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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Merced County RTIP

Merced County Association of Governments (MCAG), the Metropolitan Planning Organization
(MPO) for Merced County on behalf of its member jurisdictions proposes the 2010 Regional
Transportation Improvement Program (RTIP) that programs local Merced County Regional
Improvement Program (RIP) fund shares to transportation projects in Merced County.

Merced County’s RIP fund shares are published in the California Transportation Commission’s
2010 State Transportation Improvement Program (STIP) Fund Estimate (FE) that was adopted
October 15, 2010.

The 2010 STIP Fund Estimate reflects the poor state of the US Economy and the continuation of
the California State budget crisis. Due to many economic factors and variables, the 2010 STIP
fund estimate does not include any new STIP programming capacity in the first 3-years (fiscal
years 10/11, 11/12, and 12/13) of the current 5-year STIP period. In fact, whatever STIP (RIP
funded) projects were programmed in the last STIP cycle (2008) will have to be pushed out
(delayed) into the last two fiscal years (13/14 and 14/15) of the 2010 STIP period.

Although, the 2010 STIP FE states that the STIP is over programmed by 30-39% in fiscal years
10/11, 11/12, and 12/13 and projects will need to be reprogrammed (delayed), MCAG has only a
single STIP (RIP funded) project to address in the 2010 RTIP. The Existing Hwy 59-Widening
project was programmed with $12,800,000 of RIP funding in fiscal year 11/12 in the 2008 RTIP.

MCAG is proposing to continue with the same RIP funds priorities and program the small sum
of RIP County shares to the Existing Hwy 59-Widening project with a slight modification.

In the 2010 RTIP, MCAG is proposing to program Segment 1 (Signalization and Intersection
Improvements) of the Existing Hwy 59-Widening project with $2,040,000 of RIP funds in
FY11/12 and the remainder of the funds ($10,760,000) in FY12/13.

This RTIP / RIP programming proposal is included in the following table.

Merced County -2010 RTIP
funds in 1,000's
Agency| Rte| PPHO|Project 1011 1112 12-13] 13141415
Caltrans| 58| BBS5|Merced 16th St-Olive Aw, widen to 4 lanes- Segment 1 0| 2,040] 10,760 0 0
Caltrans| 152| 5707 |Los Banos Bypass Segment 1 (RIFI085-09) 1] 0 1] 0 0
MCAG 5960|Planning, prograrring, and monitoring 539 0 1] 0 0
Subtotal, Highway Projects E39| 2.040( 10,760 0 0

Merced County Association of Governments
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The Caltrans Project Manager has provided the following project cost estimates on the Segment
1 — Signalization and Intersection improvements on the Existing Hwy 59 Widening project.

FY11/12: FY12/13:

PAED- $50,000

PS&E - $650,000

Right of Way (Support) - $ 240,000 Construction (Support) - $ 660,000
Right of Way (Capital) - $1,100,000 Construction (Capital) - $10,100,000
Total $2,040,000

San Joaquin Valley 2010 Programming Coordination

The programming in the 2010 SJV Regional Transportation Program (RTIP) effort has been
developed in partnership between the eight San Joaquin Valley Councils of Governments
(COGs) and Caltrans Districts 6 and 10. The 2010 SJV RTIP Programming collectively
balances capacity and project delivery needs for the eight individual COGs and two Caltrans
Districts.

The 2010 SJV RTIP programming is consistent with the CTC adopted Fund Estimate (FE, the
CTC adopted 2009-10 Allocation Plan, and it exceed the CTC 2010 STIP Guidelines
redistribution targets for both RIP and IIP flexible funding shares (both the 30% of FY09/10 to
FY12/13 and the 39% of FY10/11 to FY12/13 targets).

The SJV COGs and Caltrans have collectively prioritized projects based upon project
deliverability and prior CTC identified project priorities. The intent of the SJV COGs and
Caltrans Districts 6 & 10 is to present a comprehensive and collective annual programming
recommendation for the SJV COGs and their transportation projects, rather than having CTC
staff try to make STIP programming reduction decisions based upon individual COG project
priorities while trying to balance the state’s limited transportation resources.

Merced County Association of Governments
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2010 Coordinated San Joaquin Valley STIP Proposal - RIP
Flexible Funds (No PTA or TE)

(51,000)
i 30%
Fiscal Year (FY) Total Lo, 0 . Proposed
. Redistribution C
Programming Target to Redistribution to
FY 09-10 to FY 8 FY 13-14 & FY 14-
12.13 FY 13-14 & FY 14 15
09-10 10-11 11-12 12-13 13-14 14-15 i 15
Fresno $661 $316  $8316 $31,716 $41,009 $12,303
$25,743 $1,580  $44,340  $27,512 $99,175 $29,753] |
$1,537 $75  $19,094  $29,070 $49,776 $14933) |
Madera $15,457 $200 $200  $4,702 $20,559 s668] |
$640 $639  $12,800 $0 $14,079 $4224] ]
San Joaquin $15,235  $32,775  $16,872 $205 $65,087 $19526] |
Stanislaus $9,053 $606 $606  $4,014 $14,279 $4,284] |
Tulare $16,020 $38,300 $13,430 $8,700 $76,450 $22,935 _ Comparison to Both CTC Targets in 2010 STIP
Guidelines:
SJ Valley Total = $84,346 $74,491 $115,658 $105,919 $380,414 $114,124 _ $114,124  =30% of FY 09/10 to 12/13
$115,467 =39% of FY 10/11 to 12/13

