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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

The 2004 Regional Transportation Improvement Program (RTIP) for Merced County is the eleventh RTIP 
prepared by the Merced County Association of Governments (MCAG) and proposes how $29.57 
million in regional discretionary transportation dollars should be spent from Fiscal Years (FY) 2004-
2009. Due to the current fiscal crisis in the State of California, the 2004 STIP does not add any new 
Regional Improvement Program (RIP) funds for programming. Also, the 2004 STIP Fund Estimate 
(FE) identifies for MCAG the amount of funds from the prior 2002 STIP that are subject to 
respreading as well as year-by-year targets for respreading in the 2004 STIP.  The deadline for the 
2004 STIP has been delayed until April 12, 2004 due to the fiscal uncertainty of the FE due to 
pending bills before the legislature. At this time, it is assumed that the California Transportation 
Commission (CTC) will adopt the 2004 STIP Fund Estimate in August of 2004 without 
modification. For purposes of this 2004 RTIP, the 2004 STIP fund estimate of December 11, 2003 
is the basis of current funding assumptions.  

The RTIP is updated every two years and submitted to the CTC. This RTIP covers a five-year 
period from July 1, 2004 through June 30, 2009 (Fiscal years 2004/05-2008/09).  

The 2004 RTIP document includes the following sections: 

• Executive Summary 
• Background information on the STIP and RTIP development process 
• New 2004 STIP Guidelines 
• Long-term outlook for existing RTIP projects through FY 2014/2015 
• Proposal for 2004 RTIP project programming 
• 2004 RTIP Financial Worksheet 
• 2004 STIP Fund Estimate- Annual Programming Targets, excluding TE (Appendix A) 
• 2004 STIP Fund Estimate- County and Interregional Shares 2004/05 through 2007/08 

(Appendix B) 
•  2004 STIP Fund Estimate- County and Interregional Shares 2007/08 (Appendix C) 
• 2004 STIP Fund Estimate- Annual Transportation Enhancement (TE) Programming 

Targets (Appendix D) 
• 2004 STIP Fund Estimate- Calculation of Planning, Programming, and Monitoring (PPM) 

Limitations (Appendix E) 
• GARVEE Debt Service 11-year term (Appendix F) 
• Letters of support GARVEE bond Mission Ave. Interchange (Appendix G) 
• MCAG Board Resolution nominating TE funds on the Bradley Overhead project 
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BACKGROUND 

Overview of STIP Process 

The State Transportation Improvement Program (STIP) is a biennial document adopted by the CTC 
no later than April 1st of each even-numbered year. The STIP FE is an estimate of all resources 
available at the state level for the State’s transportation infrastructure over a specific period of time. 
The FE provides an estimate, in annual increments, for all Federal and State funds reasonably 
expected to be available for programming in the subsequent STIP. Each STIP covers a five-year 
period and adds two new years of programming capacity. Each STIP will include projects carried 
forward from previous STIP plus new projects and reserves from among those proposed by 
Regional Transportation Planning Agencies (RTPAs) in their Regional Transportation Improvement 
Program (RTIP) and by Caltrans in its Interregional Transportation Improvement Program (ITIP).   

The STIP consists of two broad programs, the Regional Improvement Program (RIP) funded from 
75% of new STIP funding and the Interregional Improvement Program (IIP) funded from 25% of 
the new STIP funding. The 75% RIP funds are further divided by formula into county shares, which 
are also referred to as Regional Shares or RIP funds. Regional shares are available solely for projects 
nominated by regions in their RTIPs. The 25% Interregional Improvement Program funds are 
commonly referred to as Interregional Shares or IIP funds. Caltrans nominates projects for the 
Interregional Share funding in its IIP.  Under strict circumstances, an RTIP may also recommend a 
project for funding from the interregional share. Appendix A provides the annual programming 
targets for Merced County. Appendix B identifies the current 2004 STIP Fund Estimate-County and 
Interregional shares for FY’s 2004/05-2007/08. Appendix C identifies the 2004 STIP Fund 
Estimate-County and Interregional shares for FY 2008-09. 

The 2004 STIP is a biennial STIP, adding two new years of programming, covering a five-year 
period from July 1, 2004 through June 30, 2009. The 2002 STIP covered the period from July 2, 
2002 through June 30, 2007 as amended by AB 2928 (2000).  The 2000 STIP covered the four-year 
period from FY 2000-01 through FY 2003-from FY 2002-03 through FY 2006-07. The 1998 STIP 
was a transition STIP, covering the six-year period from FY 1998-99 through FY 2003-04. 

Overview of RTIP Process 

Regional Transportation Planning Agencies (RTPAs) use the STIP fund estimate to create a 
planning document identifying specific transportation projects that need to be constructed. RTPAs 
are required to submit their adopted biennial RTIPs to the CTC and Caltrans no later than 
December 15th of odd numbered years. Statutes allow the CTC to delay a Fund Estimate (FE) if 
there is legislation before the Legislature or Congress that may have a significant effect on the FE. 
In 2003 the CTC chose to delay the FE until December due to the uncertainties with the state 
budget and related legislation that would impact available transportation funding as well as 
continuing uncertainty over the still-pending Federal Surface Transportation reauthorization. The 
RTIP includes and separately identifies programming proposals from its Regional Share for the five-
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year STIP period. These proposals may include new projects, changes to prior STIP projects, and 
program reserves and advances.  

The State Transportation Improvement Program (STIP) provides funding for a significant number 
of transportation projects around the State. As the Regional Transportation Planning Agency 
(RTPA) for Merced County, MCAG is responsible for proposing regional projects in Merced 
County for the STIP. 

