement), a

preferred growth scenario diagram, and a target residential density. The

Valley Blueprint adopted by the Regional Policy Council in 2009 included a

preferred growth scenario diagram, an overall residential target density,

and a set of 12 Smart Growth Principles, but it did not include a

valleywide vision statement.

Beginning in the early 2000s the four largest regional planning agencies in
California (San Francisco Bay Area, Sacramento, Southern California, and
San Diego) launched visioning processes to develop regional land use
growth scenarios and smart growth principles to address increasing
growth pressures. These were the first regional “blueprint” programs in
California, even though they went by different names. Prompted by the
success of these early efforts, the California Department of Transportation
(Caltrans) created the California Regional Blueprint Planning Program,
which has supported development and continuation of blueprint
programs throughout the state. All eight Valley Regional Planning Agency
programs and the Valleywide effort have used the “Blueprint” label as a
reference to the various regional visioning and scenarios development
programs. Future outreach must convey what the regional efforts are

42 DRAFT February 15,2011
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Recommendations
= Develop consensus among SJV Regional Policy Council members on a
Valleywide Vision Statement. (See draft Vision Statement to the right.)

= Develop a narrative/story that makes the Blueprint principles relevant
to people’s lives. In developing this story, the principles must be
communicated clearly and simply in culturally- and linguistically-
appropriate languages, and explain the tangible benefits for residents
and their communities. Appropriate venues to effectively disseminate
the story must be determined for the target audiences in each city

and county. Draft Valleywide Vision Statement
. The San Joaquin Valley will contain vibrant cities, small towns, and
Responsible Partners L . : .
rural areas, each with its own unique character, offering a variety of
= Regional Policy Council housing types, and transportation choices to meet the needs of the

= Valley Regional Planning Agencies population. The region will have a diversified economy that includes
a strong agricultural sector. The region’s schools will prepare stu-
Timin g dents for productive 21st century jobs, and the region will have suffi-

= 2011—2012 cient water, clean air, and plentiful natural resources to provide a

high quality of life for current and future generations.

Funding

= Participating Regional Planning Agencies

References
= None

DRAFT February 15,2011 43
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CHAPTER 5 Blueprint Implementation Partners

CHAPTER 5 Blueprint Implementation Partners

Effective implementation of the strategies outlined in the previous
chapter of this report will depend upon the participation and cooperation
of an array of Federal, State, and local government agencies and quasi-
public and non-profit organizations. Most of these organizations have
already made important contributions in the development of the
Blueprint. This chapter describes these groups and their organizational
and programmatic characteristics. All the agencies and organizations
discussed in this chapter will play important roles in implementing the
Blueprint. Coordination and communication among all of these groups
will be a critical component of Blueprint implementation, recognizing that
the roles and capacities of these agencies and organizations will change
over time.

DRAFT February 15,2011

The Blueprint implementation partners discussed in this chapter include:

» Cities and Counties

= Other Local Agencies

= Regional Planning Agencies

» Regional Policy Council

= San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District
» Partnership for the San Joaquin Valley

