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Chapter 1 Introduction

1.1 Purpose of Financial Program

State Route 99 is the primary north-south corridor serving the population centers of the San Joaguin
Valley. Its safe and efficient operation is vital to the economic well being of the San Joaquin Valley. In
recognition of this importance, the eight Metropolitan Planning Organizations (MPQOs) of the San Joaquin
Vadley and Caltrans Districts 6 and 10 have jointly designated the Route 99 Corridor their top
interregional priority corridor for transportation investment.

As aresult of joint recognition of the importance of Route 99 to the San Joagquin Valley, Cdltrans, in
partnership with the eight MPOs and the Great Valley Center, prepared the San Joaquin Valley Route 99
Corridor Master Plan. It was universally endorsed by all eight MPOsin 2005. The Master Plan consists
of a Corridor Enhancement Plan Element and a Business Plan Element with a $6.6 billion price tag in
2012 dollars.

The Master Plan Business Plan Element identifies four “Priority Categories’ of corridor improvements.
These categories are: Priority Category 1 - Freeway Conversion; Priority Category 2 — Capacity
Increasing Projects; Priority Category 3 — Mgjor Operational Improvements; Priority Category 4 — New
Interchanges. All major improvements are grouped into one of these four priority categories. Magjor
improvements are defined as projects with a construction cost of $8 million or more. This threshold was
established to assure that Business Plan Element focus was toward projects that would contribute to
significant corridor improvement. It has been universally understood that projects in a lower category
such as Priority Category 3 versus Priority Category 2 are not excluded from consideration of being
funded and built even though all of Category 2 projects may not have been fully funded and built.

Although there has been a universally endorsed Route 99 Master Plan Business Plan Element in place
since 2005 it is not yet fully implemented. The primary purpose of this Financial Program isto chart the
course toward full implementation. The Financial Program serves as a guide to al entities with a role
associated with financing transportation improvements in the San Joaguin Valley. In addition, the
Financial Program provides intent and guidance to other Route 99 corridor stakeholders such as cities,
counties, Chambers of Commerce, Economic Development Corporations, businesses, and the tourism
industry.

Financial Program Purpose
The primary purpose of this Financial Program is to chart the course toward full
implementation. In addition, the Financial Program serves as a guide to everyone
with a role associated with financing transportation improvements in the San Joaquin
Valley.

About $2.9 billion of the original $6 billion estimate for the initial Master Plan improvements have either
been constructed or have attained “fully funded” status. However, there are till about $ 3 billion of
unfunded improvements remaining. Of the remaining unfunded balance about half, or $2.5 hillion, is
needed to complete the corridor primary objective, which is to achieve a minimum 6 lane freeway
throughout the 274 mile San Joaquin Valley corridor. With consideration of current project commitments
65% of the corridor will have met the facility objective when constructed. Thisis up from 42% prior to
2005 and 64% in 2009 and results in a 53% increase in miles of Route 99 satisfying the corridor
objective.



Although significant progress has been accomplished since the original Business Plan Element was
endorsed in 2005, and the subsequent 2009 update, there remains much to be done. To fully satisfy the
primary objective plus complete the remaining “priority category” project improvements it is now
appropriate to prepare and jointly endorse a Financial Program for completion as the foundation to guide
collaborative near term and ongoing funding commitments from responsible stakeholders. Only through
an endorsed Financial Program, as a guide to individual stakeholders making funding and programming
decisions in the most informed manner, can meaningful progress be accomplished to finish its
implementation.

1.2 Financial Partnership

No single entity or fund source can accomplish Business Plan completion in a reasonably near term
timeframe. This Financial Program presents a series of financial aternative scenarios for Caltrans and
other financial stakeholders to consider. Through review and consultation with stakeholders a
recommended financia approach has been established.

1.3 Financial Opportunities and Challenges

A Financial Program of this importance offers both opportunities and challenges to al corridor
stakeholders. On the opportunities side of the equation a Financial Program establishes the necessary
roadmap and guidance for those with financia decision making authority. The net result is that decision
makers can make the most informed decisions during deliberations on how they choose to use those funds
under their decision authority.

This Financial Program can also provide an opportunity to bring both additional and new funds to the San
Joaquin Valley. The $1 billion dedicated to the Route 99 corridor as part of the successful $19.9 billion
Proposition 1B transportation bond initiative is an example. Another example is the more than $700
million in transportation funds earmarked for various routes (but not for Route 99) in the Bakersfield
Metropolitan Area as a result of the 2005 five-year Federa Transportation Act known as SAFETEA-LU.
The recent Federal Transportation Act, “Moving Ahead for Progress in the 21st Century,” or MAP-21,
signed into law by President Obama on July 6, 2012, offers ancther opportunity to garner additional funds
for the Route 99 corridor.

Challenges are many, but manageable with proper foresight, understanding and commitment. All entities
with transportation funding decision authority, out of practical necessity, have to consider many
competing issues. For example, in Stanislaus and San Joaquin Counties whether to increase capacity to
implement a HOV or HOT lane strategy is an important issue warranting discussion. Of course it is and
has been an annual reality that there are insufficient funds available to address all identified transportation
needs, even those of highest priority. For example there are numerous east-west corridors sprinkled
throughout the eight San Joaquin Valley that are also very important and have historically been under
funded. It isalso very difficult to make Financia Program commitments that could limit future funding
flexibility.

1.4 Legacy Of Partnership To Meet Corridor Objective

As mentioned earlier the Master Plan supports the primary objective to achieve a minimum 6 lane
freeway throughout the 274 mile San Joaguin Valley corridor. Much of this has aready been
accomplished due to a long history of financial decision making partnership between Caltrans and the
MPOswithin the San Joagquin Valley. Two counties, in particular, have historically demonstrated their
commitment to accomplishing this primary objective for decades prior to the establishment of the
Business Plan Element in 2005. Both Stanislaus and Kern counties have fully satisfied the minimum of 6
lane freeway objective throughout their county mostly by agreeing to use significant amounts of their



“county minimum” State Highway Account funds for this purpose. Of course this accomplishment came
at significant expense to being able to meet other important needs on east-west corridors.

Figure 1.1  Pre-SB-45* Route 99 Widening Projects

County Rte Location Length Project Description Project Cost Const.
Yr

Kern 99 Panama Lane to 4.0 miles Widen 4Lnto 6 Lane $4.4 million 87-88
Ming Ave

Kern 99 Herring Rd to 8.2.miles Widen4 Lnto 6 LnFwy $10.4 million 92-93
Panama Lane

Kern 99 Ming Aveto 4.9 miles Widen 6 Lnto 8 Ln Fwy $17.2 million 93-94
SR 204

Kern 99 Sherwood to Tulare | 8.2 miles Widen4 Lnto 6 Ln Fwy $16.9 million 97-98
Co. Line

Fresno 99 El Dorado StOCto | 6.0 miles Widen 4 Lnto 6 LnFwy $6.3 million 87-88
Ashlan Ave.

Fresno 99 Jensen Ave. to 2.0 miles Add NB Auxiliary Ln $2.9 million 98-99
Ventura St.

Merced 99 Dwight Way to 4LnExpwyto4Ln $32.9 million 94-95
August Ave. Fwy on new alignment
(Livingston
Bypass)

Merced 99 Merced River Brto | 4.0 miles 4LnExpwyto4Ln $26.3 million 98-99
South Turlock OC Fwy

Stanislaus 99 Near Taylor Rd to 3.5 miles 4LnExpwyto4Ln $6.5 million 83-84
2.2mi Sof Fwy
Service Rd OC

Stanislaus 99 Near Taylor Rd to 5.0 miles Widen4LnFwyto6Ln $12.5 million 93-94
Service Rd OC Fwy
(Keyes Fwy)

San Joaquin 99 Stanislaus CL to 6.0 miles Widen4LnFwy to6Ln Not Available Not
Rte. 120 Fwy Avail.

San Joaquin 99 Hammer Laneto 8.0 miles Widen4LnFwy to6Ln Not Available Not
Lodi Fwy Avail.

*Senate Bill 45 (1998) established revised State Highway Account project recommendation authority
between Caltrans and Metropolitan Planning Organizations.



Chapter 2 Status of Current Business Plan Projects

2.1 Priority Categories

The Master Plan - Business Plan Element identifies four “Priority Categories’ of corridor improvements.
These categories are: Priority Category 1 - Freeway Conversion; Priority Category 2 — Capacity
Increasing Projects; Priority Category 3 — Mgjor Operational Improvements; Priority Category 4 — New
Interchanges. All Priority Category 1 projects have now either been constructed or are in
constructiontherefore, Priority Category 1 projects is deemed complete. It has been universaly
understood that projectsin alower category such as Priority Category 3 versus Priority Category 2 are not
excluded from being funded and built even though all of Category 2 projects may not have been fully
funded.

“It has been universally understood that projects in a lower category such as Priority
Category 3 versus Priority Category 2 are not excluded from being funded and built even
though all of Category 2 projects may not have been fully funded.”

2.2 Project Delivery Status

Progress has occurred over the past six years. In the original 2005 Route 99 Business Plan there were 13
programmed projects listed The 2009 update included 16 either fully programmed or partially programmed
projects, plus four of those projects originally listed in the 2005 Business Plan as programmed have now
been constructed The current Business Plan lists seven projects, amix of Categories 1, 2, and 3, that have
been completed. Of these, three additional projects have been completed since the 2009 update of the
Route 99 Business Plan. Thirteen more are currently in construction. Please see Figure 2.2A

After completion of all projects constructed, under construction, and fully
funded to widen to 6-lanes 178 miles or 65% of the corridor will have
satisfied the 6-lane minimum goal.

There are 23 Priority Category 2 projects that either have no funding or are partially funded. Of the 14
projectsto widen from 4 to 6 lanes, 1 isfully funded, 5 are partially funded, and 8 remain unfunded. The
estimated cost of the unfunded widening projectsis $1.6 billion in 2012 dollars. All 9 of the projects to
widen from 6 to 8 lanes a so remain unfunded and are estimated to cost of about $1.4 billion in 2012
dollars. Although there is a defined goal of achieving a minimum 6-lane facility, 4- to 6-lane projects may
not always take precedence over 8-lane projects because of more pressing safety or congestion issues on a
6- to 8-lane widening segment. The Programmed projects are listed in Figure 2.2B, unfunded projectsin
Figure 2.2C.

In addition, there are 46 projects in Priority Category 3 al of which remain unfunded at an estimated cost
of about $1.5 billion. There are 3 Priority Category 4 projects that al remain unfunded at an estimated
cost of $119 million. The current cost estimate to complete these remaining 66 projectsis near $5 hillion.
This Financial Program is directed toward meeting this tremendous financial challenge.