Current programming in 2008 STIP =

Merced County Association of Governments
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2010 Coordinated San Joaquin Valley STIP Proposal - IIP
($1,000)

Total 30% Proposed
Programming | Redistribution | Redistribution to
FY 09-10 to FY Target to FY 13-14 & FY 14-
09-10 10-11 11-12 12-13 13-14 14-15 12-13 FY 13-14 & FY 14 15

Fiscal Year (FY)

Fresno $1,386 S0 $8,500 S0 $9,886 $2,966

0 S0 stoo  Sas0 | Sl siess|
Meced | Sse7  staso o o | sow  sea| |
Snjosqun | Sz Sz S0 S0 | sweom]  svess|
Tare S0 S0 saso seo0 | swmsoo sl

Tulare/Kings $100 $300  $4,100 $0 $4,500 $1350f 0|

SIValley Total = |  $20,445  $14,722  $17,100  $13,520 $65,787 $19,736 -

Current programming in 2008 STIP = | |

Merced County Association of Governments

Comparison to Both CTC Targets in 2010 STIP
Guidelines:

=30% of FY 09/10 to 12/13 with
$19,736 AB 3090s

=39% of FY 10/11 to 12/13 with
$17,683 AB 3090s
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INTRODUCTION

Why do we have an RTIP document?

State Transportation Improvement Program (STIP)

Every two years the California Transportation Commission (CTC) adopts a State Transportation
Improvement Program (STIP) document that programs anticipated federal and state revenues for
the next 5-year period that will be available to construct transportation projects throughout
California.

State Transportation Improvement Program Fund Estimate (STIP FE)

Prior to the STIP document, the CTC and Caltrans (California Department of Transportation)
create a STIP Fund Estimate (FE) document that specifically outlines the basis of current
revenue assumptions based on the state budget, the economy, the Federal Surface Transportation
Bill, and other factors and variables that will impact transportation revenue sources. The STIP
FE identifies an apportioned Regional Improvement Program (RIP) County Share estimate each
county in California within the legislative requirements of current law.

The purpose of the Fund Estimate is to estimate all federal and State funds reasonably expected
to be available for programming in the subsequent STIP and a plan to manage these funds over
the subsequent five years.

Each new STIP will include projects carried forward from the previous STIP plus new projects
and RIP county share reserves from among those proposed by regional agencies in their Regional
Transportation Improvement Programs (RTIPs) and by Caltrans in its Interregional
Transportation Improvement Program (ITIP).

State highway project figures in the STIP include all Caltrans’ project support costs (R/W sup
and CON Sup) and all project listings will specify costs for each of the following four
components:

(1) Completion of all permits and environmental studies — (PA&ED);

(2) Preparation of plans, specifications, and estimates (PS&E)

(3) Acquisition of Right-of-way (RW); and

(4) Construction and construction management and engineering (Const), including surveys

and inspection.

Merced County Association of Governments
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Regional Transportation Improvement Program (RTIP)

Once the CTC adopts the biennial STIP FE, each of California’s 18 Regional Transportation
Planning Agency (RTPA) and/or Metropolitan Planning Organizations (MPO) are required to
submit another document, the Regional Transportation Improvement Program (RTIP) that
identifies local STIP/RIP programming priorities for their local RIP County Share funds estimate
in the STIP FE. Caltrans is responsible for processing the RTIP document for the rural counties
that don’t have the population (>50,000) to be designated as an MPO.

The MPQ’s Governing Board is required to take formal action and prioritize how to program
their local RIP County share to transportation projects over the next 5- fiscal year period of the
STIP.

Federal Transportation Improvement Program (FTIP)

Following the adoption of the biennial local RTIP and state STIP programming documents, the
Federal Transportation Improvement Program (FTIP) document is updated to identify 100% of
federal funds and required local matching funds ((if any) to transportation projects within the
jurisdiction of the MPO. The RTIP (STIP/RIP) programming is consistent with funds
programmed in the FTIP document.

Project sponsors cannot get authorization to proceed with a phase on a federal-aid project or
access awarded federal funds unless the federal funds are programmed in the FTIP document.
State and Federal approval is required on the MPO’s FTIP document

Federal State Transportation Improvement Program (FSTIP)
MPO’s are required to submit local FTIP document to Caltrans by August 1 biennially. Caltrans
combines local FTIPs into a single State FTIP document (FSTIP). Federal approval is required
on the FSTIP document.

Merced County Association of Governments
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ECONOMIC CHALLENGES

As experienced at all scales of our economy (national, state, and local) California transportation
revenue shortfalls continue as challenges into another fiscal year and the next 5-year 2010 State

Transportation Improvement Program (STI

The recently published annual report of

P) cycle.

the California Transportation Commission (CTC)

to the California State Legislature paints a very dismal picture of state budget issues and

the impact of insufficient transportation

funding.