The Regional Transportation Improvement Program (RTIP) is the region’s proposal to the State for 
STIP funding. The 2004 RTIP is due to the California Transportation Commission (CTC) by April 
12, 2004. The 2004 STIP will include programming for five fiscal years from 2004/05 through 
2008/09.  

Caltrans and the Regional Transportation Planning Agencies are required to consult with each other 
in the development of the RTIP and the ITIP.  Under strict circumstances, an RTIP may also 
recommend a project for funding from the Interregional Share. If Caltrans and a regional agency 
agree, they may recommend that a new project or a project cost increase be jointly funded from 
Regional and Interregional shares. In that case, the region will nominate the project in its RTIP and 
Caltrans will nominate the project in its ITIP. 

A region with a population of less than one million may, in its RTIP, ask the Commission to 
advance an amount beyond its Regional Share for a larger project. The amount of the requested 
advance, or “RIP Advance” may not exceed 200% of the Regional Share identified in the STIP 
Fund Estimate.  If the CTC approves a region’s request for a “RIP Advance” to program a larger 
project, the RIP Advance will be deducted from the Regional Share for the following STIP period.  
Any region may, in its RTIP, ask to leave all or part of its Regional Share unprogrammed, thus 
reserving that amount to build up a larger share for a higher cost project or otherwise to program 
projects in the county at a later time. The CTC may use funds freed up by these reserves to advance 
Regional Shares in other counties.  

The CTC will include all RTIP projects nominated from the County Share unless the Commission 
finds that (a) the RTIP is not consistent with the STIP guidelines; (b) there are insufficient funds to 
implement the RTIP; (c) there are conflicts with other RTIPs or ITIP; (d) a project is not an 
approved Congestion Management Program (CMP) or is not included in a separate listing in the 
approved RTIP; or (e) that the RTIP is not a cost-effective expenditure of State funds. 

If the CTC proposes to reject an RTIP, it will provide notice to the regional agency no later than 60 
days after the date it receives the RTIP. Whenever the Commission rejects an RTIP, the regional 
agency may submit a new RTIP. Unless the new RTIP is rejected in the same manner, it will be 
incorporated into the STIP as a STIP amendment.  
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Related Documents 

STIP Guidelines 

The 2004 RTIP reflects policy and procedural changes as outlined in the newest 2004 STIP 
Guidelines adopted December 11, 2003 by the CTC. The 2004 STIP Guidelines address the 
particular circumstances of the 2004 fund estimate and include the following changes: 
 

• Annual targets for reprogramming 
 
Development of the 2004 STIP will consist primarily of rescheduling projects carried 
forward from the 2002 STIP. 
 

• New projects 
 
Any new project or project components added to the 2004 STIP (whether as a trade or from 
new capacity) will be added in FY 2008-09.  Exceptions will be made for TE projects and 
may be made for other projects or components if the county has available unprogrammed 
share for the period ending FY 2007-08 in the 2004 STIP fund estimate. Consistent with 
statute, the CTC will give preference in the programming of new projects or components to 
projects in counties with an unprogrammed share balance for the county share period ending 
2007-08. 
 

• Transportation Enhancement (TE) targets 
 

The fund estimate includes annual TE project targets for each county and the interregional 
share, based on share formula proportions for estimated statewide TE apportionments 
(Appendix D).  These targets, however, do not limit TE programming.  An RTIP or ITIP 
may propose any amount in any fiscal year for TE.  The CTC will change the proposed 
programming years for TE projects only if statewide TE proposals exceed statewide TE 
apportionments. 

 
• Prior STIP projects as TE 
 

 A region may identify a previously programmed STIP project as TE-eligible.  In this case, 
the project will be counted toward the TE target and not be subject to rescheduling with 
non-TE projects.  All TE allocations are subject to verification by Caltrans that the project 
is TE-eligible. 
 

• Limitations on Planning, Programming, and Monitoring (PPM) 
 

The fund estimate includes calculations of the statutory 1% and 5% limitations for PPM for 
each county share period as signed into law by the Governor on October 12, 2001. For the 
period from FY 2004-05 through FY 2007-08, this is a reduction from the estimates for the 
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2002 STIP.  For some counties, this will require a reduction from current PPM 
programming for FY 2004-05 through FY 2006-07 (Appendix E). 
 

• Reprogramming of current year projects 
 
In a departure from the general rule in the STIP Guidelines, projects programmed in FY 
2003-04, including projects from prior years that have allocation extensions, may be 
reprogrammed to a later fiscal year if they are on the pending vote list or if they have been 
granted an extension of the allocation period that expires after the adoption of the 2004 
STIP fund estimate. 
 

• Allocation Extensions for Lack of Funding 
 

In a departure from the general rule in the STIP Guidelines, the CTC may approve 
allocation extensions on the basis of the lack of funding.  In the case of Caltrans projects, 
the CTC will grant extensions of the allocation period for construction if it finds that the 
delay in delivery is due to a lack of available funding for project development or right-of-
way.  In the case of local agency projects, the CTC will grant extensions of the allocation 
period if it finds that the delay in delivery is due to a lack of available State funding 
(including a lack of Obligation Authority (OA) for RSTP/CMAQ) for prior components of 
the project.  A project already granted an allocation extension may not be granted a second 
extension. 

 
• Advance Project Development Element (APDE) 

 
There is no APDE identified for the 2004 STIP.  Projects formerly identified as APDE may 
remain in the 2004 STIP, subject to the same limitations that apply to any other project. 