Specific project listings by Priority Category are included in Figures 2.2A, 2.2B, 2.2C, 2.2D, and 2.2E.



uonANIISUOD JUBLIND

wum_nEOU uononisuod

LTT'SSE'TS S1S0D V101 S103r0dd NOILONYLSNOD ‘puaban
. . . "JOUOD N 66USASAM ¥ 8R4 J0 S T°0 . .
- - b
SOA z 005'052$ 005'9€$ 000'7T2$ uoRONASUOD UBLND 49 0} 47 WOy UBPIM aue-9 UOPOIS YINOS TSR €1 &) B ORI O M T #00TVE-0T 9'8T/0°ST unbeor ues 79 ‘€9
. . . € € aseud PY Y21V JO N i 10 0} Py 8y 86enod g P
SOA € 00T'T2T$ 00T‘9T$ 000°50T$ UEERRSVER B |y - oatvorymres o o] 51 CoOMERAIIERRG CEEEn) || 156 2 67 e 6E S SsEma o] 7€1930-0T 0'ST/6'9 unbeor ues 229
. . . z aseyd ¢ aseyd Ol dued PY Y21V JO °N 8w "0 0} pY doaure ’ .
SOA € 002'€L$ 005°2T$ 002°09% WEERRISNER BN || ooy tonms) e VR ANV GRS I T 00 6T (VO] G eFS S ¥21930-0T 0'ST/9°0T unbeor ues az9
. . . T aseyd BuissoioIapun Py YdIV JO 'S Bjiw g s
SOA z 00S'75$ 005'6$ 000°5v$ uoRONAISUOD UBLND 49 01 47 WOl USPIM S GUETI EREIE 0 @) U BEORIERS) T8 (S e ¥11930-0T 2474 unbeor ues ©z9
sdwey-4o gS/aN
5 ‘ ‘ 9)ONJISUO: sdwre; ue Aempeoy uap|, uoiereda e eple: - . - Sne|siue: e
€ 006'2$ 002'T$ 00L'T$ pajonisuod Y p peoy USPIM Y URWISTY 6TZHS/EENS I S 612/66YS Te epIeS IV 700LX0-0T €224/6'T2y |siuels 09
€ 000°0v$ rr'sH 7SSvES uonoNASUOD UBlIND abueydIslul 1oNISU0IRY (6T US) ueusay @ 66-€1S BRI WIeT TOEET0-0T Teed /612 snejsiuels 09
. ) 3|IW 0 0} 6T ¥ 4O YINOS i §'0 !
5 ¢ g 3]0NJISUO abueyoialu| 19N1SU02D, abueyoiaiu| alown 3y, "N UDj £°0 0} Buiss0ioIeno “any - - sne|siue):
€ 000°2v$ 009'6$ 00v‘ze$ p 0 Y| o yosau| WUAVBE 21 | ooy 's Wnf 670 woul $8193 10 A0 ¥0LLVZ-0T 61Ty |siuels 1§
. . . wawubiy My Kem eualy Jo S (1w G0) W ) .
A -
T 00€'0L$ 00T°2T$ 002'85$ pajonisuod SUE § UO 50 01 T WOl USPI eMaB1 J8TemIy -0 01 HO JoTemy 10 N (o1l §°0) W 'O 7187 T7-0T 5'9zY/8'€C paossiN a4
7 7 7 awubny M/ py AusHIN jo ) .
SOA T 008'9LT$ 006'52$ 006°0ST$ UEERRIENED) WENIS) ||y & v ) a1 S (VN I Kemaal4 AUQ epajOgIY e ) ) &) e e UEEIENE 70LSTY-0T S0T/9Y paossiN or
‘ . . wawubiy W peoy MojjoH ueueyang o) abpug ) .
BN T 00L'8TT$ 000'8T$ 00L‘00T$ UEERIRTSNER WENIS) ||y & v ) 1 S (VN I Remaal4 peoy Bingsueld N TGS (R VRN T 7085T#-0T 9%/0°0 padaN 6¢
5 ¢ ¢ 3]0NJISUO 2z any e abueiau) sBueyasel| uonereda 31y a1 01 TZ oA - - . vlope
T 000'T.$ 000°6$ 000°29% p 0 WA 549 01 5 USPI DUE Aemas,d pEsULIES I S 2ST/66 91 dY1 0} TZ dAY 70€E62-90 8'22/S6T pen se
€ 006°L$ 008'T$ 00T'9$ pajonisuod abpug uapim 664S Je BuluspIm SiT SN0y ST IN0Y Je BIoPER Ul ¥12.07-90 7'0T/T'0T eIapEN og
SOA € Ooodow oomJH& ooﬁwm& uondNAsu0D uslInd wm:m—‘_uhwﬂz_ 10NAsuU0day mm_._.m_._u‘_muc_ 2T anuaAy ZT @NUBAY 1e eispeA JO yinos 00T .¥-90 6°/4/L.°Td eIBpERN 62
SOA z 006'25$ 006°0T$ 000°¢r$ uonINASUOD JUBLND 49 01 47 WO USPIM aue-9 sied puels| L 8NUBAY 0} puejuRID ¥292i7-90 9'T/0°0 ‘9'TE/E’0E | BISPEIN ‘OUSal] ase
S9, ‘ “ ‘ 9]0NJISUO: 0} woJy uspl, aueT-9 ousal: 10| m:_mwo\_o_m;O SNV PUBIUELS JO N SSiUl - | N ousal. e
A z 002'€2$ 00L'S$ 005°LT$ p o] 49 01 47 WOy USPIM -9 4 YUON 20 01 SNUBAY UBIUSY WO 0USSId Ul ¥T92¥7-90 9°0€/.°9¢ E| 14
) P f f uonoNAISU0D Jualn: 0] ue wioJj uap, aue-9 Bingsbury 01 uayso Buissoioseno - "T/0°0 ‘6" a ousald ‘alejn
A z 008°20T$ 000'72$ 008'8.$ I o] O | 49 01 4G pue 4t WOy USPIM 71-9 BangsBury Uso9 S EEIS 19 [} G UENESS) O ¥0572€-90 0°T/00 ‘6°€ES/ETY 4 ‘ereny 9T
peayiano
. . . aueT-g Juswbas . e
S8A z 006°25$ 006°0T$ 000°2r$ uoRONASUOD UBND 49 0} 4t WOy UBPIM UBYSO9 YUON JO yuou i 2°0 0} ¥T209€-90 €TYIELE areiny eyl
UHON uayso9 0} atejnt X
peaylanQ elesIA 1S9\ JO Yinos ajiw 60
. i sjuawanoiduw|
€ 116'9$ LT9% 00€'9$ uonINASUOD UBLND abueyouaul AUpon aBUBLDIBIU] SSLOJ0OM abueyoI3lU| SBWOJOOM IV 702690-90 9vS/Z 7S (UEN] H
€ 005'6T$ 00T'T$ 00v'8T$ pajonisuod abueyouaul AUpon Buiuapim peoy prepuels ui. abueyossul 70SEEY-90 TTEY/S 06 (UEN] 9
) o ‘PY prepuels yi/ 1e paisiaxeg uj
o
. . - aue aAUd B0 pue o
uoIINASUOD JUBLN: UQ 9Al@ SAIIO uspim pue - ulg;
€ 8.€'C$ 8.2% 00T°2$ 1oNISUOD ¥ o] oo Koy 95 Tonnsd0n | ATBIXNY PUNOGUINS 3AY SAID [v0Z HS USBMIBq 66 B U0 PlaYSIaNed Ul 7067N0-90 6°22/0°LC M )
z 005'2T$ 006'C$ 009'6$ uoRINASUOD JUBLIND 48 0} 49 WOl UBPIM BuluspIM YLON 66 UIaX feued Aaisprean 00¥890-90 v'82/0°LC [UEN] 2
I ! s 01 pesYIdNO ¥0Z/66 HS WOl
SOA z 00€'8ES 008'9$ 005°T€$ UoRINASUOD JUBLND 48 01 49 WO USPIM aueT-g playsiaded yinos BUISSDI0IBA0 70€890-90 T22/0°LT [UEN] at
) ) ’ "PY UOS|IM 01 6TT HS JO UInos 8jiwi G0
¢@3ANNd | AYO93LYD (000'T$ X) (000°'T$ X) m%%%.@%&o SNLVLS Y3IEWNN JINLSOd H3IGWNN
aNos ALIMOIYd  [103r0¥d ¥3d| S1S0D NOLLONYLSNOD NOLLONYISNOD NOILdI¥OS3A 103r0dd JNVYN LO3r0¥d NOILdI¥0S3A NOILYDO1 NOILVZI4OHLNY 66 31n0Y ALNNOD 103ro¥dd
9T dod¥d | TVYNOIDIY |SLSOD TV1OL| Ld0ddNS aNv IYNLIANIAX3 dVIN
€102 ‘T Arenuer (uoliw T$ ueyy Jareals siso) fendeDd) uonoNIISuU0) Ul s199foid siuswanosdwi feuoiresado pue Ayoede) ue|d ssauisng 66 91N0Y g’z 8inbi4




papun Ajfeiued = iey

papund A|in4 = papeys

659'TES'TS S1S0D TV10L S123rodd AINWANVHO0dd ‘pusber
€ 000'€.$ 000'0T$ 000'€9$ 1,102 abueyolaiul Jonsu0dsy abueyoiaiul 66/31IN BIT UOPO0IS Ul Py I WBIT IV 00€T70-0T 6'SC/6've uinbeog ues 99
€ 000'T0T$ 000'€T$ 000'88$ LT0C abueyoIaiu| JoNISU0SY abueyoiaiu| 66/epeIoN Uuopfo0IS Ul dueT epeloN v 00¥T70-0T Sve/See uinbeor ues S9
D0 pY NswweH Jo N 8jiw g'0 pue . .
‘ “ 3 abueyalaiu| 10N1NSU0S, [auwe - € - sne|siue:
€ 00€°LS$ 00L°€T$ 009°€r$ €10¢ 4dJ31u] 10N <] pdn H @ 66-21S 50 Py HOWWEH JO S S| 0 USBMISG 002€70-0T T'sed/e'ecd |siuels 19
€ 181'€G$ 002's$ 182'8v$ ¢10C abueyasaiul ApoN abueyolaiul sjepuejed BuISS0121310 Ny T0T2LY-0T ¥'¢c/i01e snejsiuels 65
g dlepuejad JO N Wy 9°0 0} S Wy €0 wol4 )
. . . juawubife mou 664S 031 elojeq . 0°,TYd/2’9Td
€ 008'6.$ 000'TT$ 008'89% ST0Z e e i Kemssaidx3 1S9 ZET 810y B 5 W ST 0 00SE0Y-0T B e sne|siuels S5
. . . abueyolal P IIRYIMIN JO "N WY 0'T 03 S WX G0 ~ . .
€ 000°20T$ 000CT$ 000'56$ 8102 abueydIalu| 1oNISU0RY Py B0IAIBS / PY IIBYONIN woyy AUN0D SnejsILeIS ‘Sa18)) Ul 66 UO 0069VT-0T 6°0T/L'6 snejsiuels 8y
g ¢ ¢ (o) wiolj uapl Buluapipn ueips|y uoisBulAl BUISS01210A0 BAY JRWWEH JO S W 70 O0- g : ERIE]
4 008°0L$ 000°€T$ 008°.5$ GT0C 49 01 4t } USPIM IUSPIM UBIPSN UOISBUIAIT 01 8Ur7 AIUNOD Pa2IBIA/SNEISIUEIS WOI-| 002TO0-0T €',€4/8'8¢C p W 14
. . . (3nv) Py ydeyng Jo yuou 1w €0 01 Py yoeyng g oo
4 0T8'5S$ 000°CT$ 0T8'er$ €T0¢ =49 0} 4t WoJj UspIMm femssaidxa paola-1atemy 4O YINOS 1W Z'T WOY Joyemy JeaN TOVY90-0T 6°02/€°6T padsN [414
f f abueyalaiu| AJpo| SRENRAGELY) 19811 Yuno4 Je eiape u : - i elape
€ 296'S$ 298% 00T's$ €102 yoia Alpon 9BUBLOIBIU| 1915 YN0~ S yuno4 Pe ul T0ZEC0-90 Z'TT/L0T Pen 4
. . . abueydlalu| 1oNISU0SY P — SNUBAY 01 7T SNUBA - g : elape|
I 00Z'TET$ 00zZ'12$ 000°0TT$ LT0C pUE -9 0} - Lo} USPIM 1-9 Pen LT Vv 01 2T \J 0060.%-90 T'ST/S'LY Pen 4
4 009'78T$ 000°22$ 009°25T$ LT02 =49 01 4¢ WoJj uspim dueT-g BISPE YInos ZT 9NUBAY 0} L dnuaAyY 0022¢H-90 SLLT elopeiN 8¢
. . Ssluawanoidw] uondasIAU| sjuawanoidw| SRV By WEEIVET | T2 USR] g | X aERE B
€ 00z'es 00z$ 000°€$ €102 pue dwey-4o snoway aBueyDIB1U] BNUBAY UOPUIBH U | 9AY UopulsH =10l TO€0710-90 8'0€/0°0€
¢ ¢ f abueyaiau| ma abueyaialu| pA|g S,uelals, SAy LopUISH - i R ousal
14 00Z'29% 00€'2T$ 006'S$ ¥102 U2u9lu| MaN 291Ul PAIE S,UBISIDA pUE 9AY MeUS USaMISq 0USaId Ul 009EH0-90 1°0€/8'82 El iz
€ 00S'6.T$ 00S'6T$ 000°09T$ ST0C gN ISU0D pue Aemaai4 ubijeay Juawubiesy 66 SIN0Y SAY UB|YSY 01 SAY UOIUID WOJj ousal4 U] TOTL1HZ-90 2'9¢/LEe ousald eege
€ 00v'2S$ 008'0T$ 009'9v$ 910¢ abueydiaiul 1nISuU0d8y abueyoiaiul 8ALQ Aneg an1IQ Aneg Je usyso9 uj TOST.LY-90 €Tv/9'6E aleng ST
¢ ! : o woyy uapl aue-9 (snbe]) Juawbas yino Buiss0101910 082 v - - : aren k)
4 00L'SET$ 00T'0Z$ 009'GTT$ LT0C 49 01 4t J USPIM -9 1)) S yinos 40 YINOS | 2T 0} SAY Aadsold Woig T209€-90 2'SE9°0E InL VT
. . . aue PeaYIBAQ BI[ESIA M JO YINoS )il 6°0 O} g S
4 006°€C$ 000°S$ 006'8T$ €102 49 01 4f Wolj uspim -9 (IloMp[eD) 1UsWBaS S|pPIN | BUISSOIDIBAO 08Z SAY O LINOS BlIW 2T T€209€-90 €'LEIC’SE aleny art
€ 00e'ees umouxun ooe'ees €T0¢ abueyosaiul Aipon abueyolaiul 8y [lwneD ANY [[lwipeD e areinL uj 00¢cee-90 9'CEIETE areinL T
‘ ‘ ‘ v0e J1an0A|4 peoy uewabe| anug nodity - : VIE)
€ 005'69% 00L°LT$ 008'TS$ 1414 31 0} UOKOBULOD U UORUSIXT |4 peoy H pUE BAY 8181S UBp|0D) Usamiag 66 UO 00S¥787-90 €L > d
. . . T TR LS ST sjuawanoidw| *9AY elUIof[eD puUnogiSam g X e
© 000°€$ 00S'T$ 00S'T$ €102 2 1 1YbIy 81e00|ay dureluo anuaay eluiojed woy dwey-uo gS a8y} Uo paysiaxed U T06€710-90 9've > <]
‘ : durey-10 y e
€ 009°C$ 006$ 00L°T$ €102 aue Areixny Jonisuod aueT Arelixny aueT eweued aue BWelRd Je 66 S UO pjaysiased u| 0069N0-90 S'02/S'6T uisy v
14 00v'9e$ 000'6$ oov'Le$ ¢10e abueyoIa)u| MBN 1ONASUOD abueyosaiu py BupisoH Py BuBiSOH e pjaysiaxegd ul 00€620-90 ¢'6T/0'8T sy 4
. . (000'T$ X)
AYO93ILVO (000°'T$ X) (000°'T$ X) S1S0D 1Y LIdvD A3HoS YIGNNN JINLSOd Y3gNNN
ALldOldd 103rodd d3d S1S0O NOLLONYLSNOD 3SILMaAaY NOILdI¥OS3a 103rodd JAVN 103rodd NOILdIYOS3d NOILYOO1 NOILVZIHOHLNY 66 3LNOY ALNNOD 103rodd
AVNOIDIY  [S1SOO VIOL| 1d0ddns aNv JYNLIANIdX3 dVvVIN

