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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.  
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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. 
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2010 Coordinated San Joaquin Valley STIP Proposal ‐ RIP
Flexible Funds (No PTA or TE)
($1,000)

09‐10 10‐11 11‐12 12‐13 13‐14 14‐15
Fresno $661 $316 $8,316 $31,716 $41,009 $12,303

$661 $316 $6,916 $3,516 $29,922 $0 $29,922
Kern $25,743 $1,580 $44,340 $27,512 $99,175 $29,753

$25,743 $25,580 $1,580 $1,992 $33,700 $8,925 $42,625
Kings $1,537 $75 $19,094 $29,070 $49,776 $14,933

$75 $3,770 $29,070 $0 $17,399 $0 $17,399
Madera $15,457 $200 $200 $4,702 $20,559 $6,168

$6,923 $6,300 $200 $200 $0 $8,957 $8,957
Merced $640 $639 $12,800 $0 $14,079 $4,224

$640 $639 $2,040 $10,760 $0 $0 $0
San Joaquin $15,235 $32,775 $16,872 $205 $65,087 $19,526

$13,673 $27,276 $205 $5,704 $18,229 $0 $18,229
Stanislaus $9,053 $606 $606 $4,014 $14,279 $4,284

$9,053 $606 $606 $764 $3,250 $0 $3,250
Tulare $16,020 $38,300 $13,430 $8,700 $76,450 $22,935

$0 $38,300 $24,050 $1,150 $5,400 $7,550 $12,950

SJ Valley Total =  $84,346 $74,491 $115,658 $105,919 $380,414 $114,124 $114,124

$56,768 $102,787 $64,667 $24,086 $107,900 $25,432 $133,332 $115,467

Current programming in 2008 STIP =

Proposed programming in 2010 STIP =

   = 30% of FY 09/10 to 12/13

   = 39% of FY 10/11 to 12/13

Comparison to Both CTC Targets in 2010 STIP 
Guidelines:

Proposed 
Redistribution to  
FY 13‐14 & FY 14‐

15

Fiscal Year (FY) Total 
Programming   
FY 09‐10 to FY 

12‐13 

30% 
Redistribution 

Target to        
FY 13‐14 & FY 14‐

15
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2010 Coordinated San Joaquin Valley STIP Proposal ‐ IIP
($1,000)

09‐10 10‐11 11‐12 12‐13 13‐14 14‐15
Fresno $1,386 $0 $8,500 $0 $9,886 $2,966

$1,386 $0 $0 $0 $8,500 $0 $8,500
Kern $0 $0 $1,000 $4,520 $5,520 $1,656

$0 $0 $1,000 $0 $4,520 $0 $4,520
Merced $5,817 $1,280 $0 $0 $7,097 $2,129

$5,817 $1,280 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
San Joaquin $13,142 $13,142 $0 $0 $26,284 $7,885

$13,142 $13,142 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Tulare $0 $0 $3,500 $9,000 $12,500 $3,750

$0 $0 $2,000 $1,450 $1,500 $7,550 $9,050
Tulare/Kings $100 $300 $4,100 $0 $4,500 $1,350

$100 $300 $4,100 $0 $0 $0 $0

SJ Valley Total =  $20,445 $14,722 $17,100 $13,520 $65,787 $19,736 $19,736

$20,445 $14,722 $7,100 $1,450 $14,520 $7,550 $22,070 $17,683

Current programming in 2008 STIP =

Proposed programming in 2010 STIP =

   = 39% of FY 10/11 to 12/13 with 
AB 3090s

Comparison to Both CTC Targets in 2010 STIP 
Guidelines:

   = 30% of FY 09/10 to 12/13 with 
AB 3090s

Fiscal Year (FY) Total 
Programming   
FY 09‐10 to FY 

12‐13 

30% 
Redistribution 

Target to        
FY 13‐14 & FY 14‐

Proposed 
Redistribution to  
FY 13‐14 & FY 14‐

15
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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. 
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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 MPO’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. 
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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 (STIP) cycle.   
 
The recently published annual report of 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.  