= Great Valley Center

= Colleges and Universities

= State Agencies

= Strategic Growth Council

= Non-Profit and Not-For-Profit Organizations
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age . i i Cit 2010 Population
Cities and Counties 2010 Population 4 2
502,303 Kerman 14,381
The San Joaquin Valley encompasses eight counties and 62 cities. Elected i 338,952 Livingston 14,051
officials and city and county staff planners from virtually all these 292,133 McFarland 13,942
urisdicti . d in developi he BI int. Thei . 211,536 Tehachapi 13,886
jurisdictions participated in developing the Blueprint. Their participation E Parlier 13,658
took three main forms: 1) assistance with Blueprint workshops; 2) formal » 96,368 Lindsay 11,800
participation on boards; 3) representation via their RPA membership. 82,107 Kingsburg 11,504
80,985 Orange Cove 11,049
Cities and counties have legal authority over local land use matters and, antl Farmersville 10,971
heref itical in Bl L | . Th h thei 68,847 Newman 10,824
therefore, are critical partners in Blueprint implementation. Through their 63,549 Exeter 10,752
general plans, zoning ordinances, and other regulatory tools, cities and 59,535 Mendota 9,966
counties are the key to translating the Blueprint principles into policy and 58,243 Taft 9,264
. If d | . d by citi d . fl 54,447 Waterford 8,860
action. evelopment projects approved by cities and counties reflect 53,266 Huron 8,082
Blueprint principles and densities, the Blueprint will be a success. If cities  [REavilE 52,960 Woodlake 7,927
and counties minimize conversion of prime agricultural to urban uses, the  [S868 43,219 Escalon 7185
Bl int will b Los Banos 36,421 Firebaugh 6,941
ueprint will be a success. 28726 uslEsn 6,240
: - . X 27,755 Fowler 5,764
In short, the success or failure of the Blueprint process rests with the eight 26,227 Gustine 5,250
boards of supervisors and 62 city councils who decide where and how the 25,692 Dos Palos 5,041
Valley will develop. Commitment of these 70 partners to the Blueprint 25,664 Sa"_Joaq“'n 4,071
\ . . . 25,541 Maricopa 1,153
smart growth principles is essential. 25,461
23435 Unincorporated 2010 Population
Riverbank 22,201 Kern County 305,536
Dinuba 21,542 Fresno C0t'.|nty 174,783
: - : — Patterson 21,251 San Joaquin County 147,035
= The 62 incorporated cities contain 73 percent (2.94 million) of the total 2010 10.854 Tulare County 146,356
estimated Valleywide population of 4.04 million. 1 9' 065 Stanislaus County 115,418
= (ities with a population over 50,000 represent 75 percent (2.2 million) of the total i 18,698 i oy 85290
. . . . Madera County 76,714
2010 estimated population of the 62 incorporated cities. 17,969 :
16.918 Kings County 35,634
= Population in unincorporated areas amounts to over 1 million Valley residents. -
16,236 Source: State of California, Department of Finance, E-1
16,208 Population Estimates for Cities, Counties and the State
- with Annual Percent Change—January 1, 2009 and 2010.
15,468 Sacramento, California, May 2010.
California City 15,014
46 DRAFT February 15,2011
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CHAPTER 5 Blueprint Implementation Partners

Other Local Agencies

In addition to cities and counties, there are many other local agencies that
will be indirectly involved in implementing the Blueprint. In the eight-
county Valley region, there are hundreds of special districts that provide
and manage facilities and programs that are critical to the health and
safety and quality of life in the Valley. These include, among others, school
districts, water districts, wastewater districts, drainage districts, and others
whose boundaries are not coterminous with city and county boundaries.
Most of these agencies have their own elected boards of directors and
independent authority over their own facilities and operations. Many of
the agencies will be expected to work with cities and counties to support
Blueprint implementation through energy and water conservation
programs and the provision of services to new development.

Local agency formation commissions (LAFCOs) in each county are charged
with reviewing and approving creation of new local agencies and changes
in the boundaries or services provided by cities and special districts.
LAFCOs boards are made up of city, county, and public representatives.
While LAFCOs are not land use planning agencies, their authority to make
decisions on city and special district expansion and boundaries can be
critical to how the Blueprint is implemented.

Valley Regional Planning Agencies

The San Joaquin Valley Blueprint is the product of a three-year process
(starting in 2006) carried out by the eight Valley RPAs: the Council of
Fresno County Governments (Fresno COG), the Kern Council of
Governments (Kern COG), the Kings County Association of Governments
(KCAG), the Madera County Transportation Commission (MCTC), the
Merced County Association of Governments (MCAG), the San Joaquin

DRAFT February 15,2011

Council of Governments (SJCOG), the Stanislaus Council of Governments
(Stan COQG), and the Tulare County Association of Governments (TCAG).

Each of the Valley RPAs is the Regional Transportation Planning Agency
and the Metropolitan Planning Organizations (MPO) for their county. This
means that their primary responsibilities are to plan for transportation and
to develop and administer the Regional Transportation Plan (RTP). The RTP
is a long-term 20-year plan for a county transportation network, and
encompasses projects for all types of travel including aviation and freight
movement. In addition to the RTP, each Valley RPA is responsible for
updating countywide transportation models, Regional Transportation
Improvement Programs (RTIP), and Federal Transportation Improvement
Programs.

