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Local Agency Requested ARRA Projects Within Local Federal Stimulus Target

L.JL
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ocalAncy: I H H PSbtiptioh:H:H H
FRE0925121 Temperance Avenue, Gettysburg - Gould

Clovis FRE092508 Combine Canal

ARRAFUathHH:H

$ 525,000

Total ProleOt Cost

800000
2 Clovis FRE092606 new Lump Sum Road Maintenance

a_ Shaw Avenue, Minnewawa - Clovis $ 650,304 750000
b Bullard, Fowler - Armstrong $ 300,000 400000
c Nees Avenue, Peach - Minnewawa $ 350000 500000

Elm Ave Beautification-Removal and
Replacement of existing curblgutter.
Installation of Ornamental Streetlights,

3 Coalinqa FRE020650 old FTIP Landscaping Irriqation and Street Furniture. $ 369,076 972900

4 Firebaugh FRE092607
Reconstruction of Downtown Sidewalks and

new Ramps $ 160,000 160000

S Fowler FRE092608 new

kpams Mve. oetween vista bL gnu uee tnn
St-Construct pavement section to match to
future curb, resurfacing entire pavement
section of Adams Ave. between Vista St.
and Dee Ann St. in the City of Fowler. 160,000 160000

6 Fresno FRL092609 new Lump Sum Reconstruct/Resurfacing

a
Blackstone Avenue Resurfacing, Shaw
Avenue to Nees Avenue $ 1,700,000 $ 1,700,000

b
Friant Road Reconstruction/Resurfacing, SR
41 to Shepherd Avenue $ 2,500,000 $ 2,500,000

C
Divisadero Street Resurfacing, H Street to
Clark Street
Clovis Avenue Resurfacing, McKinley
Avenue to Kings Canyon Road

$ 700,000 $ 700,000

d_ 1,295,000 $ t295000

C
Shaw Avenue resurfacing, Marks Avenue to
BlyThe Avenue $ 826,600 $ 826,600

7 Fresno FRE092610 new Lump Sum Traffic Signal

§.__

Install traffic signal at the intersection of
Millbrook Avenue & Shepherd Avenue $ 370,000 $ 370000

b
Install traffic signal at the intersection of
Marks Avenue & Emerson Avenue $ 500.000 $ 500,000

C
Insta H traffic signal at the intersection of
Maple Avenue & Perrin Avenue
Install traffic signal at the intersection of
Cedar Avenue & Woodward Avenue

$ 300,000 $ 300,000

d $ 460,000 $ 460,000

e
Install traffic signal at the intersection of
Maple Avenue & Teaje Avenue $ 400000 $ 400,000

f
Installtraffic signal at the intersection of
Maple Avenue & Behmer Avenue $ 360,028 $ 360,028

S Huron FRE092611 new

Railroad Avenue Street Improvements-
Street Improvements from Los Angeles to
Lassen Ave. Overlay existing pavement and
construct new to widen narrow vement. $ 160,000 160000

9 Kerman FREO7O61O supplement
Kearney Blvd. Del Norte to 3rd-Median
Island Improvements $ 266,690 880000

10 fl9b FREO4O113 old, supplemen 10th Avenue Sidewalks - Sierra to Stroud $ 50,000 J 132,100
11 Kingsburg FREO7OI13 supplement Sierra Street Pedestrian Facilities $ 147,945 $ 258,245

12 Kingsburg FRE041817 supplement
18th Avenue Median - Kamm to Scilig
Median Island Improvements 20,000 $ 173,300

13 Mendota FRE070612 supplement
9th Street Reconstruction - Mane St. to Oiler
St. SH-180
Center Street Reconstruction South to
Adams

$ 189,485 $ 504,385

14 Orange Cove FRE092612 new 208,593 516700

15 Parlier FRE092613 new

Manning ewe. ciw. Acaoemy ewe, aria
Whitener Ave-Spot repair, resurfacing and
restriping of Manning Ave. between
Academy Ave. and Whitener Ave. in the City
of Parlier. $ 257,983 257983

16 Reedley FRE020633 supplement Roundabout at Dinuba and Buttonwillow $ 495,328 $ 1,076.628
17 Sanger FRE092614 new Lump Sum Reconstruct/Resurfacing



‘a
Rehabilitation: Church Avenue-Bethel
Avenue to Greenwood Avenue $ 242,456 350000
Rehabilitation: Academy Avenue- California

18
San Joaguin FRE070616 supplement

Avenue to Church Avenue
Main Street from Arizona to Plaàer

S 242,456
$ 160,000

360000
530000

20 Selma FRE092615 new Lump Sum Reconstruct/Resurfacing
Reconstruction/rehabilitation of Mitchell from
Nebraska to Yerba21 $ 450,799 450799

Qjy_,, FRE092616 new Lump Sum Reconstruct/Resurfacing $ 3,373,611 $3,373,611

a CORNEUA AVENUE from Lincoln to Central
E HAYES AVENUE from Belmont to Mckinley

c MC CALL AVENUE from SR 180 to Belmont

d
CEDAR AVENUE from Elkhorn to Mt
Whitney

e
LINCcIN AVEMJE from Brawºy to
Cornelia
ANNADALE AVENUE from Riverbend

L
g

h

Southto 1.33 mi. e/o Riverbend
ADAMS AVENUE from Chestnut to Peach
BULLARD AVENUE from Douglas to
Newcornb Alignment
ADAMS AVENUE from Highland to Del Reyi

1.,,.,, MT WHITNEY from Sonoma to Stanislaus
k ALTA from American to Dinuba
l BELMONT from Fowler to Academy
m ,JAYNE from Howard Alignment to Siskiyou

Total $ 18,193,354
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Telephone: 233-4140 * Fax: 559 233-9645
Website Address: wwwJrenocog,org

DATE: March 9, 2009

FR: Renee Devere-Oki, Planner III

RE: Availability of Draft Amendment #5 to the 2009 FTIP for Interagency Consultation and
Public Review

The Council of Fresno County Governments Fresno COG is proposing a formal amendment Type # 3
to the 2009 Federal Transportation Improvement Program FTIP. The 2009 FTIP is the programming
document that identifies four years FY 08/09, FY 09/10, FY 10/11, and FY 11/12 of federal, state and
local funding sources for projects in Fresno County. The proposed amendment will be circulated for a
14-day public comment period. Fresno COG’s adopted amendment procedures do not require a public
hearing for Amendment Types #2 and #3. Additionally, Types #2 and #3 amendments and can be
approved by the Fresno COG Executive Director as authorized by the Fresno COG Policy Board.

The FTIP as amended meets all the applicable transportation planning requirements per 23 CFR Part 450.
This amendment includes the addition of exempt projects. FTIP amendment #5 is consistent with the
2007 Regional Transportation Plan. The funding changes do not interfere with the timely implementation
of any approved TCMs, and the TIP as amended conforms to the applicable SIP. The changes do not
interfere with afr quality conformity or changes to conformity analysis years, therefore a new conformity
determination is not required. State and Federal approval will be required.

Public Input
This amendment will be available for 14 day public review and comment beginning March 9, 2009
concluding on March 23, 2009. Comments will be accepted on the FTIP amendment until 5:30 pm on
March 23, 2009.

The following documentation is included in the Amendment #5 to the FTIP document and may also be
found online at www.fresnocogorg:

Attachment I: Summary of Changes
Attachment 2: CTIPS documentation
Attachment 3: Revised Financial Plan

If you have questions regarding this amendment or wish to submit comments, please contact Renee
Devere-Oki at 559-233-4148 or via email at rdevereCfresnocoorg.

Member Aencie..f: The cities ot davis, Coaunqa. Firebaugh. Fow.’er. Fresno. Huron. Kerrnan.
Xinqsburg, Mendora, Crnqe Cove. Parker, Reedte San icaqtthi, Sanger, Seirna & Fie5no County

TO: Interagency Consultation Partners and Interested Parties



ATTACHMENT 1

PROJECT LIST
FORMAL AMENDMENT #5, Type 3:

Existing
or New MPO
i!Pj!U FTIPIRTP ID PROJECT TITLE

FEY to be
Programmed Phase Fund Source DESCRIPTION OF 0-lANGE

This isa new exempt project.
08/09 CON ARRA Adds: $2,300,003 of ARRA

funds to The CON phase of this
New FREO92GO1 RionaI Automated Farebox System

06/09 CON ARRA

project in FEY 08/09.
Adds: $1,030,000 of AERA

funds to the CON phase of this
E,dsüng FRE092403 CNG Reacement Buses

08109 CON ARRA

ucectin FFYO8/09,
This is a new exempt project.
Adds: $2500003 of ARRA

funds to the CON phase of this
New

New

FRE092602

FRE092603

Remodel Existi-igTransitFacuity

Fleet-wide Automated Passenger
Counters

1Q’n9

08/09

CN

CON

ARRA

ARRA

yctin FFY.08a09..
This is a new exempt project.
Adds: $1,00QO03of PRRA

funds to the CON phase of this
prectin FEY 08i09.

Adds: $2,250,000 of AERA
funds to the CON phase of this

Exisbng FREO2151O Transit Enhancements

08109 CON ARRA

prcectin FFYO8iO9.
This is a new exempt project.
Adds: $250,000 of ARRA funds
to the CON phase of this project

New FRE092604 Purchase CNG Compressor in FEY 06/09.
Adds: Sf12,685 of ARRA funds

Exisbng
FREO215O7 Purchase StVehicles

08/09 CON ARRA to the CON phase of this project
in FFY 08/09.

Adds: $1,850,003 of ARRA
Exisfing

FRE021503 Preventive Maintenance
08/09 CON ARRA funds to the CON phase of this

prcectin EFYO8/09.
Adds: $2,003,000 of Locel

New
FRE092S21 Parking Shelters with Solar Panels

11/12 CON Local funds to the CON phase of this
rrciect in FEY 11/12.

Adds: $450,000 of Local funds
New

ERE092522 Handy Ride Fleet Refurbish/Rebrand
11/12 CON Local o the CON phase of this project

in FEY 11/12.
Adds: $1,719,500 of ARRA

New
ERE092605 Preventatve Maintenance

06/09 CON ARRA funds to the CON phaseof this
lxcAect in FEY 0809.

Total:
08/09 5311 ARRA $1719500
08/09 5307 ARRA $11,262,665

1112 Local $2,450,000

Additional update to FTA ARRA revenue funding per March 5, 2009 Federal Register Notice.



2008/09
COUNCIL OF FRESNO COUNTY GOVERNMENTS

Draft Federal Stimulus Target
02/19/08

Estimated Gross Amount Available 18.193354

CENSUS $160,000

POPULATION GROSS BASE PRORATA

IdEMBER 01101/OS PERCENT AMOUNT k,cremenl REDUCTION TARGET

Clovis 94,278 10.13% 1,842,162 0 16,858 1,825,304

Coalinga 19,063 2.05% 372.485 0 3,409 369,076
FirEbaugh 6,811 0,73% 133,085 26,915 0 160,000
Fowler 5,572 0,60% 106,875 51,125 0 160,000
FresnoCity 486,116 52.21% 9,498,549 0 86,921 9,411.628
Huron 7,553 0,81% 147,583 12,417 0 160,000
IKerman 13,878 1.49% 271,172 0 2,482 268.690
Kingsburg 11.257 1.21% 219.958 0 2,013 217,945

Mendota 9.787 1,05% 191,235 0 1,750 189,465
Orange Cove 10.774 1.16% 210,520 0 1,927 208,593
Parlier 13,325 1,43% 260,366 0 2,383 257,983
Reedley 25.584 2.75% 499,903 0 4,575 495.328
Sanger 25,046 2.69% 489.391 0 4.479 484,912
San Joaquin 4,521 0.49% 88,339 71.661 0 160,000
Selma 23.264 2.50% 454,962 0 4,163 450,799

Fresno Co. 174,249 18,71% 3,404,769 0 31,158 3,373,611

TOTALS 931,098 100% 18,193,354 162.118 162,118 18,193,354





2008109
COUNCIL OF FRESNO COUNTY GOVERNMENTS

Draft Federal Stimulus Target
02/19/08

Estimated Gross Amount AvaIlable 16000.000

CENSUS

POPULATION GROSS BASE PRORATA

PMBER 01,01/Ge PERCENT AMOUNT c,smenI REDUCTION TARGET

ClovIs 94,278 10.13% 1,620,074 0 22,849 ¶597,225
Coalinga 19,063 2.05% 327,579 0 4.620 322,959
Firebaugh 6,811 0.73% 117,040 42,960 0 160,000
Fowler 5,572 0,60% 95,749 64,251 0 160,000
Fresno City 466,116 52.21% 6,353,423 0 117,815 8,235,608
Huron 7,553 0.81% 129.791 30,209 0 160.000
Kerman 13,878 1.49% 238,480 0 3,363 235.117
KIngsburg 11,257 1.21% 193,440 0 2,728 190,712
Mendota 9,767 1.05% 168,180 0 2,372 165,808
Orange Cove 10.774 1,16% 185,141 0 2.611 182,530
Parlier 13,325 1,43% 228.977 0 3,229 225.748
Reedley 25,584 2.75% 439,636 0 6,200 433,436
Sanger 25,046 2,69% 430.391 0 6,070 424,321
San Joaquin 4,521 0.49% 77,669 82,311 0 160,000
Selma 23.284 2.50% 400,113 0 5.643 394,470
FresnoCo. 174,249 18.71% 2,994,297 0 42,231 2,952,066

TOTALS 931,098 100% 16,000,000 219,731 219,731 16.000,000
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733? iJL;GP ANAYSIS s:Rlr:

Key Considerations for the Legislature

The Legislature will need to take many actions in the coming months to ensure that the
funds arc used iii ways that meet its priorities and preferences. To assist in this process, we offer
the following considerations in making decisions regarding these new federal funds:

* Maximize the Benefit of Federal Funds to the General Fund Budget. In this report, we
make spec itic recommendations about how to help the state’s budgetary situation under
differeni scenarios.

* Recognize the Short-Term Nature of New Federal Funds. Most of the state aid coming
to California is intended to supplement current state spending. There is the risk, how
ever, that the higher levels of service provided by the federal dollars will create ongoing
expectations of state support once the funding expires. We offer strategies to address
this risk.

* Act Quickly in a Handful of Cases. In certain instances, the state will need to act rap-
icily to ensure it receives the maximum amount of relief or to use the funds in the most
eltective way possible. Addressing a Medi-Cal eligibility issue and providing direction
Ofl the use of transportation funds are two such examples.

* Use Next Few Months to Oversee Implementation of New Federal Spending. For
most of the new federal dollars and programs, the Legislature will have more time
to take necessary actions. F-or example, the I egislature can use its budget process to
monitor the state’s revenue pit turc’ and take whatever actions are needed to use federal

dollars to keep the
California Will Receive Over $31 Billion in State Aid 2009-10 budget in

In Millions balance. Similarly,
- - -- - - - - - -- - - . - - .

- theLegislaturecan
dir a
- . . - . - use polity and

‘r’gi A a M 1 2 1
- - - - - . . - - - . . - . . - budget suhcom
Health 53.986 54.026 51 .024 59.036 mince hearings
Edijcanon 7.973 7.973
Labor and orktorce oevelopmerit 3.498 2.420 79 to craft needed
Social Services 1.500 1.441 577 3.518 legislation, specify
Transportation 1.302 1.302 2.604 its wishes ,is to
General purpose fiscal stabilization - 1.100 - 1 100
flesource&environmental 597 how new dollars
Housirg pograms 381 - - 381 are to be spent and
Cr.rriinai just’c’e 264 -. 264 oversee the adOtrier 27 - - 27

ministration’s plansTotalsa s11.555 S18,262 S1680 $31.497 with regards to the
F - iuJL s-u’ I i ar’ aGo lit na iLdi-, lJ I sia It- i L ri ovr I cir C Orpetiti new funds.

LbGISLATV[AF’AYLTS L-rlc



2009-10 BUDGET ANALYSIS SERtES

OVERVIEW OF THE AMERICAN RECOVERY
AND REINVESTMENT ACT

On February 17, 2009, President Obama
signed into law the American Recovery and
Reinvestment Act ARRA of 2009, H.R. 1.
The spending and tax-cut plan is intended to
help stabilize state budgets and spur economic
growth. The stimulus package commits a total of
$787 billion nationwide, and it will have a signifi
cant fiscal impact on California.

On-Third of the Federal Funding
Is for State Aid

Figure 1 shows how ARRA funding falls into
three main categories. The stimulus package
provides about $330 billion in federal funds in
aid to states. A variety of tax provisions intended
to boost the economy
will cost the U.S. Trea
sury $287 billion more.
Finally, about $170 bil
lion is available to be
spent by federal agen
cies on federal projects
or for other non-state
programs, such as direct
grants to local entities.

State Aid Comes in
a Variety of Forms

Of the roughly
$330 billion in aid
available nationwide for
states:

>- Almost $100 billion is available to sup
plant or offset states’ general fund spend
ing.

>- As much as $130 billion will be available
to states to supplement or increase state
spending on a wide variety of programs.

- States and other entities such as local
governments will also be able to apply
for up to $100 billion in competitive or
discretionary grants.

All of the funding for state relief is provided on a
temporary basis and generally will be only avail
able for the next few years.

Package
States

Figure 1

Federal Economic Stimulus
Provides Significant Aid for

I State Aid I
$330 Billion

_____________

Funds to Offset
State Spending

Funds to Supplement
State Spending

Relief to
Other Entities

LEG{SLATIVE ANALYST’S OFFICE FED-S



200910 BUDGET ANALYSIS SERIES

California Will Receive a Significant
Amount of Additional Federal Funds

Of the $330 billion available under ARRA
nationwide for state aid, we estimate that Cali
fornia will receive approximately $31 billion
in additional federal funds during the current
and the next two federal fiscal years FFYs. As
Figure 2 shows, the state’s health programs will
receive the largest share of these federal funds,
about $9 billion, and education-related programs
will receive nearly $8 billion in additional federal
funds. These programs are followed by labor and
workforce development and social services pro
grams, which will receive about $6 billion and
$3.5 billion, respectively.

In some of the program areas, the year-by-
year flows of funds are estimates and may occur
differently than depicted in Figure 2. In addition,
this figure does not capture the unknown, but
potentially significant additional federal funds
that the state is likely to receive when it applies

for competitive grant funding included in ARRA.
Finally, given the complexity of this legislation,
our estimates of the state’s allocations included
in this report should be considered preliminary
and subject to revision as more information be
comes available.

Some Federal Funds Are Available
To Offset General Fund Spending

2009-10 Budget Package Is Linked to
Federal Fiscal Relief. The Governor signed the
2009-10 Budget Act and related legislation on
February 20, 2009, to address the state’s pro
jected $40 billion shortfall. Based on the ad
ministration’s estimates, the act assumes that the
state will receive $8 billion in federal stimulus
funds to offset General Fund expenditures. The
Governor vetoed an additional $510 million from
the universities’ budgets in anticipation that even
more fiscal relief would be available to backfill
that reduction.

LAO Estimates of
Offsets Under Budget
Package. Our estimates
of federal funds that can
offset General Fund costs
under the 2009-10 bud
get package are similar
to the administration’s.
As Figure 3 shows, we
project that state spend
ing would be reduced by
almost $8 billion through
2009-1 0, with an ad
ditional $2.4 billion in
offsets in 2010-11.

These amounts cap
ture offsets in General
Fund expenditures that

Figure 2
California Will Receive Over $31 Billion in State Aid

In Millions

ISS/ - /

Health $3,986 $4,026 $1024 $9,036
Education - 7,973 - 7,973
Labor and workforce development 3,498 2,420 79 5,997
Social Services 1,500 1,441 577 3,518
Transportation 1,302 1,302 - 2,604
General purpose fiscal stabilization - 1,100 - 1,100
Resources/environmental 597 - - 597
Housing programs 381 - - 381
Criminal justice 264 - - 264
Other 27 - - 27

Totalsa $11,555 $18,262
a Does not include significant additional federal funds the state is likely to receive from competitive

grants.

$1,680 $31,497

FE 0-6 LEGISLATIVE ANALYST’S OFFICE



2009-10 BUDGET ANALYSIS SERIES

occur "on the natural" or with the state making
relatively minimal changes to existing programs to
receive the funds. For example, the single greatest
source of relief comes from the increase in the
percentage of program costs funded by the fed
eral government for the state’s Medicaid program,
known as Medi-Cal in California. This source
of funding and the others shown in Figure 3 are
discussed in more detail later in this report.

Federal Stimulus and the State Trigger
The budget package requires the State Trea

surer and the Director of Finance to determine
by April 1, 2009 if ARRA makes available by
June 30, 2010 additional federal funds that may
be used to offset at least $10 billion in General
Fund expenditures. If they determine that federal
fiscal relief reaches that $10 billion threshold,
then nearly $1 billion in cuts to various programs

Figure 3

and a 0.125 percentage point increase in person
al income tax rates included in the budget pack
age would trigger off-that is, not go into effect.