€102 'T Aenuer

(4918319 J0 UO

IN T$ 1500 [endeD)

sy09l01d syuawanosdwi [euonesadQ pue Aloede) pswwelbold ueld ssaulsng 66 91N0y gz'Z 9.nbi4




000Lt02$ |1vliOoL *s309foad wesSoud 03 pasn aq 10u pjnoys a|qe} siy3 ul eleq "papuny jou a.e syafoid asay] :910N

4 ON -dly ul aAioeul |000°08TS 000°07S 0s 000°07TS 49 03 4% WoJ4 U3PIM aur Auno) ojuaweldes 03 peoy AsuieH 8'8€/€'8¢ Inbeorueg /9

C J-dly u| MSd @A110BU[00T '99$ 000°8TS 0s 001°8¥S 48 0149 wouj uspipm  [aul Ayuno) uinbeor ues 03 peoy Jajuadied | ¥09530-0T |L'vZY/S 8TY [snejsiuels 89

C J-dly u| MSd @AI10BU[000°SSS 0000TS 000'0T$ 000SES 48 01 49 WOJ4 USpIM peoy Jajuadie) 01 SnUBAY sesuey|| ¥09530-0T (S'8TH/8'9TYH |snejsiuels 9S

C J-diy u| HSd 9A119eUl000°6LS 000°0¢S 000°0TS 000'6%7S 48 03 49 WOJ4 U3PIM SNUSAY Sesuey 01 pA|g auwn|onl| %09530-0T [8°9TH/T'STY |sne|siueis ¥S

[4 J-dly u| MSd @A110BU[000'SLS 0000Z$ 0s 000sSS 48 03 49 WOJ4 USPIM PA|g @uwinjon| 01 peoy ydleH| 309530-0T [T'STH/T'ETY |sne|siuels [4]

C J-dly u| HSd 9A110BU|00S2TTS 000°sZS 000'0T$ 00S29$ 48 03 49 WOJ4 USPIM peoy ydleH 01 peoy [|Y2UIAI[ N09SI0-0T |Z'ETH/6°0TY |Shejsiuels 6V

D0 py 21e39|ddy jo yriou

4 ON-dlyul TT/91/80 [00Z'€vTS 00S°8¥7S 00£19$ 000'EETS 49 03 4% WoJ4 USpIM IW $0'T 0390 pY 23eTaiddy 40 YOS W 6T 309000-0T | 8'€TY/6°0C | Po2IaN 134

[4 ON-dlyul HSd 9A110eUl00089TS 0008¢S 000'02$ 000°02TS 49 01 4t W04} USPIM |euBD 43G9\ 01 9AY SP|IYD JO S| JOEZNO-0T | €6T/8°CT | PIIBIN 147

[4 ON -dly ul aAoeUl |00ET6S 00v‘1TS 00LTS 002'69$ 49 03 47 WOJ4 USPIM aul7 0) PAUBA 03 dBUBYIIAIU| ST YS ¥'62/5°CC | elepeN 8¢

4 ON-dly Ul SAIdeU| (00€°06S 00T'LTS 000°L$ 007'99$ 49 03 4 WoJj uspim 7/T TZ dNUdAY 03 LT SNUBAY S'0Z/T'ST eJopeN Ve

C ON-dlyul paJ1dx3 ¥S4000'STTS 0000S$ 0s 000'59TS 48 03 49 WOJ4 USPIM 9AY UBJYSY O} dAY U3suaf 9'97/S'8T | ousaly 1¢

[4 ON - dly U] SAIdeU| (00T LYS 00T‘TTS 0s 000°9€$ 48 03 49 WoJj uspim OAY UIsSuUd[f 0} 9AY [BJlus) S'8T/8'ST ousal4 6T

[4 J-diy ul 60/8T/€ [000°€0CS 000Z€S 000°L¥S 000'7ZTS 49 03 4 WOJ4 USPIM aAy Aliadsold 01 00T dNUBAY | NOS68Y-90 | S0E/¥'ST aJent 11

C J-diy u| aAIeU| (00S'LETS 00STES 000°TS 000'S0TS 49 03 4 W04} USPIM 00 @nuaAy 03 uoidi] 4o yanos §'S2/091 aJeny 8

4 ON-dly Ul SA12eU| (000°S6TS 000°StS 000'TS 000°6¥TS 49 01 4 WoJj uspim uo01di] JO Yinos 03 dul] 0D uIdY 0'9T/0'0 aJe|nL L

4 J-diy u| 60/8/8 |000"9€S 000'6$ 000°Z$ 000'sZ$ 48 01 49 WOJ4 U3PIM (z @seyd) py pas yi£ 01 [eue) As|spJeag| N009D0-90 | T'TE/¥'8C uia)y |

4 J-dly ul SAIdeU| (000°2SS 000CTS 0$ 000°0v$ 48 03 49 WoJj Uspim 6TT YS O3 PA|g UIEIUNOI Jesg 0'LT/VET uiay et
AMO93LY) Du”_.”“uhw”__Ou SNLVLS X MMNM._”OME 000'T$ X X ooc:._“_.mmOu 00025 X ZI4OHLNV | ITNINLSOd 43GNNN
ALIMOIRMd AY¥3AIN3a 1502 1S0J 1V1IdVJ | NOILdI¥DS3a 123rodd NOILVYO01 ALNNOD | 133roYd
JyNology | GINIVHLSNOD=D | T wadsisod | | vudd | T e o aN3dx3 | 663LNOY o

SNLV1S d1Yd 1viol Mm/y

210T ‘TT Isn8ny

(u

w g$ ueys Jaieaun s1so0) |eyde))

spuawanoaduwi| buispauouj A31o0dn) Jofpbyy s103foad a1epipue) g A1o891e) Ajiold Jo snieis Jz°z @|qel




€ J-dld ul SAdeU| 000°S0TS |000°0ZS |000°0TS [000°SLS 28ueydsaiu AjpoiN pJojipuels @ 664S 6'6TY sne|siueis LS

€ J-dld yl SAdeY| 00096$ |000°0ZS |000°9$ 000°0LS$ 93ueydtaiu] Aemaalq 03 Aemaaiq maN 1583 ZETYS 01 ZETYS @ 664S MOLLHO-0T [9°STH/6'vTY |shejsiuels €S

€ dLYy ulloN 3AlpdeU| 00006$ [000°STS [000°SZS  [000°0SS 23ueydJa3u| JoNJIsuU0dY 193115 auld %09530-0T €11y she|siueis 0s

€ J-dlyul TT0Z/0€/9 104 PAINPAYIS ¥Sd  (006°0TS  |000°TS 00z'z$ 00£9$ sjuawanouduw| 8ueydualul 98ueyJ3IU| Y1 |NI/66YS N0T6.10-0T 134 she|siueis W

€ J-dld ul 90/1/t 009°0z$ |000TS 00£'9% 006'TTS 98ueydJalu| 1NIISU0IRY 19343S UIBA 39 J0T40-0T 0'vd/T'ed [snesiuels Ly

€ J-dLyul 30T8d0-0T o Hed se g10z/9/v |000'2SS |000'ZTS |000°SS  [000°SES a8ueyduaul Aypon (ony Japuen) S9TYS ® 664S v'1Y snejsiuels 14

€ J-dld u| 60/1/6 00€°65$  |000°2S 009°7$ 00L'6V$ 98ueydJalu| 1NIISU0IRY €€7/66 9oy MOT620-90 | 692/2°9T BI9peN LE

€ ON -dLy ul 3AldeU| 00806 [00Z‘8TS [00T‘€$ 00%'69% 8uiss0.) |ley pue a8ueydIalu| 1oNIISU0IRY 98ueydIaIU| ZST ¥S L'€C/L°TT | e4dpeiN 9€

€ dly urionN SAeU| 00£9¥$  |00S°LS 002'L$ 000°Z€S$ 98ueydJalu| 1N1ISU0IRY S¥1/66 9oy L'0T/L'6 eJapeN 153

€ ON -dly ul paJidx3 ysd 00£79$ |00L8S 000°5Z$  |000°6C$ sjuawano.dw| 3ueyduaiul 98ueydlalu] Y meys 00£¢v1-90 €'82/€'LT ousal4 9¢

€ dly ulionN ot/Lt/y 00€°Z€S  |00S°SS 00£°LS 00T'6TS saue Aleljixny pue Suliaa N dwey 9AY UOPUISH 03 9AY Juow|ag MN0620-90 | t'0€/0°€C ousalq 1

€ dly ul1oN 9A1deu| 000‘€TS [000‘€S 0s 000°0T$ sjuawanosdw| agueyauaiu| 1S snejsiuels 0115 auwn|noL V/N 12/5'0¢ ousaly 24

€ ON -dly ul paJidx3 Ysd 000°SZTS$ |000°6TS |000°69S [000°LES saue Aleljixny gs pue gN ppy 9AY UOUI|D 03 1S Ousal4 NOTZ6E-90 | v'¥e/L0¢ ousalq qee

€ dlY UlioN SAeU| 009'vL$ |009CTS |000°0ZS [000°THS sjuawano.dw| d3ueyduaiul 98ueydJalu| AY BINJUSA €'0¢ ousal4 [44

€ J-dld ul SAeU| 00478 |00L‘PTS |000'8TS [000°0SS sjuawano.dw| 3ueyduaiul 98ueydJalu| AAY YLON/AAY Jepa) NOVZHO-90 | S°LT/L9T ousal4 (014

€ ON-dly ul SAeU| 009'vL$ |009CTS |000°0ZS [000°THS sjuawWano.dw| d3ueyduaiul 23ueY2I3IU| BAY INUISBYD/AAY |B1IUDD 8'ST ousal4 8T

€ J-dld yl SAleU| 006°LT$ |0069S umowijun (0001ZS a8ueyasaiu Ajpon 98ueydsalu| AY uedlIBWY M0ETH-90 6VT/TVT ousal4 A