Z00%)

ANNUAL REPORT TO
THE CALIFORNIA LEGISLATURE

TRANSPORTATION
COMMISSION

Ongoing state budget challenges, combined with
reduced revenues from transportation taxes and fees,
are jeopardizing the delivery of existing transportation

capital programs.

The 2010 STIP fund estimate faces major revenue
risks that could substantially impact the actual
Program capacity.

The combined impact of increased costs, declining
revenue from the fuel tax, and growing awareness of
the causes and impacts of climate change, compels a

reassessment of how transportation infrastructure is

publicly financed.

California lacks sufficient funding to preserve and
maintain this asset, and the cost of maintaining
and preserving this asset is Increasing due to the
cumulative effects of an aging system, growing
traffic demands, and rising costs.

State revenues from all sources have continued
to decline, negatively impacting project delivery

schedules.

Merced County Association of Governments
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2010 STIP Fund Estimate

The development of the 2010 STIP began this year with the California Transportation
Commission’s (CTC) adoption of the 2010 STIP fund estimate assumptions on June 10, 2009,
and the adoption of the STIP fund estimate and amendments to the STIP guidelines on October
14, 2009. The CTC had exercised its option under state law to delay the adoption of the fund
estimate beyond the statutory August 15 date because of state budget delays. The Commission
will adopt the 2010 STIP on May 19, 2010.

On October 14, 2009, the California Transportation Commission (Commission) adopted the
2010 State Transportation Improvement Program (STIP) Fund Estimate (FE). The STIP FE is a
biennial estimate of all resources available for the State’s transportation infrastructure over the
next five-year period, and establishes the program funding levels for the STIP and State
Highway Operation and Protection Program (SHOPP). The 2010 STIP FE period covers State
fiscal years 2010-11 through 2014-15.

STIP Capacity

STIP projects add capacity to the State’s transportation infrastructure. The 2010 FE includes a
total estimate of $3.8 billion in program capacity over the five-year FE period. Program capacity
represents the total value of projects that can be funded each year, and includes construction,
Right-of-Way (R/W), and support. Support consists of preliminary engineering, planning, and
design.

Forecast Reductions (2010 vs. 2008)

The 2010 FE displays a new, estimated STIP program capacity of $366 million over the FE
period, while the 2008 FE displayed a forecast of $1.3 billion in new STIP program capacity
over the same five-year period.

As a result of the lower amount of STIP program capacity forecasted in the 2010 FE, some

projects programmed in 2009-10 through 2012-13 will need to be moved to later years where
sufficient program capacity is estimated to be available.

Merced County Association of Governments
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New STIP capacity in the future will continue to depend primarily on PTA resources and
Proposition 42 revenues transferred to the TIF. Both of these sources are difficult to forecast with
any certainty under current budgetary circumstances and a struggling economy. Recent State
Budgets have redirected a significant amount of PTA resources to transportation programs
traditionally financed through General Fund (GF) revenues. In addition, the State Constitution
allows Proposition 42revenues to be suspended twice in any consecutive 10-year period.

STIP Highlights

» The 2010 FE estimates STIP program capacity of $3.8 billion over the five-year FE
period. This covers the existing STIP program and adds $366 million in STIP capacity,
but will require redistributing the existing program over the FE period.

= New STIP program capacity is constrained due to recent declines and the projected slow
growth of fuel consumption and fuel prices.

= SHA STIP program capacity includes Federal commitments for Transportation
Enhancements (TE) and Grant Anticipation Revenue Vehicle (GARVEE) debt service,
and identifies $146 million in additional program capacity for new STIP.

= New STIP program capacity in the future will continue to depend primarily on PTA
revenues and TIF transfers, both of which are difficult to predict with any certainty under
current budgetary and economic circumstances. If revenues are diverted or suspended,
this situation may result in a lower level of program capacity available for the STIP.

SHOPP Capacity

SHOPP projects consist of major rehabilitation work on the State Highway System. The 2010 FE
forecasts SHOPP program capacity of $8.4 billion over the five-year FE period. Like the STIP,
SHOPP program capacity represents the total value of projects that can be funded each year, and
includes construction, R/W, and support. New SHOPP capacity of $4.3 billion is estimated over
the FE period, but will require redistribution of the existing program over this period. Some
projects programmed in 2009-10 through 2011-12 will need to be moved to later years where
sufficient capacity is available.

Merced County Association of Governments
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The SHOPP is constrained over the entire FE period. While the 2010 FE forecasts an average of
just under $1.7 billion of SHOPP program capacity each year over the FE period, the annual
SHOPP goal-constrained need is roughly $6.3 billion as identified in the 2009 10-Year SHOPP
Plan. As a result of the large annual shortfall, potential impacts may include delays of needed
projects, an inability to fix new and/or ongoing deterioration of the highways, and possible cost
increases.

SHOPP Highlights

The 2010 FE forecasts a SHOPP program capacity of $8.4 billion over the five-year FE
period. This covers the existing SHOPP program and adds $4.3 billion in new SHOPP
program capacity. In comparison, the 2008 FE displayed a forecast of $5.7 billion in new
SHOPP program capacity. Similar to the STIP, SHOPP program capacity in the 2010 FE
will require redistribution of the existing program over the FE period.