 
• Programming of cash commitments 

 
A currently programmed STIP project for cash (e.g. AB3090 cash reimbursement for 
GARVEE debt service), including current cash commitments through FY 2008-09, is 
included in the base of existing commitments for the 2004 STIP fund estimate.  These 
commitments will be carried forward to the 2004 STIP automatically and need not be 
included in RTIP and ITIP proposals and will not be further deducted from county or 
interregional shares.  If, after the fund estimate, a new project is proposed for cash, it will be 
counted against program capacity in a way that takes into account that the STIP fund 
estimate was calculated to reflect the capacity to add projects drawing cash over a period of 
years. To reflect an equivalent draw on cash, a cash project will be counted 30% toward 
capacity for the fiscal year of the programmed cash commitment, 50% toward the prior year, 
and 20% toward the second year prior.  For example, for a new AB 3090 cash 
reimbursement of $100 programmed for FY 2008-09, $20 would be counted toward the 
programming target for FY 2006-07, $50 toward the target for FY 2007-08, and $30 toward 
FY 2008-09. 
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• Selection of projects for Grant Anticipation Revenue Vehicle (GARVEE) bonding 
 

The CTC may select STIP projects proposed in either an RTIP or the ITIP for accelerated 
construction through GARVEE bonding.  With the agreement of the agency that proposed 
the project, the Commission may designate a project of GARVEE bonding even if the 
original RTIP or ITIP did not specifically propose GARVEE bonding.  The CTC may also 
select a project programmed in the SHOPP for accelerated construction through GARVEE 
bonding. 
 

¾ Project criteria for GARVEE bonding 
 

The CTC will select projects for GARVEE bonding that are major 
improvements to corridors and gateways for interregional travel and goods 
movement, especially projects that are too large to be programmed within 
current county and interregional shares or the SHOPP on a pay-as-you-go basis.  
The CTC’s expectation is that, generally, these will be projects that require bond 
proceeds exceeding $25 million.  Major improvements may include projects that 
increase capacity, reduce travel time, or provide long-life rehabilitation of key 
bridges or roadways. 

 
¾ Nomination of projects for GARVEE bonding  
 

In its RTIP, a regional agency may propose a project for GARVEE bonding or 
may provide alternative funding proposals, depending on whether a particular 
project is selected for bonding.  In any case, a decision of the CTC not to 
program a project for GARVEE bonding does not constitute a rejection of the 
RTIP.  In the ITIP, the Department may propose projects for GARVEE 
bonding or provide alternative funding proposals. 

 
¾ Expectations for the 2004 STIP 
 

The CTC will approve its first bond sale in January 2004.  The CTC anticipates 
that it will authorize additional bond sales whenever it has allocated a sufficiently 
large amount of bond proceeds to warrant a sale, probably no more frequently 
than once each year.  Each bond will be structured for debt service payments 
over the term of no more than 12 years.  For the 2004 STIP and SHOPP, the 
CTC intends to consider GARVEE bonding up to an annual debt service limit 
of 10 percent of Federal revenues (2/3 of its long-term policy limit).  This would 
include projects scheduled for delivery at any time during the five-year STIP 
period (through FY 2008-09). 

 
¾ Non-Federal Share 

 
GARVEE bonds cover only the Federally funded portion of a project’s cost 
(generally 88 ½ percent).  GARVEE bonding in California is structured so that 
the State’s future Federal transportation apportionments cover all debt service 
payments.  This requires that the entire non-Federal portion of project cost be 
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provided up front on a pay-as-you-go basis.  Because of the State’s recent cash 
flow shortage, the availability of local non-STIP funds to cover the non-Federal 
match has been a critical element in approving projects for inclusion in the 
January 2004 bond sales.   However, the ability of a local agency to contribute 
non-STIP funding will not be a major criterion in the future selection of projects 
for GARVEE bonding.  The non-Federal portion of project costs will be 
programmed within current STIP and SHOPP capacity. 
 

Prior to the 2004, the 2002 RTIP for Merced County was prepared according to the STIP 
Guidelines adopted by the California Transportation Commission on September 29, 1999 and 
amended on July 12, 2001. 

STIP Fund Estimate 

The 2004 RTIP is consistent with the 2004 State Transportation Improvement Program Fund Estimate, 
adopted by the California Transportation Commission on December 11, 2003. Merced County’s 
unrestricted county share is $29,571,000. Appendix A contains a page from that document – a table 
displaying the adopted county share as well as the share for all counties in the state and the 
interregional share.  

The 2004 STIP Fund Estimate projects that there will be over $20 million available for Local 
Assistance, State Highway Operation Protection Program (SHOPP), and STIP over the FE period 
and estimates a total statewide new programming capacity of $416 million.  The FE capacity 
includes $407 in Federal Transportation Enhancement (TE) funds with the remaining capacity 
available for new non-TE programming.  In other words, the State of California projects $407 
million of the $416 million new funding capacity will come from the next Federal Surface 
Transportation reauthorization.  The current Federal Surface Transportation Program (TEA-21) 
expired September 30, 2003. TEA-21 has been extended from October 1, 2003 through February 
29, 2004 under the Surface Transportation Extension Act of 2003. A second two-month extension 
(Surface Extension Act of 2004) was approved providing TEA-21 funding levels through April 30, 
2004. 
 

Regional Transit Development Plan 

Transit revenues and expenditures are expected to be equal during this planning cycle if certain 
Federal Transit Administration (FTA) grants are forthcoming at projected levels, and farebox 
revenues are generated at forecasted levels. Funding will support the goals and objectives stated in 
both the adopted Short Range Transit Plan (2000) and Regional Transportation Plan (2001). Identified 
funding levels will also be incorporated into two upcoming transportation plans:  The Short Range 
Transit Plan 2004 and the 2004 Regional Transportation Plan. 
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Regional Transportation Plan 

The RTIP documents the transition from the long-range planning phase, as defined by the Regional 
Transportation Plan (RTP), to the implementation phase of the transportation planning process. 
When plans and policies are adopted that call for active construction or initiation of service, the 
RTIP describes, prioritizes, schedules and allocates financial resources to these projects. 