 
 
The State of California continues to experience huge budget deficits that directly and indirectly 
impact the amount of transportation revenue available as well as creating bottlenecks and a slow-
down in accessing limited funds including state bond proceeds.  Ultimately, delays in 
constructing transportation projects as well as maintenance and rehabilitation of existing 
transportation infrastructure impact the lives of California residents.  
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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. 
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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. 
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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: 

 
o 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. 

 
o 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 
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(Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient, Transportation Equity Act: A Legacy for 
Users) expiring on September 30, 2009. 

 
o 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 XIX 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. 
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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. 
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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.  
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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. 

 
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). 
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2010 STIP Fund Estimate  
Merced County Share Tables 
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Appendix A 
 

 
Part B- STIP Performance  

Measures Worksheet  
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Appendix B 
 

Project Programming Request  (PPR) 

 

EXISTING HWY 59 -WIDENING PROJECT 
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DTP-0001 (REV. 8/09)

Caltrans                                     
Caltrans                                     
                                             

ReimbursementsImplementing Agency
Caltrans                                                    

For individuals with sensory disabilities, this document is available in alternate formats.  For information call (916) 654-6410 or TDD 
(916) 654-3880 or write Records and Forms Management, 1120 N Street, MS-89, Sacramento, CA 95814.ADA Notice

Component

Circulate Draft Environmental Document

PA&ED
PS&E

Proposed

STATE OF CALIFORNIA ? DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

PROJECT PROGRAMMING REQUEST

Date: 1/212010

General Instructions

Document Type

Purpose and Need

Begin Environmental (PA&ED) Phase

ExistingProject Milestone
Project Study Report Approved

                                                                                                                                                                                  

Project Benefits

18
Senate:

Legislative Districts
Construction

Assembly:
Congressional:

TCRP No.

10 0E5900  

17 12

Right of Way

In the city of Merced, on Route 59 from 16th Street to West Olive Avenue/Santa Fe Avenue.  Widen to 4 lanes. 
Segment 1 - Signalization and Intersection Improvements at 16th Street.                                                               

Location, Project Limits, Description, Scope of Work, Legislative Description

MER
County

Caltrans District EA PPNO MPO ID

PM Bk PM Ahd

Element

Route 59 Widening                                 

Project Title

CO  MCAG   Caltrans                                                    59

15.4 16.6 Ram Narayan Gupta (209)948-7972
Project Mgr/Contact Phone

          

E-mail Address

6688

Route/Corridor Project Sponsor/Lead Agency MPO

Begin Right of Way Phase

Begin Design (PS&E) Phase
End Environmental Phase (PA&ED Milestone)
Draft Project Report

End Design Phase (Ready to List for Advertisement Milestone)

Begin Construction Phase (Contract Award Milestone)
End Right of Way Phase (Right of Way Certification Milestone)

End Closeout Phase (Closeout Report)
Begin Closeout Phase
End Construction Phase (Construction Contract Acceptance Milestone)

New Project Amendment (Existing Project)
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DTP-0001 (REV. 8/09) Date: 1/212010

TCRP Project No.

Project Title:

Component Prior 10/11 11/12 12/13 13/14 14/15 15/16+ Total

E&P (PA&ED) 1,800 1,800

PS&E 3,000 3,000

R/W SUP (CT) 1,200 1,200

CON SUP (CT) 2,752 2,752

R/W 8,600 8,600

CON 21,200 21,200

TOTAL 1,800 12,800 23,952 38,552

E&P (PA&ED) 1,800 50 1,850

PS&E 650 650

R/W SUP (CT) 240 240

CON SUP (CT) 2,752 2,752

R/W 1,100 1,100

CON 10,760 21,200 31,960

TOTAL 1,800 2,040 10,760 23,952 38,552

Fund No. 1:

Component Prior 10/11 11/12 12/13 13/14 14/15 15/16+ Total

E&P (PA&ED) 1,800 1,800

PS&E 3,000 3,000

R/W SUP (CT) 1,200 1,200

CON SUP (CT)

R/W 8,600 8,600

CON

TOTAL 1,800 12,800 14,600

E&P (PA&ED) 1,800 50 1,850

PS&E 650 650

R/W SUP (CT) 240 240

CON SUP (CT)

R/W 1,100 1,100

CON 10,760 10,760

TOTAL 1,800 2,040 10,760 14,600

Fund No. 2:

Component Prior 10/11 11/12 12/13 13/14 14/15 15/16+ Total

E&P (PA&ED)

PS&E

R/W SUP (CT)

CON SUP (CT) 2,752 2,752

R/W

CON 21,200 21,200

TOTAL 23,952 23,952

E&P (PA&ED)

PS&E

R/W SUP (CT)

CON SUP (CT) 2,752 2,752

R/W

CON 21,200 21,200

TOTAL 23,952 23,952

Funding Agency

Proposed Funding Notes

Segment 1 - Signalization 
and Intersection 
Improvements 16th Street.  
Estimates provided by 
Caltrans D10 Project 
Manager

Future Need - Future Funds (NO-FUND)                                                                    Program Code

Existing Funding FUTURE       

Funding Agency

Merced County Association of Gove

Proposed Funding Notes

RIP - State Cash (ST-CASH)                                                                              Program Code

Existing Funding 20.XX.075.600

Caltrans                                     

                                             

Proposed Total Project Cost

Caltrans                                          

Caltrans                                     

0E5900  

Route 59 Widening                                 

Existing Total Project Cost

Implementing Agency

MER 10 6688  

STATE OF CALIFORNIA ? DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

County CT District PPNO EA

PROJECT PROGRAMMING REQUEST
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Appendix C 
 

2008 RTIP programming 
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2008 RTIP RIP Programming 

 

 

 

 

Merced County STIP Projects
FY             

08/09
FY   

09/10
FY   

10/11
FY   

11/12
FY   

12/13
Totals by 

Component

PS&E $3,000,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $3,000,000
R/W Capital $8,600,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $8,600,000
R/W Support $1,200,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $1,200,000

Total $12,800,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $12,800,000

Total $ 0 $ 0 $ 0 $ 0 $ 0 $ 0

Total $ 0 $ 0 $ 0 $ 0 $ 0 $ 0

Total $ 0 $ 0 $ 0 $ 0 $ 0 $ 0

Total $ 0 $ 0 $ 0 $ 0 $ 0 $ 0

Totals by Fiscal Year $ 12,800,000 $ 0 $ 0 $ 0 $ 0 $ 12,800,000

$ 10,940,000

$ -1,860,000

Existing STIP project - No RIP funds programmed in 2008 RTIP cycle

2008 RTIP - RIP Programming Priorities

Bradley Overhead Widening (SR 140) - STIP (RIP) portion

Los Banos Bypass (SR 152)

Existing Hwy 59 (16th St. to N. of Olive Ave/Santa Fe)

Campus Parkway   

RIP County Share Target (for 5-year period)

RIP County Share Target Balance (Over) 

Planning, Programming, Monitoring (PPM)

Existing STIP project to receive RIP funds programmed in 2008 RTIP cycle
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EXISTING HIGHWAY 59 WIDENING PROJECT 

2008 RTIP – STIP/ RIP Programming  
The 2008 RTIP includes RIP funds programmed to the Existing Highway 59 Widening project as 
identified in the following table: 

Project Description 

The Existing Highway 59 Widening project is a regionally significant road project that proposes 
to widen 1.3 miles of SR59 from a two-lane highway to a four-lane highway within the City of 
Merced.  The construction of this project is needed to address traffic flow improvement to the 
only “F” level of service roadway in the City limits of Merced.  
 
The purpose of the project is to improve safety, increase capacity, and correct design features. 
The existing two-lane highway has become congested with traffic and has an above average 
accident rate when compared to similar state highways. Additionally, this segment of SR59 does 
not have standard sight distance at the intersection with the Burlington Northern Railroad and the 
shoulder width is non-standard. 

Funding Programs 

This project is to be funded 100% with RIP Merced County shares identified in the biennial STIP  
cycles.   

Design Exception 

A Caltrans design exception was granted on this project due to the fact that it will not meet the 
20-year traffic capacity from the day it is open to traffic. This project will have only a 12-year 
acceptable traffic capacity.  