The 2010 FE SHOPP does not include the $500 million provided to the SHOPP from the
bond-funded Highway Safety Rehabilitation, and Preservation Account. These resources
have already been earmarked for specific projects outside of the current 2008 SHOPP.

The SHOPP will be constrained during the FE period with a target capacity of
approximately $1.7 billion per year while the annual SHOPP goal-constrained need is
roughly $6.3 billion as identified in the 2009 10-Year SHOPP Plan. The lower SHOPP
levels can be attributed to several factors including, but not limited to:

0 The 2010 FE displays a $2.3 billion decrease in SHOPP resources in comparison
to the 2008 FE over the five-year FE period. This is primarily due to a struggling
economy and recent declines in fuel consumption.

0 Federal Obligation Authority (OA) in the 2010 FE is based on the actual OA
received in 2008-09 and will remain constant in the base year, and throughout the
FE period. This results in about $356 million less OA in comparison to the
projections in the 2008 STIP FE, which displays revenues as based on actual OA
received in 2006-07 and an annual escalation factor of 1.8 percent. The 2010
STIP FE period displays a constant OA due to the current Federal Highway Act

Merced County Association of Governments
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(Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient, Transportation Equity Act: A Legacy for
Users) expiring on September 30, 2009.

o0 Available SHOPP resources have recently been redirected from program capacity
to fund Highway Maintenance and address a backlog of pavement preservation
projects. The purpose of this redirection has been to reduce the level of
maintenance that could eventually develop into major SHOPP projects and result
in significant cost increases.

= The 2010 FE does not assume the use of additional GARVEE bonds. However, the
Department has been given authorization in the 2009-10 Budget Act to expend about
$622 million in new GARVEE bond proceeds. GARVEE bonds may be used to advance
construction projects when State and Federal funds may not otherwise be available. Debt
service payments are deducted from future OA and requires state match. This would
result in a decrease to available resources and could potentially further reduce 2010
SHOPP program capacity.

Challenges (Prop 42 and Federal Highway Act)

Two major risks could significantly impact the actual program capacity for the STIP and
SHOPP. The possibility of Proposition 42 transfers to the TIF being suspended, and lingering
uncertainty over the next Federal Highway Act, poses serious risks to the revenues identified in
the 2010 FE. In addition, volatile costs of construction materials, support, and R/W acquisitions
are also potential threats to the FE program capacity.

The STIP and the State Highway Operation and Protection Program (SHOPP) comprise the
major portion of the State’s transportation infrastructure program. Historically, the primary
sources of funds for the STIP and SHOPP have been user fees, including excise tax on motor
vehicle fuels and weight fees to the State Highway Account (SHA), and Federal Trust Funds
from Federal excise tax on motor vehicle fuels. Article X1X of the California Constitution
protects State transportation funds from diversion for non-transportation purposes, while a
combination of State and Federal laws control the use of Federal funds.

Currently, the SHA and Federal Trust Funds are the sole funding sources for the constrained
SHOPP. New STIP must be completely funded from non-SHA sources, with the exception of
Transportation Enhancements (TE) and existing Grant Anticipation Revenue Vehicle(s)
(GARVEE) debt service. The 2010 FE includes STIP capacity from the Public Transportation
Account (PTA), the Transportation Investment Fund (TIF), and the Transportation Facilities
Account (TFA) — created as part of the Highway Safety, Traffic Reduction, Air Quality, and Port
Security Bond Act of 2008.

Merced County Association of Governments
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State Transportation Revenues at Risk

Section 14524(c) of the Government Code requires the FE to base revenue assumptions on
existing State and Federal statutes. However, existing law cannot guarantee that the Department
will realize certain revenues over the FE period, particularly in light of recent budgetary actions.
For instance, the State Constitution allows for the suspension of Proposition 42 revenues during
times of financial stress. The 2010 FE faces major revenue risks that could significantly impact
the actual program capacity for the STIP and SHOPP.

Specifically, these revenue risk items are:

Transportation Investment Fund (TIF) Transfers —Transfers of Proposition 42
gasoline sales tax revenues to the TIF have in the past been delayed or suspended due to
funding shortfalls in the State budget. Due to continuing fiscal challenges in the State
Budget, there is a chance that legislation may partially or completely suspend the transfer
of these revenues during the FE period. Proposition 1A, passed in November 2006,
allows these transfers to be suspended under certain circumstances twice in any
consecutive 10-year period, but requires full repayment of loans plus interest within three
years and before any additional suspensions can occur. Because of STIP cash flow
commitments against the TIF, a significant diversion of TIF funding could result in the
fund becoming insolvent during the FE period.

State General Fund (GF) Assistance — In December 2008, California faced an
estimated GF shortfall of $42 billion for the remainder of 2008-09 and 2009-10.
Revisions to the 2008-09 Budget Act and the amended 2009-10 Budget Act required
diversions of transportation funding and loans to the GF. If the GF continues to
experience revenue shortfalls over the FE period, this could reduce available cash for
programming new capacity.

Federal Highway Funding — The Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient Transportation
Equity Act: A Legacy for Users (SAFETEA-LU) expired on September 30, 2009. In
addition, the Federal Highway Trust Fund (FHTF) required cash transfers from the US
General Fund in Federal fiscal year (FFY) 2008 and FFY 2009 in order to meet its
funding levels in the current Federal Highway Act. These circumstances make the future
levels of Federal funding uncertain.