Beyond transportation responsibilities, Valley RPAs are involved in a range
of other programs, which depending on the RPA, includes housing, land
use policy, education, carpool/vanpool or rideshare programs, and
regional data processing. Valley RPAs are responsible for assigning the
Regional Housing Needs Allocation (RHNA) as a part of the State-
mandated Housing Element process. As a result of SB 375, Valley RPAs will
now be responsible for aligning the RHNA with the RTP. The Valley RPAs
have varying levels of capacity for implementing the Blueprint. They all
have permanent staffs ranging in size from 4 to 33 persons; however, most
of their expertise is in transportation planning, not land use. The Valley
RPAs receive much of their funding from State and Federal transportation
grants.

While cities and counties have the most legal authority over land use, the
Valley RPAs have the most capacity for implementing the Blueprint for
several reasons. As lead agencies on the Blueprint grant application, they
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have the most access to State blueprint funding for implementation.
Through their role as regional transportation agencies, they have
significant technical capacity to coordinate transportation programming
and funding. This role is expanding with SB 375 to include a mandate to
coordinate transportation and housing with sustainable land use patterns.
The Valley RPAs also have significant capacity to coordinate programs
among their member cities and counties.

Regional Policy Council
' The Regional Policy Council was created in 2006 by a

Fasy peenewnisy ¥R0LEY

memorandum of understanding (MOU) among the
eight Valley RPAs to: provide focus and guidance on
interregional policy issues; represent the Valley at the
State and Federal levels; and work with the California Partnership for the
San Joaquin Valley. The Regional Policy Council is made up of two elected
officials and one alternate from each of the eight Valley RPAs, and one
representative from the SJVAPCD. The Regional Policy Council does not
have its own staff or budget; all of its administrative and technical support
comes from the individual Valley RPAs.

The Regional Policy Council was the decision-making body for the
combined Valley Blueprint planning process, and continues to be for the
implementation of the Blueprint. It also serves as the Transportation
Working Group for the Partnership. The RPC = will provide ongoing
oversight for all Blueprint implementation efforts.

48

San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District

v

State requirements for non-attainment areas. It also conducts public

The San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District
(SJIVAPCD) encompasses the airshed of the eight counties in
the San Joaquin Valley. The SJVAPCD develops plans and
implements control measures consistent with Federal and

education and outreach programs. The SJVAPCD was an active partner
both financially and technically during Blueprint development. The
SJVAPCD directly participated in the Blueprint planning process through
its role on the Blueprint Coordinating Committee and as a member of the
Regional Policy Council and the Valley Planners Workgroup. The District
provided nearly $750,000 in matching funds during the first two years of
the planning process and provided technical assistance throughout the
Blueprint process.

The SJVAPCD governing board is made up of 15 members: eight county
supervisors (from the eight valley counties), five city council members, and
two public members appointed by the Governor. The district gets its
funding from three sources: permit fees paid annually by businesses
operating within the district; motor vehicle registration fees generated by
a $7 surcharge fee on every vehicle registered within the district; and State
and Federal grants. The district receives State grants from the California
Air Resources Board and the Environmental Protection Agency. The
SJIVAPCD is expected to provide continuing technical and financial
support for Blueprint implementation efforts.

DRAFT February 15,2011
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Partnership for the San Joaquin Valley

The California Partnership for the San Joaquin Valley was
created by Governor Arnold Schwarzenegger in 2005 to
focus attention on and recommend changes to improve

) the economic well-being of the Valley. In November 2006
San Jooquin Valley the Partnership adopted a ten-year Strategic Action Plan,
which details its goals to help the Valley achieve a prosperous economy,
quality environment, and social equity. The Partnership received $5
million in FY 2006-2007 to implement the Strategic Action Plan. The
Strategic Action Plan includes six major initiatives and recommendations
for its ten working groups. The Strategic Action Plan specifically references
the efforts of the Valley RPAs to enhance quality of life and identify the
Valley Blueprint as an implementation strategy for the Transportation and

Land Use, Agriculture, and Housing work groups.

Originally set to expire in November 2006, the authority of the Partnership
was extended by two additional executive orders (S-22-06, S-17-08). On
July 1, 2010, the Governor strengthened the Partnership with Executive
Order S-10-10 by expanding the number and variety of members on the
board and clarifying voting and decision-making authority. There are now
six classes of voting directors in addition to a board chair and two deputy
chairs. These include: State government directors, local government
directors, private sector directors, liaisons to government agencies and
commissions, representatives of consortia, and directors with special
expertise. No additional funding was provided for the Partnership with
this last executive order. The Partnership will continue to work closely
with other Blueprint partners to provide research, policy, and funding
support for implementation efforts.