Projects included in this RTIP are included in the adopted 2001 Regional Transportation Plan and will 
be incorporated into the upcoming 2004 Regional Transportation Plan. 

PRIOR RTIP PROGRAMMING HISTORY 

The following tables identify the RTIP programming history for the years 1998, 2000, and 2002.  It 
is important to note that the Campus/Healy SR 99 (aka Mission Ave. Interchange) was fully funded 
in the 1998 RTIP through construction for FY 2004/05. In 2000, additional construction funds 
were added to the Mission Ave. Interchange project. In the 2002 RTIP Mission Ave. Interchange 
project was not included as it was fully funded through prior RTIPs. 

 

Table 1: 1998 Regional Improvement Program Expenditures($1,000s)
Fiscal Year 

Project, Program, or Reserve 1998- 
1999 

1999- 
2000 

2000- 
2001 

2001- 
2002 

2002- 
2003 

2003- 
2004 

TOTALS 
by 

project 
Campus/Healy SR 99  (Support costs) 
Aka Mission Ave. Interchange 306 0 1,241 0 0 1,317 2,864
Campus/Healy SR 99 (Right of Way) 
Aka Mission Ave. Interchange 0 0 3,477 0 0 0 3,477
Campus/Healy SR 99 (Construction) 
Aka Mission Ave. Interchange 0 0 0 0 0 11,653 11,653

Los Banos Bypass SR 152: Route 
Adoption Study 800 0 0 0 0 0 800

Campus Parkway 300 0 499 0 0 0 799

  
Rideshare Program 25 25 25 25 25 25 150
Planning and programming 18 18 19 18 18 19 110
Reserve for RSTP/CMAQ match 115 115 114 115 115 114 688
Short-term reserve: STIP Amendment 0 0 0 0 0 0 9,104

TOTALS by year 1,564 158 5,375 158 158 13,128 29,645
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Table 2: 2000 Regional Improvement Program Expenditures ($1,000s) 
Fiscal Year 

Project, Program, or Reserve 1998- 
1999 

1999- 
2000 

2000- 
2001 

2001- 
2002 

2002- 
2003 

2003- 
2004 

TOTALS 
by 

project 
Los Banos Environmental (additional) 0 0 500 0 0 0 500
Mission Interchange (additional) 0 0 428 0 0 5,915 6,343
Highway 59 (new) 0 0 1,120 0 0 0 1,120

Bradley Overhead (new) 0 0 51 1,549 0 0 1,600

Planning/programming (additional) 0 0 12 12 12 11 47

TOTALS by year 2,111 1,561 12 5,926 9,610

Allocation 9,393
2002 Advance 217

Total 9,610

 

 

TABLE 3 – 2002 RTIP EXPENDITURES  

0 2 /0 3 0 3 / 0 4 0 4 / 0 5 0 5 /0 6 0 6 /0 7
$ 3 , 7 0 0  $ 3 ,7 0 0  
[ P S & E ]*

Ex is t in g  5 9  W ide n ing $ 1 , 7 5 7  $ 54 6  $ 2 ,7 01  $ 5 ,0 0 4  
(1 6 th  t o  O l iv e ) [P S& E ] [ R/ W  su p ] [ R/ W ]

$ 3 , 4 4 1  $ 3 ,4
[R /W ]

$ 5 , 9 4 3  $ 5 ,9 4 3
[C o n ]*

SR  5 9  R e a l ig n m e n t $ 3 ,6 4 3  $ 3 ,6 4 3  
(C a s t le  H ig hw a y) [ P A& E D ]

R id esh a re  P ro g ra m $2 5  $ 25  $ 2 5  $ 7
P la n n in g  &  P ro g ra m m ing $ 2 1  $ 2 1  $ 6 0  $ 60  $ 6 0  $ 2 2
TO T AL $ 3 ,6 6 4  $ 5 , 2 1 9  $ 1 0 , 2 7 4  $ 2 ,7 86  $ 8 5  $ 2 2 ,0 28

* T h e a m o un ts  fo r t h ese  co m p o ne nt s a r e  r es er v ed  fo r f ut ur e  p r og ra m m in g 
    to  c oi nc id e  w it h t he  pr o gr am m in g  of fu nd s f ro m  C a ltr an s .
A m o un ts  a r e  X  $ 1 ,00 0. P r ojec t co m p on en t ph as es a re  sh ow n  in  [br ac ket s]  -
PA & E D  =  P r ojec t A pp ro va l & En v ir on m en ta l  D oc um en ta tio n ; 
PS & E =  P ro jec t S pe ci fic a t ion s  an d E n gi nee ri ng  (aka  D esi gn ) ;
R /W  =  R ig h t o f W ay ;  R /W  su p  =  R igh t of W ay  s up po rt ;  C on  =  C on st ru c ti on .

P r o je c t
F is c a l Y ea r T o t al  

A m o u n t  

R e se rve :  Lo s  Ba n o s  
By pa s s*

R e se rve :  Bra d le y  
O ve rhe a d *

Bra d le y  O v e rhe a d

5  
2  

 

4 1  
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THE 2004 RTIP CHALLENGE 

The 2004 STIP does not include any new programming capacity for fiscal years 04/05 through 
08/09.  In addition, the 2004 STIP FE requires that MCAG respread its STIP funding by year. Most 
programming in the 2004 STIP will consist of rescheduling $5.4 billion in projects carried forward 
from the 2002 STIP. The respreading of STIP project funding will require that MCAG make tough 
decisions either to delete a project(s) or to ask the CTC to nominate a project under Grant 
Anticipation Revenue Vehicle (GARVEE) Bond with the associated debt service to continue with 
all of the 2002 RTIP projects in the current 2004 RTIP.  