Language Open to Interpretation. The
language in the 2009-10 Budget Act describing
what needs to happen in order for the trigger to
be reached is somewhat open to interpretation.
For example, the language states that the federal
legislation must "make available" by June 30,
2010, federal funds "that may be used" to offset
$10 billion in General Fund expenditures. This
wording raises such questions as whether $10 bil
lion must actually be used to offset state General
Fund costs, or whether this requirement would
be satisfied if funds of this amount were identified
that theoretically could be used in this way.

Our estimate of $8 billion in federal funds
being available to offset General Fund expen
ditures, shown in Figure 3, excludes offsets

Stimulus Funds Potentially Available to Offset General Fund Expenditures

Based on Enacted Budget Package
In Millions

General Purpose
State Fiscal Stabilization Fund
Health
Medi-Cal-related programs
Early Start program
Labor and Worktorce Development
Workiorce Investment Act discretionary funds
Unemployment Insurance-interest retief
Social Services
CalWORKs Emergency Fund
Foster Care and Adoption Assistance programs
Department of Child Support Services

ToteIsa

$2,631 $3,740 $1957 $6,371 $8,328
- 53 - 53 53

-

-

$37
30

$37
209

$37
30

$74
239

$40 $200 $190 $240 $430
33 45 24 78 102
22 30 7 52 59

$2,126 $5,235 $2,424 $1,961 $10,385
a The General Fund impact of the education American Recovery and Reinvestment Act funds is addressed later in this report.

- $1,100 - $1,100 $1,100

LEGISLATIVE ANALYST’S OFFICE FE 0-7



2009-10 BUDGET ANALYSIS SERIES

the state might achieve from education-related
federal funds. This is because our estimate is
based on the level of state revenues assumed in
the 2009-10 Budget Act and the corresponding
level of support provided for state education pro
grams. The state’s continuing economic struggles,
however, suggest that revenues and the Proposi
tion 98 minimum guarantee may continue to
fall. Under such a scenario, it may be possible to
use additional federal education funding to offset

a greater amount of General Fund spending for
state education programs, as we discuss in the
"Education" section of this report. Ultimately,
the interpretation of this provision of statute is
a matter for the Director of Finance and the
State Treasurer to decide. The administration has
indicated that its preliminary conclusion is that
the available federal funds will be insufficient to
avoid the tax increase and cuts contained in the
February budget package.

KEY CONSDERATONS FOR THE LEGSLATURE
As noted earlier, the federal economic

stimulus package will provide about $31 billion
in additional federal dollars directly to the state
for a wide array of programs. In response, the
Legislature will need to take many actions in the
coming months to ensure that the funds are used
in ways that meet its priorities and preferences.
To assist in that process, we discuss below some
key considerations in making decisions regarding
these new federal funds.

Maximize the Benefit of Federal Funds on
the General Fund Budget Given both the dete
riorating economic situation and the gloomy out-
year state budget forecast, we believe the Legisla
ture must maximize the use of stimulus dollars to
offset General Fund expenditures. In this report,
we make specific recommendations about how
to do so. Some federal dollars may only be avail
able for General Fund relief in certain situations
such as certain education funds if state revenues
decline further.

Recognize the Short-Term Nature of New
Federal Funds. Most of the state aid coming to
California is intended to supplement current state
spending. There is the risk, however, that the
higher levels of service provided by the federal

dollars will create ongoing expectations of state
support once the funding expires. There are ways
to limit this risk:

>- The Legislature should dedicate this
limited-term federal assistance as much
as possible to limited-term purposes. For
instance, we recommend using some of
the education funds to pay for one-time
mandate costs and data systems develop
ment.

- For ongoing programs receiving supple
mental funding, the Legislature could
spread out dollars over three years
instead of one or two, thereby reducing
the level of new spending. In addition,
the Legislature could make explicit that
the supplemental funding is in effect
only for the duration of the added federal
funds.

> The Legislature could also use the near
term to explore and implement program
reforms that often take several years to
achieve savings. For example, the Legisla
ture could expand "pay for performance"
programs that provide fiscal incentives

FED-S LEGISLATIVE ANALYST’S OFFICE



200910 BUDGET ANALYSIS SERIES

for Medi-Cal providers that could ulti
mately save tens of millions of dollars
annually. By starting now, the state would
be more likely to have in place program
matic savings that could offset the loss of
supplemental federal funds in the out-
years.

Act Quickly in a Handful of Cases. In cer
tain instances, the state will need to act rapidly
to ensure it receives the maximum amount of
relief or to use the funds in the most effective
way possible. We have identified the following
situations where quick action is needed:

> To receive major new federal funding for
the Medi-Cal Program, California must
make a change in state law regarding
eligibility by July 1, 2009.

>- The Legislature should provide direction
on its preferred approach to distributing
new federal dollars for transportation and
input on the federal government’s plans
regarding the allocation of high-speed rail
funds.

>- To fully access state clean waters monies,
legislation must authorize specific types
of financial assistance.

EDUCATION
As Figure 4 see next page shows, ARRA

will provide California with almost $8 billion in
state-administered education funding. The ARRA
also allows the state to apply directly for billions
of dollars in additional grants and subsidized
bonds. In addition, ARRA offers the potential for
California to benefit indirectly from billions more
in competitive grants, tax credits, and subsidies

Use Next Few Months to Oversee Imple
mentation of New Federal Spending. For most
of the new federal dollars and programs, the
Legislature will have more time to take necessary
actions. For example, the Legislature can use its
budgetary process to monitor the state’s revenue
picture and take whatever actions are needed to
use federal dollars in keeping the 2009-10 bud
get in balance. Similarly, the Legislature can use
policy and budget subcommittee hearings to:

- Address any needed legislation related to
the use of new federal dollars.

- Oversee departments’ plans and efforts
in applying for competitive grants and
spending supplemental funds.

>- Ensure that the use of federal stimulus
dollars is consistent with existing state
policies.

Provide any needed assistance to local
governments regarding their use of new
federal dollars.

Below, we describe by program the addition
al federal funding the state will be receiving and
major issues for legislative consideration.

to individuals, colleges, and local educational
agencies LEAs.

MAJOR PROVISIONS

State Fiscal Stabilization Fund

Nationwide, ARRA provides $54 billion for
state fiscal stabilization. Funding allocations are
based on states’ school-age and total popula
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tions. The majority of stabilization funding will
support education 82 percent, with the remain
der set aside for other government services.

California Will Receive Almost $5 Billion to
Support 142 and Higher Education. According
to the most recent U.S. Department of Educa
tion USED estimates, California will receive

Figure 4

$4.9 billion in fiscal stabilization funds for K-12
and higher education. States must follow specific
rules for distributing this funding between K-12
and higher education, as well as allocating fund
ing within those sectors.

California Will Receive Additional $1 Billion
for Other Government Services. The state also

California to Receive Large Boost in Federal Funding for Education
In Millions

_b Tax credit bonds for public school construction or repair
..b Interest-free tax credit bonds for qualified infrastructure efforts.
._b Facility cost funding for distiicts with high percentages of students living on

lederat land.
b Competitive program to help districts and states develop performance-based

compensation systems for teachers and administrators. Funds do not pass
through state.

Individuals With Disabilities Education Act

Child Care and Development Block Grant

StatwEistaF$tabllizatron vitO
Education $48750 Generally mitigates K-12 and higher education cuts.
State Incentive Grants ...b Competitive program supports slates that demonstrate need in certain

education areas including leather quality, student data systems, and
assessment systems and presents innovative ways to address those needs.

Subtotal $4,875
K IS Education
Title I $151 I° Supplemental services for low-income students and support for low-performing

schools.
1,268 Supplemental services for special education students.

220 Approximately $28 million is earmarked for specific activities. The rest must sup
plement state funding for child care for low-income families.

71 Classroom use of technology. Funds may be used for hardware, software,
infrastructure improvement, and professional development.

18 School districts efforts to educate homeless youth.
10 Assistance to high-need districts in purchasing meal-related equipment.
b Competitive program to help state develop/expand a statewide longitudinal

student database.

Enhancing Education Through Technology

Mckinney-Vento Homeless Assistance
Child Nutrition

Institute of Education Sciences Grant

School Construction Subsidies

Qualified Zone Academy Bonds

Impact Aid

Title V Innovation and Improvement

Subtotal $3,098

Total Education Funding
a An addiiional si_i billion is provided br oiher government services.

tota[ benefit for caitornia is unloiown at ibis time.
consisis oi $1.1 billion in basic grants, $45 million in Program Improvement Grants, arid $383 rnilkon in school Improvement Granis.
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will receive almost $1.1 billion for "public safety
and other government services." This funding is
relatively free of federal constraints. While fund
ing does not need to be used for K-12 or higher
education, the law specifically permits such uses,
including school building modernization, renova
tion, and repair. The 2009-10 budget package
assumes that these funds will be used to offset
General Fund costs.

California Could Receive More Education
Funding Through Competitive Grants. Of the
$54 billion in ARRA stabilization funding nation
wide, the act sets aside $5 billion for K-12 educa
tion incentive grants. The USED is to award these
grants on a competitive basis. While LEAs will
apply directly for some of these grants $650 mil
lion nationwide, states will apply for the remain
der $4.4 billion nationwide. The portion going
to states will be distributed according to their
identified fiscal and program needs. At least
50 percent of the state money must be distribut
ed to LEAs based on their Title 1 counts number
of low-income students.

Law Establishes Minimum Level of State
Spending on Education. To receive fiscal stabili
zation funds, the state must maintain at least the
same level of state support for K-12 and higher ed
ucation as in 2005-06. If the state were to experi
ence a "precipitous" decline in financial resources
that threatens its ability to maintain sufficient state
support, however, the U.S. Secretary of Education
can waive or modify this requirement.

Funding Must First Be Used to Mitigate
State Funding Cuts. Fiscal stabilization funds
must first be used to mitigate state funding cuts
for K-12 and higher education in 2009, 2010, and
2011. Funds for K-12 education must be allocated
based on existing funding formulas, whereas
states have discretion in how they allocate funds

for higher education. If a federal award is greater
than needed to reach 2008 or 2009 state funding
levels whichever is higher, then remaining funds
are to be allocated to K-12 education based on
schools’ Title I counts. If a federal award is less
than needed to restore education funding to
2008 or 2009 levels, then funds must be allo
cated in proportion to the relative shortfalls that
exist for K-12 and higher education.

K-12 Education

As Figure 4 shows, ARRA funds 11 targeted
K-12 programs-with California expected to re
ceive at least $3.1 billion, plus the opportunity to
apply for various competitive grants The majority
of available monies provide supplemental funding
on top of existing base federal grants. The ARRA
funding typically is intended to be used consistent
with existing program rules. It also funds several
one-time opportunities for state or local improve
ments to K-12 infrastructure and systems.

Title I. The ARRA provides California with
a $1.5 billion augmentation to the existing Title
I program to support supplemental services for
low-income students. As a condition of receiving
these funds, the California Department of Educa
tion CDE must provide the USED with informa
tion on the current per-pupil distribution of state
and local funds.

- Formula Grants. The bulk of the Title
I money $1.1 billion is to be allocated
using certain formulas that are based
largely on LEAs’ concentration of low-
income students. Schools must use funds
to target services to low-income students
who are not meeting or are in danger
of not meeting academic proficiency
standards. If more than 40 percent of
students at a school are low-income,
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then the school may run a "schoolwide"
program, in which funding may be used
for the benefit of all students rather than
targeting only specific at-risk students. Of
the $1.1 billion, the state must set-aside
4 percent, or $45 million, to support
LEAs and schools in Program Improve
ment or Fl. LEAs and schools enter P1
when they have failed to meet federal
performance targets for two consecutive
years. Funding may be used for general
LEA and school improvement activities.

> School Improvement Grant SIG. The
remaining funds $383 million would be
provided through a SIG, which is some
what more restrictive. The SIG funding
can only fund LEAs with schools in P1 for
specific school-level improvement activi
ties. The SIC rules also specify minimum
and maximum grants of $50,000 and
$500,000, respectively, per P1 school, but
states can decide how to prioritize SIC
funding among Fl schools.

Special Education Funding. The ARRA pro
vides a $1.3 billion augmentation in Individuals
with Disabilities Education Act IDEA funding
for special education. Of this amount, $1.2 bil
lion is for K-12 education and $41 million is for
preschool. Consistent with IDEA, funding must
be used to ensure that special education stu
dents receive a free and appropriate education
as determined by their individualized educa
tion prograths. Also consistent with IDEA, LEAs
may use up to 50 percent of any year-over-year
increase in IDEA monies to reduce their local
maintenance-of-effort MOE requirement. Local
savings resulting from a MOE reduction must be
used for federal education priorities.

Child Care and Development Block Grant
CCDBG. The ARRA provides California
$220 million to supplement state funding for
child care for low-income families. These CCD
BG funds are intended to allow the state to pro
vide care to more children than otherwise would
have been possible. Allowable uses include fund
ing more child care slots, reducing family fees for
child care, supplementing provider fees, lowering
eligibility requirements to enable more families
to use services, and professional development
and recruitment of providers. Funds may not be
used to construct facilities. Of the total funding,
we estimate about $28 million must be used to
improve the quality and availability of child care,
including $10 million to improve the quality of
infant and toddler care.

Enhancing Education Through Technology
EETT. The ARRA provides California $71 mil
lion for supplemental support of the existing
EETT program. Generally, EETT funds are in
tended to improve the use of technology in
the classroom. Funds may be used to purchase
hardware or software, undertake professional
development, and support instructional technol
ogy staff and services at the local level.

McKinney-Vento Homeless Assistance. The
ARRA provides California $18 million for supple
mental support of the existing McKinney-Vento
Homeless Assistance program. Generally, these
funds are intended to help districts improve the
enrollment, attendance, and success in school of
homeless children.

Child Nutrition Equipment The ARRA pro
vides California $9.7 million for National School
Lunch Program equipment assistance a new
one-time funding grant. The CDE is required to
allocate these funds to LEAs through a competi
tive process based upon need for equipment
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assistance. Priority is to be given to schools with
at least 50 percent of the student population
eligible for free or reduced price meals.

Student Longitudinal Data System Grants.
The ARRA includes $250 million nationwide for
competitive grants from the Institute of Educa
tion Sciences IES to support the development of
statewide student longitudinal data systems that
include postsecondary education and workforce
information. Up to $5 million of the funds nation
ally may be used for state data coordinators and
for awards to public or private organizations to
improve data coordination. Presumably, these
grants will be similar to previous IES grants such
as the one California used for the development
of the California Longitudinal Pupil Achievement
Data System CALPADS.

New Subsidized School Construction
Bonds. The ARRA includes $22 billion nation
wide for a new type of subsidy for school con
struction bonds issued in calendar years 2009
and 2010. These bonds may be issued by state or
local governments for 1 construction, rehabilita
tion, or repair of public school facilities; or
2 the acquisition of land on which a public
school will be constructed. The amount of new
bonds that states including local governments
within the state can issue is based upon the
number of children living below the poverty line
in each state. Based on this criterion, California
could issue about $3 billion in subsidized bonds.
A portion of this amount is reserved for large
school districts to issue bonds directly.

Qualified Zone Academy Bond. The ARRA
provides a $1.4 billion augmentation nationwide
to the existing Qualified Zone Academy Bonds
QZAB program. These subsidized bonds can
be used to improve facilities or provide teacher
training for school districts in certain high pov

erty areas. To participate, school districts must
partner with a local business and develop an
academic program that better prepares students
for college or the workforce.

impact Aid. The ARRA provides $100 mil
lion nationwide for supplemental support of the
existing Impact Aid program. The ARRA requires
that 40 percent of this funding be distributed via
formula grants directly to eligible districts and
60 percent be available for competitive grants.
Impact Aid monies are intended to fund facility
costs for districts with high percentages of stu
dents living on military bases and Native Ameri
can reservations.

New Teacher Performance-Based Compen
sation Grants. The ARRA provides $200 million
nationwide for competitive grants intended to
promote the development and implementation
of performance-based compensation systems for
teachers and administrators. States or districts
with innovative program ideas in this area may
apply for the grants.

Higher Education

The federal stimulus package funds five
targeted higher education programs, which will
provide benefits directly to California colleges or
students. None of these programs require state
administration.

Higher Education Tax Credits. Under current
law, the federal Hope tax credit reimburses eli
gible students for the enrollment fees they pay for
college. The stimulus package replaces the Hope
credit with the American Opportunity tax credit,
which is larger and available to more students.
Figure 5 see next page summarizes these added
features.

Pell Grants. The federal PeII Grant program
provides grants to low-income undergraduate
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students to help them with the costs of attend
ing college. The ARRA increases the maximum
Pell Grant from $4,731 in 2008-09 to $5,350 in
2009-1 0, and expands eligibility for the program.
We anticipate that students at California public
colleges and universities, including community
colleges, will receive about $500 million in ad
ditional Pell Grant funds in 2009-10.

Other Programs. Under ARRA, California
universities are eligible for hundreds of millions of
dollars in competitive grants for scientific re
search. Public and private colleges and universities
in the state will receive an estimated $21 million
in additional federal work-study funds in 2009-10.
Changes to the rules for Section 529 college sav
ings plans will allow students to count computer
equipment and technology and services, includ
ing Internet access, as qualified higher education
expenses in 2009 and 2010. Additional teacher
quality grants and Public Health Service Corps
training funds for health care providers will benefit
California higher education students and institu
tions. As we discuss in the "Labor and Workforce
Development" section of this report, the federal

economic stimulus package directs funds to work-
force investment boards for job training purposes.
It is likely that community colleges and adult
education programs will receive a portion of these
funds to carry out such activities.

ISSUES FOR
LEGISLATIVE CONSIDERATION

In this section, we discuss various opportu
nities the state has for using federal education
funds to achieve General Fund relief, We also
describe several other opportunities the state has
for maximizing the benefit of these funds-for
example, by using them to restore reductions
made in the 2009-70 Budget Act, mitigate deep
er reductions in 201011 or 2011-12, or bolster
existing state education initiatives.

Using Federal Funds to Offset
State Education Expenditures

The 2009-10 budget package was premised
on the use of only $510 million of education
federal stimulus funds to offset state costs. If the
Proposition 98 minimum guarantee were to drop

Figure 5
New Federal Tax Credit Expands Hope Credit

* Directly reduces tax bill.

* Covers 100 percent of the first $1,200 in tuition payments.
Covers 50 percent of the second $1,200 for maximum
tax credit of $1,800.

* Designed for students who:
-Are in first or second year of college.
-Attend at least half time.
-Are attempting to transfer or acquire a certificate or

degree.

* Provides full benefits at adjusted income of up to
$96,000 for married filers $48,000 for single filers and
provides partial benefit at adjusted income of up to
$116,000 $58,000 for single filers.

* Directly reduces tax bill and1or provides partial tax refund
to students without sufficient income tax liability.

* Covers 100 percent of the first $2,000 in tuition pay
ments and textbook costs. Covers 25 percent of the
second $2,000 for maximum tax credit of $2,500.

* Designed for students who:
-Are in first through fourth year of college.
-Attend at least half time.
-Are attempting to transfer or acquire a certificate or

degree.

* Provides full benefits at adjusted income of up to
$160,000 for mariled filers $80,000 for single filers
and provides partial benefit at adjusted income of up to
$180,000 $90,000 for single filers.
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from the enacted level due to declining revenues,
however, the state could be in the position to
use billions more in federal funds for budgetary
solutions. This is due to the way that the stabili
zation requirements are structured. As shown in
Figure 6, we identify almost $7 billion in poten
tial offsets to state education spending across
the next three years assuming more pessimistic
state revenues. Of this amount, approximately
$3.5 billion could be achieved in 2009-10 or
$3 billion more than the current budget. In ad
dition to the options listed in the figure, the state
has an opportunity to reduce significantly its
existing special education mandate obligations.

Use Education Stabilization Funding to
Maximize General Fund Relief. California ap
pears to have options for using most, if not all,
education stabilization funding for state Gen
eral Fund relief. The exact timing of such relief,
however, would depend on several factors,
including the interpretation of various formulas
in the federal law and the final determination of
the 2009-10 Proposition 98 minimum guarantee.
For example, if revenues fell substantially below
the level assumed in the budget, California could
use more than $3 billion
in federal stabilization

Figure 6
funding to offset 2009-10 Potential Federal
state education expen- Education Expenditures
ditures and avoid having
to make deeper cuts to In Millions

education programs. In
this case, approximately
$1.5 billion in stabili
zation funding would
remain available to aid
the state in 2010-11.