DRAFT February 15,2011

Great Valley Center

The Great Valley Center has been integrally involved
in the Blueprint, as a member of the California
Partnership for the San Joaquin Valley (Partnership),

e —

JINS as a partner throughout the Blueprint planning

process, and as the current host for the Blueprint
website and publications. As a tax exempt, nonprofit organization, GVC
programs and activities encompass agriculture, economic development,
telecommunications, leadership development, and energy and
sustainability. Their 2009 Annual Report lists over sixteen programs
including Agricultural Transactions Program, Sustainable Agriculture
Program, Pixley Connect, City Success Fund, Green Bus Tour, Daily
Connect e-newsletter, American Leadership Forum, Institute for
Development of Emerging Area Leaders, and the Great Valley Leadership
Institute. As a member of the Partnership, the GVC provided support,
produced the annual report, hosted the annual summit, and staffed three
work groups (i.e., Transportation, Advanced Communications Services

(ACS), and Land Use, Agriculture, and Housing).

Now affiliated with UC Merced, GVC is currently (2010) developing a five-
year action plan to align GVC's mission and programs with UC Merced'’s
long-term strategic plan and Vision 2025, strengthen the connections
between the two organizations, and continue to coordinate with Blueprint
programs throughout the Valley.
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Colleges and Universities

There are 21 public and private institutions of higher education in the
Valley: Bakersfield College, Central Valley Higher Education Consortium,
Cerro Coso Community College, College of the Sequoias, Columbia
College, CSU Bakersfield, CSU Fresno, CSU Stanislaus, Fresno City College,
Joint Doctoral Program in Higher Educational Leadership, Fresno Pacific,
Humphries College, Merced College, Modesto Junior College, Porterville
College, Reedley College, San Joaquin Delta College, Taft College, UC
Merced, University of the Pacific, and West Hills College. The Valley
colleges and universities will have an important role in supporting
Blueprint implementation through continuing research and technical
assistance to other Blueprint partners.

UNIMERSITY -DF THIE
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State Agencies

The Business Transportation and Housing Agency (BTHA) oversees 14
departments (including Caltrans and the Department of Housing and
Community Development), several economic development programs (e.g.,
California Partnership for the San Joaquin Valley), and commissions. BTHA
programs affect a wide range of sectors involved in planning such as
affordable
development. In 2006, BTHA created a Blueprint Learning Network team to

transportation, public safety, housing, and economic
work with the regional Blueprint programs in a series of workshops on
overcoming the challenges and obstacles to effective regional blueprint

planning.

Caltrans is the State agency responsible for funding, administering, and
supporting the California Regional Blueprint Planning Program. Caltrans
has awarded $20 million in Federal regional transportation planning funds
to develop regional blueprints and provided funding to 18 MPOs and 15
RTPAs. From 2005 to 2009, Caltrans awarded the Valley Blueprint a total of
$6,675,000:

= $2,000,000 in Fiscal Year (FY) 2005/2006

» $1,950,000 in FY 2006/2007

= $1,375,000in FY 2007/2008

* $1,350,000in FY 2008/2009

In addition, Caltrans staff from Districts 6 and 10 and State headquarters
have participated in the Blueprint Learning Network and the Valley
Planners Workgroup.

The Department of Transportation is expanding the State’s transportation

DRAFT February 15,2011
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planning process to include development of a statewide transportation
The California
Interregional Blueprint (CIB) will articulate the State’s vision for an
that
complements regional transportation plans and land use visions (i.e.,

blueprint focused on interregional travel needs.

integrated, multimodal interregional transportation system
blueprints). When complete, the CIB will become the foundation for the
2040 update to the California Transportation Plan (CTP). CTP should result
in stronger partnerships with regional and local agencies and better data
for decision-making at the State, regional, and local levels. Continuing
financial and technical support from State agencies is essential to the

success of Blueprint implementation.

Strategic Growth Council

In September 2008 when Governor Arnold Schwarzenegger signed SB 732
creating the Strategic Growth Council (SGC) as a cabinet level committee
tasked with coordinating the activities of State agencies to:

= improve air and water quality

= protect natural resource and agriculture lands
= increase the availability of affordable housing
= improve infrastructure systems

= promote public health

= assist State and local entities in the planning of sustainable
communities and meeting AB 32 goals

SGC consists of the Director of State Planning and Research, the Secretary
of the Resources Agency, the Secretary for Environmental Protection, the
Secretary of Business, Transportation and Housing, the Secretary of

DRAFT February 15,2011

California Health and Human Services, and one member of the public
appointed by the Governor.