FY         
08/09

FY   
09/10

FY   
10/11

FY   
11/12

FY   
12/13

Totals by 
Component

PS&E $3,000,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $3,000,000
R/W Capital $8,600,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $8,600,000
R/W Support $1,200,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $1,200,000

Total $12,800,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $12,800,000

2008 RTIP - RIP Programming Priorities

Existing Hwy 59 (16th St. to N. of Olive Ave/Santa Fe)
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Delivery Delays - Insufficient STIP Funding  

2006 RTIP Augmentation Proposal Submitted – March 8, 2007 
 
Due to the voters approval of Proposition 1B in November 2006, the state was authorized to sell 
$19.25 billion in General Obligation bonds with $2 Billion of these revenues dedicated to a 2006 
STIP Augmentation. The CTC chose to do a special 2006 STIP Augmentation cycle to program 
the additional STIP funding capacity. 
 
Merced County received an additional RIP County Share for programming of $33,140,000 due 
to the 2006 STIP Augmentation cycle. The MCAG Governing Board adopted a 2006 RTIP 
Augmentation Programming Proposal prioritizing RIP funding to three existing STIP projects: 

 Bradley Overhead Replacement – RW ($4,388,000) and Const ($17,894,000); 
 Los Banos Bypass – PS&E ($4,500,000); and 
 Existing Highway 59 – PS&E ($2,874,000) 

 
2006 RTIP Augmentation Approved by CTC – June 7, 2007 
 
Although, the MCAG Governing Board 2006 RTIP Augmentation funding proposal was below 
the Merced County target share by $3,707,000, the CTC chose not to approve the $2,874,000 for 
PS&E on Existing Highway 59 project.  
 
MCAG believes that the CTC deleted the PS&E funds for this project because MCAG did not 
have additional funds to program for Right of Way in this STIP cycle. 
 
2006 RTIP RIP Proposal Submitted – January 19, 2006 
 
In January 2006, the MCAG Governing Board proposed programming additional RIP funding of 
$680,000 in FY06/07 to cover Caltrans cost overruns for the PAED phase.  
 
2006 RTIP Approved by CTC – July 31, 2006 
 
Although MCAG’s RTIP proposal identified the $680,000 of RIP funds in FY06/07, the CTC 
included these funds in the “prior year” as they were costs already incurred.  The addition of the 
RIP funds ($680,000) increased the expenditures incurred from $1,120,000 to $1,800,000 for the 
PAED phase. 
 
Although the additional $680,000 was programmed to this project, it was done so in arrears of 
costs already incurred and simply accounted for in the prior year (FY05/06 or prior). Caltrans 
incurring cost overruns and the CTC accounting for the cost overruns in prior years simply 
reduces the of Merced County RIP target share and puts MCAG further behind in delivering 
transportation projects.  With every cost increase or project delay, the cost of the project 
becomes more financially unsettled. 
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The 2006 RTIP proposal did not include any new RIP funding capacity to program additional 
funds (beyond the $680,000) for the PS&E phase ($2,874,000).  
 
Caltrans project management staff stopped work on this project in the summer of 2006 due to 
lack of RIP funding. This project continues to be on hold with Caltrans staff due to lack of RIP 
funding. 
 
RTIP Proposals prior to 2006  
See Appendix A for RTIP/RIP funds proposed in MCAG RTIP documents prior to 2006. 

Project Status 

The Existing Highway 59 Widening completed the PAED phase on January 31, 2006. A 
Supplemental Project Report with Value Analysis recommendations was approved on July 19, 
2006. Caltrans and MCAG have been waiting for sufficient STIP/RIP funds to program PS&E, 
RW and CON phases. 
 
Hopefully, the CTC will approve the 2008 RTIP programming priorities as adopted by the 
MCAG Governing Board with funding for Existing Highway 59 (PSE, RW Capital, RW 
Support) such Caltrans can continue moving this project forward.  

Future Funding Needed 

The construction phase of this project needs to be funded with RIP dollars in future in 2010 STIP 
cycle or beyond. 

 
Any further delays in the construction schedule will continue to escalate the cost of the project. 
 

Fiscal Year
2010/11

CON Support $19,600,000 $19,600,000

CON Capital $3,000,000 $3,000,000

$22,600,000Total

TotalPhase Cost

Existing Hwy 59 Widening
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Appendix D 

 
 

MCAG Governing Board Action 
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