Included in the 2004 STIP is Transportation Enhancement (TE) funding that will have to be 
programmed with TE eligible projects.  MCAG will have the flexibility of programming TE funds to 
existing STIP or SHOPP projects as long as the funds are used within TE eligible components. If 
TE funds are not programmed on existing projects then a TE Call-for-Projects will need to occur. If 
the Bradley Overhead project is included in the 2004 RTIP, TE funds of $1.9 million might be use 
for a portion of the project. See Appendix D for the Merced County annual transportation 
enhancement (TE) programming targets. Prior to the release of the 2004 STIP Guidelines, MCAG 
was allowed to exchange TE funds for State-only dollars, yet now the state of California does not 
have any funds to exchange. 

EXISTING RTIP PROGRAMMING 

Appendices B and C provide a summary of the existing amounts programmed or allocated from 
county share by project or project category. These figures are taken from both of the 2004 STIP 
Fund Estimate- County and Interregional Shares 2004-05 through 2007-08 and the 2004 STIP Fund Estimate-
County and Interregional Shares 2008-09 published by CTC on December 11, 2003. 

LONG-TERM OUTLOOK 

The State of California has a difficult cash flow situation that is having a negative effect on all 
transportation projects throughout the state. Transportation construction projects are multi-year 
projects, and so require a stable commitment of resources to facilitate planning. There are different 
transportation fund accounts and each has had a disruption of revenue due to California’s economy; 
uncertainty of the Federal Surface Transportation Reauthorization and the redirecting of 
transportation revenue to the General Fund. 

The following is Caltrans Headquarters written assessment of the current STIP cycle funding 
outlook:  

“In light of current State Highway Account cash flow difficulties and the expectation that revenues will be 
significantly lower in future STIP cycles than earlier anticipated, each project sponsor is being asked to 
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prepare a financial plan for every on-system project with un-funded components.  With over ten billion of un-
funded need in the 2002 STIP, it is unlikely that many projects will be fully STIP funded for a long time.  
You should assume that there would be no capacity in the 2004 STIP for additional funding, and that new 
capacity in the 2006 STIP will be for fiscal years 2009/10 and 2010/11.”  

Source: http://stip.dot.ca.gov/financial_plan.htm 

State Funding Sources 

State Highway Account (SHA) 

The State Highway Account is the main funding source for California’s Highway Transportation 
program.  The principle sources of funds are the excise taxes on motor vehicle fuels, truck weight 
fees, and Federal Highway Trust Funds. This program commits major resources for improving 
highway safety, rehabilitation of existing system, improving the interregional road system, and 
ensuring the efficient operation of the State Highway System.  

The latest Federal Transportation Reauthorization (TEA-21 1998) expired September 30, 2003. 
Subsequent to the expiration date, Congress has extended its provision through two extensions. The 
first extension expired February 29, 2004 and the second, a 2-month extension, will expire on April 
30, 2004. Because a new six-year reauthorization has not been passed at this time, the Commission 
calculated the current FE using the mid-point between the House and Senate appropriations 
proposals pending before Congress. California’s conversion to ethanol use is expected to 
significantly reduce federal dollars by $2.7 billion over the 5-year fund estimate period. 

Public Transportation Account (PTA) 

The Public Transportation Account (PTA) fund supports the cost for the Department of 
Transportation (DOT/Caltrans) transportation planning, mass transportation and rail programs, and 
also provides funding for the State’s Intercity Rail services operated by Amtrak and STIP projects.  
Revenues in the PTA are derived from the sales taxes of gasoline and diesel fuels estimate by the 
Board of Equalization, with the concurrence of Department of Finance (DOF), and transferred 
quarterly into the account.   

Assembly Bill (AB) 4389 authorized the Traffic Congestion Relief Fund (TCRF) to borrow $280 
million from the PTA to fund transit projects.  The actual loan authorized through 2001-02 and 
2002-03 Budget Acts was $275 million that must be repaid to the PTA by 2007-08.  

Transportation Investment Fund (TIF) 

The Transportation Investment Fund (TIF) provides new transportation funding as a result of the 
passage of the Traffic Congestion Relief Act of 2000.  The source of funds is General Fund 
transfers derived from state sales tax on motor vehicle fuel.  This fund commits major resources to 
141 designated transportation projects that relieve traffic congestion; to the STIP for repair and 
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maintenance of local streets and roads; and to the PTA. The transfers from the General Fund to the 
TCRF were originally scheduled to begin in 2001-02.  The transfers were postponed in 2001-02 and 
2002-03, while the 2003-04 Budget Act only provides a partial transfer of $289 million for transfer 
to the TCRF.  TIF funding for STIP projects is expected to begin in 2004-05. 

Proposition 42 added Article XIXB to the California Constitution making permanent the transfer of 
the sales tax on gasoline to the TIF.   This measure requires that the gasoline sales tax revenue 
transferred to the TIF be used for State and local transportation purposes and the revenues would 
be allocated as follows:   

• Fixed transfers to the TCRF ($678 million in 2004-05 through 2006-07 and $602 million in 
2007-08); 

• 20 Percent of the remaining revenue to the PTA; 
• 40 Percent of the remaining revenue to transportation improvement projects funded in the 

STIP; 
• 40 Percent of the remaining revenue to local streets and roads improvements; with half of 

the amount (20 percent) allocated to counties and half to cities. 