SGC has several statutory duties, including: administering grant programs,
coordination and outreach, research and data management, and state
infrastructure planning. SGC also advocates SGC objectives at the Federal
level and works with the High Speed Rail authority to ensure the project
meets SGC objectives. SGC supports the planning and development of
sustainable communities by providing grant funding (Proposition 84) for
preparing, adopting, and implementing general plans, general plan
elements, regional plans, or other planning programs, and for preparing
and implementing urban greening projects. Financial support from the
SGC is essential for local and regional sustainable planning efforts that
implement Blueprint smart growth principles.

Non-Profit and Not-For-Profit Organizations

The Blueprint planning process has highlighted the critical and diverse
role of non-profit and not-for-profit groups in shaping policy and actions
in the valley. These groups range from environmental, social, and business
advocacy groups to health related, agricultural preservation, and many
other areas. Land use and transportation policy touches almost every
segment of our social structure. That reality is being recognized
increasingly by these groups and by transportation and land use planning
agencies. To successfully bring about the Blueprint vision for the valley, a
broad range of non-profit and for-profit groups will need to positively
support and participate in making the smart growth principles part of the
daily fabric of life in the valley.
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CHAPTER 6 Financial Resources

CHAPTER 6 Financial Resources

In addition to institutional capacity, implementing the Blueprint will
require substantial fiscal resources at the local and regional level. The
dramatic downturn in the economy and the resultant impact on local
planning agency budgets has taken place since the Blueprint planning
process was begun. While the State has recognized the need to provide
funding to go with new mandates they have not, as yet, been able to
provide the funding to cover existing and expected local agency costs.
This lack of funding will be one of the most important barriers to moving
the Blueprint principles and recommendations foreword. This chapter
describes a broad range of funding sources and financial tools that may be
useful for funding local agency efforts to incorporate the Blueprint
principles in their plans and implementing ordinances. Still needed is a
consistent long-term funding source for local agencies to conduct long
range planning. Seeking this long term funding source could be an
important regional advocacy role for those seeking to support the
Blueprint and the local agencies that have the responsibility for land use
planning.
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TAXES AND FEES

Assessment Districts
Formation of an assessment district is a financing tool available to cities,
and special districts that allows the costs

counties, of public

improvements to be apportioned among beneficiaries. Assessment
districts are a form of “user pays” financing. Benefit assessments are often
used for flood control, fire services, and water systems. Assessment
district formation includes districts authorized by the Landscaping and
Lighting Act of 1972, which specifically authorizes the use of districts for
parks, recreation and open space, recreational improvements, and
maintenance. Developers often create new assessment districts at the
time of development approvals, and then new homeowners within the

district pay for the cost of the improvements through the district.

Bond Financing

Local governments, including special districts, have the authority to issue
debt in the form of bonds to pay the costs of developing infrastructure.
The debt is repaid over the life of the bonds, usually at very favorable, tax
exempt interest rates. The two basic types of bonds are general obligation
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bonds and revenue bonds. While general obligation bonds are secured by
government taxing power, revenue bonds are secured by a pledge of
projected revenues. Bonds may also be issued by Joint Powers Authorities
for projects that exceed the boundaries of any one jurisdiction.

Business License Fees

Business license fees are an excise tax imposed on businesses by local
governments and are usually based on gross receipts or levied at a flat
rate. Business license fees are typically general fund revenues and can be
used to fund a broad range of municipal expenses.

Impact Fees

Impact fees are assessments imposed as a condition of approval for
development projects that apportion the costs of required public facilities
and services to new development. Authorized by AB 1600, the impact fee
must be “reasonably related to the cost of the service” or facility provided
by the local government. Local government impact fees often include
sewer and water facilities, public safety, roads and freeway interchanges,
schools, parks and open space, libraries, and other facilities that are
consistent with the standard of service within a community. Under the
California Government Code, cities and counties can charge a fee on new
development for maintaining their general plans.