€ ON-dly ul SAeU| 000°€T$ |000°€S 0$ 000°0TS$ Py |edo|4 pue a4n3anuis a8plig doe|day 98ueydsaiu| € ¥S/pY |elo]4 JOTYHO-90 S'9 ousal4 LT

€ J-dlyul pasidx3 ¥sd 0089€S  [00€°LS 00SvS 000'52$ 23ueydJau| JoNJISU0IY a8ueyduaul ||ampled NOvL8Y-90 | 8'9E/1°9€ aleint €T

€ J-dlyul 3AlpdeUY| 000vS$  [000°0TS [000°9% 000'8€$ 23ueydJau| JoNJISU0IY a8ueydualu| any a8led N066EE-90 | 0'82/9°LT aJeiny 0T

€ J-dld vl SAeY| 009°0T$ |009°CS 00€$ 00L°LS a8ueydsaiu| puedxy 93ueyataiu] 1d 3O NOTL6¥-90 | 1'8¢/8'LC uiay S

€ J-dld ul 50/8/0T 008'8Z$ |008‘vS 002'7$ 008'1ZS aue AJeljixny g/S 3on43suod AAY EBlUJIOJI|ED 0} 3|EPXI01S/8S NZTO09%-90 | 9've/6'€C uiay 14

€ J-dlyul S0/81/0T 00v'vZS  [00EVS 00T‘T$ 000°6T$ aue7 Ateljixny g@/N 1oNn.15u0) 8GYS 01 9AY SUIN NTTO9Y-90 | T'€T/L'Te iy €

€ J-dld yl SAeU| 000°G8TS$ |000°ST 000°0Z 000°0ST J0323uu0) Aemaal4 03 Aemaaiy 93ueyduau| 85/66 YS W 9'62/9'TT uisy )

000°T$ X
A40931VD omuhu(”__w_.wuonu ._.UquM_n_ 000°T$ X on.u_w..ww X 000°T$ X ZIMOHLAY | 3ALSOd 43gnnNN
ALl4OIYd QINIVHLSNOD=D SNLVLS A43AIN3A aid d3id 1S0d WLV 1S0J 1V1IdVd NOILdI¥IS3A 133rodd NOILVIO1 aN3dX3 66 3LN0OY ALNNOD | 123royd
TVNOID3Y SNLVLS d1Y S1SOJD [ 1Y¥0ddnsS M/ 1INYLSNOD dVIN
qviol
710T ‘1T 3sndny uojjjiw 8 upby3 1330319 $3S0) [P31dD) sjuaWanoidwi [puonpiado Jolojy :syafoad repipue) € Alo3are) Ajold Jo snieis az-e a|qel




8TL'E6 ,._<._.O._. *s329/oad weaSoud 03 pasn aq J0u pjnoys 3|qes siyl ul ejeq ‘papuny Jou aJe syafoad asay) 910N

€ /N 3NBUL (000°L$ 0$ 000°L$ XNy g5 pue gN 1n11su0) SE9.PHy 1S 91 15% rog/rer | TN
’ P TT YS pue (U7 uewa|NLY|) ZT YS usamiag ueg
aAIloeu ‘ ‘ aueq Asejjixn JNJISUO Py : ! uinbeor
€ V/N 139eU] (000°CS 0s 000°Z$ 1 V @N 3on4suo)y 5950342 0} Py OOIIEA WO UOBIOIS U] 6'02/S°0C ueg HY
aAIloeu ‘ K XN ue JNJISUO Py 00l 21eM ! . uinbeor
€ V/N 130eU] (00T‘9S$ 0s 001°9$ V 95 pue gN 1onJ43suo) PUE 15 JUOWI33J4 USSMIBG UOPPOIS U 0e/v6T ueg oV
€ V/N aAloeU| |00Z°TS 0$ 00C°TS sdwey J40/u0 9S pue gN anoiduw| (9nv auwasoA) 1'2/8°9 uinbeor v
: # P 1583 02T YS 4O 19 9y 1 BIUBA U| ues
, , saueq AJeljixny 3on43suo) pue 1S9M o uinbeor
€ VN annoeul 008°€S 0s 008°€$ 9AY 0331\ 18 sdwey J40/u0 gS pue gN aroldw|| OZT YS 191 01 PY UIISNY WOJ) BISIUBIA JeaN v's/0's ues v
dA130BU ‘ ‘ auet Aljixny 3on135u0) pue auopjoef 03 dAY 093|I|A wouy uodiy u v uinbeor
€ V/N 130eU] (006SS 0s 006°SS any 0381 1€ sdwey 40/UQ gS pue gN aroidu] Py e[ 01 aAy ' } iy u Te/vT ueg av
dA130BU g - auet AJeljixny 3on43suod 9AY 033|I|Al 03 1S Ule|A] wouy uodiy u 1/9° uinbeor
€ V/N 110eU] (0067 0s 006V7S pue 35 Uty Je sdwey 40/UQ gs pue gN aroidul A 1IN 031S ute|y } iy ul ¥'1/9°0 ues v
€ V/N dAIdRU| |006'VS 0s 0067S saue Aseljixny gs pue gn 3onJisuo) 3|epue|ad pue 6TT YS U33M13q 66 YS UO €'724/0°Ty [sne|siuels av
SARU , , saueq Aeljixny MY 9|epue|ad 0} . . snelsiue
€ VN hoeul 1006°LS 0s 006°LS €S pue gN 1onJ1suo) pue sdwey JJO/uUQ aroldw||  SAY PJOJIURIS/YHMYIDG WO 0ISIPOIA U] §'Te/s0ey ISIUE3s v
s , saueq Aeljixny 9AY pJOJIpUBIS/yUMII9g 01 . .
€ VIN SMdRUL 1006°LS 0s 006°2$ gs pue gN 19nJ1suo) pue sdwey }0/uQ anoidwi| asowsS31g/py J91uadie) Wol) 01S8POIA U] T0TY/S'BT | Snersiuels z
aAIloeu ‘ ‘ sauet Aseyxny 01S9POIA| U y sne|siue
€ V/N 130eU] (00T'ES 0s 00C°€S 1N1SUO) pue sdwey 40/U0 gs pue gN arosduw] 1S9PON U] 89Ty |siuels A
) i saueq Aeljixny 1S
€ V/N 9A0eU| |00T'LS 0$ 00T°LS T'STY/9'¥TY [sne|siuels X

1oNJ3SU0D pue sdwiey JO/uQ gs pue gN arosdw|| g/pAjg Suwinno 03 py Sulpue|smo.) wo.d

3AIdeU ! ‘ ‘ aueq AJerjixn JNJISUO duwRY-0 193435 LANOS pue BuSso11an0 : : snejsiue
€ V/N .Ul 8TY'YS 009'TS 009$ 817'CS 1 V dN 3dnJisuo) DY UDIEH U33M13G OISSPOW U 10£810-0T 8'ET/V'ET |siuels M

€ V/N 9A0RU| |000°TS 0$ 000°T$ sdwey J0/u0 9S pue gN anosdwi|| d3ueydualul Py YdleH/66 YS 1e 0ISIPOIA U] €'ETY sne|siueis A
€ V/N aA1dRU| |000°TS 0s 000°T$ sdwey y4O/u0 gN dnoudwi|  d8ueydiaiu| py saAs)/66 US e 3ol L U] 0'84/6'9Y [sne|siuels n
€ V/N aAloeU| |006°LS 0$ 006°LS saueT Aseljixny gs pue gn 3onJisuo) Py 6'LY/€°GY  [sne|siuels 1
: v J0[Ae| 01 PY BISIA DIUOIA W04 300}IN] U] ’
€ V/N aAoRU| |00SYS 0$ 00SvS saue Aseljixny gs pue gn 3onJisuo) Py S'SY/L'vY  |shejsiuels S
’ B1SIA SIUOIAl O} PY YM3X|N4 WOU4 204N U] ’
any
. . A . .
€ V/N 9AoeU| |008°ES 0s 008°€S sueT AJeljixny gN 10n43suo)d L3N 03 35 UIEIAl 1S9 WO Y90LN U] €vY/L°€Y |sne|siuels Y
€ V/N aA1dRU| |000°TS 0s 000°T$ sdwey $40/u0 9s pue gN anosduw) (onv Japuet) TTY/ETY  [snejsiuels 0
) 4 P S9T YS/P01NL [B1IUSD 18 >d0INL U] I
€ V/N 9AleU| |000°TS 0$ 000°T$ sdwey $40/u0 9S pue gN anosdwi||  98ueyaualu| p|IYyd/664S dY1 U0 PAJIBIA Ul €ET/6°TT padJaN d
3AIdeU ‘ ‘ SUOREIOT £T 3€ SOUET 3249\ JO Yino . . 92439
€ V/N 110eU| |00Z'ES 0$ 00C‘€S UOI.3]323Q/UONEIAIAI0Y §S PUE N 9NASUOD p Al 40 yinos v'IT/T'S p W (0]
€ V/N aAdeU| [000'V$ 000T$ 0S 000°€S dwey-}J0 J0j dueT [eUoNIPPY 1INIISUO) dwey-}0 gN dAY UB|YSY 18 ousal4 U] M0¥T91-90 '9'92/T7°9¢ ousald N
000°T$ X ,
Q3INIVYLSNOD , 000°TS X .
AYOD3ILVD LON=3N SNLV1S | 103ro¥d | 000°T$ X ._.moM 000°T$ X ZIMOHLNY 2MALSOd Y3IGNNN
ALlYOIYd QINIVHLSNOI=D N ELRE(d] Y¥3d 1500 LIV 1502 1V1IdVD NOILdI¥IS3A 123r0Y¥d NOILYI01 aNadx3 66 3LNOY ALNNOD | 123roYd
TYNOIDIY aid S1SOD [l¥0ddns 1INYLSNOD dVIN
SNLVLS d1y 1oL Mm/y

10T ‘Tz 3sndny UoljjiW 66°£%8 03 TS $150D [dD) spuawanosdw| [puoiapiado Jofbyy :s3r8loid aiepipue) ¢ AloSare) Ajiond Jo smeis 3z°¢ ajqel




000‘6TTS 1v10L *s103foad wesSoad 03 pasn aq 10u pjnoys ajgel siyl ui ejeq ‘papuny jou aue syafoid asayy ;910N
98ueyduaiu|
_ d ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ » . .
14 ON-dly u| paJidx3 ¥Sd  |000°SLS 0000CS 000'6S 0009%$ MaN 1NIISUOY SNUBAY sl|[3 1€ N0T68Y-90 | €'vTY/€CTY eJopen €€
J93U3)
, , , , a3ueydiaiu|
14 J-dly ul 9AI1deU| 000'v7¥S 000°'SS 000°€S 000'9€S M3N 19N15U07) -13Y 1e anuany A0v0EY-90 9'LT/'ST aJent 6
|eloawwWo) 1e
u 9AIl0eu ! ! ! ‘ aBuey2.R3u| eoy ljemeue : . uie
14 ON -dly U] 1oeu| 000°0LS 000°0TS 000°0TS 000°0S$ MN 19NIISU0D peoy 3 Hiv 6'8v/v'81 A v
A40931VI 000°TS X 000°T 000°T 000°T YIGWNN
ALIHOIYd ¢Q3NIVELSNOD SNLvLS GWHQ.._M 43d | X .FMOU X .FMOU X 1S0d ._<M_n_<u NOILI¥O$3a NOILVYIO1 ZIMOHINY TINLSOd ALNNOD 133rodd
ATIVIONVNI4 d1Yd AY¥3AIN3A aild 103roydd anN3Idx3a 66 3LNOY
TVNOID3Y S1SOD 1V1OL| 1Y0ddNS |1VLIdVI M/4| L1ONYLSNOD dVIA

T10T ‘TTasnsny

(uoljjiw 8$ ueyy Ja3ealn $350) |eyde))

suonippy abunyoiajuj may :syafoid aiepipue) y Aio3are) Aliond Jo snieis 4z°¢ a4nsi4

10



2.3 Other Improvement Projects

Since the original 2005 and 2009 Business Plans were endorsed, additional candidate improvement
projects have been identified.  These and other projects have been added to the appropriate Priority
Category listing of projects upon mutual agreement among Caltrans and MPOs in the San Joaquin Valley.