AB 1750 authorizes a partial suspension of the 2003-04 fiscal year General Fund revenue transfer to 
the TIF due to low General Fund revenues. The 2004 Fund Estimate period provides a total of 
$1,738 million in the TIF for new programming.  

Transportation Deferred Investment Fund 

The Transportation Deferred Investment Fund (TDIF) was established by AB 1751 to facilitate the 
repayment of funds from the General Fund not transferred from the General Fund to the TIF in 
2003-04.  The funds shall be transferred to the TDIF by June 30, 2009 

Local Funding Sources 

Sales Tax Measure 

In November 2002, Measure M was placed on the Merced County General Election ballot as a one-
half cent sales tax measure to fund transportation projects generating $212 million over 20 years. 
The sales tax measure required a 66% voter approval and narrowly lost at 61%.   

Regional Transportation Impact Fee (RTIF) 

In October 2003, the Merced County Association of Governments (MCAG) Governing Board 
approved the implementation of a Regional Transportation Impact Fee (RTIF) for Merced County 
with an approved list of RTIF projects. The RTIF impact fee will generate $91 million in fees over a 
20-year period.  
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MCAG has forwarded the necessary RTIF documents to local jurisdictions for adoption. At this 
time none of the local jurisdictions have adopted the RTIF. MCAG’s funding assumption for the 
2004 RTIP included RTIF fee collection starting FY 2004/05.  The following is a list of regionally 
significant transportation projects that will receive RTIF funds: 

Table 4 -2003 RTIF Project Allocation Listing 

Project Name Project Description Total Cost (millions) RTIF Contribution

Bellevue Rd
Connection to SR 99 from 
new Interchange to Atwater 5.00 2.15

Mission Ave.
Improvement from SR 59 to 
Hwy 99 (not adding lanes) 1.00 0.40

SR 59-Atwater/Merced 
Expressway

SR 99 to Bellevue w/new 
Interchange 137.00 30.00

SR 59-                         
widen to 4/5 lanes

From Mission Ave to Childs 
Ave. 505.00 5.00

SR 59-                         
widen to 4/5 lanes From SR 152 to Mission Ave. 50.00 3.00

SR 140-Bradley Overhead

Replace Bridge and widen to 
4/5 lanes from Parsons to 
Sante Fe Ave. 47.67 9.50

SR 140-                     
Widen to 4/5 lanes

From Santa Fe Ave. to 
Campus Parkway 13.50 5.25

SR 140/33- Gustine Truck 
Route Bypass Gustine 5.00 3.05

SR 152-Los Banos Bypass Bypass Los Banos 240.60 25.00

SR 165- widen to 4/5 lanes
From Hilmar to Stanislaus 
County 25.00 7.5

Regional Transportation Impact Fee Project listing

 

2004 RTIP PROJECT PROPOSAL 

Table 5 outlines the 2004 STIP/RIP funding assumptions by project through fiscal years 
2015/2016. As Merced County does not have a sales tax measure or an impact fee in place, there are 
very few sources of collected revenue to fund transportation projects outside of the STIP/RIP/IIP 
funding. Included in the funding proposal is a newer innovative funding tool (GARVEE bond) with 
its associated debt service for the Mission Ave. Interchange project. There are two projects included 
in this RTIP that have unique circumstances that need further explanation.  
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Mission Ave. Interchange Project 

The Mission Ave. Interchange project was initially included in the 1998 STIP/RTIP with 100% 
funding allocated for right-of-way (R/W) and construction.  This project was to have been 
constructed in the FY 2004/05, yet with the State’s low cash flow R/W funding has been frozen and 
there is no funding for construction. The Mission Interchange project is vital for the economy of 
Merced County. A large distribution company is interested in establishing a major distribution 
facility with the City of Merced. The proposed distribution facility would be located in the vicinity of 
the University Industrial Park serving nearly 800 acres of Heavy-Industrial (I-H) zoned land. The 
1,000,000 square foot facility will employ 1,000 persons and represent an investment of $61,000,000 
into the County of Merced and the State of California. The Mission Ave. Interchange would serve as 
Highway 99 access with 1,600 average daily truck trips. The Distribution Company’s decision to 
open a location in Merced is contingent upon freeway access via the Mission Interchange to be 
constructed in FY 05/06. The University Industrial Park is often considered for major industrial 
projects such as food processing and distribution center; however, the lack of adequate access to and 
from Highway 99 has been the primary factor stopping companies from making their job generating 
investments in Merced. 

In addition, the Mission Ave. Interchange is a critical link from Highway 99 north to the University 
of California at Merced and the Planned University Community. The Mission Ave. Interchange 
project coupled with the Campus Parkway project will provide direct access to the University of 
California at Merced. The University of Merced is scheduled to open with 1,000 students in Fall 
2005. 

Appendix G includes letters of support to GARVEE bond the Mission Ave. Interchange and 
construct this project in fiscal year 2005/06. 

Bradley Overhead Project 

The Bradley Overhead Project is a regionally significant bridge replacement on Highway 140 (The 
Gateway to Yosemite). This bridge was built in 1931 as a 2-lane steel bridge spanning the BNSF 
Railroad tracks.  The existing Bradley Overhead has many structural and functional deficiencies: 

• No shoulders;  
• Insufficient stopping sight distance on vertical curve; 
• Flat profile grade; 
• Insufficient design speeds; 
• Insufficient corner stopping sight distance; 
• Insufficient vertical clearance between the structure and the RR track; 
• Insufficient horizontal clearance between the structure column and the RR track; 
• Insufficient transition, deceleration, and storage length of the existing left turn 

channelization at the Santa Fe Avenue intersection. 
 