Local Auto Registration Taxes

Counties received legislative authority to assess a $1 surcharge on in-
county vehicle registrations for vehicle theft prevention programs. The
authority for this fee will expire in 2018. The fee could be legislatively
reinstated or extended for other purposes such as infrastructure
improvements, transit systems development or operations, or open space
conservation.
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Mello Roos Community Facilities Fees

Mello Roos fees are property taxes imposed on real estate within a defined
geographic area. Mello Roos districts facilitate public financing through
the sale of tax exempt bonds to pay for provided infrastructure and
services. The collected taxes are used to pay the debt on the bonds.

CEQA Mitigation Fees

CEQA mitigation fees are assessments imposed by lead agencies as a
condition of approval for development projects. Mitigation fees are
charges on new development for negative impacts that development may
have on the community. Mitigation fees are most frequently used to
compensate for the loss of agricultural land or natural resource habitat.
The use of mitigation fees is limited to funding programs and actions

directly related to the identified impact

Property Taxes

Property taxes are ad valorem taxes limited to 1 percent of assessed
property value. The property tax represents a significant though
decreasing share of local government revenue. Property tax rates can be
increased through special assessments and bonds (covered elsewhere in
this chapter) approved through a local election with a two-thirds majority

vote.

Property Transfer Taxes

Property transfer taxes are imposed at the local level based on a
percentage of the sale price of the property. While some cities and
counties have transfer taxes that were grandfathered in prior to the
passage of Proposition 218, the establishment of new transfer taxes are

generally held to require a two-thirds vote of the electorate. However,
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property transfer tax agreements related to development approvals have
became more popular as a method of financing affordable housing and
other community benefits. Under such an arrangement, a developer
agrees to include a property transfer tax on parcels created in the new

project that generate revenue each time the parcel is sold.

Business Improvement Districts

Business improvement districts are formed by local governments, with the
agreement of the district business owners. They represent a public-
private partnership in which the business owners in the district agree to a
special assessment and the purposes for which the assessments will be
collected and spent. A city, county or joint powers authority may create
the district and levy the assessments after providing public notice and
holding a hearing. If there is no protest by a majority of the property
owners, the district may be formed. The assessments can provide funding
for a variety of purposes, including parking facilities, parks, fountains,
street lighting, and other streetscape features. Assessments may also be
used for special events and promotion of tourism.

Sales Taxes

Sales tax are taxes on tangible personal property charged as a percentage
of the purchase price of an item. Sales tax is not charged on services at
this time in California. The current statewide base sales taxes is 8.25
percent, one percent of which goes to local government. Cities, counties
and special districts may add optional supplementary taxes to the current
rate of 8.25 percent with two-thirds voter approval. “Self-help” counties,
have been successful in winning voter approval for local sales tax
increases to provide local matches for transportation funds. Self-help

Counties in the San Joaquin Valley include: Fresno, San Joaquin, Madera,
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and Tulare. Many other local option taxes have been approved for a
variety of purposes, including libraries, economic development, public
safety, and schools.

Transient Occupancy Taxes

Transient occupancy taxes (TOT) are imposed by local government on the
rental of motel, hotel, and other “transient” accommodations. TOT are
general revenues used for broad range government activities. Imposition

of a new TOT requires two-thirds voter approval.

Tax Increment Financing

Tax increment financing is the primary funding mechanism for
redevelopment activities. The difference (or increment) in property tax
revenues between the base year of the assessed property value at the
date of formation of a redevelopment agency and the increase in property
values in the current year is captured by a redevelopment agency. Tax
increment does not change the amount of taxes that the property owner
is required to pay, but it does change the formula for distribution of tax
revenues among existing agencies. All cities and counties in California
have the authority to form redevelopment districts to capture tax
increment revenue, although the State Legislature has frequently
narrowed the application and use of the increment funds. This may
change, however, as the new Governor tries to balance the State budget.
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Utility Users Taxes

Utility user taxes previously could be imposed by local governments on
the consumption/use of electricity, gas, cable television, water, and/or
telephone service. The rate of the tax and its use are determined by the
local government but the establishment of a new tax must be approved
by the voters. A two-thirds vote is required for a special tax for a specified
purpose, and a majority vote is required for a general tax without a
specified purpose.

GRANTS AND LOANS

In addition to using taxes and fees, local governments may apply for range
of grants and loans. While the grant and loan programs described here
represent a broad overview of current programs, the opportunities
change often. It is advisable to check frequently for the most current
information on available programs. Current information is available from
a number of sources, such as the League of California Cities, the the
California State Association of Counties, the Local Government
Commission, and others, which maintain up-to-date lists of grants and
discretionary funding sources. Information on available Federal grants can

be found at www.grants.gov.