Options for Using
Other Federal Funds. If

>- Title l/Economk impact Aid HA. The
state EIA program provides funding for
supplemental services for education
ally disadvantaged students and English
Learners EL. Because EIA is partly based
on Title I counts and Title I counts over
lap significantly with EL counts, the other
EIA factor, EIA is a natural candidate for
such a funding swap. This option would
result in up to $1.1 billion in General
Fund Proposition 98 savings spread
across the next few years.

revenues were to deteriorate further, the state has
additional options to achieve state General Fund
relief by substituting federal funds for General
Fund spending. Under this approach, programs
would receive the same total amount of funding
envisioned in the enacted 2009-10 budget, but
more federal and less state funding would be
used. These options include:

> Title I/Quality Education Investment Act
QEIA. The state QUA provides funding
to 487 schools for school improvement
efforts. Given that the vast majority of

Offsets to State General Fund

r rT t’ncc - n,r - -.

Education Stabilization Funds
Title I, Basic Grants
Title I, School improvement Grants
Individuals with Disabilities Education
Act IDEA, state special schools

IDEA, residential placements

Totals

$3,321

85

$1,554
946
192
85

$182
192
85

$4,875
1,128
383
256

196

$6,838

59 65 72

$3,466 $2,842 $531
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these schools are in federal P1 and are
implementing specific school-level im
provement strategies consistent with SIG
rules, SIC funding could be used to fund
QEIA. This option would provide the
state with up to $383 million in General
Fund non-Proposition 98 savings spread
across the next few years.

>- IDEA/State Special Schools. The CDE
operates three state special schools
the Fremont School for the Blind, the
Fremont School for the Deaf, and the
Riverside school for the Deaf and three
regional diagnostic centers North, Cen
tral, and South. The state special schools
and diagnostic centers are funded with
Proposition 98 $47 million and non-
Proposition 98 $39 million General
Fund monies. The state could use IDEA
funds to cover these costs over the next
three years-resulting in total General
Fund savings of $256 million $140 mil
lion Proposition 98 and $116 million
non-Proposition 98.

- IDEA/Residential Placement The
Department of Social Services covers
residential costs for special education
students who have been diagnosed with
serious emotional disorders and require
residential placement. The state covers
a share of these costs. The state could
use IDEA funds to cover these costs over
the next three years-resulting in total
General Fund savings of $196 million
non-Proposition 98.

Use IDEA Funding to Pay Retroactive Spe -

cia! Education Mandate Claims. In 1994, three

school districts filed a claim with the Commis
sion on State Mandates arguing that Chapter 959,
Statutes of 1990 AB 2586, Hughes, constituted
a reimbursable mandate by regulating the types
of behavioral interventions that could be used
for special education students. The administra
tion recently negotiated a settlement with dis
tricts. Under the terms of the settlement, districts
would receive $520 million to cover retroactive
claims. Of this amount, $10 million would be
paid in 2009-1 0, with the remainder paid in
$85 million increments over the course of six
years, beginning in the 2011-12 fiscal year. We
instead recommend using IDEA funding provided
under ARRA to reimburse districts in 2009-10 for
these retroactive claims in one lump sum. Under
this approach, a dollar-for-dollar reduction in the
state’s outstanding mandate obligations would be
achieved.

Other Opportunities for Maximizing
Benefit of Federal Education Funds

Several other opportunities exist for the state
to maximize the benefit of federal education
funds.

Apply for State Incentive Grant, Use to
Support Certain Education Programs. As de
scribed above, the state will need to apply if it
is to benefit from any of the $5 billion available
nationwide for education incentive grants. While
relatively little is known about the criteria that
the U.S. Secretary of Education will use to evalu
ate grant proposals, federal law suggests grants
must be used to improve academic achievement,
especially at low-performing LEAs, Given this
requirement, the state could use grant funds to
restore some funding for certain education pro
grams that were reduced in the 2009-70 Budget
Act. For example, the budget reduces funding for
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alternative high schools, supplemental instruction
related to failing the high school exit exam, EL
programs, Foster Youth programs, state assess
ments, and an alternative teacher-training pro
gram. Incentive funding also might be reserved
to mitigate future cuts in these areas.

Use Title I Set-Aside Funding to Benefit All
Schools Serving Low-Income Students. Federal
funding available to help low-income schools in
need of academic improvement has exceeded
identified program costs in recent years. As a
result, the state has built up substantial carry
over funding. Thus, we recommend using the
additional $45 million in ARRA Title I set-aside
funding to benefit all low-income students. To
this end, we recommend allocating the addition
al funds using the basic Title i formulas, which
would ensure funds are spread broadly across
Title I schools. Title I regulations allow states to
distribute set-aside funds in this manner when
such funds are found to exceed P1 needs.

Child Care and Development Block Grant
Due to the state budget situation, the 2009-10
Budget Act made various reductions to child
care and development programs. The one-time
increase in federal CCDBG funding comes with
relatively restrictive rules requiring states to
spend above existing levels. The funds, however,
could be used to backfill cuts already made.
Specifically, provider reimbursement rates, family
fee rates, and/or the number of child care slots
could be partly restored to prior-year levels. The
$220 million in available CCDBG funding would
be sufficient to sustain some of these restorations
through 2010-11. The restorations could be spe
cifically linked to the duration of the availability
of the federal funds.

Enhancing Education Through Technology.
In recent years, the Legislature has considered

various proposals to provide funding to LEAs to
prepare for implementation of CALPADS. The
Legislature has recognized that while CALPADS
will be of benefit both to the state and LEAs, the
new system will require much work at the local
level to collect and maintain reliable data. The
limited-term federal EETT funding is an ideal
source of funding for these activities. The EETT
funding can be used for efforts to improve local
infrastructure in preparation for CALPADS, train
local staff on education data quality, and con
duct various other related activities that generally
will help prepare educators to use data and tech
nology more effectively at the school-site level.
In short, this one-time federal funding could
offset the need for the state to provide additional
funding for LEAs and/or allow for faster imple
mentation of CALPADS.

Statewide Education Database Grant Cali
fornia used a $3.2 million ES grant to help fund
the development of CALPADS, which will be
fully implemented in the 2009-10 school year.
While CALPADS will significantly improve the
state’s longitudinal student data system, it does
not yet meet all of the federal criteria delineated
for such systems. For example, recently enacted
federal legislation requires such systems to in
clude data from preschool through postsecond
ary education. CALPADS, howeveç currently is
designed only to include K-12 student informa
tion. We recommend the state pursue additional
lES funding to begin a CALPADS improvement
project that would meet these federal require
ments. Such a project also could address Cal
ifornia-specific issues highlighted in a recently
released report, framework for A Comprehensive
Education Data System. This report, developed
by McKinsey and Company at the request of
CDE and the Governor, recommends a multi-
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phased approach for expanding CALPADS to
include preschool and postsecondary data as
well as undertaking additional improvements to
maximize security and data quality.

Leverage Federal Tax Credits to Increase
College Funding. In the 2009-10 Budget Analysis
Series: Higher Education, we noted that addi
tional revenue could be raised through California
Community Colleges CCC fees with minimal
net effect on student costs. This is because
financially needy students are exempt from fees,
and most other students wou’d be fully or partly
reimbursed through federal tax credits. Because
ARRA expands the size and availability of these
tax credits, middle- and upper-income students
would be even better protected from the effect
of CCC fee increases. The Legislature, thus, could
increase revenue received by community col
leges through fees, while having only a minimal
effect on college affordability. In effect, raising
fees would be an effective strategy for leveraging
more federal money for higher education.

In addition, the Legislature may wish to
consider modifying the community college fee

H[MTH
One of the largest portions of federal fiscal

relief to states will come in the form of an in
creased federal share of costs for state Medicaid
programs known as Medi-Cal in California.
Below, we summarize and discuss the increased
federal share and other key health-related com
ponents of ARRA.

Increased Federal Share of
Funding for Medi-Cal

The federal government pays a certain
percentage of the cost of each state’s Medicaid

waiver program into a no-interest loan program
for needy students who could fully repay the
loan with federal tax reimbursements. This ac
tion would add hundreds of millions of dollars
in CCC revenues each year-without affecting
affordability.

Adjust Campus Financial Aid Funding for
Increases in Pell Grants. Both University of
California UC and California State University
CSU employ campus-based financial aid grant
programs to help their students pay their edu
cation costs. In general, the campus-based aid
programs seek to cover those costs that the stu
dent is unable to meet through family contribu
tions, loans, and grants such as Cal Grants and
the Pell Grant. Because the size of Pell Grants
will be increasing under ARRA, this will reduce
the amount of aid to be covered by campuses.
As noted by the Governor, this has the effect
of providing fiscal relief to the campuses. The
Legislature may wish to take this fiscal relief into
consideration as it determines the level of state
funding needed to cover university operations.

program. This percentage is known as the federal
medical assistance percentage or EMAP. The
ARRA temporarily increases the FMAP for all
states retroactively to October 2008 and continu
ing through December 2010, subject to certain
requirements and restrictions, which we discuss
below. The ARRA provides a base FMAP in
crease of 6.2 percentage points for all states, plus
additional increases determined by a formula
that incorporates each state’s unemployment rate
and current federal share.
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Significant Funding for California. Based on
recent employment data, California likely would
qualify initially for the highest unemployment-
based FMAP increase available under ARRA.
Thus, our preliminary estimate is that Medi-Cal
will receive an FMAP increase of 11.6 percentage
points, equivalent to $10.1 billion in additional
federal funds for the state through December
31, 2010. This amount will be distributed among
several state departments that administer por
tions of the Medi-Cal Program, as well as to
local governments, who also share in the cost of
some Medi-Cal services. Figure 7 summarizes
our estimates of state and local savings. The state
portion of the federal funds, $8.3 billion, will
reduce state General Fund costs over the period.

Requirements and Restrictions. In order to
receive the enhanced FMAP, states must comply
with certain requirements and restrictions. The
most significant of these are the following:

Figure 7
State and Local Savings From
Increase in Federal Share of Medi-Cal Costs
In Millions

State Departments
Health care services
Social services IHSS
Developmental services
Other departments -

Subtotals
Other Entities
Local government
Public hospitalsa -

Subtotals =

Total Federal Fund Relief
a Includes University ot California hospitals.
IHSS = In-Home Supportive SeMces.

>- Eligibility. States may not receive the
FMAP increase after July 1,2009, unless
they maintain eligibility levels and pro
cedures that were in place as of July 1,
2008. The FMAP increase is not avail
able for Medicaid eligibility expansions
enacted after July 1, 2008 or for certain
health programs that already receive
enhanced federal matching funds.

>- "Prompt Pay." As of June 1, 2009, states
are not eligible for the enhanced FMAP
for days during which they do not meet
federal prompt pay requirements. These
requirements specify, among other provi
sions, that state Medicaid programs pay
90 percent of noninstitutional medical
claims within 30 days. The ARRA would
apply these provisions to nursing homes
and hospitals as well.

Funds." States may not use
funds attributable to
the increased FMAP as
deposits into a rainy day
fund or reserve.

State Currently Does
Not Qualify for En
hanced FMAP. Based on
our review of the ARRA
provisions affecting
Medicaid, California cur
rently does not qualify
for the FMAP increase
due to a procedural
change to Medi-Cal
Program eligibility rules
the state enacted as part
of the 2008-09 Budget

>- "Rainy Day

$1,973 $2,838 $1,482 $6,293
282 389 206 876
234 313 163 710
143 200 106 449

$2,631 $3,740 $1,957 $8,327

$305 $408 $203 $916
293 361 179 833

$598 $769 $382 $1,749

$3,229 $4,508 $2,339 $10,077
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Act. This change required children to submit a
midyear status report to confirm their continuing
eligibility for Medi-Cal every six months, along
with their parents, who were already required to
submit this report. In order to receive the new
federal funds, the state would need to reverse
this policy prior to July 1, 2009. This reversal
would result in additional General Fund costs
to the state of $70 million in 2009-10 as esti
mated at the enhanced FMAP rate. Based on our
review and our discussions with the state Depart
ment of Health Care Services DHCS, which
administers Medi-Cal, the state currently meets
all other ARRA requirements.

State Policy Change Needed to Access In
creased Federal Funds. The federal government
made increased FMAP funding available as of
February 25, 2009 for six months of prior ex
penses. The department indicated in discussions
that it will be ready to begin drawing down the
additional funds as soon as mid-March. Howev
er, DHCS also reported that it must certify to the
federal government that California has reversed

Figure 8

its new midyear status report requirement before
the state can access these funds. Therefore, we
recommend that the Legislature enact legisla
tion as soon as possible to reverse the children’s
midyear reporting requirement.

Other Medicaid Provisions
In addition to the FMAP enhancement, the

federal economic stimulus package includes
other funding for state Medicaid programs that
we discuss below. We summarize the major
provisions in Figure 8. None of these provisions
are likely to offset General Fund expenditures in
the Medi-Cal Program, but some may increase
state costs.

Health Information Technology HIT. The
ARRA provides an estimated $15 billion nation
wide over nine years to pay most of the costs
to implement and administer electronic health
records for qualifying Medicaid providers, such
as children’s hospitals and physicians who serve
a minimum percentage of Medicaid enrollees
in their practice. Only technologies that meet

Other Key Medicaid Provisions in Federal Economic Stimulus Package
-r - - -r

S$p4C’.
Wa/iitzs’str

Disproportionate Share Hospital
DSH funding

Delay in various Medicaid
regulations

$2 billion appropriated for grants,
$15 billion estimated spending for
Medicaid incentive payments, and
$22 billion for Medicare incentives.
Estimated $548 million. Direct increase of $54 million in federal

DSH funds for public hospitals. Also
results in increase of $9 million
General Fund for other hospitals.

Costs of $59 million General Fund
if California implements optional
expansion.

Potential savings.

Health information technology Unknown.

Transitional Medi-Cal expansion Estimated $1.3 billion.

Potential savings.
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certain standards will be eligible for funding, and
the state would need to administer a HIT over
sight program to ensure that providers receiving
federal funds adhere to ARRA’s specified criteria.

The ARRA provides an estimated $22 billion
nationwide over nine years for similar incentives
in the federal Medicare program, and $2 billion
for a variety of grants and other assistance to
promote various health information technologies.
The grant and other assistance programs require
varying levels of nonfederal funding to draw
down this federal assistance-in some cases as
little as $1 of nonfederal funding for every
$10 received from the federal government. These
nonfederal shares could be provided by states or
potentially by local governments or other enti
ties. The federal grants will be awarded based on
a competitive application process, and the details
of the distribution are not yet established.

In our recent report, the 2009-JO Budget
Analysis Series: Health see page HE-iS, we dis
cuss how increasing the adoption of HIT among
health care providers holds the potential to re
duce the costs and increase the quality of health
care in California. We recommend that the state
seek to identify nonstate sources of funding
from private health care organizations or pro
vider organizations in order to participate in the
proposed HIT programs to the extent possible.
We further recommend that the state Office of
Health Information Integrity be directed to take
the lead in these efforts.

Disproportionate Share Hospital DSH Pay
ment Increase. Under the federal DSH program,
the federal government provides a pool of funds
each year to supplement Medicaid reimburse
ments to hospitals that serve a disproportion
ate number of Medicaid or other low-income
patients. The ARRA increases DSH funding by

2.5 percent a year for two years. We estimate
this will result in additional federal payments of
$54 million over that period to public hospitals in
the state, including hospitals operated by the UC.
The nonfederal share needed to access these
DSH funds is provided by the public hospitals
themselves in the form of costs they incur to
deliver services. The federal DSH increase will
result in automatic increases in payments to cer
tain other hospitals by an estimated $9 million in
General Fund costs $24 million total funds over
the next two years due to current provisions in
California law.

Transitional Medi-Cal. Current federal law
requires states to provide an additional
12 months of coverage to families enrolled in
Medi-Cal who increase employment income be
yond a certain level. Under the ARRA, for a two-
year period ending December 31, 2010, states
could elect to 1 loosen restrictions on retaining
this Medi-Cal coverage by automatically enroll
ing these families in 12 months of coverage and
2 waive the minimum enrollment period now
needed to qualify for transitional coverage. We
estimate that the state would incur General Fund
costs of $59 million assuming the enhanced
FMAP provided in the ARRA over two years to
automatically provide the additional coverage for
the approximately 150,000 current transitional
enrollees. The state also would incur unknown
costs as a result of waiving the minimum enroll
ment period requirements, as it is unclear how
many enrollees might become eligible to receive
the extended period of benefits. Given the state’s
severe fiscal problems, we would recommend
that the Legislature not expand this program.

Delay of Certain Medicaid Regulations.
The ARRA extends through June 30, 2009, the
current moratoria on certain federal regulations
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that could otherwise increase state and local
costs for the Medi-Cal Program. For example,
one regulation would limit the opportunity for
the state to use so-called provider taxes to fund
rate increases and achieve General Fund savings.
It also imposes a new moratorium through June
30, 2009, on a regulation regarding outpatient
hospital facility services. Lastly, ARRA expresses
Congress’ intent that certain pending federal
regulations should not be issued. If these federal
regulations were in effect, the state and local
agencies and health care providers would face
potentially significant adverse fiscal impacts.

Other Health Provisions
In addition to the Medicaid provisions de

scribed above, the federal economic stimulus

Figure 9

package includes additional funding for other
health-related provisions. We summarize the
most significant of these in Figure 9, and discuss
them further below. -

Grant Money for Public Health Centers. The
ARRA provides $2 billion in grant money nation
wide to qualified health centers, including feder
ally qualified health centers. Of the $2 billion,
$1.5 billion is for construction and renovation of
facilities, and the purchase of HIT. The remain
ing $500 million is available to support new or
existing health center sites or service areas and
to provide supplemental payments for spikes in
uninsured populations. At the time this report
was prepared, the federal government had not
established how it would distribute these funds.

Other Major Health-Related Provisions in Federal Economic Stimulus Package
/

Health workforce funding

Additional federal grants for
Early Start program

Prevention and Weliness
Fund

Supplemental funding for
Women, Infants, and
Children

Safe Drinking Water State
Revolving Fund

Continuing employer-
sponsored health
coverage COBRA

$2 billion for construction, certain
technology, and general purposes.

$500 million for health workforce
development.

$500 million for the federal Individuals
with Disabilities Education Act Part C
grants.
$1 billion for various prevention and
wellness programs.

$500 million for nutrition assistance
programs, including $100 million for
information systems.

$2 billion.

Unknown.

About $50 million for the
Early Start Program.

$34 million for vaccina
tions. Unknown for other
programs.

Unknown.

$160 million to the state
for drinking water projects
that can begin construction
before February 17,2010.

Unknown.

Grant money for public
health centers

Unknown. No

No

Yes

Unknown

No

No

NoUnknown.

C0BRA= Consolidated Omnibus Bucet Reconciliation Act.
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Health Workforce Funding. The ARRA pro
vides $500 million nationwide to support health
care workforce development programs. Included
in this amount is $300 million for the federal
National Health Service Corps, which pro
vides medical education scholarships and loan
replacement funds as well as grants to medi
cal training programs. The Office of Statewide
Health Planning and Development currently
administers various health care workforce devel
opment programs, including medical education
support funded in part through $1 million annu
ally from the National Health Service Corps. At
the time this report was prepared, information
was unavailable regarding how these funds will
be distributed or how much California might
receive.

Additional Federal Grant Funds for Early
Start Program. The ARRA provides about
$50 million in grant funding in FFY 2009-10
for the federal IDEA Part C early intervention
programs, known in California as the Early Start
program. This funding can likely be used to offset
General Fund support of Early Start, which is
administered by the state Department of De
velopmental Services. Some IDEA Part C funds
support Early Start requirements in other depart
ments including CDE and the Office of Admin
istrative Hearings. At the time this analysis was
prepared, it was unclear what process the federal
government will follow to distribute these funds.

Prevention and Wellness Fund. The ARRA
provides $1 billion nationwide for prevention
and wellness efforts, including: 1 $50 million to
prevent heath care-associated infections,
2 $300 million in grants to state and local
health departments to vaccinate certain eligible
children and adults, and 3 $650 million for

clinical and community-based strategies that
are proven to reduce chronic disease rates. The
state is expected to receive $34 million of the
$300 million for the vaccination program. A fed
eral spending plan has not yet been announced
for the remaining $700 million. Some funds will
likely be distributed through grants, with guide
lines for such grants announced by May 2009.

Supplemental Funding for Women, Infants,
and Children WIC. The ARRA provides supple
mental funding of $500 million for the WIC
nutrition assistance program, including $100 mil
lion for information systems. Although the state-
by-state allocation of these funds has not been
announced, it is likely that California will receive
a portion of this supplemental funding in order
meet the increasing demand for WIC services in
the state.

Safe Drinking Water State Revolving Fund
SDWSRF. The ARRA provides an estimated
$160 million to the state for "shovel-ready" drink
ing water projects that can begin construction
before February 17, 2010. The state Department
of Public Health DPH has already begun to
solicit applicants and proposals for this funding
and anticipates posting a list of eligible projects
by April 2009. The DPH anticipates that, once
the list is posted, it will begin awarding funding
to eligible projects on a first-come, first-served
basis until all funds are allocated.