Replacement of the existing two-lane Bradley Overhead structure with five-lane (four lanes and a  
bike lane along with a pedestrian sidewalk) bridge upgraded to current standards will correct all 
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nonstandard features. The Caltrans project manager has determined that $1.9 million of the Bradley 
Overhead project costs are TE eligible costs. Subsequently, the TE Program Coordinator has 
confirmed that $1.9 million in Bradley Overhead project component costs are TE eligible.  
 
MCAG has included $1.9 million in TE funding for the Bradley Overhead project in Fiscal year 
2006/07. See Appendix H (Resolution 2004/3-18-01) nominating the use of TE funding on the 
Bradley Overhead project. 
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PROGRAMMING PROPOSAL 

On February 18, 2004 MCAG staff held an RTIP public workshop for the MCAG Governing 
Board to discuss possible funding scenarios for current Merced County STIP projects.  Of the five 
RTIP funding scenarios presented, the workshop participants recommended the Governing Board 
move forward with Scenario #5.  In addition to recommending Scenario #5, it was requested that 
Caltrans look into funding the Mission Ave. Interchange with a GARVEE Bond now rather than 
later.  According to the CTC’s 2004 STIP Guidelines, the CTC will nominate STIP projects for 
GARVEE bond funding, yet the GARVEE bond will be issued once a year with a collective group 
of statewide STIP projects. The RTIP workshop participants requested that Caltrans look into a 
GARVEE bond now rather than waiting for the next annual bonding cycle for 2005/06. On 
February 11, 2004 the CTC staff confirmed that the next opportunity to GARVEE bond the 
Mission Ave. Interchange project will be the 2005/06 bonding cycle (January 2005) and not before. 

The following table identifies Scenario #5 and the 2002 STIP projects that will move forward into 
the 2004 STIP. Note that all 2002 STIP projects are included in this scenario with the exception of 
the Rideshare Program. Including all of these projects will require another source of funding such as 
a GARVEE bond to make up the RIP funding deficit.  Nominating a project for a GARVEE bond 
is under the control of the CTC. With adoption of the 20004 RTIP, MCAG’s Governing Board is 
requesting that the CTC GARVEE bond the Mission Ave. Interchange project and construct this 
project in fiscal year 2005/06. 

Table 6 – 2004 RTIP Programming Proposal 

Prior 04/05 05/06 06/07 07/08 08/09
Los Banos Bypass 
on 152

$700 $700

W iden Existing 59 $1,120 $0
Bradley O verhead 
on 140

$4,652 $15,812 $20,464

M ission IC  on 99 $21,239 $21,239
Cam pus Parkway $2,045 $2,045
Rideshare $0 $0 $0 $0
PPM $60 $60 $26 $34 $180
Realign 59 (Castle  
Hwy)

$3,600 $0

Total by FY $760 $27,996 $15,838 $0 $34 $44,628

Fund Estim ate 
Targets

$1,100 $10,643 $9,004 $8,824 $129 $29,700

TE $2,443,000 
B radley O verhead

$1,900 $1,900

G ARVEE bond 
M ission IC

$21,239 $21,239

carry over $340 $4,226 ($708) $8,116 $8,211
Balance by FY $340 $4,226 ($708) $8,116 $8,211
all am ounts are in  thousands (x $1,000)

Scenario #5 w ith $21,239 M  G ARVEE Bond for M ission Ave. Interchange
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TotalProject
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s
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Table 7 is the County STIP Project List form pre-loaded with current programming from the CTIPS 
database as required by the 2004 STIP Guidelines. This worksheet is required in lieu of the 
traditional STIP fact and funding sheets as no new programming is being added to the 2004 RTIP. 
The County STIP Project List form can be used for simple project adjustments such as: 

• Project schedule Delay’s; 
• Project Schedule Advances;  
• Simple shifting of existing programmed amounts between components and/or fiscal years 

between existing fund sources; 
• Project Deletions 

More complex project adjustments still require a STIP Fact and Funding Sheet.  MCAG is making 
simple project adjustments, therefore, Fact and Funding Sheets are not included in this RTIP.  

Table 7 is consistent with the programming of funds as identified in Table 6 (2004 RTIP 
Programming Proposal) and Table 5 (Long-term funding outlook). 
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Table 8 provides a current description and status of each of MCAG’s 2004 RTIP projects. 

Project Caltrans PPNO Status

Mission Ave.                              
Interchange/Freeway 0528D

This project is in the right-of-way acquisition phase and 
was scheduled to begin construction this year.  With the 
statewide freeze on right-of-way funding this project has 
been delayed.  This projectsis a "partnership" with 
Caltrans, 60% of the cost is being paid from the State's 
Interregional Improvement Program (IIP) and 40% of the 
cost using MCAG's Regional Improvement Program 
(RIP) funds.  The RIP funds necessary to complete this 
project are over $21 million. MCAG is proposing that the 
CTC GARVEE bond $21 million for construction.

Los Banos Bypass  5707

This project is currently in the environmental 
documentation stage and is almost complete.  
Completion of this phase is necessary to select an 
alignment for the bypass and implement policies to 
protect the right-of-way from encroachment.  The 
funding currently allocated to this project is $2.6 million, 
$1.3 of Regional Imiprovement Program funds and $1.3 
million of Interregional Improvement Program Funds. 
According to Caltrans, this project requires an additional 
$1.4 million in funding to complete the environmental 
review.  An additional $700,000 of Regional 
Improvement Program funds would be required to 
complete the environmental analysis.  The engineering, 
right-of-way and construction phases of this project still 
need funding.