As the national economy recovers, it is likely that funding to support plans
and development compatibility with the Blueprint principles will expand.
Already, the current trend toward smaller houses and strategies to reduce
carbon emissions suggest that the emphasis on sustainability and “green”
buildings and transportation are likely to continue in the private market.
Public funding is likely to fall in step to bolster additional support.
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Federal American Recovery and Reinvestment Act

The Federal American Recovery and Reinvestment Act (ARRA) is an
economic stimulus package enacted in February 2009. Not intended as an
ongoing revenue source, the stimulus was intended to create jobs and
promote investment and consumer spending during the recession. The
Act includes Federal tax incentives, expansion of unemployment
benefits and other social welfare provisions, and domestic spending in
education, health care, and infrastructure, including the energy sector. A
significant portion of funds available under ARRA are in the areas of
transportation, energy, and environment, and provide opportunities to
advance projects that not only address critical infrastructure and other
needs, but also help address the air quality situation in the San Joaquin
Valley.

California Energy Commission

The California Energy Commission (CEC) has various grant and loan
programs to promote energy efficiency and mitigate climate change.
Existing resources have been supplemented by American Recovery and
(See

Reinvestment Act funding from the Federal government.

www.energy.ca.gov/recovery/blockgrant)

California Strategic Growth Council

Using funds from voter-approved Proposition 84, the Strategic Growth
Council (5GC) awards grants to local governments for planning and for
urban “greening.” The Proposition 84 funds represent a major new source
of funding for local and regional planning programs that address
sustainability, climate change, and smart growth. The San Joaquin Valley
RPAs received a $1 million grant from the SGC in December 2010 for Valley
Blueprint implementation as well as a $2.5 million grant for the Valleywide
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Model Improvement Program. In addition, the following Valley agencies
received SGC grants totaling over $4.7 million:

= City of Arvin received $150,000 for an Air Quality & Health Element and
Comprehensive Green Zoning Code and General Plan Updates

= City of Clovis received $295,500 for the Shaw Avenue Corridor Plan

= City of Corcoran received $450,000 for a General Plan Update

= City of Farmersville received $267,000 for a Comprehensive
Infrastructure Master Plan

= City of Fresno received $992,214 for a Strategic Centers Solution for
SB375 Implementation

= Kings CAG received $385,000 for a county-wide Climate Action Plan;

= City of Merced received $251,345 for the Bellevue Corridor
Community Plan

= City of Riverbank received $536,000 for the SR 108 the Relinquishment
and Reinvestment Plan

= Stanislaus County in concert with nine cities received$1,000,000 for
development of a Regional Sustainability Toolbox

= City of Stockton received $398,423 for a Climate Action Plan

(See http://www.sgc.ca.gov/ for up to date information, funding
deadlines and grant requirements.)

California Department of Transportation

Caltrans provides various grants and types of assistance to local
governments, COGs, and MPOs. The specific programs change from time
to time, and, while this discussion provides a framework for reference, the
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best source for-up-to date information is the Caltrans website. Caltrans has
several programs, managed mainly through the Departments Division of
Local Assistance or the Division of Transportation Planning, that are
excellent sources for local land use and transportation planning, including:
Caltrans Local Assistance, Community-Based Transportation Planning,
Environmental Justice: Context-Sensitive Planning, Safe Routes to Schools,
Bicycle Transportation Account, Environmental Enhancement and
Mitigation, and the Regional Blueprint. Caltrans also administers grants
that support projects focused on environmental justice, historic resources,
environmental restoration, bicycle pathways, and public engagement.
(The Caltrans District Director for each district can provide additional

information or see http:/www. dot.ca.gov/hg/tpp/grants.html.)