2.4 Remaining Investment Cost

Over the past six years, 150f the original 67 Business Plan projects have been either constructed, are in
construction or are fully funded. Since 3 projects have been split into 2 segments each there were a total
of 70 projects. The funding behind these 15 projects amounted to $1.4 billion. This is a tribute to the
strong partnership among San Joaquin Valley transportation officials. With the passage of Proposition 1B
in 2006 over $800 million is dedicated to the Route 99 corridor in the San Joaquin Valley. These bond
monies represented a strong catalyst to generate financia partnerships that resulted in fully funding 7
Business Plan projects at atotal cost of $1.1billion.

The 2012 project list includes 7 constructed projects, 13 projects currently under construction, 8 projects

that are fully funded, sixteenl16 projects partially funded, and 66 candidate projects (see Figures 2.2A and
2.2B for constructed, funded, and partially funded; Figures 2.2C, 2.2D, and 2.2E for candidate projects).
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Chapter 3 Fund Sources

3.1  Fund Source Detail

Numerous potential fund sources are available for possible Route 99 project funding. Some fund sources
have a higher likelihood of being available than others. This Financial Program identifies a group of fund
sources as candidates that can be considered toward alternative funding scenarios and project financial
agreements.

“This Financial Program identifies a group of fund sources as candidates
that can be considered toward alternative funding scenarios and project
financial agreements.”

Bonds are not identified as a fund source because bonding is a form of “debt financing” that advances the
availability of funds but must still be retired through dedicated one or more of the ongoing the fund
sources listed below. Similarly, innovative financing techniques such as advance construction, tapered
non-federal match, flexible non-federal match, and credit assistance are all fund management techniques
that must have one or more committed fund resource available for project improvements.

Transportation funds can be categorized into traditional and non-traditional sources.
Traditional transportation fund sources:
o State Fuel Excise Taxes (State Highway Account)
Federal Fuel Excise Taxes (Federal Highway Trust Fund then to State Highway Account)
Sales Taxes on Fuel (Transportation Investment Fund/Public Transportation Account)
Truck Weight Fees (State Highway Account)
Roadway Toll'HOT Lanes (Dedicated to Specified Routes or Corridors)
Local Sales Tax Measures (Expenditure Plan Specified Projects)
- Please refer to Section 3.2 — Second Level Funding Foundation discussion for
specific details.
o Development Mitigation Fees (Conditions of Approval Specified Uses)
e State and Local General Funds (Budget Authority)

Non-traditional transportation fund sources:

Corridor Wide Development Mitigation Fee Program (Total Corridor JPA Account)
Vehicle License Fee Surcharge (State Controller)

Vehicle Mileage User Fee (State Controller)

Donations (Private Sector)

3.1.1 State Fuel Excise Taxes

Thisisthe primary State generated transportation fund source for transportation improvements. Currently
18 cents per gallon of gasoline and diesel sold is generated with 11.4 cents going into the State Highway
Account and 6.46 cents per gallon going to cities and counties. Over $2 billion per year are generated
from State fuel excise taxes.

Please refer to Section 3.2 — First Level Funding Foundation discussion for specific details.
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3.1.2 Federal Fuel Excise Taxes

This is the primary federal transportation fund source for road and highway improvements nationwide.
Currently 18.4 cents per gallon of gasoline and 24.4 cents per gallon of diesel fuel goes into the Federal
Highway Trust Fund. These funds are typically distributed to states by formula or grants, with
California’ s apportionment typically over $3 billion per year.

Please refer to Section 3.2 - First and Fourth Level Funding Foundation discussion for specific details.

3.1.3 Sales Taxes on Fuel
Cdlifornia collects 7.25% sales tax on the sale of specified products, a portion of which is earmarked for
transportation. 1n 2002 Proposition 42 was passed by the voters specifying that 5% of the 7.25% sales tax
per galon of gasoline sold is to be earmarked for transportation and placed in the Transportation
Investment Fund (TIF). Thelaw TIF funds are to be distributed as follows:

o 40% to the State Transportation Improvement Program (STIP)

o 20% to the Public Transportation Account

e 20% to counties

o 20%to cities

As aresult of this distribution the STIP typically receives about $250 million per year from state sales
taxes.

3.1.4 Truck Weight Fees

California truck weight fees typically generate nearly $900 million per year and are deposited in the State
Highway Account where they are eligible for many uses including the STIP. There is no set amount
targeted for the STIP.

3.1.5 Roadway Tolls

In Caifornia the ability to charge roadway tolls on State Highways can only be authorized through
enabling statewide legislation. Currently, tolls are authorized on specified bridges in the San Francisco
Bay area, Los Angeles area, and the San Diego area. In addition, legislation in 1989 (AB 680) authorized
Caltrans to enter into agreements with private entities for four toll corridorsin California. At least one had
to be in northern California and at least one in southern California.

As a result there are currently three toll corridors in southern California, but none yet in northern
Cdifornia as a result of this legidation. They are the Route 91 Expressway in Orange County, the
Eastern Transportation Corridor in Orange County consisting of Routes 241, 261and 133, and the San
Joaquin Hills Transportation Corridor, Route 73, in San Diego County. More recently, Route 125, the
South Bay Expressway in San Diego County opened in 2007.

Two categories of toll road approaches are described.
e Traditional Toll Highways
e High Occupancy Toll Lanes (HOT Lanes)

Traditional Toll Highways
These are toll highway segments that require a toll to be paid for its use by all users, but exemptions or
reduced fees can be authorized for certain designated users. These designated users could be high
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occupancy vehicles or local residents. The funds collected are typically used to maintain and improve the
toll road segment. Current technology offers the opportunity to collect tolls through an electronic
monitoring system for those using the toll road as a commuter route, thereby reducing the operating cost.
Others would still have to pay on site for each use of the toll facility.

Toll facilities are applicable in locations where there is enough time savings for users
that they are willing to pay a toll fee for that time savings. This usually occurs where
there is either daily recurring congestion and/or there is no other reasonable travel
alternative.

Along the Route 99 corridor two options could be considered for tolling. First the entire route from its
junction with I-5 in southern Kern County to Hammer Lane in San Joaquin County at north Stockton
could be a toll facility. Residents of the eight San Joaquin Valley counties and the western Sierra
mountain counties of Mariposa, Tuolumne, Calaveras and Amador could be authorized resident toll
exemptions. Of course this would significantly reduce the annual revenue level, but it is very likely that
such exemption would be necessary for public and elected official acceptance.

The second approach would be to focus the toll highway to segments with congestion lasting at least one
hour during the morning or evening peak commute periods or have no competing parallel alternative road.
Candidate locations are in Stockton metro area, between Modesto and Route 120 in Manteca, Modesto
metro area, between Atwater and Ceres, Fresno metro area, and Bakersfield metro area.

High Occupancy Toll (HOT) Lanes

High Occupancy Toll (HOT) lanes are a revenue generating form of High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV)
lanes. HOT lanes are HOV lanes that single occupant vehicles, not otherwise eligible to use HOV lanes,
can choose to use by paying a toll. They provide users with a faster and more reliable travel time
aternative.

Currently there are no mainline HOV lanes on Route 99 so HOV and HOT lanes would be new to the
corridor. Any consideration of HOV or HOT lanes would have to involve lane additions not taking away
an existing non-HOV lane. For efficiency purposes, any HOV/HOT lane proposal should be planned in
the context of a“system” rather than isolated locations.

Revenue generation can be quite variable. There are two HOT lane locations in California, an 8 mile
segment on |-15 in northern San Diego County and a ten mile segment on Route 91 in eastern Orange
County.

Toll rates on existing toll roads and HOT lanes vary widely from between $0.50 to $10 per trip. Thetoll
rate can be variable in response to the congestion level or by time of day.

3.1.6 Vehicle License Fee Surcharge

The vehicle license fee surcharge is a source of finding that has been used for a number of specia interest
programs in recent years. In the San Joaquin Valley counties have ingtituted vehicle license fee
surcharges for such programs as vehicle abatement, safety call box systems. In addition the San Joaquin
Valey Air Pollution Control District has been authorized to levy a vehicle license fee surcharge for
programs to achieve air quality emission reductions.
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There are 3.2 million registered vehicles in the eight county San Joaguin Valley region. Asan example, if
legislation was signed into law for a $4 surcharge and al eight counties approved participation, about
$12.8 million per year could be generated for improvements on the Route 99 corridor. Since revenue
generated from the vehicle license fee surcharge would be relatively stable year after year the opportunity
to issue bonds against these revenues presents itself. This would alow severa times the annua revenue
amount to be available up front instead of on apay as you go approach.

3.1.7 Vehicle Use Mileage Fee

Vehicle use mileage fee is another user fee that could be applied within the San Joaquin Valley. This
mileage fee could be collected in several ways, but the simplest from an administrative perspective,
would be to collect the fee each year as part of the annual vehicle registration. Each year the registered
owner would report their beginning of year and end of year mileage reading when registering their
vehicle. Of course some form of mileage verification would have to be instituted.

At afee rate of $0.01 per mile about $32 million per year would be generated in the San Joaquin Valley.
Of course not all of these fees would go to Route 99 since not al travel would be on Route 99. The
statewide percent of travel on State highways versus local roads is about 56% to 44%. Therefore, when
applying these percentages about $14 million would go to local agencies for their choice of how to spend
the revenue and $18 million could go to State highways. Valley wide some decision would have to be
made whether all or some part of this $18 million would be dedicated the Route 99 corridor.

The vehicle license fee surcharge is a source of finding that has been used for a number of specia interest
programs in recent years. In the San Joaquin Valley counties have instituted vehicle license fee
surcharges for such programs as vehicle abatement, safety call box systems. In addition the San Joaquin
Valey Air Pollution Control District has been authorized to levy a vehicle license fee surcharge for
programs to achieve air quality emission reductions.

There are 3.2 million registered vehicles in the eight county San Joaguin Valley region. Asan example, if
legislation were signed into law for a $4 surcharge and all eight counties approved participation, about
$12.8 million per year could be generated for improvements on the Route 99 corridor. Since revenue
generated from the vehicle license fee surcharge would be relatively stable year after year the opportunity
to issue bonds against these revenues presents itself. This would allow several times the annual revenue
amount to be available up front instead of on a pay as you go approach.

3.1.8 Local Sales Tax Measures
Please refer to Section 3.2 — Second Level Funding Foundation discussion for specific details.

3.1.9 New Development Mitigation Fees

Over the past two decades the San Joaquin Valley has enjoyed a higher than statewide population growth
rate. Along with that growth has been the need to expand supporting infrastructure such as highway and
transit to maintain mobility and accessibility. Route 99, as the primary north-south travel corridor, is
experiencing increased congestion. Virtually every County General Plan identifies continuation of that
trend.

15



New land development mitigation fees for transportation are generated under two processes in the San
Joaquin Valley. First, through the CEQA/California General Plan process, or, secondly, in those counties
that have county transportation sales tax measures in place, that have included provisions for Regional
Transportation Mitigation Fees.

New development mitigation fees are described in the context of two approaches in this Financial
Program.

o Traditional New Development Impact Mitigation

e Corridor Wide New Development Impact Mitigation

Traditional New Development Impact Mitigation

New development impact mitigation is a tool associated with assuring that land uses and supporting
infrastructure are in balance with one another, particularly when land use changes are made to the General
Plan. This is the more traditional localized scenario whereby land development impact mitigation for
transportation is addressed by cities and counties General on a jurisdiction by jurisdiction basis. In this
instance negotiated mitigation for new development impacts to Route 99 have been limited to only those
segments situated within the boundaries of each local agencies’ sphere of influence.

Corridor Wide New Development Impact Fee Mitigation

This approach would establishes the total corridor as a singularly affected transportation component in
which new development anywhere along the corridor is considered to affect the entire corridor within the
San Joaquin Valley.

The combination of having a corridor vision through the Route 99 Business Plan and high growth rates
throughout the valley presents a unique opportunity. In response to new development growth impacts to
the Route 99 corridor it would appear appropriate that some form of coordinated development impact fee
structure be considered. One type of new development impact fee structure could be through an eight
county Joint Powers Authority. This type of structure has the advantage of having valley wide elected
officials’ representation and the opportunity to make decisions reflecting the best interest of the total
corridor.