Highway 59 Widening-                
between 16th Street to         
north of Santa Fe Ave.

6688

This project is currently in the environmental 
documentation stage.  The funding currently allocated to 
this phase of the project is $1.12 million.  $765,000 of 
the $1.12 million has been expended.  No additional 
funds are necessary to complete the environmental 
stage.  In the 2002 Regional Transportation 
Improvement Program, RIP funds were programmed for 
the engineering and right-of-way phases.  These funds 
are part of the $29 million that needs to be redistributed.  
The engineering, right-of-way and construction phases 
of this project still need funding.

Bradley Overhead - replace       
bridge and widen from               
2 to 4 lanes.

5645

This project is in the environmental review stage.  This 
project is jointly funded with State Highway Operation 
and Protection Program  (SHOPP) funds.  The SHOPP 
funds are available only until 2006.  To construct this 
project requires over $20 million of local/ regional funds 
that could include Regional Improvement Programs, 
Transportation enhancement Activity (TEA) funds, and 
Regional Transportation Impact Fee (RTIF) to match the 
SHOPP funding.

Table 8 - 2004 Project Description/Status
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Project Caltrans PPNO Status

Campus Parkway 5951

This project is currently in the environmental review 
stage. It is jointly funded using $11 million in TEA-21 
Demonstration funding and matching funds from the 
Regional Improvement Program.  An additional $1.6 
million is necessary to complete the engineeering and 
right-of-way phases.

Atwater/Merced Expressway     
aka Castle Highway 5264

This project is currently in the environmental 
documentation and route selection stage.  The funding 
currently allocated to this phase is $3.6 million.  
$350,000 of the $3.6 million has been expended.  No 
additional funds are necessary to complete the 
environmental review at this time.  

Rideshare Program 5950
Program Deleted  - program was funded with $25,000 
annually in RIP funding.                                                 

 Plan, Program, and Monitor    
(PPM) 5960

Each regional agency is allocated up to 0.5% of its fund 
estimate for monitoring the Regional Improvement 
Program funding and projects. $60,000 per year of RIP 
funds historically has been allocated for this purpose. 
MCAG will conform to the new 2004 STIP FE PPM 
allocation of $146,000 for FY 04/05-08/09.

Table 8 - 2004 Project Description/Status
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APPENDIX A 

2004 STIP FUND ESTIMATE 

ANNUAL PROGRAMMING TARGETS 
(EXCLUDING TE) 

 





 

 

 

 

APPENDIX B 

2004 STIP FUND ESTIMATE  

COUNTY AND INTERREGIONAL SHARES 

CALCUATION OF STIP SHARES, 2004-2005 
THROUGH 2007-08 

 





 

 

 

 

 

APPENDIX C 

2004 STIP FUND ESTIMATE  

COUNTY AND INTERREGIONAL SHARES 

CALCULATION OF STIP SHARES, 2007-08 

 





 

 

 

 

APPENDIX D 

2004 STIP FUND ESTIMATE 

COUNTY AND INTERREGIONAL SHARES 

ANNUAL TRANSPORTATION ENHANCEMENT 
(TE) PROGRAMMING TARGETS 

 





 

 

 

 

APPENDIX E 

STIP FUND ESTIMATE COUNTY  

AND INTERREGIONAL SHARES 

CALCULATION OF PLANNING, 
PROGRAMMING, AND MONITORING (PPM) 

LIMITATIONS 

 





 

 

 

APPENDIX F 

GARVEE BOND  

MISSION INTERCHANGE 

LEVEL DEBT SERVICE 

11-YEAR TERM 

 



 

 

Mission Interchange
Level Debt Service

11-Year Term
$21,239,000 Project Funding Need

Coupon Semi-Annual Annual Annual
Year Rate Principal* Interest Interest Debt Service

8/1/2004 485,055$               
#NAME? 4.50% 1,557,526$               485,055$               970,110$                  2,527,636$                
#NAME? 450,011$               
#NAME? 4.50% 1,627,615$               450,011$               900,021$                  2,527,636$                
#NAME? 413,389$               
#NAME? 4.50% 1,700,858$               413,389$               826,779$                  2,527,636$                
#NAME? 375,120$               
#NAME? 4.50% 1,777,396$               375,120$               750,240$                  2,527,636$                
#NAME? 335,129$               
#NAME? 4.50% 1,857,379$               335,129$               670,257$                  2,527,636$                
#NAME? 293,338$               
#NAME? 4.50% 1,940,961$               293,338$               586,675$                  2,527,636$                
#NAME? 249,666$               
#NAME? 4.50% 2,028,304$               249,666$               499,332$                  2,527,636$                
#NAME? 204,029$               
#NAME? 4.50% 2,119,578$               204,029$               408,058$                  2,527,636$                
#NAME? 156,339$               
#NAME? 4.50% 2,214,959$               156,339$               312,677$                  2,527,636$                
#NAME? 106,502$               
#NAME? 4.50% 2,314,632$               106,502$               213,004$                  2,527,636$                
#NAME? 54,423$                 
#NAME? 4.50% 2,418,791$               54,423$                 108,846$                  2,527,636$                

21,558,000$             6,245,999$           6,245,999$              27,803,999$             

Note:  Principal amount includes 1.5% for costs of issuance.



 

 

 

 

 

APPENDIX G 

LETTERS OF SUPPORT  

GARVEE BOND 

 MISSION AVE. INTERCHANGE 

 



















 

 

 

APPENDIX H 

MCAG BOARD RESOLUTION 

NOMINATING TE FUNDS ON 

THE BRADLEY OVERHEAD PROJECT 

 