Bond Market — Approved by voters in November 2006, Proposition 1B or the Highway
Safety, Traffic Reduction, Air Quality, and Port Security Bond Act of 2006 authorized
the issuance of General Obligation (GO) bonds. The State Treasurer’s Office (STO) last
sold GO bonds in April 2009 due to a struggling economy and a less than ideal credit
market. Although the STO will re-enter the bond market in October 2009, the amount of
proceeds they will apportion to Proposition 1B projects is unknown. This may delay
transportation projects funded with GO bonds because new projects cannot start until
after the bonds are sold.

Merced County Association of Governments
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2010 STIP Guidelines

On October 15, 2009, the CTC adopted STIP Guidelines. These STIP Guidelines included both
items specific to the 2010 STIP process and permanent changes to future STIP Guidelines.

The third bullet below is very important as it confirms that 30 percent of current STIP RIP
projects funded with flexible funds in 2009-10 through 2012-13 will need to be delayed
(reprogrammed) to future fiscal years (2013/14 and 2014/15) project.

This means that there is no new STIP capacity in FY10/11, FY11/12, or FY12/13.

e Allocation Extensions for Lack of Funding: In a departure from the general rule in the STIP

Guidelines, the Commission may approve allocation extensions for non-TE projects on the basis of
the lack of State funding.

e Commission expectations and priorities: Specifies that the Commission expects to give first priority
to the reprogramming of projects from the 2008 STIP.

13
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Attachment to Resolution G-09-11

STIP Guidelines
Policies and Procedures Specific to the 2010 STIP

The following specific policies and procedures address the particular circumstances of the
2010 STIP:

¢ Schedule. As authorized by Govemment Code Section 14525(d), the Commuission
postponed the adoption of the 2010 STIP fund estimate because legislation then
pending before the Legislature would have a significant impact on revenue estimates.

The following schedule lists the major milestones for the development and adoption of
the 2010 STIP:

Caltrans presents draft fund estimate Angust 12, 2009
Workshop: Draft Fund Estimate & Draft STIP Guudelines  September 9, 2009
CTC adopts fund estimate October 14, 2009
Caltrans identifies State highway needs November 13, 2009
Regions subnut ETIPs February 12, 2010
Caltrans submuts ITIP Febmary 12, 2010
CTC STIP hearing. North March 22, 2010
CTC STIP heaning, South March 23, 2010
CTC publishes staff recommendations Apnl 29 2010
CTC adopts STIP IMay 19 2010

¢ Statewide fund estimate. Development of the 2010 STIP will consist primarily of
rescheduling projects carried forward from the 2008 STIP. The statewide capacity
for the 2010 STIP fund estimate identifies net new capacity available only 1n the two
years added to the STIP, 2013-14 and 2014-15, with primarily decreases in capacity i
earlier years. The estimate incorporates the 2009-10 Budget Act and other 2009
legislation enacted prior to the fund estimate adoption. Programmuing in the 2010 STIP
will be constramned by fiscal vear, with most new programmung limted to
Transportation Enhancement (TE) projects in the two vears added to the STIP, 2013-14
and 2014-15.

+ County shares and targets Unlike recent Fund Estimates, the 2010 STIP Fund
Estimate only contains STIP targets for the new statewide Transportation Enhancement
(TE) capacity ($195 nullion through 2014-15). The 2010 STIP Fund Estimate
mdicates that there 1s no new programmung capacity in either the Public Transportation
Account (PTA) or m the flexible fund sources (made up of the Transportation
Investment Fund and the Transportation Facilities Account).

There 15 a small amount of negative program capacity in both the PTA (-51 million)
and the flexible funds (-381 mullion). These amounts make up less than 2 % of the
total six-vear program capacity for those funds; therefore, programnung targets for the
PTA and for the flexible funds are not needed for the 2010 STIP cycle.

Merced County Association of Governments
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California Transportation Commission October 14, 2009
Policies and Procedures, 2010 STIP

It 1= important to note that the flexible funds are sigmificantly over-programmed (or
more accurately under-funded) m the earlv portion of the 2010 STIP period. This
means that many of the projects currently programmed in the STIP will need to be
delaved (reprogrammed into a later yvear) in the 2010 STIP. Approximately 30%
of the projects programmed from flexible funds from 2009-10 through 2012-13 (or
almost 39% of the projects programmed from 2010-11 through 2012-13) will need
to be delaved (reprogrammed) to 2013-14 and 2014-15.

All currently programmed PTA-elimble projects can remaimn programmed withmn the
2008 STIP period (through 2012-13). However, if some of the transit projects are
allocated with flexible funds 1 2009-10, then some PTA capacity will be available in
2010-11 but an equal amount will need to be delaved (reprogrammed) from flexible
funds.