California Department of Water Resources

The California Department of Water Resources (DWR) and the State Water
Resources Control Board provide grants and loans for a variety of
purposes, including flood protection planning, local groundwater
assistance, and urban streams and watershed restoration. Loans are
available for water conservation programs and local water supply

construction. (See www.water.ca.gov/grants)

California Department of Housing and Community
Development

The California Department of Housing and Community Development
(HCD) has more than a dozen grant programs available to local
The Infill
Infrastructure Grant program provides assistance for infrastructure and

governments, most of which are focused on housing.

the development of infill housing projects. The HOME program, designed
to assist cities and counties in providing and maintaining affordable
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housing, provides funds for rehabilitation, new construction, and
acquisition and rehabilitation, for both single-family and multifamily
projects, and predevelopment loans to assist low-income renters and
owners. (See http:/www.hcd.ca.gov)

Federal Department of Housing and Urban
Development

The Sustainable Communities Regional Planning Grant program
administered by the Federal Department of Housing and Urban
Development (HUD) is designed to support multi-jurisdictional regional
planning efforts that integrate housing, economic development, and
transportation decision-making in a manner that empowers jurisdictions
to consider the interdependent challenges of economic growth, social
equity, and environmental impact simultaneously. The first round of
funding was completed in October 2010, but there will likely be other
through HUD, the US.

Transportation, and the US Environmental Protection Agency, working

similar — opportunities Department of
together as The Partnership for Sustainable Communities. The Compact
of Cities (Smart Valley Places) representing 14 of the 16 largest cities in the
Valley received a $4 million Sustainable Communities Planning grant in

October 2010.

Livable Communities Act

Under the Livable Communities Act the Federal Office of Sustainable
Housing and Communities would oversee two grant programs. One grant
program would make $2.2 billion available for communities to build and
improve affordable housing, strengthen public transportation, promote
transit-oriented development, and redevelop Brownfield sites. A second
grant program would provide $500 million to support comprehensive
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that the interconnectedness  of

transportation, housing, community and economic development, and

regional planning recognizes

environmental sustainability. This bill will likely be reintroduced in the
2011 session of Congress.
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Assessment Districts X X X X X X X X X X

Bond Financing X X X X X X X X X X X

Business License Tax X X X X X
Impact Fee X X X X X X X X

Auto Registration Tax X X X
Mello Roos Community Facilities X X X X X X X X X X X X
CEQA Mitigation X X X X X X X X X X
Property Tax X X X X X X X X X X X X
Property Transfer Tax X X X X X X X X X X X
Sales Tax X X X X X X X X X X X
Transfer Occupancy Tax X X X X X X X X X X X X
Tax Increment Financin

(sede\(;e?opem;nt :ggnc%/) X X X X X X
Utility Users Tax X X X X X X X X X X X

ARRA X X X X

California Energy Commission. X X X X X X X X
Strategic Growth Council X X X X X X X
Caltrans X X X X X X X X X
Department of Water Resources X X X X X X X X X
Housing and Community Development X X X X X X
Housing and Urban Development X X X X X X X X X X
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APPENDIX B - INSTITUTIONAL ARRANGEMENTS
WHITEPAPER

In August 2010 the San Joaquin Valley Regional
Planning Agency1 Directors directed Mintier
Harnish, as part of its work on the Blueprint
Roadmap, to research different existing regional
institutional arrangements. The Directors also
directed Mintier Harnish to: “identify options for
effective institutional arrangements for the Valley
that would facilitate implementation of the San
Joaquin Valley Blueprint.”

The
builds on the Nelson Nygaard memo, San

Institutional Arrangements Whitepaper
Joaquin Valley Policy Council Summary of

Development  Workshop, =~ Outcomes, and

Recommendations, and information from a
Federal Highway Administration funded study,
Staffing

Metropolitan Planning Organizations

and Administrative Capacity of
(FWA
Report). The whitepaper includes nine profiles
of regional

planning agencies, illustrating
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different types of organizational structures with
varying levels of responsibilities, authority, and
resources. The profiles include California
agencies as well as agencies in Washington,
Oregon, and Colorado. Additional profiles of

MPOs from throughout the United States can

be found in the Federal Highway
Administration study.2
The  whitepaper also identifies three

institutional options for the San Joaquin Valley
to implement the Valley Blueprint and further

Valleywide programs and initiatives.  The
options are described in terms of organization
type; legal authority; membership and

representation; voting structure; responsibilities
and functions; staffing; and potential revenue
sources. Each option also includes a set of

conclusions.

The whitepaper is organized into three major
sections. The first section describes the
relationship of institutional arrangements to
implementation of the Valley Blueprint. The
second provides a summary of nine regional
planning agencies profiled. The third section
three institutional

outlines arrangement

options for the Valley.

The full version of Institutional Arrangements
Whitepaper is included in this appendix by
reference.
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