Because of the “corridor” perspective this approach also provides the opportunity to invest these fees in
the best interest of the travel corridor as a whole. These fees could be applied to several types of
improvements that can cost effectively balance travel demand along the corridor such as:
e Route 99 Business Plan improvements
e Improvement to parallel roadways and highways
e Alternative passenger services
- Amtrak
- High Speed Rail
- Inter-jurisdictional coordination of bus transit service
e Freight rail enhancements that reduce truck volumes on Route 99

3.1.10 State and Local General Funds

There is precedent in California for State General Fund revenues being used for transportation purposes.
The Traffic Congestion Relief Act of 2000 temporarily dedicated the State’ s share of the state sales tax on
gasoline to transportation with the revenue placed in the Genera Fund and then transferred into the
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Transportation Congestion Relief Fund (TCRF) for alocation to transportation uses. As part of this Act
the Traffic Congestion Relief Program (TCRP) identified specific to be funded by these revenues. Later,
in 2002, Proposition 42 was passed by the voters resulting in this use of State sales tax on gasoline
permanent.

The annual General Fund budgets of cities and counties can also include funds for specific transportation
uses. If improvement to a segment of Route 99 through a city or county is considered important, such as
critical to their economic expansion, funding could be included in its annual budget. It is unlikely that
this type of fund source would be able to fully fund an improvement, but it might be made available as a
source of funds to leverage other fund types to fully fund the project.

3.1.11 Property Donations and Dedications

Donations can be a source of partial funding for project costs. They can come from a public entity or
private sector. In either case donations typically are associated with some form of financial benefit to the
donor. For example a property owner, business or land developer may need some type of improvement
to Route 99 to realize an economic gain. With such an economic gain they may be willing to contribute
cash, donate property, dedicate property or have an improvement constructed themselves.

3.2 Funding Foundation Levels

For the purpose of this Financial Program four “funding foundation levels’ have been established. Each
funding foundation level is defined below. These levels do not reference priority, but instead they are a
representation of the confidence level of various fund types being available for Route 99.

o Thefirst level foundation of the Financial Program will be through commitments by Caltrans and
San Joaquin Valley MPOs of traditional STIP funds over several STIP programming cycles. The
most likely approach would be through an agreeable percent of Caltrans and MPO STIP shares
since history tells usthat specific dollar levels can fluctuate significantly.

e The second level foundation of Financial Program funding source commitments will be through
finance agreements between Transportation Sales Tax Authorities and Caltrans. Not al San
Joagquin Valley counties currently have enacted sales tax measures and some of those have only
limited ability to fund projects on Route 99. Other counties may enact sales tax measures in the
future.

e The third level foundation of Financial Program funding source commitments will be through
finance agreements with local agencies and Caltrans. Such fund sources might be from local
jurisdiction by jurisdiction land development mitigation fees, a corridor wide development
mitigation fee administered through an eight county Joint Powers Agreement.

e Thefourth level foundation of Financial Program funding commitments could be through special
earmarks for Route 99 in the federal Transportation Act, annual federal budget acts, roadway
tolls, vehicle registration fee surcharge, etc.
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3.2.1 First Level Finance Foundation

State Highway Account and Transportation Investment Fund (Proposition 42) Funds

The first level finance foundation is directed at the cornerstone of transportation fund sources in
Cdlifornia, State and federal fuel and sales taxes programmed through the STIP. These are those funds
held in the State Highway Account and the Transportation Investment Fund (TIF) that are made available
for major capacity additions and operational improvements on the State Highway System.
Recommendation for the use of these funds is vested with the MPOs and Caltrans with the ultimate
decision resting with the California Transportation Commission.

The legislated split of funds programming authority between Caltrans and the MPOs is depicted in the pie
chartsin Figure 3.1. Each of the eight MPOs in the San Joaquin Valley develops and submits a Regional
Transportation Improvement Program (RTIP) to the CTC every two years as does Cdtrans for the
Interregional Transportation Improvement Program (ITIP). The RTIP is the vehicle for committing shares
of STIP funds to transportation projects in each County. The Interregional Transportation Improvement
Program (ITIP) is the document Caltrans uses to propose its share of STIP funds for projects on the State
Highway System, but on a statewide competitive basis.

Two STIP Funding Programs

@ 7520 of STIP to MPOs
for Regional Transp.
Improvement Program

® 25% of STIP to Caltrans
for Interregional Transp.
Improvement Program

< Programming documents
arethe RTIPand ITIP

ITIP

25%

Note: While MPOs receive 75% of STIP funds the aggregate amount of
funds for the eight SJ Valley MPOs only amounts to between $125
-$150 million every two years. These funds are for all
transportation needs not just for Route 99.

Figure 3.1

While this fund source has been the primary source of funds for transportation improvements, it has
historically been fraught with severely inconsistent levels of funds available for new projects over the past
16 years. Figure 3.2 shows the STIP funds level history between 1990 and 2006. As can be seen the
available funds for programming has ranged from a high of $4.6 billion to the low of a deficit where
projects had to be deleted from the program. The 2006 STIP shows slightly over $2 billion only because
the STIP was augmented with $2 billion bond funds because of the November, 2006 passage of Proposition
1B. The current projection for the 2008 STIP cycle indicates that there might be dlightly over $1 billion
available statewide. Much of thiswill be used to fund unfunded phases so currently programmed projects
can be delivered to construction. This wide fluctuation is a testament to the challenge facing us, even with
the most basic of transportation fund sources. However, STIP funds will still remain as the baseline
starting point for the Route 99 corridor financia program.
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The proposed approach is to begin with this source of funds, both RTIP and ITIP, to leverage other fund
sources to fund as many projects as possible.

STIP PROGRAMMING HISTORY
(Funds Available For Programming)
»5.00 $4.62
m 1990
>4.00 W 1992
m 1994
$3.00 W 1996
| 1998
m 2000
$2.00
m 2002
m 2004
$1.00 m 2006
| 2008
$0.00 = 2010
m2012
-$1.00 057

3.2.2 Second Level Finance Foundation

The second level finance foundation is directed at partnering voter approved county transportation sales tax
measure funds with State Highway Account funds. Counties with these local sales tax maeasures are
known as “self help” counties. Fortunately, within the San Joaquin Valley four counties have successfully
passed sales tax measures. San Joaquin, Madera and Fresno counties successfully extended an existing
sales tax measure and Tulare County enacted a new 20 year measure.

Estimates of funds to be generated from these measures are summarized in Figure 3.3. The figure shows
the aggregate of funds from these measures to be about $5 Billion over the next 20 to 30 year period.
Respective county measure Expenditure Programs show some of these funds specifically directed to the
Route 99 corridor, but the actual amount that might become available for Business Plan projectsislikely to
be very limited due to the overall Expenditure Plan commitments.
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County Sales Tax Measure Expenditure Programs contain only a few Route
99 projects and most, if not all, future RTIP shares have been committed to
only those projects contained within the Expenditure Programs. Therefore,
there is very little flexibility to use future RTIP funds to help complete
unfunded Business Plan projects.

Sales Tax Measure funds will not solve the funding challenge faced by the Route 99 corridor, but whatever
funds are provided can enhance the opportunity to attract or leverage other funds that may not otherwise
come to the San Joaquin Valley. The recent Prop 1B Transportation Bond Act Route 99 Corridor Program
demonstrates how funds can be leveraged to the Valley.

In San Joaquin County, Measure K funds have been used on Route 99 widening projects and are also
eligible for additional widening projects under Measure K renewal.

: As part of the $1 billion Prop 1B Route 99
Current San Joaguin Valley Measure Pg{grggé” program San Joaquin County was approved
San Joaquin Meas. K $3.35 Billion 30Yrs  $100 M| by the California Transportation Commission
Madera Meas. T $0.21 Billion 20 Yrs $ 25M (CTC) for $275 million of these bond funds
Fresno Mesas. C $1.70Billion 20Yrs ~ $ 90M going for two projects to widen from four to
Tulare Meas. R $0.65 Billion 30 Yrs $ 50M six lanes. Thisis over 1/3 of the bond funds
SJ Vdley Totdl $5.86 Billion Tot. $265 M that were available. There was a significant
amount of bond funds dedicated to these two
Figure 3.3 projects because they were both important
project needs and there were significant local

Measure K funds dedicated to these projects.

In the Fresno County Measure C extension there is up to $345 million potentialy available for Route 99
improvements. This would be a mixture of Measure C and State Highway Account Regiona
Transportation Improvement Program funds discussed earlier under the First Level Financia Foundation.
The Fresno Measure C Expenditure Plan assumes 75% of their RTIP funds would be used to match
measure program funds.

In Madera County up to $18.8 million is identified as available for interchange improvements on Route 99.
About $20 million has aready been committed toward reconstructing the Ave 12 interchange as part of the
Prop 1B Route 99 bond program. This is another example of leveraging other fund sources since without
the Measure T fundsit is very unlikely that this project would have attracted the bond funds.

Tulare County now enjoys the rewards of a new transportation sales tax measure for the first time as a
result of the successful voter approval of Measure R in November, 2006. The Tulare Expenditure Plan has
identified about $135 million for the Route 99 corridor. At this point al is for new or improved
interchanges, but there may be opportunity to use some funds for widening the mainline in coordination
with interchange improvements.
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3.2.3 Third Level Finance Foundation

The third level finance foundation fund sources are those funds that are generated from local sources.
These fund sources could include local land development transportation mitigation fees, other city and
county funds budgeted specifically for transportation uses, or specia district fees or funds available for
transportation purposes essential to the success of the agencies mission.

Most often these types of funds are used as local match in partnership with other fund sources to either
fully fund specific transportation projects or to leverage fund sources from outside of the local jurisdiction
or the San Joaguin Valley.

3.2.4 Fourth Level Finance Foundation

During the past two decades federal transportation act and federal annual budget project or program
earmarks have seen a significant increase. These types of federal earmarks for transportation projects have
always been considered a circumvention of the more logical regional, State and federal planning and
programming process. However, it has been a significant approach to accessing federal transportation
resources.

Route 99 has been designated as a “farm to market highway’ in the 2005
Federal Transportation Act (SAETEA-LU) and as a “Major International
Trade Highway Route™ in the California Goods Movement Action Plan of 2007.
As a result of these designations it may be appropriate to seek special Federal
and State funding that enhances the efficiency of goods movement along the
Route 99 corridor.

As can be seen in Figure 3.4 and 3.5 Federal Transportation Act earmarks have continually increased since
the Federal Transportation Act of 1991. At that time nationally there were 538 projects at a total cost of
$6.2 billion. By the 2005 (SAFETEA-LU) there were 5,615 project earmarks totaling $21 billion.

The San Joaquin Valley benefited greatly as the elected representatives became more adept and attained
stronger positions on federal legisative committees. In the valley the earmarks continuously rose from a
single project in ISTEA to 7 in TEA-21 to 35 in SAFTEA-LU. The dollar value increased from $4.7
million in ISTEA to $51.2 million in TEA-21 to $814 million in SAFETEA-LU. Whether this trend
continues or not is in question, but it does show the potential importance of this fund source for accessing
outside of area transportation funds.
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Figure 3.4
Number of Projects Trend Federal Transp Act Earmarks
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The latest Federal Transportation Act known as MAP-21, the Moving Ahead for Progress in the 21st
Century Act (P.L. 112-141), was signed into law by President Obama on July 6, 2012. This new funding
act contains no earmarks. Funding surface transportation programs at over $105 billion for fiscal years
(FY) 2013 and 2014, MAP-21 it is aso the first long-term highway authorization enacted since 2005.

MAP-21 isamilestone for the U.S. economy and the Nation’s surface transportation program. By
transforming the policy and programmatic framework for investments to guide the system’s growth and
development, MAP-21 creates a streamlined and performance-based surface transportation program and
builds on many of the highway, transit, bike, and pedestrian programs and policies established in 1991.
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Chapter 4 Alternative Funding Approaches

4.1 Overview

There are four aternative funding approaches under consideration within this Route 99 Business Plan
Financial Program. They are identified as:

e Full corridor

e County by county

e Collaborative multi-jurisdictional

o Fund source specific

These approaches are presented as a way to differentiate options that have been considered and eval uated.
Ultimately one or more options or combination of options will be applied throughout the corridor. The
determination will be made in response to the both the best fit for a specific project or group of projects
and in partnership with the respectiveM POs.

“While several alternative funding approaches are included here it is abundantly

clear that without a significant influx of non-traditional funds, First Level Finance
Foundation, into the San Joaquin Valley progress toward completing the projects

included in the Business Plan will be very slow.”