Provisions to Continue Employer-Sponsored
Health Insurance. The federal Consolidated
Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act COBRA
allows employees and/or their family members
to temporarily extend their coverage in a group
health plan when coverage would be lost due to
certain events, such as loss of a job. This pro
gram can provide coverage up to 36 months. An
individual must pay the entire monthly premium.
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Under ARRA, persons who lost employer-based
health coverage between September 1, 2008 and
January 1, 2010 due to job loss would be eligible
for a federal subsidy. The subsidy would last for

nine months and would cover 65 percent of the
premium, with the individual responsible for the
remaining 35 percent. The subsidy would be
phased out for higher-income persons.

LABOR AND WORKFORCE DEVELOPMENT
Below, we discuss how ARRA impacts work-

force development programs and the unemploy
ment insurance system in California.

Workforce Investment Act WIA

The federal WIA provides funding for a range
of workforce development activities through
statewide and local agencies. The WIA has
separate funding streams for youth, adults, and
dislocated workers. Pursuant to federal law,
85 percent of the state’s total WIA funds an es
timated $427 million in 2009-10 is allocated to
local Workforce Investment Boards WIBs. The
remaining 15 percent $64 million in
2009-10 is available for state discretionary
purposes such as administration, statewide initia
tives, and competitive grants for employment
and training programs.

Additional WIA Funds. As shown in Fig
ure 10, ARRA provides additional WIA funds of
about $494 million for California. We estimate
that about $420 million will be allocated to local
WIBs to administer local workforce development
activities, while an estimated $74 million will be
available for state discretionary purposes. These
additional WIA funds would be available for
expenditure over the 2009-10 and 2010-11 state
fiscal years.

Competitive Grants for WIA Funds. The
ARRA also includes the following WIA discre
tionary grants for state, local WIBs, and other
providers and agencies:

>- $200 million available nationally for ad
ditional dislocated worker assistance.

> $50 million available nationally for
YouthBuild activities, specifically target
ing individuals who have dropped out of
high school and re-enrolled in an alterna
tive school.

>- $750 million available nationally for com
petitive grants for worker training and
placement in high growth and emerging
industry sectors, including $500 million
targeted for preparing workers for ca
reers in energy efficiency and renewable
energy.

Use WIA Funds for General Fund Relief. In
the past, the Legislature has used the 15 percent
state discretionary funds for new initiatives and
to achieve budget solutions by offsetting Gen
eral Fund costs for employment and training

Figure 10
Additional WIA Funds for California

In Millions

Adult $81
Youth 188
Dislocated workers 225

Total $494
W!A Woridorce tnvestment Act.
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programs in other state departments. Given the
state’s fiscal situation, we recommend that the
Legislature direct all of the additional $74 million
in discretionary funds to offset employment and
training program General Fund costs in either the
California Department of Corrections and Reha
bilitation or the California Conservation Corps.

Other New Employment
And Training Funds

Currently, the state receives about $80 mil
lion in Wagner-Peyser Act WPA to support
employment services to individuals and employ
ers at "one-stop" locations throughout the state.
In addition, California receives about $10 million
for Trade Adjustment Assistance TAA, which
targets training services to workers who have lost
employment as a result of increased imports.

New Employment and Training Funds. The
ARRA provides an additional $45.5 million in
WPA funds to California for state employment
services. The ARRA specifies that about $28 mil
lion be used to provide reemployment services
for Unemployment Insurance UI claimants. We
expect these additional WPA funds to be avail
able in FEY 2008-09. The ARRA also provides
additional TAA training funds through December
2010. Specifically, we estimate that California will

receive an additional $17.3 million in
FEY 2008-09, $17.3 million in FFY 2009-10, and
$4.3 million in FEY 2010-11.

Unemployment Insurance

The UI program is a federal-state program
that provides weekly UI payments to eligible
workers who lose their jobs through no fault of
their own. To be eligible for benefits, a claimant
must be able to work, be seeking work, and be
willing to accept a suitable job. Regular UI ben
efits can be paid for a maximum of 26 weeks,
while federally funded extended benefits may be
available to workers who have exhausted regular
UI benefits during periods of high unemploy
ment. The regular UI program is financed by un
employment tax contributions paid by employers
for each covered worker.

As we discussed in the 2009-10 Budget
Analysis Series: General Government see page
GG-25, the UI fund is currently insolvent. The
Governor has introduced a proposal to restore
solvency to the UI fund, which remains under
consideration by the Legislature. We find that
the Governor’s plan has merit in that it restores
solvency to the UI fund. The Employment De
velopment Department, which administers the
UI program, has already obtained a federal loan

to cover projected fund
deficits, which means
there will be no interrup
tion in benefit payments.

Figure 11 summa
rizes the major impacts
of ARRA on the UI
program. As the figure
shows, we estimate that
California could receive
approximately $5.4 bil

Figure 11

Unemployment Insurance UI-Major Fiscal Impacts

Through 2011-12, in Millions
Provision Amount

Extended iii benefits now available through 2009 $3,200
Temporary increase of $25 in weekly benefits through 2009 1,000
Incentive payment if the state implements UI eligibility changes 844
Temporary relief of state interest payments for UI federal loans 314
Additional funds for UI administration 60

Total $5,418
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lion, with most funds going directly to recipients
of unemployment benefits.

Extended and Increased UI Benefits. The
ARRA extends the Temporary Emergency Un
employment Compensation TEUC program
through the end of calendar year 2009. Eligible
workers in California can receive up to 33 weeks
of extended benefits under TEUC, which had
been scheduled to terminate in March 2009. Our
preliminary estimates indicate that the exten
sion of TEUC will result in about $2.2 billion of
extended benefit payments for eligible claimants
in FEY 2008-09 and about $1 billion in
FEY 2009-10.

The ARRA increases regular and extended
benefits by $25 per week for claims filed by De
cember 31, 2009. The federal government would
fund this additional temporary benefit increase.
Our preliminary estimates indicate that this
temporary benefit increase will result in about
$700 million in additional benefit payments for
eligible claimants in FEY 2008-09 and about
$300 million in FEY 2009-10.

Temporary Relief of UI Interest Costs for
Federal Loan. As discussed above, states may re
ceive federal loans to cover LI! benefit payments
when their funds are insolvent. Short-term fed
eral loans are generally interest-free, but longer-
term loans must be repaid with interest. While
the principal amount of borrowed funds is repaid
automatically from the UI fund whenever the
fund has a positive balance, any interest charges
must be paid with other state funds usually the
General Fund. The ARRA includes temporary
relief of these interest payments for states with
federal UI loans through December 31, 2010.

Additional Funds for UI Administration.
The ARRA includes additional funds for state
UI administration. We estimate that California

will receive about $60 million of these funds in
FEY 2008-09. These additional funds can only
be used for certain UI administration purposes,
including expenses for implementing federal op
tions for UI modernization discussed below.

Our preliminary estimates indicate that
ARRA’s provision to temporarily waive UI fed
eral loan interest costs will result in General
Fund savings of $30 million, $209 million, and
$75 million in state fiscal years 2009-10 through
2011-12, respectively. We note that these interest
amounts depend on the nature of any corrective
action to address the UI fund insolvency and/or
the economy.

Incentive Payments Tied to Significant UI
Program Changes. The ARRA includes incentive
payments for states that choose to "modernize"
their UI programs by expanding eligibility. These
changes would essentially allow more low-wage,
part-time, or other unemployed workers to be
eligible for UI benefits. States can receive the first
one-third of the incentive payment by adopting
an alternative base period ABP for individuals
who otherwise would not earn enough money to
qualify for UI benefits using the existing base pe
riod. States can receive the remaining two-thirds
of the incentive payment by adopting the AB
as well as at least two of four provisions related
to part-time workers, individuals who separated
from their job for compelling family reasons,
individuals enrolled in training programs, and de
pendent llowances. California’s estimated share
of the incentive payment is about $844 million.

Potential State Fiscal Impacts. California
currently provides part-time worker coverage and
extended UI benefits for individuals in training
programs, thus meeting two of the four require
ments related to the two4hirds portion of the UI
incentive payment discussed above, To receive
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any of the incentive payment, however, the state
would have to adopt legislation implementing the
ABP for determining UI eligibility.

Preliminary estimates indicate that the ad
ditional payments for individuals qualifying for
UI benefits under the ABP would total about
$70 million per year. In addition to the cost of
these new benefit payments, implementing the
ABP could be a timely and/or labor-intensive
process, as it would require changes to the
existing UI automated database. These one-time
automation costs could be between $30 million
and $40 million, but the state could use the ad
ditional UI administrative grant discussed above
to cover these costs.

If the state implements an ABP in accordance
with the federal requirements and receives an
incentive payment of about $844 million, there
could be several potential state fiscal impacts. It

SOCIAL SERVICES
For social services programs and beneficia

ries, ARRA provides an estimated $5.3 billion in
federal funding for California from FFY 2008-09
through FFY 2010-11, as shown in Figure 12 see
next page. About $2.8 billion is in the form of
direct payments to individuals-mostly recipients
of Supplemental Security Income SSl, Social Se
curity, and/or food stamps. With respect to state-
and county-funded social services programs,
ARRA provides about $2.2 billion in additional
funding, much of which can be used to offset
General Fund costs. Finally, ARRA provides
about $300 million in additional funds to existing
programs which have no state General Fund par
ticipation. Below, we describe how ARRA affects
various social services programs.

is our understanding that if a state’s UI fund is in
solvent, it must use the incentive funds to pay UI
benefits. This could result in a reduction in future
General Fund costs if the fund continues to be
insolvent past December 2010. This is because
the incentive funds would reduce the state’s UI
fund deficit, resulting in interest savings once the
interest forgiveness period ends.

Conversely, if the UI fund were solvent, the
incentive payment funds may be available for
other purposes. These could include paying
for administrative or capital expenditure costs
including automation in the UI program or state
employment services. Some of these actions
could result in state General Fund savings.

When considering the ABP and the new
federal incentive payments, we recommend that
the Legislature examine these issues within the
broader context of addressing the UI insolvency.

California Work Opportunity and
Responsibility to Kids CaIWORKs

The CalWORKs program provides cash
grants and welfare-to-work services to low-
income families with children. The CaIWORKs
program is primarily supported by state General
Fund and the federal Temporary Assistance for
Needy Families block grant.

Significant New Funding. For FFY 2008-09
and FFY 2009-10, ARRA creates a new fed
eral funding stream which provides 80 percent
federal financial participation in costs for ongo
ing basic assistance cash grants, non-recurring
short-term assistance, and subsidized employ
ment which exceed the corresponding costs dur
ing FF1 2006-07. State and county funds cover
the remaining 20 percent of these costs. On a
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cash flow basis, California will begin to receive additional federal funds, including a 2.5 percent
these funds in the April to June quarter of 2009. share for counties.
We estimate that this provision will provide Automatic General Fund Relief. This new
California with a total of about $450 million in federal stream results in General Fund savings

Figure 12
Social Services-Summary of Impacts in California
In Millions

Payments to Individuals
One-time retiree payment $1500 A one-time $250 payment to recipients of Social Security,

Railroad Retirement, and ceFtain veterans benefits.
One-time 581 payment 320 A one-time $250 payment to about one million SSI recipients.
Food stamps benefits 970 A 13.6 percent increase in food stamps benefits.
Subtotal $2,790
State Programs With General Fund costs
11-488, ADHC, and MSSP $1 ,356a FMAP relief of 11.6 percent applies to these programs.
CaIWORKs 450 New 80 percent federal financial participation for increased

benefit costs since 2007.
Child support enforcement 175 Federal incentive funds eligible for 66 percent federal match.
Adoption Assistance Program 97 FMAP relief of 6.2 percent for state/county costs
Foster Care 72 FMAP relief of 6.2 percent for state/county costs.
DOR-Vocational Rehabilitation 57 Additional funds to assist disabled individuals obtain and retain

employment.
DOR-Independent lMng services 7 Additional funds for independent living centers and blind services.
Food stamps administration 22 Additional funds for state/county food stamps administration.
CDA-Nutrition 13 Additional funds for home-delivered and congregate meals.
Subtotal $2,249

state Programs With No General Fund costs
DCSO-Weatherization $192 Grants to local agencies to assist low-income individuals with

weatherization projects to reduce utility costs.
DCSD-Local block grant 89 Formula grants to localities to assist low-income individuals in

becoming self-sufficient.
CDA-Employment 10 Additional funds for senior community service employment

programs.
TEFAP 12 Additional funds for commodities distribution.
Subtotal $303

Total $5,342
a These amounts are also reflected in Figure 7, which itemizes FMAP relief,
ADHC = Adult Day Health care; MSSP = Multipurpose Senior SeMces Program; FMAP = Federal Medicaid Assistance Percentages;
DOR Department of Rehabilitation; WA = california Department of Aging; DCSD = Department of community Services and Development;
11455 = In-Home Supportive Services; 551 Supplemental Security Income; CaIWORKs = california Work Opportunity and Responsibility to Kids;
TEFAP The Emergency Food Assistance Program.
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of $40 million, $200 million, and $190 million
for state fiscal years 2008-09 through 201 0-11,
respectively. We note that the 2009-70 Budget
Act scores General Fund savings of $147 million
from a 4 percent grant reduction which could
be triggered off if sufficient federal fiscal relief
is identified. Due to this new federal funding
stream, the net savings from this grant reduction
is only $29 million during 2009-1 0.

Food Programs
The federal Food Stamps Program provides

monthly benefits to low-income households and
individuals to assist them with food purchases.
The cost of the benefits is borne entirely by the
federal government. The associated administra
tive costs are shared among the federal govern
ment 50 percent, the state 35 percent, and the
counties 15 percent. In addition to the federal
program, the California Food Assistance Program
CFAP provides state-only funded food stamp
benefits to legal noncitizen adults under age 64
who would otherwise be eligible for federal food
stamps once they have resided in the United
States for five years.

Food Stamps Benefit and Administra
tive Funding Increase. The ARRA increases
the monthly maximum food stamps benefit by
13.6 percent effective April 1, 2009. We note
that future federal inflationary adjustments to
food stamps benefits are suspended until such
time as their combined impacts would exceed
this 13.6 percent increase. We estimate that this
provision will provide Californians with just under
$1 billion in additional food stamps benefits from
FFY 2008-09 through FFY 2010-11. The state
also will receive about $11 million in additional
federal funding over the same time period for the
administration of the food stamps program.

Increased State Costs for Food Stamps Ben
efits. Because CFAP benefits are statutorily linked
to federal benefit levels, this 13.6 percent increase
will raise General Fund CFAP costs by $1 million,
$3.5 million, and $2.5 million for state fiscal years
2008-09 through 2010-11 respectively.

State Could Achieve General Fund Savings
by Reducing Administrative Support Due to
the availability of additional federal funds, the
Legislature could achieve General Fund savings
by reducing state and county support for food
stamps administration, Specifically, we estimate
that this additional funding could allow the state
to achieve General Fund savings of $3.8 million
in 2009-10 and $2.9 million in 2010-11. Counties
also could achieve some savings.

Federal Funds Available for Distribution
of Commodities. The ARRA increases funding
for The Emergency Food Assistance Program by
$150 million. California is estimated to receive
about $6 million in FFY 2008-09 and $6 million
in FFY 2009-10 from this provision. These funds
are used for the distribution of food commodities
to food banks.

Foster Care and Adoption
Assistance Program AAP

The Foster Care program provides monthly
cash grants to individual and group home pro
viders for the care and supervision of children
who have been removed from their homes for
health and safety reasons. The AAP provides
monthly cash grants to parents who adopt foster
children. The federal government pays a share of
the costs for eligible Foster Care and AAP cases
based on the state’s Federal Medicaid Assistance
Percentages FMAP rate of 50 percent.

General Fund Relief From Temporary In
crease in FMAP Rate. As further discussed in the
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"Health" section of this report, ARRA temporar
ily increases the FMAP rate for states by a base
amount of 6.2 percent, plus additional increases
for high unemployment rates. The ARRA pro
vides the base FMAP increase of 6.2 percent for
the Foster Care and AAP programs retroactively
to October 2008 and continuing through De
cember 2010. We estimate that this provision will
provide California the state and counties with
$32.9 million in FFY 2008-09, $30.9 million in
FFY 2009-10, and $7.7 million in FFY 2009-10
in additional federal funds for the Foster Care
program. In addition, we estimate $41.1 million
in FFY 2008-09, $44.1 million in FFY 2009-10,
and $11.5 million in FEY 2010-11 in additional
federal funds for AAP. We estimate that the tem
porary FMAP increase for Foster Care and AAP
will result in combined General Fund savings of
$32.8 million in 2008-09, $45 million in
2009-1 0, and $23.5 million in 201 0-11.

The ARRA also potentially allows for a re
duction in General Fund expenditures for certain
Foster Care children who are designated as seri
ously emotionally disturbed SED. Please see the
"Education" section of this report for an option
to use additional IDEA federal funds in lieu of
General Fund to support residential costs for SED
children.

In-Home Supportive Services IHSS

The 11-155 program provides various services
to eligible aged, blind, and disabled persons
who are unable to remain safely in their homes
without such assistance. The IHSS program is
funded by a combination of federal, state, and
local funds. The IHSS program is eligible for
the enhanced FMAP funding described in the
"Health" section of this report. As shown in
Figure 7 we estimate a General Fund savings in

IHSS of $282 million in 2008-09, $389 million in
2009-10, and $206 million in 201 0-11.

Economic Recovery Payments

The ARRA provides a one-time additional
$250 payment to 551 recipients except those
residing in an institution, Social Security recipi
ents, Railroad Retirement recipients, and veterans
receiving disability or pension benefits. The total
federal funds received as a result of this proposal
are estimated to be $1.8 billion $320 million
to SSI recipients, $1.4 billion to Social Security
recipients, $9 million to Railroad Retirement
recipients, and $88 million to veterans. The pay
ments are required to be made within 120 days
of the enactment of ARRA.

Child Support
The child support enforcement program

helps custodial parents obtain child support from
noncustodial parents. The program is supported
66 percent by federal funds and 34 percent by
state funds. States compete for federal incentive
funds based on the performance of their child
support enforcement system. Prior to October
2007, states could count the federal incentive
funds towards the states’ 34 percent match.

Restores Ability to Receive Federal Match
for Incentive Funds. The federal Deficit Reduc
tion Act eliminated the states’ ability to use
federal incentive funds to draw down a federal
match. In order to hold child support enforce
ment harmless, the Legislature appropriated
sufficient General Fund dollars to backfill the lost
federal funds. The ARRA temporarily from Octo
ber 2008 to September 2010 restores states’ abil
ity to use federal incentive funds to draw down
federal matching funds. Based on the incentive
funds in 2008-09 and 2009-10, we estimate
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that this provision could provide California with
about $175 miflion in additional federal funds.
However, the amount of federal funds drawn
down as a result of this proposal will depend on
the amount of incentive funds California ulti
mately receives.

Remove General Fund Backfill to Achieve
State Relief. Because ARRA temporarily rescinds
the federal law prohibiting the use of federal
incentive funds to draw down federal matching
funds, we recommend the Legislature remove the
existing General Fund backfill without reducing
total funding for Department of Child Support
Services. Based on the amount of General Fund
backfill in 2008-09 and 2009-10, we recom
mend that the Legislature achieve General
Fund savings of about $22 million in 2008-09,
$30 million in 2009-10, and $7.5 million in
2010-11. The actual level of savings achieved
will depend upon the final amount of incentives
earned.

California Department of Aging CDA

The CDA administers California’s Senior
Community Employment and Nutrition pro
grams. These programs are provided at the local
level through Area Agencies on Aging AAAs.
The Senior Community Employment Program
SCEP provides part-time, subsidized training
and employment for low-income individuals
age 55 or older. The Nutrition program provides
several services including home delivered and
congregate meals to individuals age 60 and
older, The SCEP is funded with a combination
of federal and local matching funds, while the
Nutrition program is funded through a combina
tion of federal funds with state and local match
ing funds.

Additional Federal Funds for Senior Em
ployment and Nutrition Programs. California
is eligible to receive federal ARRA funds of up
to $9.5 million for SCEP and up to $13 million
for the Nutrition program. At this time, it is our
understanding that the actual amount of federal
dollars California will receive from these provi
sions will depend on the ability to secure local
matching funds to draw down these additional
federal funds. Because it is difficult to estimate
the amount of matching funds the local AAAs
will be able to provide, the actual amount of ad
ditional SCEP and Nutrition funds California will
receive is unknown at this time.

Potential General Fund Offset Because the
Nutrition program is partially supported by the
General Fund, there may be an opportunity to
replace some General Fund dollars with the ad
ditional federal funds. However, whether these
savings could be achieved would depend on the
ability to identify the required matching funds.