¢ Transportation Enhancement (TE) targets. The fund estimate tables mclude targets for
TE programmung from each county and the interregional share. Most new TE capacity
15 1n the two new vears of the Fund Estimate: 2013-14 and 2014-15. Therefore, nearly
all new TE programming added in the 2010 STIP will be in 2013-14 and 2014-15.
The TE targets are calculated as share formmla proportions of the estimated statewide
TE apportionments available for new programmuing. They are provided for gudance
only. As specified i section 22 of the STIP guidelines, an RTIP mayv propose, and the
Commission may program, either more or less than the TE target in a county for TE
projects. An RTIP or ITIP may propose to program any amount in any fiscal vear for
TE. including changes m the programmung of cumrently programmed projects or
reserves. The Commnussion will change the proposed programmng vears for TE
projects m the adopted STIP if. and only 1f. statewide TE proposals exceed statewide
TE apportionments. Where that occurs, the Commission will give priority to projects
carried forward from the prior STIP and mav grve prionity to identified projects over
TE reserves.

* Reprogramming of current vear projects. In a departure from the general rule in the
STIP Gudelines, non-TE projects programmed in 2009-10. mcluding projects from
prior vears that have allocation extensions, may be reprogrammed to a later fiscal year
if they are on the list of delivered projects or if they have been granted, pnior to
adoption of the fund estimate, an extension of the allocation period that expires after
the adoption of the 2010 STIP.

+ Allocation Extensions for Lack of Funding. In a departure from the general rule in the
STIP Guidelines, the Commission may approve allocation extensions for non-TE
projects on the basis of the lack of funding. In the case of Caltrans projects. the
Commuission will grant extensions of the allocation penod for construction 1f 1t finds
that the delay in delivery 1s due to a lack of available funding for project development
or right-of-way. In the case of local agency projects. the Commussion will grant
extensions of the allocation period 1f 1t finds that the delay in delivery 1s due to a lack
of available State fundmg (mcluding a lack of OA for RSTP/CMAQ) for prior
components of the project. A project component already granted an allocation
extension may not be granted a second extension.

viercea Lounty Associauon or sovernments
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California Transportation Commission October 14, 2009
Policies and Procedures, 2010 STIP

* GARVEE bond debt service. All GARVEE bond debt service was treated as prior
programmung and deducted from county and interregional shares i the 2008 STIP.
Caltrans and regional agencies need not identify these amounts in the ITIP or the
RTIPs.

» Advance Project Development Element (APDE). There 15 no APDE identified for the
2010 5TIP.

» GARVEE bonding and AB 3090 commutments. The Commmussion will not consider
proposals for etther GARVEE bonding or new AB 3090 commmutments as part of the
2010 STIP. There 1s no federal funding available to the STIP for GARVEE bonding,
and the Commuission will consider any AB 3090 proposals as amendments to the STIP
after the nitial adoption.

* Linutations on planmng. programmung, and momitoring (PPM). The fund estumate
mcludes a table of PPM limutations that identifies the 3% lumt for county and
mrerregional shares for 2012-13 through 2014-15 (the first three years of the 2012-13
through 2015-16 share period) based upon the 2008 Fund Estimate and the draft 2010
Fund Estimate. The PPM limitation shown 1s for the period 2012-13 through 2014-15.
The PPM Linutation is a linut to the amount that can be programmed in any region and
15 not in addition to amounts already programmed.

« Commussion expectations and priorities. For the 2010 STIP, the Commuission expects
to give first priority to the reprogrammung of projects from the 2008 STIP, as amended.
Because of the loss of revenues anticipated in the 2010 STIP fund estimate, many
reprogrammed projects will need to be delaved to later years. As mndicated in the
statewide fund estimate tables nearly all currently programmed PTA-eligible projects
can remain programmed withun the 2008 STIP penod (through 2012-13). However,
approximately 30% of the projects programmed from flexible funds from 2009-10
through 2012-13 (or almost 39% of the projects programmed from 2010-11
through 2012-13) will need to be delaved (reprogrammed) to 2013-14 and 2014-15.
Any cost mcreases or other new programmung m early vears will require more
reprogramming to later years.

The selection of projects for additional programmung will be consistent with the
standards and criteria in section 61 of the STIP guidelines. In particular, the
Commussion intends to focus on RTIP proposals that meet State highway improvement
needs as described in section 20 of the gmdelines. As specified i section 20, the
Department may nonunate or recommend State highway improvement projects for
mclusion 1 RTIPs and identify any additional State laghway improvement needs
within each region that could be programmed by 2017-18 (three vears beyond the end
of the STIP period) using revenue assumptions simuilar to those adopted for the 2010
STIP fund estimate. The Department should provide these recommendations and
wdentification of needs to regional agencies and to the Commussion at least 90 days
prior to the due date for the RTIPs (1.e._ November 13, 2009).
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California Transportation Commission October 14, 2009
Policies and Procedures, 2010 STIP

+ Performance Measures. The inclusion of specific performance measures in the 2010
STIP cycle 1s to provide regional agencies and Caltrans the opportututy to demonstrate
how the goals and obyectives contamed in each Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) or
the Interregional Transportation Strategic Plan (ITSP) are linked to the program of
projects contained m each RTIP and the ITIP. With this in mind, each agency and
Caltrans shall provide a quantitative and/or qualitative evaluation of its RTIP or the
ITIP, commenting on each of the performance indicators and performance measures
outlined in Table A. Attachment 1 has been developed to assist agencies with this task.
Attachment 1 will be considered the evaluation report for the 2010 STIP cycle and will
fulfill the requirement outlined in Section 19 of the STIP Guidelines.