4.2 Project Funding Prioritization Guiding Principles

There are several practical principles that are appropriate to be applied when establishing the corridor
wide priority for dedicating scarce funds to the next round of project funding commitments. Establishing
these principles is necessary so there is an underlying basis supporting each Route 99 Business Plan
project funding decision.

These principles have been established jointly among the eight San Joaquin Valley MPOs and Caltrans
Digtrict 6 and District 10. These guiding principles are listed below in no specific priority order:

o Realistic Funds: There should be arealistic expectation that proposed funds are actually
going to be available.

e Deliverability: Projects that are partial funded or have near term delivery schedules
should enjoy priority consideration.

e Solves a Problem: Projects proposed for funding should address a specific problem such
as congestion relief, safety, accessibility, air quality, goods movement. etc.

e Leverage Funds: Those projects that can leverage funds that ordinarily would not come
to the Valley should enjoy priority consideration.

o Collaborative Decisions: Projects seeking the use of Caltrans' STIP IIP funds are to be
prioritized collaboratively among the eight MPOs and Caltrans District 6 and 10.

e Geographic Equity: Everything else being equal geographic equity should be a
consideration.

It would be appropriate that priority deliberations also consider whether projects support or are consistent
with San Joagquin Valley Blueprint Plans and California Global Warming Solutions Act guidelines.
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4.3  Full Corridor Approach

The full corridor approach looks at the entire 274 mile corridor as a single and complete package of
improvements with all decision makers participating in funding decisions that involve projectsincluded in
the Business Plan Element. This philosophy is based upon an attitude that everyone, Caltrans, the MPOs,
as well as county and city jurisdictions, benefits from the improvement of Route 99 regardless of where
an improvement occurs along the corridor.

The advantage to this approach is that all interested jurisdictions have an equal
opportunity to engage in funding decisions that affect 1P funds for the San Joaquin
Valley.

It is intended that project priorities would be established for funding commitments every two years and
that it would take multiple STIP cycles and leverage of other funds to complete all projects on the list.
Decisions related to individual project delivery and priority for those projects that use State Highway
Account funds, particularly Caltrans' Interregional Transportation Improvement Program funds, should
rest collectively with all interested jurisdictions. The advantage to this approach is that all interested
jurisdictions have an equal opportunity to engage in funding decisions that affect [1P funds for the San
Joaguin Valley. An example of this approach isincluded in Figure 4.1.

Figure 4.1  Example of Full Corridor Project Funding Approach

Fund Sources
Co Limits Proj. Desc. ($1,000s) Tot. Cost
1P MPORIP | Co.Meas Dev. Fees | Other ($1,000s)

Ker SR 119to Wilson | Widen 6F to 8F $19,330 2$19,330 %$19,330 $57,990
Rd.

Tul Prosperity Aveto | Widen 4F to 6F “$68,000 $68,000 °$68,000 $204,000
Goshen

Fre Central Aveto Widen 6F to 8F “$15,700 2$15,700 $15,700 $47,100
Jensen Ave

Mad Ave7to Avel2 | Widen4Fto6F | °$16,975 $16,975 $16,975 | °$16,975 $67,900

Mer Hammett Ave to Widen 4F to 6F $26,700 2$26,700 $26,700 $80,100
S. Turlock OC

Sta Carpenter Rdto SJ | Widen 6F to 8F $24,350 2$24,350 $24,350 $73,050
CL

[Sy] Harney Rd to Widen 4Fto 6F | *°$45,000 $45,000 8$45,000 °$45,000 $180,000
Sacto CL

Multi-STIP Cycle Totals $216,055 $216,055 $45,000 $103,055 $129,975 $710,140

Notes:
1. Theseven MPOs participate in the RIP fund share based upon their share of total RIP funds allocated to the Valley. The amount of RIP
participation for each MPO to fund the seven project list would be:

Kern: 31.0% = $66.98M Merced: 5.7% = $12.32M
Tulare: 11.5% = $24.85M Stanislaus: 11.3% = $24.41M
Fresno: 23.4% = $50.56M San Joaquin: 14.0% = $30.25M

Madera: 31%=$ 6.70M
One third of cost funded by MPO RIP funds.
Onethird of total cost funded by Bakersfield Metro Area Development | mpact Fee Program.
Onethird of total cost funded by Caltrans |1P.
Onethird of total cost funded by MPO RIP funds.
One third of total cost funded by Federal Transportation Act special earmark funds.
25% of total cost funded by MPO RIP funds,
25% of total cost funded by County Measure program.
25% of total cost funded by federal Transportation Act special earmark funds.
25% of total cost funded by I1P funds.

Com~NpurwN
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4.4 County By County

While the entire corridor may be important to all jurisdictions the county by county funding approach
would have decisions regarding project funding priorities based upon MPO jurisdiction lines and
consequently MPO and Caltrans ability to put together project or county specific funding packages.
Funding decisions would be based upon a geographic areas ability to generate and leverage funds to pay for
projects within a county.

This approach is not dissimilar to the way projects have historically been funded prior to the establishment
of the Route 99 Business Plan Element in 2005. However, its advantage is that there is no expectation to
engage or become committed to funding projects in other jurisdictional areas. An example of this approach
isincluded in Figures 4.2aand 4.2b.

Figure 4.2a Example of County by County Project Funding Approach—Madera Co.

Fund Sources
Co Limits Proj. Desc. ($1,000s) Tot. Cost
P Madera CoMeas. | Dev Fees Other (1,000s)
RIP
Mad | Ave7toAvel2 | Widen4Fto | !$16,975 | °$8,000 °$14,308 | °$14,309 $14,308 $ 67,900
6F
Mad | SR145a SR | Reconstruct $15,600 $15,600 $15,600 $ 46,800
99 I/C
Totals | $16,975 | $23,560 $29,908 $29,909 $14,308 $114,700
Notes.

1. 25% of total cost from Caltrans 1P funds.

2. Max available from Madera RIP.

3. Remainder split 1/3 each County Mesas., Federal Transportation Act special earmark, and Development Fees.
4. 33% each from Madera County RIP, Madera Measure T, and Development mitigation fees.

Figure 4.2b Example of County by County Project Funding Approach—Merced Co.

Proj. Desc. Fund Sources
Co Limits ($1,000s) Tot Cost
1P Merced Co Dev Fees | Other ($1,000s)
RIP Meas

Mer | E. Atwater OH to Widen 4F to 1$26,400 | '$26,400 1$26,400 $ 79,200
W. Atwater OH 6F

Mer | Hammett Aveto S. | Widen 4F to 316,020 | 3$16,020 2$24,030 | °$24,030 $80,100
Turlock OC 6F

Totals | $42,420 $42,420 $50,430 $24,030 $159,300

Notes:
1. 33% of total cost funded by each Caltrans I1P, Merced RIP, and devel opment mitigation fees.
2. 60 % covered by federal earmark and devel opment mitigation fees.
3. Remainder from 20% Caltrans IIP and 20% Merced RIP.
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45  Collaborative Multi-Jurisdictional

The collaborative multi-jurisdictional financing approach would fund projects through multi-agency
agreements either by specific project or packages of projects. This approach represents a hybrid between
the full corridor and county by county approaches. In this instance severa jurisdictions would jointly
prioritize and fund one or more projects that are mutually beneficia to each jurisdiction. In this case there
would still need to be engagement with other MPOs in the Valley because other San Joaguin Valley MPOs
would likely also be seeking scarce 1P funds.

If al project improvements included in the Business Plan Element were part of this approach it would
essentially, by default, be the same as the full corridor approach. An advantage of this approach is that it
probably provides a higher degree of willingness by individual decision makers to commit fundsto projects
outside of their respective county areathan the full corridor approach.

An example of this approach isincluded in Figure 4.3.

Figure 4.3  Example of Collaborative Multi-jurisdictional Project Funding Approach

Fund Sources
($1,000s)
Co Limits Proj Desc Caltrans Merced Stanidl. San Other Tot. Cost
1P RIP RIP Joaquin ($1,0009)
RIP
Mer | Hammett Aveto S. | Widen 4F to 1$19,250 | “$38,500 | °$9,625 | °$ 9,625 | “$ 10,000 $ 87,000
Turlock OC 6F
Sta | Carpenter RdtoSJ | Widen6Fto | °6 7,700 | °$ 7,700 | "$26,950 | °$ 7,700 | % 26,950 $77,000
CL 8F
SJ | HaneyRdto Sacto | Widen4Fto | °$13500 | ©°$7,500 | "°$14,700 | $18,300 | $126,000 | $180,000
CL 6F
Totals | $40450 | $53700 | $51,275 $35625 | $162,950 | $344,000

1. After deducting $10 M Federal Transportation Act earmark from total cost Caltrans I1P contributes 25%.

2. After deducting $10 M Federal Transportation Act earmark from total cost Merced County contributes 50%.
3. After deducting $10 M Federal Transportation Act earmark from total cost Stanislaus County and San Joaguin County
contributes 12.5% each.

Federal Transportation Act earmark.

10% of total cost from Caltrans|IP.

10% of total cost from partner county RIP.

35% of total cost from home county RIP.

35% of total cost from development mitigation fees.

. After HOT lane funds 25% of remainder from I1P.

10. After HOT lane funds 75% of remainder from RIP shares based upon each county’s % of RIP shares.

11. HOT lane generated funding.

© N0~

4.6 Fund Source Specific

This approach focuses the project funding decision primarily around the availability and purpose of
specific fund sources. For example development mitigation funds that are collected that mitigate new
traffic by a project specifically identified in a city or county General Plan Amendment “conditions of
approval” would be applicable to this approach. This fund source could be applied to the other approaches
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mentioned here, but in this example mitigation fees could not be used on projects in other locations not
specified in the conditions of approval. The same could be said for funds earmarked for specific projectsin
afederal transportation act or budget. An example of this approach isincluded in Figure 4.4.

Figure 4.4  Example of Fund Source Specific Project Funding Approach

Fund Sources Total
Co | Limits Project ($1,000) Cost
Description ($1,000)
Caltrans Kern RIP | Dev. HOT Vehicle
P Fees Lanes License
Fee
Ker | SR119to Widen 6F to '$5800 | “$ 5,800 °$5,800 | “$40,600 $ 58,000
Wilson Rd. 8F
Ker | SR204t07" | Widen 6Fto | °$12,687 | °$12,688 $50,750 | %$25,375 | $101.500
Std Rd. 8F
Totals $18,487 $18,488 $5,800 | $91,350 $25,375 $159,500

Notes:

1. 1IPfunds 10% of thetotal cost not funded by HOT Lane funds.

2. RIPfunds 10% of the total cost not funded by HOT Lane funds.

3. Development mitigation fees fund 10% of the total cost not funded by HOT Lane funds.

4. 70% of thetotal cost funded by HOT Lane funds.

5. 1IPfunds 12.5% of thetota cost not funded by HOT Lane funds.

6. RIPfunds 12.5% of thetotal cost not funded by HOT Lane funds.

7. 50% of thetotal cost funded by HOT Lane funds.

8. 25% of total cost funded by Kern County $4 Vehicle License Fee (10 yrs of revenue).
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Chapter 5 Recommendation

5.1 Recommended Financial Approach

Severa project funding approaches were described in Section 4. It has been determined that a variation of
the Full Corridor Approach is the recommended financial approach. An Example is shown in Figure 5.1.
In essence the recommended approach establishes an ongoing dedication of IIP and RIP shares with
balances of project funding coming from several other fund sources. Under the approach agreed upon
between Caltrans and MPQOs in the San Joaquin Valley 10% of each MPO RIP share for each STIP cycle
will be contributed to a Route 99 corridor Fund. This will be matched by Caltrans [P funds. Under this
scheme it will take 12 STIP cycles to fund the projects shown in Figure 5.1. The decision of which
projectsto fund first is yet to be determined.

Figure 5.1  Example of Recommended Funding Approach

Fund Sources ($1,000s)
Co Limits Proj. Desc. P MPO Co. Meas Dev. Fees | "Vehicle Other Tot. Cost
RIP License ($1,0009)
Fees

Ker | SR119to Widen 6F to 8F $14,500 | $14,500 $14,500 $14,500 $58,000
Wilson Rd.