Department of Community Services
And Development DCSD

The DCSD administers California’s Weath
erization and Community Services Block Grant
CSBG programs. The Weatherization Assistance
Program WAP reduces the cost of heating and
cooling for low-income families by improving the
energy efficiency of their homes through attic
insulation, heating system repair, and other con
servation measures. The CSBG program provides
a range of services, such as job training and tax
preparation guidance, to assist low-income peo
ple in attaining the skills, knowledge, and moti
vation necessary to achieve self-sufficiency. Both
programs are supported by federal funds that are
allocated to local community action agencies
pursuant to an existing funding formula.

LEGISLATIVE ANALYST’S OFFICE FED -3 1



2009-10 BUDGET ANALYSIS SERIES

Additional Federal Funds for WAP and
CSRG Programs. The ARRA provides increased
federal funds of $192 million for WAP and
$89 million for the CSBG program. In addition
to increasing funding for these programs, ARRA
makes some program policy changes that may
expand program eligibility, increase maximum
benefits, and set aside a higher percentage of
funds for training and technical assistance. At
this time, it is unclear whether state legislation is
needed to implement these changes.

Rehabilitation Services

The Department of Rehabilitation DOR
provides programs and services to assist individu
als with disabilities in obtaining and retaining

TRANSPORTATON
Figure 13 shows the amount of funding pro

vided by ARRA for transportation programs. As
shown in the figure, California will receive about
$3.6 billion in additional federal funds from
formula-based highway and transit programs.
None of these additional funds will offset Gen
eral Fund expenditures. In addition, the state, lo
cal governments, and transit agencies can apply
for additional funding that will be provided on a
discretionary basis.

Major Provisions

Highway Funds. California is expected to
receive about $2.6 billion in federal economic
stimulus funds for highway and road projects.
Of this amount, ARRA allows 67 percent of
the funds about $1.7 billion to be used by the
state Department of Transportation Caltrans
for state transportation programs and projects.
The federal act requires that 30 percent about

employment, as well as maximizing their ability
to live independently in their communities. The
DOR’s two major programs are 1 Vocational
Rehabilitation VR, which provides training,
education, and other services to prepare disabled
individuals for employment; and 2 Independent
Living Services ILS, which assists disabled in
dividuals to live independently. The DOR pro
grams are supported with federal and state funds.

Additional VR and ILS Funds. The ARRA
provides an additional $56.5 million in VR funds
and about $7 million in ILS funds. The ARRA
targets about half of the ILS funds to independent
living centers, while the remaining half of ILS
funds are to be used for services for older blind
individuals.

$770 million be allocated to regional transporta
tion agencies for projects selected by them. The
other 3 percent of funds about $77 million must
be used for transportation enhancement projects,
such as bicycle and pedestrian paths and land
scaping. In addition, the federal act requires the
timely use of funds through a series of "use it or
lose it" deadlines. These timelines for the use of
funds are as follows:

> At least one-half of the Caltrans’ share
of the funds must be obligated within
120 days. Funds are obligated for a
transportation project when a project
is fully designed and is ready to adver
tise for construction. This requirement
means that the state must obligate about
$900 million of the highway and road
funds by July 2009. If Caltrans fails to
meet this requirement, one-half of the
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funds will be taken back and redistrib
uted to other states that have been able
to meet this deadline.

>- All of the funding for highways and roads
must be obligated within one year by
March 2010. Any funds that have not
been obligated by this deadline will be
taken back and redistributed to states that
have been able to meet this deadline.

>- Funding that is provided to the states
through the redistribution of funds after
March 2010 must be obligated by Sep
tember 20, 2010. After this deadline,
ARRA funds for highways and roads will
no longer be available.

Transit Funding Distributed Directly to
Regions. Of the $7.55 billion available nation
wide, California’s share of the formula-based
transit funds is just over $1 billion. This includes
$968 million for larger metropolitan areas for
bus, rail and related capital assistance, and
$66 million for light and commuter rail systems.
This funding will be
provided directly to the
regions and local op
erators, which means
the state is not involved
in the distribution or
accountability of these
funds. Another $34 mil
lion is provided for the
nonurbanized areas in
the state. This funding is
administered by Cal-
trans.

Similar to highway
funds, the federal act

requires the timely use of these transit funds
through a series of deadlines:

- At least 50 percent of these formula-
based funds must be obligated within
180 days. This means that each local
agency must obligate one-half of its funds
by no later than early September 2009.
The federal government will withdraw
one-half of the funds originally appor
tioned from any recipient that fails to
meet this requirement and redistribute
the money to other states or agencies that
have been able to meet this deadline.

- All of the funding must be obligated
within one year by March 2010. The
federal government will withdraw any
funds that have not been obligated by
this deadline and redistribute the money
to states or agencies that have missed
both deadlines.

The State Could Additionally Benefit From
Discretionary Programs. Beyond the formula-

Figure 13

Transportation Component of the
American Recovery and Reinvestment Act
In Millions

rormqta$setFunding
Highways and roads $27500 $2,570
Transit 7,550 1068
Dtcret1onary Rrnding
High-speed and intercity rail $8,000 _a
Supplemental discretionary grants 1,500
Aviation infrastructure 1,300 _a
Other transit grants 850

Totals $48,700 $3,638

a The amount is unknown as it will depend on receipt of discretionary grants.
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based funds, other competitive grant programs
could provide additional benefits to California.

>- First, the California High-Speed Rail
Authority could receive a substantial
amount of capital funding, as ARRA pro
vides $8 billion to support the develop
ment of intercity high-speed rail service
nationwide. This money will be allocated
through a competitive process based on
the U.S. Transportation Secretary’s stra
tegic plan, which will be developed no
later than April 18, 2009.

> Second, $1.5 billion is available nation
wide to be awarded on a competitive
basis for projects that will have a signifi
cant impact on the nation, a metropoli
tan area, or a region. States, local govern
ments, and transit agencies are all eligible
to apply for this funding; however, no
state can receive more than $300 million.
Caltrans has indicated that it will work
with local governments or transit agen
cies to guarantee that the state maximizes
the amount of funding it receives from
this program.

> Finally, there are other discretionary grant
programs that could benefit the state.
These include $1.3 billion in discre
tionary grants for airport facilities and
equipment and $850 million for transit
projects. The federal government may
also spend a portion of the $1.3 billion
in California for Amtrak to make track,
equipment, and security improvements.

Maintenance of Effort and Reporting
Requirements. The federal act requires the Gov
ernor to certify by mid-March that California will

maintain its efforts with regard to state funding
for the types of transportation projects that use
federal economic stimulus dollars. If that level of
state funding is not maintained, California would
not be eligible to receive any federal highway
funds that are redistributed in August 2011. In
addition, ARRA requires a number of periodic
reports on the use of federal economic stimulus
funds for transportation.

Issues for Legislative Consideration

State Law Sets Process to Allocate Federal
Funds. Current state law sets up a process to
allocate federal funds available to the state for
highway purposes. Specifically, the California
Transportation Commission CTC, working with
Caltrans, determines the amount of funding to
set aside for highway rehabilitation and repair
projects in the State Highway Operation and
Protection Program SHOPP, and the remaining
amount that would be made available to regions
and Caltrans for highway expansion projects in
the State Transportation Improvement Program.
Current state law also specifies that highway
rehabilitation and safety improvements that is,
SHOPP projects have priority over highway ex
pansion projects. As of February 2009, Caltrans
indicated that it has about $1.5 billion in SHOPP
projects that could begin construction within
180 days. This means that the state could com
ply with the federal deadlines for these ARRA
funds, Thus, under current law, nearly all of the
state’s federal economic stimulus highway funds
$1.7 billion could be made available for SHOPP
projects. At the time this analysis was prepared,
CTC had not yet decided on the amount to use
for SHOPP. However, it has set a minimum target
or floor to provide at least $500 million for
these projects.
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Administration Proposes Different Alloca
tion of Funds. Instead of allocating the federal
stimulus funds using the process set up by cur
rent law, the administration is proposing legisla
tion to allocate the $2.6 billion in total state and
local ARRA funds in a different manner. Under
the administration’s proposal, about $1.6 billion
or 62.5 percent of the highway funds would go
to the regions to be used at their discretion, and
$964 million would be provided to the state for
SHOPP and other state projects. Thus, the pro
posal would result in less funding being available
for SHOPP projects compared to the amount that
would be available under current law. In fact,
Caltrans indicates that it would likely use about
half of the $964 million about $500 million for
SHOPP projects and the other half for Proposi
tion lB projects.

Use Federal Funds to Maximize Highway
Rehabilitation. As we have noted in past analy
ses, the limited availability of funding for highway
maintenance and rehabilitation means that there
is a significant volume of highway rehabilitation
work that cannot move forward on a timely basis.
See, for example, the Analysis of the 2008-09
Budget Bill, page A-30. While Proposition 1B,
passed by voters in 2006, provided a one-time
infusion of $500 million for SHOPP projects, this
has only made a relatively small reduction in the
overall backlog of highway repair work.

In our December 2008 report, Advancing
Transportation Projects to Stimulate the Econ
omy: An Alternative Approach, we found that
advancing highway repair projects would have
a number of benefits to the state. This approach
could:

>- Maximize Savings From Competitive
Construction Prices. Caltrans is cur
rently awarding construction contracts

for an average of 20 percent less than the
estimated cost of the project. While this
competitive environment would likely
result in lower construction prices for
any projects funded with federal stimulus
money, small- and mid-sized projects in
particular are likely better able to cap
ture cost savings because they typically
receive more bids than larger projects.

> Avoid the Cost of More Expensive
Future Repairs. Making needed highway
repairs now would result in cost sav
ings by avoiding higher future costs that
would occur if repairs were delayed.

- Benefit All Regions. Because SHOPP
projects are located throughout the state,
funding these projects would provide
transportation benefits and construction-
sector jobs in every region of the state.
In addition, ARRA requires the state to
give funding priority to projects located
in "economically distressed" areas as
defined in federal law. Funding SHOPP
projects throughout the state would help
the state meet this requirement.

In light of the benefits and the backlog
of needed repair work, we recommend that
the Legislature direct Caltrans and CTC to use
$1.5 billion out of the $1.7 billion the state
would receive under current law for SHOPP
projects that are ready for construction. Further
more, given the short deadlines on the use of the
federal funds, we recommend that the Legislature
provide this direction to CTC expeditiously. The
Legislature can do so through various means, in
cluding the adoption of legislation. If the Legisla
ture were to adopt the administration’s proposal
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to change the way these funds are allocated, we
recommend that the Legislature direct CTC to
dedicate the state’s entire share of funding about
$964 million for SHOPP projects.

Federal Funds Could Provide Cash Flow for
Proposition 18 Bond Projects. While we recom -

mend using the federal stimulus funds ultimately
for SHOPP projects, these same funds could
be used to provide interim financing for some
Proposition 1 B bond projects. The state has a
number of projects that have been scheduled to
go to construction by mid-2009 using Proposi
tion 1 B bond money. However, due to the state’s
recent inability to issue bonds, many of these
projects are delayed. In order to prevent further
delays to high-priority Proposition 1 B projects,
we recommend that the Legislature consider us
ing ARRA funds to provide cash-flow loans for
Proposition lB projects. This would be similar to
the state’s current process of providing short-term
loans for bond projects from the Pooled Money
Investment Account. Once the state is able to
issue Proposition 1 B bonds, these funds would
then be available for SHOPP projects. This ap
proach would allow the state to meet its com
mitment to high-priority Proposition 1 B projects,
while providing substantial funding for needed

HOUSING PROGRAMS
The ARRA provides approximately $13.5 bil

lion nationwide for various housing-related
programs, including funds for affordable housing
development, homelessness prevention, rental
assistance, and emergency assistance for the
redevelopment of abandoned and foreclosed
homes. Of this amount, about $10 billion will
be allocated to state and local housing agencies
based on funding formulas used to make the

highway repairs although at a later time than
if the federal funds were used immediately for
SHOPP projects.

Input Into High-Speed Rail Strategic Plan
Could Increase State’s Share of Funding. Before
the $8 billion in federal stimulus money would
be available for any high-speed rail systems, the
U.S. Secretary of Transportation must submit to
Congress by April 18 a strategic plan with guide
lines for the allocation of funds. California could
potentially increase its share of the high-speed
rail funding by providing input to that strategic
plan. There are two specific advantages that
the state may have over other proposed high-
speed rail systems in the country. First, the state’s
system calls for a train that can reach sustained
speeds of over 200 miles per hour, a faster speed
than many systems proposed in other states.
Therefore, California would benefit from a plan
that gives preference to higher-speed trains, Sec
ond, with the passage of Proposition 1A in 2008,
the state has substantial state funding to match
the federal funds that other proposed systems
may not be able to provide. The state could re
ceive more of the federal set-aside for high-speed
rail development if the ability to match funds is
given preference in the strategic plan.

2008 grant awards. The remaining $3.5 billion
will be competitively awarded.

Major Provisions
California to Get Between $1.1 Billion and

$1.3 Billion for Housing Programs. Preliminary
estimates of California’s share of the housing
monies range from about $1.1 billion to $1.3 bil
lion. The actual amount will largely depend
on how well California’s state and local govern-
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ments, and nonprofit entities fare in receiving
competitive grants. Of that amount, California
state housing agencies-namely the Depart
ment of Housing and Community Development
HCD and the Tax Credit Allocation Commit
tee TCAC-are expected to receive about
$400 million in formula-based grants, as well as
some unknown amount in competitive grants.
Some, if not all, of this funding could be allocat
ed to the state during the current state fiscal year.
However, given the timing, it is not likely that
the state would begin making awards for hous
ing and community development projects until
2009-10. In general, these funds will not provide
any state General Fund relief, since the affected
housing programs are supported almost entirely
by federal funds. The relatively small amount of
General Fund spending is needed to meet fed
eral match requirements.

Housing Money Must Be Spent Rapidly. The
ARRA places an emphasis on rapid distribution
of the housing stimulus funds. For example, in
the case of the Community Development Block
Grant program, the act requires state and local
recipients to give priority to projects that are
ready to go "shovel ready" within 120 days
from the date funds are made available to the
recipient. Depending on the program, grant
recipient agencies are required to spend between
50 percent and 75 percent of the funds within
two years, and all of the funds within three years.
Failure to meet these time frames could result in
reallocation of the funds to other states or local
governments.

Issues for Legislative Consideration

Providing Funds to Existing Programs Mini
mizes Implementation Issues. The act does not
create new affordable housing programs. This

should help to accelerate the process of get
ting the funds to providers. Based on our initial
review, it does not appear as though state leg
islation would be required to draw down the
federal funds. Under the act, most of the hous
ing money is to be allocated based on existing
funding formulas. It is likely that only minimal
administrative actions will be required to obtain
formula-based grants. At the time this analysis
was prepared, the U.S. Department of Housing
and Urban Development HUD was still devel
oping some of the details regarding the use of
these monies. The state, however, would need to
apply to HUD to receive any of the competitive
grants available under the federal Neighborhood
Stabilization Program. This program, with total
national funding of $2 billion, provides grants for
emergency assistance to redevelop abandoned
and foreclosed homes.

Tax Credit Allocation Agency May Not Be
Best Suited to Administer Loans. The federal
Low-Income Housing Tax Credit Program of
fers tax credits to investors as a means to attract
private capital into new construction, acquisition,
and rehabilitation of affordable rental housing.
In California, TCAC administers the program.
Because of the downturn in the housing market
and the overall economy, the value of tax credits
to investors has declined, making it difficult for
affordable housing project sponsors to raise the
capital required to finance housing projects.

In recognition of this problem, ARRA pro
vides one-time, formula-based grants to state
housing tax credit agencies to make up for the
lost value of the tax credits. California is estithat
ed to receive about $325 million. Under the act,
the tax credit agencies will use the grant funding
to make loans on a competitive basis to afford
able housing projects previously and newly ap
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proved to receive tax credits. In addition to these
- formula-based grants, the act also authorizes a
state housing tax credit agency to exchange up
to 40 percent of its 2009 federal tax credit al
location for a cash grant. This would provide up
to an additional approximately $300 million for
loans to affordable housing projects.

The TCAC historically has not administered
loan programs. Traditionally, HCD and the Cali
fornia Housing Finance Agency CaIHFA have
administered such programs. It is unlikely that
TCAC has sufficient staff and internal program
expertise to administer the funds and comply
with related federal requirements, particularly
given the short time frames for allocation of

the funds. Moreover, since the funds are being
provided on a one-time basis, we do not think
it would be prudent to establish within TCAC
the resources to administer the program. For this
reason, we think it would be more efficient and
effective to have the grant program administered
by either HCD or CaIHFA. Both of these agen
cies have experience making competitive project
awards, and more staff resources and expertise
than TCAC to handle the anticipated high vol
ume of applications. Accordingly, we recom
mend that the Legislature direct TCAC to contract
with either HCD or CaIHFA for administration of
the tax credit supplement funds.

RESOURCES AND ENVRONMENTAL PROTECTON
The ARRA includes several resources and

environmental protection-related provisions that
will have a fiscal impact on California. All of
these additional federal funds supplement spend
ing on resources and environmental protection-
related programs and do not benefit the state’s
General Fund. We will discuss these provisions
in the following four broad categories.

> Funds that flow directly to the state.

- Competitive or discretionary grants.

>- Funds that will be spent directly by
federal agencies on federal projects and
programs in the state or administered
directly by federal agencies to individual
grantees in the state.

> Industry-specific tax credits and other
financial incentives.

Figure 14 summarizes the federal funding
provided in ARRA in the resources and environ-

mental protection areas under each of these four
categories.

Funds Flowing to the State by Formula

Clean Water State Revolving Fund SRF-
State Water Resources Control Board SWRCB.
The ARRA includes about $283 million provided
directly to the state in grant and loan funding
including for loan forgiveness and "negative
interest rate" loans for wastewater infrastructure,
through the existing Clean Water SRE Negative-
interest rate loans have a zero interest rate and
some degree of forgiveness of the loan principal,
effectively making the interest rate negative. The
funds will all be made available in FFY 2008-09.
The SWRCB administers the program on behalf
of the state in cooperation with the U.S. Environ
mental Protection Agency U.S. EPA.

The ARRA changes the state’s existing pro
gram in two ways. First, the current state match
ing fund requirement is waived as a condition of
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receiving the federal economic stimulus mon- includes three forms of financial assistance-
ies. Second, the federal authorization expressly grants, loan forgiveness, and negative-interest

Figure 14

Stimulus Funding for California Resources and
Environmental Protection Programs
In Millions

Funding Flowing Directly to State, by Formula
Clean Water State Revolving Fund $283 Existing program, largely for wastewater treatment upgrades.
State Energy Programs 239 Focus on energy efficiency and renewable energy programs.
Energy Efficiency and Conservation 56a Block grants to be used to reduce total energy usage, improve overall energy

__________

efficiency, and reduce fossil fuel emissions.
Subtotal $578

Competitive or Discretionary Grants
Leaking Underground Storage Tank $17 Financial assistance for cleanup of leaking tanks.
Diesel Emission Reduction 2b On- and off-road diesel emission projects; $210 million nationwide.
Wildland fire management _b Hazardous fuels reduction, forest health, and ecosystem improvements on state

and private lands; $250 million allocated nationally.
Brownfields remediation b $100 million nationwide.
Defense environmental cleanup _b $5.1 billion nationwide for environmental cleanup at former military installations.
Wireless and broadband access _b $4.4 billion nationwide for broadband deployment in unserved and underserved

areas.
Subtotal $19

Funding Spent Directly by Federal Agencie&
Smart Electricity Grid .b $4.5 million nationwide in competitive grants for electricity transmission

infrastructure modemization.
Non-defense environmental cleanup _b $436 million to Department of Energy for environmental cleanup at non-defense

federal sites nationwide.
Army Corps-Flood control __b $4.8 billion for construction and operations of various civil works projects

nationwide such projects are mainly for flood control in Califomia.
Department of Interior-Water programs __b $1 billion for federal water-related programs nationwide, which potentially

includes federal Central Valley and Colorado River Projects in Califomia.
Hazardous Substance Superfund b $600 million for cleanup at abandoned hazardous waste sites nationwide under

the federal Superfund program.
Federal land and resource management _b At least $1.7 billion for federal land and resource management activities

nationwide.
Subtotal

Tax/Financial Incentives in Energy Area
Various tax incentives _b For energy efficiency and renewable energy, including personal income tax,

investment, and production tax credits.
Renewable energy tax credit bonds and loan ...b

guarantees
Subtotal -1
Total Funding

a In addition, the state is potentialty eligible for an unknown patton of $400 milton of cornpetifve grants to be allocated nationwide.
b Total benetil to california unknown at this tme.

Includes funding administered directly by federal agencies to individual grantees.
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rate loans-that are expressly prohibited under
state aw for the Clean Water SRF program. We
recommend urgency legislation to authorize the
board to include these categories of financial as
sistance under the state’s program so as to maxi
mize the federal funding allocated to the state.