The overarching goal for using performance measures in the 2010 STIP cycle 15 to
continue a svstematic and reliable process that all agencies can use to gwude
transportation mvestment decisions and to demonstrate the benefits of proposed
transportation system imnvestments. The mformation gathered in this STIP cvele will
not only provide mnformation on how performance measures are currently applied and
reported across the state, but will alse provide mnsight into improving performance
measures, data collection and performance reporting procedures and integrating the
results to enhance decision making. The mformation collected i Attachment 1 may
also gmde future revisions to the STIP, Regional Transportation Plan (RTF) and
Project Study Report (PSR) guidelines with the objective of strengthemmng the
contiuty and consistency from goal and olyective setting to project selection and
performance reporting.

SB 375. Senate Buall 375 (Chapter 728, Statutes of 2008) requures the California Air
Resources Board (ARB) to set targets for the purpose of reducing greenhouse gas
emissions from passenger vehicles, for 2020 and 2035, The targets apply to the regions
i the State covered by the 18 metropolitan planning orgamzations (MPOs). SB 375
requires that MPOs, as a part of an RTP, to develop strategies to achieve the
greenhouse gas enssion reduction targets. ARB must propose draft targets by June 10.
2010, and adopt final targets by September 30, 2010. As the adoption of the
greenhouse gas emmssion reduction targets will occur after the adoption of the 2010
STIP, the 2010 STIP does not address greenhouse gas emission reduction targets.

Merced County Association of Governments
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2010 STIP ALLOCATION PLAN

BACKGROUND

In recent years, due to unstable funding, the Commission has frequently found it necessary to
adopt allocation plans to meter the allocation of limited resources. The recommended 2009-10
allocation plan principles and priorities are consistent with previous ones adopted by the
Commission.

Based upon the 2009-10 revised state budget, the associated budget trailer bill, and the 2010
State Transportation Improvement Program (STIP) Fund Estimate, Caltrans developed the 2009-
10 STIP allocation capacity. Commission staff estimates that nearly $380 million in STIP
projects programmed for 2009-10 (including projects delivered in 2008-09 that could not be
allocated due to a lack of funding) cannot be allocated this fiscal year.

2009-10 STIP Funding Shortfall
(¥ mullions)

Allocation Capacity’ Estimated Potential Allocations” Difference

Transportation Investment Fund 188

Transportation Facilities Account 514
Subtotal, Flexible Funds® 702 Highway Projects 1.003 -301
Public Transportation Account® 5 Rail & Transit Projects 79 -74
Transportation Enhancement (Federal) 77 TE Projects 81 -4
Total 784 Total 1,163 -379

STIP Allocation Plan Guiding Principles:

= Mode neutral.

= Avoid the loss of federal funds.

= Prioritize construction and other capital expenditures.

= Prioritize projects funded with other competitively selected Proposition 1B funds (the
Corridor Mobility Improvement Account, the Route 99 Bond Program, the Trade
Corridors Improvement Fund, State-Local Partnership Program, or the Traffic Light
Synchronization Program) including projects programmed for pre-construction in the
STIP.

= Consolidate bond funding by allocating Transportation Facilities Account funds (STIP
Augmentation Bond) to projects with other competitively selected Proposition 1B
funding. Limit additional allocations of Transportation Facilities Account funds to
projects with more than $20 million programmed for STIP construction funding.

= Limit potential allocations to projects programmed in 2009-10, projects with extensions
to 2009-10, and projects delivered in 2008-09 that could not be allocated in 2008-09
because resources were insufficient (do not advance out-year projects).

Merced County Association of Governments
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Possible 2009-10 Allocations (excluding TE and allocations through 9/09)
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2010 STIP Fund Estimate
Merced County Share Tables
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2010 Regional Transportation Improvement Program

SUMMARY OF STIP SHARE BALANCES
Through June 30, 2009

(%$1.000's})