Tul Prosperity Aveto | Widen 4F to 6F $51,000 | $51,000 $51,000 °$51,000 $204,000
Goshen

Fre | Central Aveto Widen 6F to 8F $11,750 | $11,750 ®$11,750 $11,750 $47,000
Jensen Ave

Mad | Ave7to Ave | Widen4Fto6F $13,600 7$13,600 $13,600 5$13,600 $68,000
12 $13.600

Mer | Hammett Aveto | Widen 4F to 6F $20,000 | $20,000 °$20,000 $20,000 $80,000
S. Turlock OC

Sta | Carpenter Rdto | Widen 6F to 8F $18,250 | $18,250 418,250 $18,250 $73,000
SICL

[S\] Harney Rd to Widen 4F to 6F $36,000 | '°$36,000 $36,000 8$36,000 $180,000
Sacto CL $36,000

Multi-STIP Cycle Totals | $165,10 | $165,100 $36,000 | $78,100 $165,100 $100,600 $710,000
0
Notes:

1. Thisproject list is established jointly by Caltrans and the San Joaquin Valley MPOs. Decisions of which project(s) and how
much to contribute are to be jointly determined as part of each STIP programming cycle.

2. Theseven (eight?) MPOs participate in the RIP fund share by contributing 10% of its RIP (or alternate source) share
allocation from each STIP programming cycle into afund that is used to participate in the joint funding of agreed upon
projects. For example, based on the RIP shares for each MPO in the 2008 STIP cycle, each share would be:

Kern: $5.9M Merced: $1.1M
Tulare: $2.2M Stanidaus: $2.1M
Fresno: $4.4M San Joaquin:  $2.7M

Maderas  $0.6M
[P funds match MPO RIP funds.
25% of total cost funded by Bakersfield Metro Area Development Impact Fee Program.
25% of total cost funded by Federal Transportation Act special earmark funds.
25% of total cost funded by development mitigation fees.
25% of total cost funded by development impact fees.
20% of total cost funded by federal Transportation Act special earmark funds.
20% of total cost funded by development impact fees.
20% of total cost funded by County Measure Program.
Revenue generated by $4 Vehicle License Fee surcharge for vehicles registered within each county.

POOVONO AW
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Chapter 6 Financial Arrangements

6.1 Formal Agreements

Formal financial agreements represent the strongest form of financial arrangement for a project or group of
projects. These would be financial arrangements made through agreements such as Memorandums of
Understandings (MOUs) committing signatory agencies to either a set dollar amount or percentage of given
fund sources for a specified project or group of projects over a specified number of years. There would be
abi-annual review processto jointly reaffirm or modify project priorities and funding commitments.

An example of an MOU isincluded in this corridor Financial Program as Attachment A.

6.2  Conceptual Understandings

As part of this Financial Program it is appropriate to include an indication of intent of how the next group
of Route 99 Business Plan projects might be funded. It is understood that these are multi-year financial
conceptual understandings that represent a non-formal agreement, but act as a demonstration of intent to
fund a project or group of projects. In addition, it is understood that formal commitments of funds cannot
be made by Caltrans, theMPOs, or any other potential funding partners until funds are actually available
to them. These would be general understandings, but without the formality associated with an MOU.
These could take the form of a jointly signed Letter of Agreement or Understanding. Again, there would
be a bi-annual review process established.

It is understood that formal commitments of funds cannot be made by either
Caltrans, theMPOs, or any other potential funding partners until funds are
actually available to them.

An example of a Letter of Understanding is included in this Corridor Financial Program as
Attachment B.

Chapter 7 Corridor Annual Financial Review

7.1 Annual Report

To assure ongoing coordination and responsiveness of the Business Plan to changing conditions an annual
financial discussions meeting will be held jointly between Caltrans District 6 and 10 all eight MPOsin the
San Joaquin Valley. There will also be an Annual Report prepared addressing accomplishments, the status
of Business Plan project improvements and near term objectives. In addition, current issues and suggested
approaches toward addressing these issues will be included in the annual report.
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ATTACHMENT A

Sample Memorandum of Understanding between
and
California Department of Transportation, District 6 and 10 for intent of Financial Participation on
Specified Project(s) herein identified and included in the Route 99 Master Plan, Business Plan
Element

l. Purpose

This Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) is established and entered into between the California
Department of Transportation, District 6 and District 10 (Department) and

as a commitment of
intent to jointly fund project improvements included in the most recently endorsed Route 99 Master Plan,
Business Plan Element (Business Plan). The initial Business Plan was completed by the Department and
endorsed/accepted by the eight San Joaguin Valley MPOs in December, 2005. The initial Business Plan
included 67 specific projects within four priority categories. Of those 67 projects 13 have been
constructed or have been fully funded. Many Business Plan projects remain to be funded and
constructed. As State Route 99 remains the top priority State Highway corridor for al eight MPOs and
both the the Department and the MPOs seek to fully fund and construct the remaining not fully funded
projects the purpose of thisMOU isto memorialize an intent of commitment to fully fund those
remaining projects within the ability and authority of the signatories of this MOU.

This MOU is made and entered into between the California Department of Transportation, District 6 and
District 10 and to demonstrate an intent of
financial commitment toward the implementation of projects specifically described in Exhibit A to this
agreement.

1. Applicable Principles

The following principles guide the intent of financial commitment and application of this MOU.

e State Route 99 corridor improvement consistent with the most recently endorsed Business
Plan Element is the top priority interregiona State Highway corridor on the San Joaquin
Valley.

¢ Improvement of the State Route 99 corridor is of enough importance that completion of
those projects contained within the most recently endorsed Business Plan Element should
not languish unnecessarily.

e The primary intent of thisMOU isto memorialize an intent of commitment to fully fund and
implement those projects included in Exhibit A.
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o Part of the intended value of this MOU isto assure that the Department and San Joaquin
Valey MPO decision makers seriously consider the use of Interregional Improvement
Program (11P) and Regional Improvement funds (RIP) for Route 99 Business Plan projects
when engaged in funding deliberations for the use of these funds.

o Thesignatoriesto this MOU should be advocates for not only State Highway Account
(SHA) funds, but should also seek other fund types that can accel erate the completion of all
Business Plan Element projects.

e Thereisno intent or expectation that signatories to this MOU commit to providing funds
that either are not available in the year(s) expected or are not with their authority control.

Roles and Responsibilities

These roles and responsibilities are established to best utilize respective agency authority and expertise
toward accomplishing completion of the Business Plan Element.

Department Responsibilities:

Seek 11P funds for State Route 99 projects included in the Business Plan Element

Continually seek the earliest implementation of projects included in the most recently endorsed
Business Plan Element.

Collaborate with all eight San Joaquin Valley MPOs to establish project programming priorities
for the use of SHA funds for each programming cycle.

Investigate and advocate for the use of other non-SHA funds for use on the Route 99 corridor.

Provide periodic status reports on cost and schedule for projects included in Exhibit A.

Metropolitan Planning Organization Responsibilities:

Assure that local officials and MPO governing board decision makers are fully apprised of the
importance and priority of the Route 99 corridor during deliberations on the use of RIP and
other local transportation funds.

Collaborate with the Department to establish project programming priorities for the use of SHA
funds for each programming cycle.

Investigate and advocate for the use of other non-SHA funds for use on the Route 99 corridor.
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California Department of Transportation
Digtrict 6

MALCOLM DOUGHERTY Date
District 6 Director

KOME AJISE Date
District 10 Director
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EXHIBIT A
Sample Route 99 Improvement Project List

Fund Sources Total Cost
Co | Limits Proj Desc (%1,000) (%1,000)
Cdtrans|IP | KernRIP Dev. Fees HOT
Lanes
Ker | SR119to Widen 6F to '$5,800 ’$ 5,800 %$ 5,800 “$40,600 | $ 58,000
Wilson Rd. 8F
Ker | SR204to7" | Widen 6Fto | °$12,687 ®$12,688 $76,125 | $101,500
Std Rd. 8F
Totals $18,487 $18,488 $5,800 $116,725 | $159,500
Notes:
1. 1IPfunds 10% of thetotal cost not funded by HOT Lane funds.
2. RIPfunds 10% of the total cost not funded by HOT Lane funds.
3. Development mitigation fees fund 10% of the total cost not funded by HOT Lane funds.
4. 70% of thetotal cost funded by HOT Lane funds.
5. 1IPfunds 12.5% of thetotal cost not funded by HOT Lane funds.
6. RIPfunds 12.5% of thetotal cost not funded by HOT Lane funds.
7. 75% of thetotal cost funded by HOT Lane funds.




ATTACHMENT B

Sample Joint Letter of Understanding between

and
California Department of Transportation, District 6 and District 10
For the intent of Financial Participation on Specified Project(s) included in the Route 99 Master
Plan, Business Plan Element

This Letter of Understanding, entered into this day of , 2008 by and between
and California Department of Transportation, District 6

and District 10 (Caltrans).

WHEREAS, the eight Metropolitan Planning Organizations in the San Joaguin Valley and Caltrans have
each endorsed the State Route 99 Business Plan Element; and

WHEREAS, it isjointly understood that State Route 99 is the top priority interregional State Highway
corridor in the San Joaquin Valley; and

WHEREAS; 67 projects were included in the Business Plan endorsed in 2005; and

WHEREAS, only 13 of those projects have been either constructed or are fully funded; and

WHEREAS, it is essential to the economic vitality that all 67 projects be implemented within the shortest
practical time; and

NOW THEREFORE, it is understood that it is the intent of the MPO(s) and Caltrans to participate
financially toward the implementation of those projects specifically described in Exhibit A as a part of
this Letter of Understanding.

This Letter of Understanding (LOU) is established as a demonstration of intent to jointly participate in the
financial support for those projectsincluded in Exhibit A of thisLOU, but  does not represent a
mandate for such participation.

California Department of Transportation Metropolitan Planning Organizations
District 6 and District 10

MALCOLM DOUGHERTY Date All Executive Directors Date
District 6 Director

KOME AJISE Date
District 10 Director

35



EXHIBIT A

Sample Route 99 Improvement Project List

Fund Sources
Co | Limits | Proj. ($1,000s) Tot.
Desc. P | 2MPO | Co. Dev. |"“Vehicle | Other | Cost
RIP | Meas | Fees |License ($1,0005)
Fees

Ker | SR119to Widen6Fto | $14,500 | $14,500 “$14,500 | $14,500 $58,000
Wilson Rd. 8F

Tul | Prosperity Widen4Fto | $51,000 | $51,000 $51,000 °$51,000 | $204,000
Aveto 6F
Goshen

Fre | Central Ave | Widen6Fto | $11,750 | $11,750 611,750 | $11,750 $47,000
to Jensen 8F
Ave

Mad | Ave7to Widen4Fto | $13.600 | $13,600 $13,600 | $13,600 ¥$13,600 | $68,000
Ave 12 6F

Mer | Hammett Widen4Fto | $20,000 | $20,000 620,000 | $20,000 $80,000
Aveto S. 6F
Turlock OC

Sta | Carpenter Widen6Fto | $18,250 | $18,250 °$18,250 | $18,250 $73,000
RdtoSICL | 8F

S) [ HamneyRd | Widen4Fto | $36,000 | $36,000 | '°$36,000 $36,000 | ®$36,000 | $180,000
toSactoCL | 6F

Multi-STIP Cycle Totals | $165,100 | $165,100 | $36,000 | $78,100 $165,100 | $100,600 | $710,000

Notes:

1. Thisproject listis established jointly by Caltrans and the San Joaquin Valley MPOs. Decisions of which project(s) and
how much to contribute are to bejointly determined as part of each STIP programming cycle.

2. Theseven (eight?) MPOs participate in the RIP fund share by contributing 10% of its RIP (or aternate source) share
alocation from each STIP programming cycle into a fund that is used to participatein the joint funding of agreed upon
projects. For example, based on the RIP shares for each MPO in the 2008 STIP cycle, each share would be:

Kern: $5.9M Merced: $1.1M
Tulare: $2.2M Sanidaus:  $2.1M
Fresno: $4.4M San Joaquin:  $2.7M
Madera:  $0.6M

3. 1P funds match MPO RIP funds.

4.  25% of tota cost funded by Bakersfield Metro Area Devel opment Impact Fee Program.

5. 25% of total cost funded by Federa Transportation Act specid earmark funds.

6. 25% of tota cost funded by development mitigation fees.

7. 25% of totd cost funded by devel opment impact fees.

8. 20% of totd cost funded by federal Transportation Act specid earmark funds.

9. 20% of tota cost funded by development impact fees.

10. 20% of tota cost funded by County Measure Program.

11. Revenue generated by $4 Vehicle License Fee surcharge for vehicles registered within each county.
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