State Energy Programs- Energy Commis
sion. The ARRA includes $3.1 billion for State
Energy Programs under the existing Energy Policy
and Conservation Act, of which $239 million
will come to California. The ARRA directs states
to focus on funding energy efficiency programs
such as energy efficient retrofits of buildings and
industrial facilities and renewable energy
programs, and in particular to expand those
programs already approved by the state. States
are also directed to prioritize joint projects
between states. All funds must be obligated by
September 30, 2010.

To access these funds, the Governor must
provide various assurances to the U.S. Secretary
of Energy. These include assurances that 1 the
use of the funds will be prioritized to the two
program areas referenced above, 2 the state will
adopt a policy that ensures that utilities’ financial
incentives are aligned with helping their custom
ers use energy more efficiently, and 3 the state
will have a plan for exceeding the international
energy code for residential buildings within eight
years of enactment of the ARRA.

Energy Efficiency and Conservation Block
Grants-Energy Commission. The ARRA in
cludes $2.8 billion for Energy Efficiency and
Conservation Block Grants EECBG, of which
$784 million is to be allocated nationwide

directly to the states. The majority of the remain
der will be allocated to local jurisdictions, with a
small amount for tribes and other entities. Of the
allocation to the states, California will receive a

total of $56 million, with $22 million available for
state use and $34 million to be passed through to
small cities. An additional $400 million is avail
able nationally in the form of competitive grants,
although there is currently no information avail
able on how these grants are to be awarded.

The purpose of the EECBG program is for
the grant recipients to reduce total energy usage,
improve overall energy efficiency, and reduce
fossil fuel emissions. The EECBG is a program
that, while authorized in the Energy Indepen
dence and Security Act of 2007 has not been
funded prior to the ARRA. Statutory changes will
be required in order for the Energy Commission
to be able to spend the funds within the schedule
that the federal government has set. The funds
have to be obligated by September 30, 2010.

Competitive or Discretionary Grants

Leaking Underground Storage Tank Fund
Program. The ARRA appropriates $200 million
nationally to the US. EPA for the Leaking Un
derground Storage Tank Fund Program. The state
is expected to receive between $15 million and
$17 million in the first year of funding and may
be eligible to receive an additional $5 million in
the second year should other states be unable to
fully utilize their grants. It is likely that the state
will require minor legislative changes to allow
federal funds to be deposited specifically into the
Underground Storage Tank Petroleum Contami
nation Orphan Site Cleanup Fund in addition to
other funds annually made available in the state
budget. The state matching requirements for this
program are waived for the ARRA funds.

Diesel Emission Reduction. The ARRA ap
propriates $300 million to U.S. EPA for grants
and loans awarded nationally for on- and off
road diesel emission reduction projects, includ
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ing for diesel engine retrofit and replacement.
Of this total, $90 million is allocated directly to
states of which the Air Resources Board EARBJ
expects the state to receive at least $1.8 million.
The remaining balance-$210 million-is to be
awarded directly by U.S. EPA as competitive
grants. As U.S. EPA’s grant guidelines have yet to
be developed, it is not known what amount of
grant funds that the state could potentially access
directly. Therefore, it is unknown whether the
state could use these funds, for example, to offset
state agency costs proposed by the Governor
to be funded from the General Fund and special
funds to comply with ARB’s recently enacted
diesel regulations. We think that this latter op
portunity should be considered once the federal
grant guidelines have been finalized.

Wildiand Fire Management. The ARRA ap
propriates $250 million to the U.S. Forest Service
for state and private forestry activities, including
hazardous fuels reduction, forest health, and
ecosystem improvement activities on state and
private lands. While the U.S. Forest Service has
yet to determine how this funding will be de
livered to the state, it is likely that a significant
portion of the funding coming to the state would
be administered by the California Department of
Forestry and Fire Protection. The department has
already submitted a $176 million list of potential
projects to the U.S. Forest Service. The ARRA
prohibits a state from having a cost-share require
ment if funds are passed through to other enti
ties. Since state law currently has such a require
ment, a statutory change would be needed to
allow such pass-throughs.

Brownfields Remediation. The ARRA ap
propriates $100 million nationally for projects
to be awarded by competitive grants under the
Comprehensive Environmental Response, Com

pensation, and Liability Act. There is no cost-
share requirement in order to receive the money.
While there is no allocation specific to California,
projects in California may be eligible for grant
funds. The Department of Toxic Substances
Control DTSC would be the state’s applicant
agency.

Department of Defense Environmental
Cleanup. The ARRA appropriates $5.1 billion
to the Department of Defense for environmen
tal cleanup activities. There are several former
military installations in California that could be
eligible for these funds. The DTSC administers
the cleanup of some of these sites with federal
reimbursement through the state budget.

Wireless and Broadband Access. The ARRA
appropriates $4.4 billion to the National Tele
communications and Information Administration
under the Department of Commerce for com
petitive grants awarded nationally to increase the
deployment of broadband services in "unserved
and underserved areas." While there is a 20 per
cent state matching requirement which can be
waived, the ARRA gives priority to states with a
source of matching funds. California has recently
enacted legislation that could provide a source
for these matching funds-Chapter 393, Statutes
of 2008 SB 1193, Padilla. Chapter 393 created
the ratepayer-supported California Advanced Ser
vices Fund under the California Public Utilities
Commission CPUC to help promote the deploy
ment of broadband infrastructure in unserved
and underserved areas. As the amount of the
allocation of the ARRA competitive grants to
California is unknown, is it uncertain whether the
current level of revenues supporting the Califor
nia Advanced Services Fund would allow the
state to leverage the maximum amount of federal
funding potentially allocated to the state.
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In order to access these grant funds, the
ARRA requires that there be a single central
ized entity from within a state that applies for all
of the grant funds on behalf of all eligible grant
recipients in a state which would include, for
example, cable providers, wireless carriers, and
community-based organizations. The ARRA
does not specify who the state representative
should be, nor does it require that this entity be
a state agency. Since the Legislature has made
broadband access a funding priority, we recom
mend that the Legislature enact legislation des
ignating the CPUC as the state entity to access
these funds. This would improve the Legislature’s
oversight of the state’s access to and use of these
funds to ensure that the state is maximizing fund
ing for which it is eligible and that the expen
diture of the funds is consistent with legislative
priorities.

In addition to the new broadband deploy
ment grant program discussed here, the ARRA
also provides $2.5 billion to the Rural Utilities
Service under the U.S. Department of Agriculture
for an existing program awarding competitive
loans, grants, and loan guarantees for broadband
infrastructure projects that primarily serve rural
areas. It is expected that these funds would flow
directly to the rural telecommunications carriers.

Funds Spent Directly by
Federal Agencies

Department of Energy DOE-Smart Elec
tricity Grid Investment Program. The ARRA ap
propriates $4.5 billion to DOE for the Smart Grid
Investment Program. This funding-likely to be
administered by a competitive grant process-is
for electricity transmission infrastructure invest
ments that make the transmission grid "smarter"
by improving the flow of information from both

the energy generator and the energy user so that
better choices can be made about how energy
is produced, delivered, and consumed, In par
ticular, these investments are seen as necessary
to move renewable energy resources onto the
grid cost-effectively. What portion of this funding
the state might be eligible for is uncertain. The
CPUC assumes that the funding would not flow
through the state, but would flow directly to the
applicants-entities making capital investments
for some part of the electric transmission grid,
such as utilities that own transmission and/or
distribution systems.

DOE-Non-Defense Environmental Clean
up. The ARRA appropriates $438 million to DOE
for environmental cleanup of nonmilitary sites.
Previous appropriations for this fund have been
used for the cleanup of civilian energy research
sites. The allocation of these funds has yet to be
determined.

Army Corps of Engineers-Flood Control.
The ARRA appropriates $4.6 billion to the Army
Corps of Engineers for investigations, construc
tion, and operations and maintenance of vari
ous civil works projects which, in California,
are mostly for flood control. While there are no
direct appropriations to the state, the Corps is
a partner with the state on federally authorized
flood control projects for which costs are shared
among federal, state, and local governments.
These include projects in the State Plan of Flood
Control, modifications to Folsom Dam, and other
projects in Central and Southern California.
In some cases, the state Department of Water
Resources DWR has "fronted" the federal share
of funding, mainly through bonds Proposi
tion 1E, in order to expedite the projects. These
latter cost-sharing agreements were made with
the expectation that when federal funds became
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available, the federal government would in some
way compensate the state for the funds it fronted,
such as by providing matching funds for ongoing
flood control projects. We recommend that the
Legislature and DWR urge the federal govern
ment to provide such compensation to the state.

U.S. Department of the Interior-Water
Programs. The ARRA allocates about $1 billion
to water-related programs under the Depart
ment of the Interior, which includes the Bureau
of Reclamation. Included in this amount is up to
$50 million that may be transferred for programs
and activities under the California Bay-Delta
Restoration Act. Additional funding is appropri
ated for canal inspections, development of rural
water treatment facilities, water reclamation and
reuse projects, and for other construction and
maintenance projects. Traditionally, a majority
of funding for the Bureau of Reclamation, which
only operates in western states, has been allo
cated to California-related projects, including the
federal Central Valley Project and the Colorado
River Project.

U.S. EPA-Hazardous Substance Superfund
Program. The ARRA appropriates $600 million
for the federal Superfund program administered
by U.S. EPA that cleans up abandoned hazard
ous waste sites. There are a number of existing
federal Superfund sites in California receiving
funding for cleanup from the federal Superfund.
Additional funds may therefore come to Califor
nia for the cleanup of these sites.

Miscellaneous Funding for Federal Land and
Resource Management. In addition to the above,
the ARRA includes funding for the land and
resource management activities of a number of
federal resources agencies, potentially for activi
ties in the state. This funding, to be spent nation
ally, includes $320 million for construction and

land management activities on Bureau of Land
Management lands, $280 million for construc
tion and resource management activities of the
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, $750 million for
construction and deferred maintenance activities
in the National Park Service, and $900 million to
the U.S. Forest Service for capital improvements
and maintenance projects $650 million and for
wildland fire management on federal forest lands
$250 million.

Energy-Related Tax and
Financial Incentives

The ARRA extends and expands the scope
of a number of energy efficiency and renewable
energy tax incentives. For example, the personal
income tax provisions extend a tax credit for
energy efficiency upgrades to existing homes to
2009 and 2010, also increasing the cap on these
incentives from $500 to $1,500. The bulk of the
tax incentives pertain to the development of re
newable energy. For example, project developers
of a broader group of renewable energy sources
are now eligible for the 30 percent federal invest
ment tax credit. The production tax credit for
renewable energy facilities has been extended to
the end of 2012 or 2013, depending on the type
of facility. Renewable energy facilities may also
now apply to the Department of the Treasury for
grant funding in lieu of the investment/produc
tion tax credits.

The ARRA also includes provisions providing
renewable energy-related loan guarantees and
tax credit bonds. Specifically, the ARRA pro
vides $6 billion nationwide for a loan guarantee
program to be administered by DOE for renew-
able energy power generation and transmission
projects. The ARRA also authorizes an additional
$1.6 billion nationwide of new clean renewable
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energy tax credit bonds, up to one-third of which
is to be made available for qualifying projects
of state, local, and tribal governments. Finally,
the ARRA authorizes an additional $2.4 billion
nationwide of qualified energy conservation tax

credit bonds to finance state, local, and tribal
programs designed to reduce greenhouse gas
emissions. Legislation may be required to facili
tate the state’s issuance of these bonds.

CRMNAL JUSTKE AND OTHER PROGRAMS
The federal economic stimulus package also

provides additional funds for a variety of criminal
justice programs and other programs run by the
state. Below, we describe the likely increases
in federal funds to the state from ARRA. These
increases in federal funds generally would not
result in an offset of General Fund expenditures.

Additional Funding for Public Safety Grants.
Under the Edward Byrne Memorial justice As
sistance grant, Violence Against Women Act,
and Victims of Crime Act, the federal govern
ment provides grant funds to help support local
public safety programs. In California, these grant
funds are administered by the California Emer
gency Management Agency, which receives the
hinds from the federal government and distrib
utes them to eligible sub-grantees. The federal
economic stimulus package includes a one-time
increase of about $250 million nationwide in
federal funds for these three programs. As part of
the conditions for acceptance of federal funds,
the state must agree not to supplant existing state
funding with any federal funds.

Increased Funding for Crime Vktims Com
pensation. Under the Victims of Crime Act, the
federal government provides grant funds to help
support state victim compensation and assistance
programs. In California, these funds partially sup
port the Victim Compensation Program VCP,
which is operated by the Victim Compensation
and Government Claims Board and helps pay
for certain unreimbursed expenses incurred by

victims of crime and their families. The state’s
Restitution Fund-fines and penalties collected
from criminal offenders-is the primary source of
funding for the program. The federal economic
stimulus package includes a one-time increase
of about $8 million in federal funds for VCP in
California.

Competitive Grants Provide Funds to Hire
Additional Sworn Officers. Currently, the federal
Community-Oriented Policing Services COPS
office distributes funding through a wide range of
programs to assist law enforcement agencies. In
the past, many local law enforcement agencies,
as well as some state-level agencies, in California
have received federal grants from various COPS
programs. The federal economic stimulus pack
age includes $1 billion for a new COPS Hiring
Recovery Program CHRP to provide competi
tive grants for law enforcement agencies to hire
additional full-time sworn officers. The CHRP
grants are intended to support the full cost of
additional officers for three years, based upon
approved entry-level salaries and benefits. Al
though there is no funding match requirement,
grant recipients must retain all of the additional
positions awarded under the grant with state or
local funds after the three-year period. Grant
applications are scheduled to be available at the
end of March. The Legislature should direct the
various state-level law enforcement agencies
such as the California Highway Patrol to report
at budget hearings regarding their intention to
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apply for CHRP grant funding and the longer-run
fiscal impact on the state once federal funding
expires.

Potential Additional Patrols at Southern Cal
ifornia Border. The federal economic stimulus
package provides $30 million nationally to local
law enforcement for patrolling the United States-
Mexico border. This new program targets south
west border states and designated high-intensity
drug trafficking areas. An additional $10 million
is available to support efforts to stem firearms
trafficking through Project Gunrunner-a coop
erative program between the United States and
Mexico. California may benefit from a portion of
these funds.

California National Guard to Receive Fund
ing for Building Construction and Renovation. A
total of $26.5 million is expected to be provided
to the California National Guard for various de

The ARRA contains a variety of tax provi
sions that are designed to provide a boost to the
economy. Nationally, the act provides $237 bil
lion in federal tax relief, mainly over the next
three years. We estimate that Californians would
receive between $30 billion and $35 billion of
this relief. Figure 15 see next page displays the
major elements of the tax package and their
estimated cost over the next ten years. Two
provisions-the "making work pay" credit and
alternative minimum tax provision-comprise
two-thirds of the total relief provided. Figure 15
also shows that the federal economic stimulus
legislation contains $53 billion nationwide in
other types of tax provisions that affect a vari
ety of program areas. For instance, it includes

ferred maintenance construction and renovation
projects. While the list of eligible projects is still
being developed by the federal government, it is
possible that some of the federal funds provided
to the California National Guard may help the
state avoid future General Fund costs for the
same purposes.

Transit and Port Security Projects to
Receive Federal Grants. The ARRA makes avail
able nationally $150 million for public trans
portation and railroad security assistance and
$150 million for port security grants. The stated
preference is for projects that can be started and
completed quickly. It is unclear what amount, if
any, the state would receive because the grants
are competitive. Moreover, it is uncertain what
the state’s need would be for these funds given
recent expenditures of Proposition 1 B bond
funds for security projects.

$18 billion in tax subsidies for a variety of fiscal
incentives to encourage "green" energy produc
tion and conservation. Some of the tax provi
sions listed in Figure 15 are discussed in their
respective program areas earlier in this report.

Major Personal Income Tax Changes

Below, we review selected personal income
tax changes that are part of the stimulus legisla
tion. Estimates are available on the national im
pact of the personal income tax provisions from
the federal Joint Committee on Taxation JCT. In
some cases, additional data on state-level effects
of existing provisions that are modified by the
stimulus bill are available. As a result, we can
make rough estimates of the amount of the fed-

TAX CHANGES IN THE FEDERAL ECONOMJC
STIMULUS PACKAGE
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eral benefits that would be coming to California New Making Work Pay Tax Credit This
from several of these provisions, new tax credit is equal to 6.2 percent of earned

Figure 15

Tax Relief Provisions Included in the 2009 Federal Stimulus Legislation
In Billions

Personal Income Tax
"Making work pay" credit Creates a new credit of up to $800 in 2009 and 2010 based on $116.2

annual income.
Alternative minimum tax AMI Raises income levels subject to the AMT in 2009. 69.8
threshold

Child tax credit Reduces the annual wage threshold for eligibility in 2009 and 14,8
2010 from $12,600 to $3,000.

Education tax credit Expands the existing "Hope" credit for higher education costs in 13.9
2009 and 2010.

New homeowner tax credit Converts an existing incentive into a refundable credit for first- 6.6
time homebuyers who purchase a home in 2009.

Taxation of unemployment Exempts up to $2,400 in benefits received in 2009. 4.7
benefits

Earned income tax credit Increases benefits and raises the income threshold for eligibility 4.7
in 2009 and 2010.

Energy improvement tax credit Increases tax benefits in 2009 and 2010 from increasing the 2.0
energy efficiency of existing homes.

Automobile sale tax deduction Creates a new deduction of sales taxes paid on the purchase of 1.7
a new car over the next 12 months.

Subtotal, Personal Income Tax $234.4

Other Tax Provisions
Renewable energy incentives Extends or increases a variety of tax subsidies for ‘green" energy $18.0

production and conservation.
School construction bonds Increases federal subsidies for school construction and repair 10.9

projects.
Recovery Zone Bonds Authorizes $25 billion in federally subsidized bonds for projects 5.4

that encourage growth in depressed areas.
Extension of bonus depreciation Allows rapid depreciation of equipment purchases in 2009. 5.1
Build America Bonds Establishes a new type of federally subsidized bond that would 4.3

be available to state and local governments.
Deferral of income on the Permits companies to repurchase their own debt in 2009 and 2010 1.6
repurchase of debt and defer taxes on any reduction in the value of that debt.

Other 7.2
Subtotal, Other Tax Provisions $52.5

Total $286.9

a Expected costs over the period from 2009 to 2019, as estimated by the federal Joint committee on Taxation.
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income in tax years 2009 and 2010, up to a
maximum of $400 for an individual or $800 for
a married couple that files a joint return. The
required annual earnings to reach the maximum
$400 credit is just $6,451, so most workers will
qualify for the maximum credit. The federal
law also phases out the credit for high-income
earners. Specifically, the credit is reduced for
individuals who earn more than $75,000 and
eliminated entirely for individuals earning above
$95,000. For married couples, the credit phases
out between $150,000 and $190,000. The JCT
estimates the national cost of this provision at
$116.2 billion. The state has about 11 percent
of the nation’s total employment, so the income
gain to state taxpayers should be roughly 11 per
cent of $116.2 billion, or $12.8 billion.

Increase in Existing Earned Income Tax
Credit EITC. The existing federal EITC provides
taxpayers with a credit for up to 40 percent of
earnings up to a maximum credit of $5,028 for
a household with two or more dependents.
The amount that couples can claim under the
EITC peaks at an income of $19,540 and gradu
ally phases out up to an income of $43,415.
The stimulus bill makes several changes for
tax years 2009 and 2010. For households with
three or more dependents, the credit percent
age increases from 40 percent to 45 percent of
earnings and the maximum credit increases to
$5,657. In addition, for couples with dependents
the credit amount will peak at $21,420 of income
and phase out up to $45,295. The estimated
national ten-year cost of this change is $4.7 bil
lion. According to the Internal Revenue Service
IRS, 10.6 percent of all EITC payments went
to California. Therefore, the state impact of the
new provision over that period would be about
$500 million.

Increase in Child Tax Credit Refundability.
Current federal law provides a tax credit of up to
$1,000 per child. This credit is partially refund
able. Refundable credits allow taxpayers to claim
the difference between the credit and tax liability
as a tax refund if the credit exceeds the amount
owed by the taxpayer. For nonrefundable credits,
if the amount of the credit exceeds liability, the
taxpayer can only claim the amount of credit
needed to eliminate a tax payment. The child
tax credit allowed taxpayers to claim a refund
able credit equal to 15 percent of earned income
above $12,550. The stimulus legislation reduces
the threshold for claiming a refund to $3,000 for
tax years 2009 and 2010. This change would
have two effects. First, it would increase the
number of low-income households that would
be able to claim a partial refund of the credit. In
addition, the change would increase the amount
of the credit that would be refundable for house
holds with an income over $12,550.

The estimated national ten-year cost is
$14.8 billion. According to the IRS, 11.1 percent
of all child tax credit payments went to Cali
fornia. As a result, Californians would receive
roughly $1.6 billion in tax relief from this provi
sion.