STIP County and Interreqlongl Share Balances
Taotal SHEFE;J Amournk unprn:lgrarn migd EBalance
County Ao Frogrammad Balance) Advancad
Alameda 104.E52 93,060 11,802 i
Ajpire - Amador - Calaveras 10,539 5540 4,000 i
[Bute 32,110 5,548 O
Cokga 5 G36 1,122 i
Tonira Lok 147 E04 76,577 1]
Diel Norta E,206 0 4,493
[ECormdo LG 77,357 ] T E0S
Fresna 2,206 3z i
Eenn T BS99 EEE 0
Humbokdt 26,350 20,053 5,300 i
mpEnia 50,302 CEREE] 244 i
e 44,221 34,151 10,120 i
FEm 764,073 766,511 0 2 436
Kings AE A58 56,704 ] 70,338
Lasz N 21,543 3,535 i
Lassen 21,794 18,289 3,508 i
LoS ANGRIES 1,106,902 1,096,53 10,372 i
Madera 20,246 2,835 i
Marnn 31 E06 ] 77,544
Mariposa o EOD 2.209 i
Mendecng 50,E3T ag i
Merced 43,097 i 1,860
Modor 12,669 0 453
Mong 36,054 8,222 i
Monterey 160,048 0 5,034
Mara 3E 456 i 230
Hevada 33,651 5,047 i
Crange 305 E54 214 i
Flacer TRA, [42,208) 0 53,155
PUIMmEs 1B 160 7853 i
Rlversie 266,636 0 8,333
Zacramento 50356 4 266 i
Zan Banlio 11,524 ] FEEE
Zan Bemardno 537,595 70,965 i
Zan Dlego 128314 0 3,807
San Francisco 91,317 343 i
Zan Joaquin 124,206 14,406 i
Zan Luls Obispa BE, 257 REE 1]
San Males 120,563 118,075 2,868 i
Zanla Barbars 17 558 123,280 ] e
Zanta Clara 54,752 123,140 0 38,358
Zanta Cruz A7 705 44,124 3,561 0
Shasla 11,430 5,312 i
SIEma 7,316 0 24
Siskivau 10 450 502 i
Solana 2052 1172 i
Zonoma 30,154 0 21,074
Slanislaus 5E,290 11,262 1]
SURET {436 0 7
Tanoe RPA 1E,103 2,537
Tenama 30,260 24 635 5,424
Trinity 23,352 22 620 732
Tulare 117,647 117,794 0
Tuglumna 25,792 25,359 0
Ventura 5E,213 71,310 o 3
olo 5 551 12,214 0
Yuba 11,093 1,30 9,766
Siatewide Reqlona 5 061,376 £ 057,005 247,076 243,605
nberragiona 1,76E 250 1,791,073 0 73784
TOTAL 5,825,665 6,625,075 247,976 266,359

Calfornla Transportation Commission

Page 1 of 56
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2010 Regional Transportation Improvement Program January 2010

SUMMARY OF STIP SHARE TOTAL AMOUNTS, JUNE 30, 2009

With Reconciliation to 2008 Report of Share Balances
(51,000's)

Calculation and Reconclliation of 8TIP County and Intarraglonal Sharas

Lags Lasa
Total Shars, 2007-08 Lapess Total Shars
County Junig 30, 2008 Allocations 2008-03) Juna 30, 2009
Alameda 227 562 (122 700} 104 862
Alpine - Amador - Calavaras 13,337 (2,425) 10,533
Sube 47,355 {15,246 32,110
Colusa 11,566 [5,580) 5,536
Coanlra CoslE 160.657 (13,6268 141,504
Del Marke 3,204 {1,056} &,.208
El Dorada LTS 22916 {1,555 21,357
Fresno {66,738) 82,206
Glenn {1,151) 9,633
Humbala 46,041 26,353
limperial (40,510) 50307
Yo [9.451) 44,341
¥Em {31,338) 264,073
*ngs [GE 46,458
Lake [4,397) 25478
_aseen (6 ETO) 21,794
Lo Angeles [473,148) 1,106,302
Madera (Rt 29,248
Marin [
Marlpasa [4,E67)
Mensacing [5.733)
Merced [3,3£6)
Modoc (2,061)
Mono [5,013)
Monleny [6,631)
Mapa (37}
Mevasa [85)
Drange (50,602) F35,854
Slacer TRA {87,214) |42,308)
2Imas (1,707} 15,163
Alverside [EER=T]
Sacraments i31,622)
San Benlty {1,136)
5an Bemaraing [44,413)
San Diego [272,493)
San Franclsco (29,073)
5an Joaguin [5.564)
5an Luls Obspo (22 E£3)
San Maten {704}
Santa Sarcara (55,228)
Santa Clara
Santa Cruz
Snasta
Siara
SEAlyOU
Solang
5onoma
Stanislaus i
Suter 1]
Tahos RPA (135}
Tenama (35|
Trinity 1]
Tulare [114)]
Tuglumne i
Weniura 1
ol [1]
ruba {1,530) 1]
Siatewlde Reglonal (1,507, 326) {23,009} 5,061,376
nterregicnal 2425916 |656,454) (1,133} 1,766,253
TOTAL 9317627 (2,483 3201 (24, 142] 6,628 665
Calrornia Transportation Commission Page 2 of 66 7312008
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2010 Regional Transportation Improvement Program January 2010
SUMMARY OF STIP SHARE PROGRAMMED AMOUNTS
Through June 30, 2009
i%$1,000's)
Breakdown of STIF Share Frogramming
Highway and Enhancement
County Taotal Road Projects| Tramelt Projects Projacts
Alameda 93,060 74,403 9,218 3,443
Alplrs - Amador - Calaverss 540 3,925 0 1.614
Bukie 26,562 26,182 0 400
CollEa =T 4 &6lda 0 256
Conra Costa 115,127 79,113 23,500 7208
Dl Morts 3 TaT 22 347 360 [
El Dorada LTC 26 B62 25,387 0 475
[Fresno 81,684 75,412 0 6472
izlann £ B35 8,587 0 208
Humbaldt 20,059 17,20 204 2,053
mperia 50,14 57.483 a0 1,865
myo 34,151 29,135 2,553 2 40E
Eerm 266,51 58,931 a0 7520
Eings 56,794 85,685 a EOE
[=L] 21,643 19,454 1,415 aT
Lazzen 1E,259 16,201 &350 1,436
o Angsles 1,096,530 283,034