Expansion of the Hope Education Tax
Credit. As discussed in the "Education" section
of this report, the federal government signifi
cantly expanded the Hope Education tax credit.
The estimated national cost is $13.9 billion over
ten years. Data on California’s share of these tax
benefits are not available. Because the state’s
community college fees are about 75 percent
below the national average, however, California
is likely to receive a smaller share of these funds
than its 11 percent share of the other tax credits.
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Extension of Credit for First-Time Home-
buyers. The current credit for first-time home-
buyers is equal to 10 percent of the purchase
price up to a maximum of $Z500. This credit,
however, was scheduled to expire on June 30,
2009. The stimulus bill extends the credit to
November 30, 2009, and increases the maxi
mum credit amount to $8,000. The estimated
national cost is $6.6 billion over ten years. No
data are available on the estimated state impact.
If the state received 11 percent of these funds, it

would reduce Californians’ federal tax liabilities
by about $700 million.

Sales Tax Deduction for New Car Pur
chases. Under the stimulus bill, taxpayers will
be allowed to deduct the sales tax on new car
purchases from taxable income until February
2010, and will be able to take the deduction
even if they take the standard deduction instead
of itemizing. The limit on the cost of the ve
hicle is $49,500 and the limits on the taxpayer’s
income are $135,000 for a single taxpayer or
$260,000 for a couple. The estimated national
cost is $1.7 billion. Past sales data show Cali
fornia accounting for about 12 percent of new
car sales nationally. California’s share of this
credit likely would tend to be higher because its
average sales tax rate is high compared to other
states, but lower, because the economic down
turn is adversely affecting California more than
other states.

LAO Publications

_______________________

Issues for Legislative Consideration
State Conformity Issues. Most of these new

federal tax provisions are administered through
the federal tax system and do not require state
actions. In addition, according to the Franchise
Tax Board, the changes to federal tax law will
not automatically alter the state’s tax laws-and,
thus, the new provisions will not reduce state tax
collections. Because of the state’s fiscal situation,
we do not recommend that the state conform
its tax policies to any of the federal personal or
corporate income tax reductions included in the
stimulus act.

Bond Program Administration. Some of
the bond-related tax credits in the stimulus bill
may need to be administered by the state. At
the present time, it is not clear whether federal
or state agencies will administer these programs
and allocation processes. If the federal govern
ment decides to give states this responsibility, the
Legislature may need to choose a state agency
to administer the funds. For example, the State
Treasurer administers several existing bond and
tax credit allocation programs, however, other
state agencies also are involved. The Legislature
also may need to determine how best to use the
federal subsidies available for bonds to supple
ment existing state programs.

This report was coordinated by Forra Bracht, with input from all secfions in the office.

The Legislative Analyst’s Office LAO is a nonpartisan office which provides fiscal and policy information and
advice to the legislature.

To request publications call 916 445-4656. This report and others, as well as an E-mail subscription service,
are available on the LAO’s Internet site at www.Iao.ca.gov. The LAO is located at 925 L Street, Suite 1000,
Sacramento, CA 95814.
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Maria Day

___________________________

From: Tony Boren
Sent: Thursday, March 12, 2009 4:20 PM
To: Maria Day
Subject: Legal Opinion on Formation of Fresno COG JPA to Enact RTMF

March 12, 2009

To: City Managers/County CAO

From: Tony Boren, Executive Director
Council of Fresno County Governments

SUBJECT: Legal Opinion on Formation of Fresno COG JPA to Enact RTMF

Attached you will find the legal opinion of Fresno COG’s legal counsel, Janelle Kelley, on the COG’s authority to
enact and impose the Regional Transportation Mitigation Fee. In summation, the legal opinion is that the cities
and the County cannot validly delegate their police power to enact the RTMF to Fresno COG, absent special
legislation. This item will be discussed in greater detail at tomorrow’s PAC meeting. I just wanted to give
everyone the chance to review the legal opinion prior to discussion at PAC. Please feel free to call me at 233-
4148 if you wish to discuss.
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Tony Boren, Executive Director
Fresno County Council of Governments Board
2035 Tulare Street, Suite 201
Fresno, CA 93721

Re: COG’s Authority to Enact and Impose RTMF

Dear Tony:

This Office has been asked to opine on whether the Fresno County Council of
Governments FCCOG is authorized to enact the Regional Transportation Mitigation
Fee RTMF in all 15 cities and the unincorporated areas of the County of Fresno.

Summary Answer

In summary, we do not believe that FCCOG is authorized to enact the RTMF. Nor do
we believe that the Cities and the County can authorize the FCCOG to enact the RTMF
through a joint powers agreement. If the parties wished to pursue the idea of FCCOG
enacting the RTMF, we recommend FCCOG seek special legislation authorizing the
FCCOG to enact the RTMF.

The Facts

The Measure C Expenditure Plan provides that approximately 30% of Measure C
proceeds will be used to improve freeway interchanges, add additional lanes, increase
safety and improve major commute corridors to provide for the movement of goods,
services and people throughout the County of Fresno. In addition to the Measure C
funds committed to these Regional Transportation Projects, the Measure C Expenditure
Plan provides for new growth and development within the County and each of the Cities
to contribute to these regional transportation projects through the payment of a RTMF.
The RTMF shall cover the 20-year period of Measure C.

The Measure C Expenditure Plan requires all 15 Cities and the County to enact the
RTMF. Although the Expenditure Plan required that the local agencies enact the RTMF
no later than January 1, 2009, we understand that date has been pushed back to July 1,

2220 Tulare Street Suite 500, Fresno, california 93721-2128 * Telephone 559 488-3479/ Fax 559 488-1900
Equal Employment Opportunity * Affirmative Action * Disabled Employer

March 6, 2009

KEVIN B. BRIGOS
Interim County counsel
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2009. The Expenditure Plan goes on to state that if any City or the County should
choose not to implement the RTMF, then that agency shall forfeit annually from the
Local Transportation Program Street Maintenance Allocation an amount equal to the
amount of the RTMF that would otherwise have been paid for development projects
within that jurisdiction during the year.

In accordance with the Expenditure Plan, the FCCOG hired a consultant to perform the
fee study. That consultant has completed the fee study and has provided a model
RTMF ordinance for the Cities and the County to enact.

We understand that the City of Fresno has proposed that a joint powers agency, in
particular the FCCOG, enact the RTMF instead of the Cities and the County. Beyond
that, we have been provided no other details of how the RTMF would be enacted or
imposed by FCCOG. We have been asked to opine whether the FCCOG has the
authority to enact the RTMF.

Development Mitigation Fees.

The RTMF is a development fee that would be imposed on new development to mitigate
the impacts such new development would have on regional transportation projects as a
result of the increased traffic associated with the new development. The authority to
adopt development fees comes either from specific statutes e.g., school district’s
authority to impose development fees comes from Govt. Code section 53080 or from
an entity’s police powers. We have found no statute that authorizes the FCCOG to
impose the RTMF or any other development fee. Nor does the FCCOG possess police
powers such that it could impose the RTMF fees on development projects.

There is no statute that authorizes the Cities and the County to enact the RTMF. The
Cities and the County have authority to impose a development fee such as the RTMF
as an exercise of their local police powers granted to them by the California
Constitution. See Art. Xl, section 7 of the California Constitution; California Bldg. Ind.
Assn. v. Governing Bd. 1988 206 Cal.App,3d 212, 234. However, they may not
surrender or impair their right to exercise their police powers either by ordinance or
contract. Alameda County Land Use Assn. v. City of Havrd 1995 38 Cal.App.4th
1716, 1725. In the Alameda County case the cities of Hayward and Pleasanton, along
with the County of Alameda, entered into a contract concerning approximately 13,000
acres of open pasture space that was located in both cities and the unincorporated area
of the county. The contract stated that the two cities and the county would use their
best efforts to adopt into their respective general plans certain specified goals and
policies concerning the 13,000 acres of land. The contract further stated that once the
local agencies incorporated these goals and policies into their general plans the local
agencies could not amend these goals and policies without parallel amendments being
adopted by the other local agencies. The appellate court found this latter provision to



Members of the Fresno County Council of Governments
March 6, 2009
Page 3

be a surrender by each local agency of its right to exercise its police power in the future,
namely to amend its general plan.

Here, it is proposed that, instead of each City and the County determining whether to
enact the RTMF in their individual jurisdictions, the authority to make such
determination be delegated to the FCCOG. We believe that such a delegation would be
an invalid delegation by the Cities and the County of their right to exercise their police
powers and, therefore, such delegation would be invalid and unenforceable as contrary
to public policy. Avco Community Developers, Inc. v. South Coast Reelona? Comrnn.
197617 Cal.3d 785, 800.

We do not believe that the Joint Exercise of Powers Act provides an exception to the
prohibition against local agencies contracting away their police powers. The Joint
Exercise of Powers Act Govt. Code sections 6500-6599 provides that two or more
public agencies may enter into an agreement to jointly exercise power common to all
contracting agencies. Govt. Code section 6502. The agency specified in such
agreement to administer or execute the agreement may be one or more of the parties to
the agreement or a commission or board constituted pursuant to the agreement.
Section 6506. The administering commission or board is a public entity separate from
the parties to the agreement and shall possess the common power specified in the
agreement and may exercise it in the manner provided in the agreement. Section
6508.

However, the Joint Exercise of Powers Act does not grant new power. It merely sets up
a new procedure for the exercise of existing powers. City of Oakland v. Williams
194015 Cal .2d 542, 599. Based thereon, we do not believe that the Joint Exercise of
Powers Act grants the Cities and County the authority to delegate its police powers to
enact a development fee when it is well estØblished that police powers cannot be
delegated or contracted away. See e.g. Alameda County Land Use Assn., supra.

We have found no reported cases that address whether delegation of police powers to a
joint powers agency via a joint powers agreement is an invalid delegation of police
powers. There is one Attorney General Opinion that has some language related to a
joint powers agency imposing a development impact fee. In that opinion, the Attorney
General addresses two issues: 1 May a joint powers agency be established by a city
and a nonprofit public benefit corporation created by the city?; and 2 May a joint
powers agency established by a city and another local agency impose development
impact fees on the development of property in a geographic area that is not within the
boundaries of any of the contracting parties? In response to question 2, the Attorney
General opined that such development impact fees could not be collected on
development outside the boundaries of the contracting parties. One could argue that
the Attorney General, in reaching its opinion, must have first determined that the



Members of the Fresno County Council of Governments
March 6, 2009
Page 4

contracting parties had the authority to contract away their right to impose development
fees. Unfortunately, that is not the case. The Attorney General stated: "Here, we may
assume that each of the contracting parties is authorized to impose development impact
fees under its own empowering law." The Attorney General provides no facts or
analysis to support such a statement. We have no facts to indicate whether the
contracting parties’ authority to impose development fees is statutory or results from
their police powers. For this reason, we do not believe this Attorney General opinion
can be used to support the proposition that local agencies can validly delegate their
police power to impose development fees to a joint powers agency.

Conclusion

We do not believe that the Cities and the County can validly delegate their police power
to enact the RTMF to the FCCOG. We would recommend seeking special legislation
that specifically authorizes the FCCOG to enact the RTMF in the 15 Cities and the
County prior to moving forward with this proposal.

Should you have further questions, please contact me.

Very truly yours,

Kevin B. Briggs
Interim County Counsel

y Janelle E. Keltey
Assistant County Counsel

cc: Barbara Steck, Deputy Director, Fresno COG







EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
This report describes the methodology and results of a study undertaken to develop a Regional
Transportation Mitigation Fee RTMF for the local governments of Fresno County. The RTMF is
an important component of the Measure "C" Extension that was approved by Fresno County
voters in 2006, and this study was carried out to fulfill a specific provision of the Measure.
The study was based on the conventional approach of comparing traffic level-of-service with and
without the addition of traffic from expected new development to identify where capacity
improvements are needed to maintain the target level-of-service. The methodology used in the
study is described in Chapters 2 through 7.

Over the year-long course of the study numerous policy issues were raised and analyzed. Input
was sought and received at more than a dozen public meetings and through web-based
correspondence. Based on this input and guidance in Measure "C" ballot language the FCOG
and FCTA Boards ultimately approved a plan that:

* Limits the use of RTMF funds to projects for state facilities identified on the Regional
Transportation Funding Tier 1 list or in the Freeway Interchange Deficiency Study FIDS.

* Exempts projects for the development of educational or governmental facilities from
paying the fee, and reduces the fee for affordable housing to half of the fee for market-
rate housing. Retail developments are to be given a reduction for pass-by trips that are
incidental to longer trips that would have occurred anyway.

* Phases in the fee over a three-year period, with reduced fees in 2009 and 2010, and the
full fee to take effect in 2011.

* Is expected to generate approximately $213 million over a 20-year period; enough to fund
approximately 20% of the overall costs of the Tier 1 and FIDS programs.

The fees adopted by the FCOG and FCTA Boards in October 2008 were as follows:

LandUseCategory 2009 2010 2011 and
thereafter

Residential Developments $/dwelling unit
Single-Family Dwelling market-rate $1,200 $1,450 $1,727
Single-Family Dwelling affordable $600 $725 $863
Multi-Family Dwelling market-rate $843 $1,018 $1,212
Multi-Family Dwelling affordable $421 $509 $606

Non-Residential Developments $/sq.ft.
Commercial/Retail $1.36 $1.65 $1.96
Commercial/Office/Service $0.85 $1.03 $1.23
Education Exempt Exempt Exempt
Government Exempt Exempt Exempt
Light Industrial $0.34 $0.41 $0.49
Heavy Industrial $0.07 $0.09 $0.10
Other Non-Residential $0.29 $0.35 $0.42
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1. INTRODUCTION

Regional Transportation Mitigation Fee Study
This report is the culmination of the Fresno County Regional Transportation Mitigation Fee
RTMF Study. The study was initiated by the Council of Fresno County Governments FCOG in
accordance with a provision of Measure "C" that:

Fresno COG shall contract with a qualified individual or firm with experience in the
development of such mitigation fees to conduct a RTMF Study, which will serve as
the foundation for development of a RTMF program.

RTMF is an important part of the Measure "C" Extension approved by Fresno County voters in
2006. The RTMF is intended to ensure that future development contributes its fair share towards
the costs of infrastructure to mitigate the cumulative indirect regional transportation impacts of
new growth in a manner consistent with the provisions of the Mitigation Fee Act. The purpose of
the RTMF Study is to develop the nexus between development and roadway capacity
deficiencies, estimate the fair share of eligible project costs attributable to new development, and
determine the appropriate level of fee to be charged to each unit of new development.

Basis for Impact Fees
California’s Mitigation Fee Act1 creates the legal parameters for local governments assessing
new development for its fair share of the cost of infrastructure needed to serve new residents and
businesses. It stipulates that a local government must take the following steps in establishing an
impact fee:

a Identify the purpose of the fee.
b Identify the use to which the fee is to be put.
c Determine how there is a reasonable relationship between fee’s use and the

development type on which it is imposed.

d Determine how there is a reasonable relationship between the need for the facility
and the type of development on which the fee is imposed.

e Determine how there is a reasonable relationship between the amount of the fee and
the cost of the public facility or portion of the public facility attributable to the
development on which the fee is imposed.

Purpose of the Impact Fee
The purpose of the RTMF is to establish a uniform, cooperative program to mitigate the
cumulative indirect regional impacts of future developments on traffic conditions on high-priority
state roadways in Fresno County. The fees will help fund improvements needed to maintain the
target level of service in the face of the higher traffic volumes brought on by new developments.

Assembly Bill 1600, which forms the basis for Sections 66000-66008 of the California
Government Code.
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Use of the Impact Fee
The Mitigation Fee Act requires that the local government identify the public facilities that are to
be financed through the use of the impact fee. In the case of the RTMF there is guidance in
Measure "C" regarding the intended uses of RTMF funds:

‘The RTMF shall apply to Regional Transportation Program-Measure "C" projects
identified in Tier 1, Tier 2 and other such regional projects as may be identified in
the RTMF Study."
"Although it is the primary purpose of the RTP-MC funds to augment Tier I funding
levels, there is recognition that it is difficult to accurately project revenues /
expenditures for a 20-year period. Therefore, in the event that additional resources
e.g. federal or state earmarks are made available to fully fund all of the Tier I
projects, then it is acknowledged that the Fresno County Transportation Authority
Authority, in consultation with the Council of Fresno County Govemments
Fresno COG, will have the flexibility to fund other urban and rural street and road
projects contained in the Tier 2 list of regional transportation projects. This would
be accomplished through the Expenditure Plan update process, and appropriate
Tier 2 list projects would be amended into the Tier I funded program.
"The RTMF shall also be structured to effectively address improvements identified
in the Fresno-Madera County Freeway Deficiency Study."

Based on this guidance, FCOG determined that RTMF funds would be used for projects on the
Regional Transportation Program Tier 1 list and those identified in the Fresno-Madera County
Freeway Interchange Deficiency Study FIDS. Furthermore, based on input from the member
agencies and the public, FCOG adopted a policy that the regional fee should be used only for
roads for regional significance. Only projects involving state facilities were considered ‘regional"
under this policy.
Later sections of this report show how projects were identified for inclusion in the RTMF program.
The list of projects to receive RTMF funding is shown in Table 25.

Determining the "Reasonable Relationships"
The Mitigation Fee Act requires the local government to determine how there are reasonable
relationships between a the use of the impact fee and the development type on which it is
imposed, b the need for the facility and the type of development on which the fee is imposed
and c the amount of the impact fee and the facility cost attributable to the development project
To determine the "use" relationship, the development being assessed an impact fee must be
reasonably shown to derive some use or benefit from the facility being built using the fee In the
case of the RTMF the projects to be funded were selected based on their ability to satisfy three
sets of criteria, namely: that they were of high priority as expressed by the voters through the
Measure "C" Extension priority project lists, that they performed a regional as opposed to local
function, and that the need for the project was at least in part attributable to new development.
The fact that the projects that will be funded by the RTMF are high-priority regional roads means
that all of the county’s new residents and businesses will benefit in important ways from the
maintenance of a reasonable level of service. Most drivers in the new developments can be
expected to use these roads regularly2, and those that do not will nevertheless benefit because
good traffic conditions on the RTMF-f9eded roads will keep drivers from diverting to other roads
and causing congestion in other parts of the county. Even residents or workers in the new

2 This is shown in the traffic forecasting work described in a later section of this report.
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developments who do not drive at all will benefit from access to goods and services made
possible in part by the serviceability of the regional road network,
To determine the "need" relationship the facilities to be financed must be shown to be needed at
least in part because of the new development. One of the purposes of the RTMF study is to
determine extent to which each of the projects on the Measure "C" project lists are needed
because of new land development. This was determined by analyzing the forecast traffic demand
with the expected degree of new development and comparing that with the demand without new
development. Projects were analyzed individually and the degree to which the need for the
project was attributable to new development varied widely from project to project. This analysis is
described in a later chapter of this report.
The "amount" relationship requires that there be a reasonable proportionality between the fee
charged to each type of development and the cost of the facility being financed. In the case of
the RTMF the differences in the traffic generated by different types of development were factored
into the fee to be charged for each type, as is described later in this report.

Structure of the Analysis

The overall structure of the RTMF Study is shown in Figure 1. The study was comprised of six
major tasks as follows:

Validate Traffic Model - The main analytical tool used in the deficiency analysis was the
FCOG traffic model. The first step in the study was to perform a series of tests to ensure
that the model functioned properly and could be used as a basis for the fee calculation.
Determine Existing and Future Levels of Service LOS - The existing and future
levels-of-service for the projects covered by the study were determined using the travel
demand model.
Estimate Project Costs - The estimated cost for each project was checked and updated
using cost data from recent projects.
Determine Funding Shortfall - Future levels of funding that could be available for
funding the projects of interest were estimated for the twenty-year period of the RTMF.
Attribute Demand to Sources - The extent to which the demand for each project stems
from existing traffic or future development was determined.
Compute RTMF Fees and Revenues - The final task was to compute the level of fee for
different land uses and the total amount of funding that would be generated by the RTMF
under several different sets of policy assumptions.

This report describes the methodology used for the analysis and presents the results of the study.

The reader should note that the RTMF was only one of several types of funding sources named
in Measure "C" Extension. The suitability or unsuitability of any project for RTMF funding is not
related to its suitability for funds from the Measure "C" Extension sales tax or other funding
sources, but is dependent on the relative share of project need and the related cost attributable to
the impacts of new development in Fresno County in accordance with the provision of the
Mitigation Fee Act.
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Figure 1: Overall Structure of the RTMF Study
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2. VALIDATING THE TRAFFIC MODEL

Because the FCOG traffic model is a key analytical tool in this study, it was important to verify
that it is capable of producing reasonable forecasts before using it as the basis for the nexus
calculation. Details of the model can be found in Fresno County Traffic Model
CalibrationNalidation Report and Model Documentation3. The tests used to validate the model
and the adjustments made to the model are described in the sections below.

Tests of the Traffic Mode! - Forecasts of Daily Volumes
FCOG s traffic model produces both forecasts of daily traffic volumes and forecasts of evening
peak-hour volumes These were tested separately
The study team selected a sample of recent traffic count data from twenty-five sites a total of fifty
counts since each site was counted in both directions and compared the model s forecast of
traffic to the actual traffic volumes found in the counts Figure 2 shows a comparison of the
model forecast of daily traffic to the actual counted traffic The shaded area shows the
acceptable deviation set forth in Caltrans model validation guidelines4 Figure 2 indicates that
there is no apparent bias in the daily model under-estimates and over estimates occur about
equally that none of the errors is very large and that more than three-quarters of the sites lie
within Caltrans’ allowable deviations.

Forecast of Daily Traffic versus Traffic Counts

Table 1 shows the results of the tests of the daily forecasts with respect to Caltrans’ validation
guidelines. As can be seen in the table, the daily forecasts produced by the FCOG traffic model
exceed every standard for acceptability.

Dowling Associates, September 2001
Travel Forecasting Guidelines, Caltrans, November 1992
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Table 1: Validation Test Results for Daily Forecasts

Validation Item Criterion for
Acceptance Daily Model

% of Links within Caltrans’
Deviation Standard At least 75% 76% "

Sum of 2-way Volume of All
Counted Links

Within 10% of
Actual Within 2% /

Correlation between Counts
and Model Forecast At least 88% 98% /

Tests of the Traffic Mode! - Forecasts ofPM Peak-Hour Vo!umes
A similar set of performance tests were run on the PM peak-hour forecasts produced by the
FCOG traffic model In this case however the results see Figure 3 were not favorable The
errors are larger and there appeared to be a definite tendency towards over-estimating traffic
The original PM peak hour model therefore did not meet the acceptance critena for use in the
study.

0

In consultation with FCOG staff, it was determined that the most likely source of error in the peak-
hour model was the peak-hour factor, which is a model parameter that distributes dafly traffic
among different hours of the day. It was found that by adjusting the peak-hour factor a version of
the model could be created that more accurately reflected traffic use in peak-hour LOS
calculations. This is shown in Figure 4, which compares the revised model forecast of peak hour
traffic to the actual counted traffic. The shaded area shows the acceptable deviation found in
Caltrans’ validation guidelines. Figure 4 indicates that there is no apparent bias in the revised
model under-estimates and over-estimates occur about equally, that none of the errors are very
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large, and that ninety percent of the validation results lie within Caltrans’ allowable deviations.
Table 2 shows the results of these tests with respect to Caltrans’ validation guidelines. As can be
seen in the table! the revised version of the model exceeds every standard for acceptability.

Figure 4: Adjusted PM Peak Hour Forecasts versus Traffic Counts

Table 2: Validation Test Results for PM Peak-Hour Model

Validation Item Criterion for
Acceptance

Original PM
Peak Model

Revised PM
Peak Model

% of Links within Caltrans
Deviation Standard At least 75% 52% X 90% /

Sum of 2-way Volume of All
Counted Links

Within 10% of
Actual 27% X within 1% V

Correlation between Counts
and Model Forecast At least 88% V V

Source: Caltrans, Parsons Brinckerhoff

Having independently tested the traffic model and found the revised version to meet the
acceptance criteria recommended by Caltrans, the Project Development Committee PDT
accepted the model as a reasonable basis for the RTMF nexus analysis.
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3. DEFICIENCY ANALYSIS

The Mitigation Fee Act permits agencies to collect impact fees based on the degree that new
development is expected to contribute to deficient traffic conditions. There are several key
aspects to this, including the definition of what constitutes deficient conditions, the amount of
traffic generated by new development, and the differentiation of the traffic associated with new
development from the traffic associated with existing developments. The sections below describe
how the deficiencies associated with new development were determined.

Traffic Level-of-Ser,ice
Traffic conditions are often described in terms of traffic level of service LOS, which ranges from
LOS "A", indicating that drivers experience little delay, to LOS "F", indicating that drivers are likely
to encounter traffic congestion with low speeds and stop-and-go conditions. Like many agencies,
FCOG has elected to use the LOS tables developed by the Florida Department of Transportation
FDOT for general planning studies such as this one. The FDOT tables are documented in
FDOT’s 2002 Quality/Level of Service Handbook5 and were developed using the methodologies
found in the most recent edition of the Highway Gapacity ManuaP. The RTMF study makes use
of the tables that define the threshold volumes for the range LOS’s for various types of roads.
These are shown in Tables 3 through 12. The values shown in the tables are the maximum traffic
volumes for each level of service LOS. For example, the first value shown in Table 3 is
"11200", which means that an average 2-way daily volume of 11,100 would be LOS "C", while a
2-way volume of 11,300 would be LOS "D", since it exceeds the maximum volume of 11,200 for
LOS "C".

Table 3: State Class II Urban Arterlals 2.0-4.5 intersections per mile

Number
of Lanes

Divided or
Undivided

Daily Volume 2-way Hourly Volume 1-way
LOS
11

LOS
lQ!!

LOS
tfl

LOS
"C,’

LOS
‘‘‘

LOS
"E"

2 Undivided 11,200 15,400 16,300 590 810 850
4 Divided 26,000 32,700 34,500 1,360 1,710 1,800
6 Divided 40,300 49,200 51,800 2,110 2,570 2,710
8 Divided 53,300 63,800 67,000 2,790 3,330 3,500

State of Florida Department of Transportation, 2002
6 Highway Capacity Manual 2000, Transportation Research Board, 2000.
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Table 4: State Class Ill Urban Arterials more than 4.5 intersections per
mile

Number
of Lanes

*

Divided or
Undivided

Daily Volume_2-way Hourly Volume 1-way

LOS "C" LOS "D" LOS "E" ! ‘;g! ?
2 Undivided 5,300 12,600 15,500 280 660 810
4 Divided 12,400 28,900 32,800 650 1,510 1,720
6 Divided 19,500 44,700 49,300 1,020 2,330 2,580
8 Divided 25,800 58,700 63,800 1,350 3,070 3,330

Table 5: Major City/County Urban Roads

Number
of Lanes

*

Divided or
Undivided

Daily Volume 2-way Hourly Volume 1-way

LOS "C" LOS "D" LOS "E" ! 1:g I::,!

2 Undivided 9,100 14,600 15,600 480 760 810
4 Divided 21,400 31,100 32,900 1,120 1,620 1,720
6 Divided 33,400 46,800 49,300 1,740 2,450 2,580
8 Divided 44,133 61,250 63,800 2,310 3,200 3,330

Table 6: Urban Freeways, Interchanges Less Than 2 Mites Apart

Number
of Lanes

- -

Divided or
Undivided

Daily Volume 2-way Hourly Volume 1-way

LOS "C" LOS "0" ‘ ‘U?

4 Divided 52,000 67,200 76,500 2,660 3,440 3,910
6 Divided 81,700 105,800 120,200 4,180 5,410 6,150
8 Divided 111,400 144,300 163,900 5,700 7,380 8,380

Italicized values are extrapolated from other figures in the Flofida DOT tables.
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Table 7: Urban Freeways, Interchanges More Than 2 Miles Apart

Number
of Lanes

Divided or
Undivided

Daily Volume_2-way Hourly Volume 1-way

LOS "C" LOS "0" LOS "E" lOS

4 Divided 55,200 67,100 74,600 2,940 3,580 3,980
6 Divided 85,300 103,600 115,300 4,550 5,530 6,150
8 Divided 115,300 140,200 156,000 6,150 7,480 8,320
10 Divided 175,500 213,500 237,100 7,760 9,440 10,480

Table 8: Uninterrupted Flow Rural Highways

Number
of Lanes

Divided or
Undivided

Daily Volume 2-way Hourly Volume 1-way

LOS "C" LOS "D" LOS "E" Ig 1g
2 Undivided 7,900 13,700 27,500 420 730 1,470
4 Divided 40,800 52,400 58,300 2,200 2,830 3,140
6 Divided 61,200 78,600 87,400 3,330 4,240 4,710

Table 9: Rural Highways with Isolated Signalized Intersections

Number
of Lanes

Divided or
Undivided

Daily Volume 2-way Hourly Volume 1-way

LOS "C" LOS "D" LOS "E" ¶?
2 Undivided 8,000 10,700 12,100 430 580 650
4 Divided 17,400 23,000 25,200 940 1,240 1,360
6 Divided 27,100 35,500 43,100 1,460 1,910 2,320

Table 10: Rural Interrupted Flow Arterials

Number
of Lanes

Divided or
Undivided

Daily Volume_2-way Hourly Volume 1-way

LOS "C" LOS "D" LOS "E" …,? ?
2 Undivided 11,000 13,900 14,900 590 740 800
4 Divided 25,500 29,400 31,200 1,360 1,570 1,660
6 Divided 39,400 44,200 46,800 2,100 2,360 2,500
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Table 11: All Rural Freeways

Number
of Lanes

Divided or
Undivided

Daily Volume_2-way Hourly Volume 1-way

LOS "C" LOS
*,,,

LOS "E" LOS
"C"

LOS
"0"

LOS
"E"

4 Divided 47,900 56,600 63,000 2,740 3,240 3,600
6 Divided 73,900 87,400 97,200 4,230 5,000 5,560
8 Divided 1,000 118,400 131,400 5,720 6,770 7,520

Table 12: Freeway Ramp?

Ramp Type
Daily Volume_2-way Hourly Volume 1-way

LOS "C" LOS "D" LOS "E" LOS
"C"

LOS
"D"

LOS
"E"

Loop Ramp 11,200 12,600 14,000 933 1,050 1,167
Diamond Ramp 13,600 15,300 17,000 1,133 1,275 1,417

Freeway-to-Fwy Loop 12,800 14,400 16,000 1,067 1,200 1,333
Freeway-to-Fwy Diamond 16,000 18,000 20,000 1,333 1,500 1,667

A key feature of these tables is that a distinction is made between rural and urban areas,
reflecting the fact that drivers’ expectations vary depending on the type of area they are driving
through. For the purposes of the LOS analysis FCOG directed the RTMF study team to consider
all road segments located within the sphere of influence of any incorporated city as "urban" and
those located outside of the sphere of influence of an incorporated city as "rural".
The FDOT level-of-service tables do not cover freeway ramps. For projects in this functional
class the LOS thresholds developed for FCOG’s Regional Transportation Plan were used.

Existing and Future Deficiencies
For the purposes of the RTMF Study, a "capacity deficiency" is defined as a condition where a
facility would not meet the level-of-service threshold mandated by FCOG, which is LOS "D", One
of the first major steps in the RTMF Study was to identify where deficiencies are likely to occur in
the regional road network if the expected level of future development were to take place.
Fees collected under the Mitigation Fee Act must be based on a nexus between the projects to
be funded by mitigation fees and the impacts resulting from the development that is being
assessed the fee. Mitigation fees cannot be used to correct existing deficiencies and therefore
the analysis must distinguish between deficiencies that exist today and those that will arise only if
development takes place.

LOS thresholds for freeway ramps were provided by VRPA Technologies. These figures are
consistent with those used to develop the Fresno COG Regional Transportation Plan.
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Overview of the Deficiency Analysis Methodology
The methodology used in the deficiency analysis is outlined in Figure 5 below. The major steps
include:

1 The main analytical tool used in the deficiency analysis was the FCOG traffic model.
This model was first developed in 2001 and is frequently updated by FCOG staff.
Existing land uses are classified by type and location and stored in a data file as a major
input to the model.

2 A second major input into the model is a file containing details of the location, capacity,
and free-flow speed of the existing roads in Fresno County. The model also has other
input parameters, such as trip generation rates, that were left unchanged during the
deficiency analysis.

3 The existing land use file the existing road network file, and several other parameters
were used as inputs to the model to generate an estimate of existing traffic volumes on
each road section in Fresno County.

4 FCOG provided the study team with the results of recent traffic counts taken throughout
the county.

5 The traffic counts were compared to the traffic estimates from the FCOG traffic model to
determine whether the model was sufficiently accurate for use in the RTMF study This
was described in the previous chapter

6 The PM peak-hour component of the model was revised to correct for a tendency to over-
forecast traffic volumes prior to use in the study

FCOG TravelDemarid Mode!

Figure 5: Steps in the Deficiency Analysis
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7 FCOG established its level-of-service LOS thresholds based on the threshold tables
developed by the Florida Department of Transportation. The Florida DOT tables are
widely used throughout the country as a transparent and easily-administered version of
the Highway Capacity Manual LOS methodology.

8 The existing traffic volumes were then compared to the LOS thresholds to determine
where deficiencies already exist.

9 FCOG’s assumptions regarding future development were then entered into the traffic
model.

10 The model was run assuming future land uses existing land uses plus future
development but no changes to the existing road network. The output was a forecast of
future traffic volumes under these conditions.

11 The traffic volumes were then compared to the LOS tables to determine where future
roadway capacity deficiencies are likely to occur if the expected amount of development
takes place.

The next section describes the future year land use assumptions used in this analysis.

Land Use Assumptions
FCOG’s responsibilities for long-term planning entail the use of population and employment
forecasts. The forecasts currently used by FCOG were prepared for the 2000-2025 period by the
Central California Future Institute CCFI and were later extrapolated to 2030 by FCOG staff9.
These forecasts are summarized in Table 13 below.

Table 13: Summary of Development Assumptions

Forecast Item 2005 2015 2025 T t Io a
Growth

Average
Annual

Growth Rate
Population 899,288 1,086,432 1,290,264 43.5% 1.8%

Households 302,621 370,089 443,195 46.5% 1.9%

Total Employment 373,494 461,541 557,364 49.2% 2.0%

Retail 56,041 69,454 83,868 49.7% 2.0%

Service 81,760 115,412 151,442 85.2% 3.1%

Government 36,152 44,370 53,636 48.4% 2.0%

Educational 36,246 48,189 61,252 69.0% 2.7%

[ Other 163,288 184,548 207,166 26.9% 1.2%

See 2006 Fresno COG Conformity Analysis Model Documentation

aa
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The CCFI forecasts an overall long-term rate of populalion growth of 1.8%, which is the same as
the growth actually measured between the 1990 and 2000 U.S. Census for Fresno County.
These forecasts also predict a slightly higher rate of growth for employment than for households,
which is a continuation of an existing trend in California.
Other forecasts of population and employment are available from the California state Department
of Finance and the State Department of Transportation Office of Transportation Economics. The
CCFI growth forecasts fall between the forecasts of these two agencies.
In terms of spatial distribution, the forecasts assume that most population growth will be
concentrated within the spheres of influence of the cities of Fresno and Clovis. However,
moderate population growth is expected in a wide swath on both sides of Highway 99 see Figure
6 below. The fastest growth in employment is expected to occur along the eastern edges of the
cities of Fresno and Clovis see Figure 7 below. Outside of the metropolitan area the growth of
employment is distributed more evenly than the growth in population.
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Figure 6: Spatial DIstribution of Anticipated Population Growth, 2005-2030
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Figure 7: Spatial Distribution of Anticipated Employment Growth, 2005-2030

Determining Average Volume and Volume-to-Capacity V/C Ratio
As stated earlier, the average volumes for each project were taken from model runs of the FCOG
traffic model. Daily volumes were used for all projects except for those related to freeway
interchanges. in which case peak-hour volumes were used.
Most of the proposed projects consisted of more than one link in the model which raised the issue
of which link or links should be used to represent the project in the analysis. For the purposes of
this analysis the most congested link, as measured by the V/C ratio, was used to represent the
facility, based on the reasoning that the congested portion of the facility represents the primary
deficiency and would be the impetus for consideration of an improvement project.
There were several special cases that required a somewhat different approach. The traffic signal
synchronization project and the traffic management center Urban Tier 2 Projects EE and NN are
not associated with identifiable links and so cannot be analyzed through an LOS test. They were
therefore exduded from the analysis. Certain other projects involve entirely new facilities and so
there is no existing traffic or V/C ratio. In such cases the volumes, capacities and V/C ratios of
the existing alternate routes that most closely serve the same function as the proposed project
were substituted. For example, for the SR-180 eastward extension Urban Tier 1 Project A the
traffic conditions on Olive Avenue and Belmont Avenue were used since those would be the
alternate routes if SR-180 was not extended.

Results to the Deficiency Analysis

The results of the deficiency analysis are shown in Tables 14, 15, and 16. The key results from
the point of view of levying a traffic mitigation fee are shown in the shaded cells in the tables. The

-s
VE4AS

Chainje in Johs-Aae
.l0000l 1010
lOflOto 000
0 .00 to 0 00

*- 1.00 Ic 10.00
IC 00 00 200 00

0 0 10 21

Moos

15



yellow-shaded cells in these tables indicate facilities that currently meet FCOG’s LOS standard of
"D", but will not meet that standard in the future if land development occurs as expected and
additional road capacity is not provided. This combination of conditions indicates a nexus
between land development and a capacity deficiency and therefore indicates a project that would
meet the legal requirement for eligibility for funding through mitigation fees.

The green-shaded cells indicate facilities that already fail to meet FCOGs LOS standard of "D"
and whose V/C ratio would worsen in the future if land development proceeds as expected and
additional road capacity is not provided. For such projects, a distinction will need to be made
between the portion of the future deficiency that is attributable to existing traffic and the portion
attributable to future land development. Only the latter portion has a nexus to mitigating the
impact of new development and therefore would be eligible for funding through a mitigation fee

Projects with no shading are expected to meet FCOG s LOS standard of D even without
capacity improvements By definition there is no deficiency requrring correction so these projects
would not be eligible for funding through a traffic mitigation fee However this does not mean
that the project may not be justified under some other cntena used for a different funding source

Table 14 v/c ratio and LOS for Tier I Projects

rojec Project Name
Existing Future

v,c
Ratio LOS Ratio LOS

w
I-

A
B

SR-l8OEastSegll 179 F 262 F
SR-lao WestSeg Il 159 F 211 F

C SR-41/SR-168/SR-180 0.90 D 1.42 F
D WillowAvenue 0.77 D 1,80 F
E Temperance Avenue

Ventura Boulevard
0.79 D 1.54 F

F 0 67 C or better 1 03 E
EG SR-99 Monterey Bndge Retrofit 0 61 C or better 1 01

H California Ave Widening 0 54 D 1 28 F
I !cAve!Idenin 140 F 176 F
J SR-41 Auxiliary Lane 0.51 C or better 0.70 C or better
K Hemdon Ave Widening 0.66 - D 1.09 E
L Shaw Ave Upgrades 1 28 F 2 29 F
M SR-99 North & Cedar Interchanges 0.17 C or better 0.65 C or better
N Veterans Boulevard 1 91 F 3 17 F

‘

I-

A SR-lSOWest 062 D 099 D
B SR-180 East Seg III 0.95 - D 2.62 F
C SR-ISO East Seq IV 1.00 E 1.34 E
D SR-lSOEastSegV 0.96 D 1.31 E
E Friant Road Widening 0.24 C or better 0.39 C or better
F Golden State Boulevard 0.18 C or better 0.47 C or better
G SR-269 Bridge Improvement 0.57 C or better 0.90 D
H SR-lao West IS Extension 0.35 C or belier 0.57 C or better

I Mountain View Ave Widening 0,68 D 1.26 E
J Mendocino Ave Widening 0.22 C or better 0.30 C or better
K SR-99 American Ave Interç ge 0.15 C or better 0.50 C or better
L l-5/SR-198 Interchange Improvement 0.17 C or belier 0.28 C or better

====
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Table 15: v/c Ratio and LOS for Tier 2 Projects

.Project Project Name
Existing Future

v,c v,c
Ratio Ratio

N

z

a
D

AA SR-99 Ramp Improvement 0.63 Car better 1.10 E
BB SR-41 0 Street Auxiliary Lanes 0.24 Car better 0.31 C or better
CC Friant Road Widening 0.83 D____ 1.11 F
DO SR-99 Shaw Ave Interchange 0.49 D 0.97

-

D
EE Traffic Synchronization Not Computable Not Computable
FF Rerndon Ave Widening 0.39 C or belier 0.87
GG SR-99 Auxiliary Lanes 0.61 C or belier 0.86 D
RH Blackstone Ave Turn Lanes 1 35 F 1 47

-

F
II SR-99 Shields AveQyççossip9__ 0.22 Car better :0.45

-

C or better
JJ jjccI!eni_ 0.12 Corbetter 0.30 Corbetter
KK Shepherd Ave Widenjpg 0.26 C or better 0.61 C or better
LL SR-41 Auxiliary Lanes 0.69 C or better 0.82 0
MM SR-99 Widening 0.53 C or better 0.84 D
NN Traffic Management Center Not Computable Not Cojp
00 Minnewawa 4-Lane Project 0.71 .C or better 161 F

N

P
‘

PA SR-99 Interchange Inwovement 084 0 1 42 F
BB SR-145 Widening 060 C or better 084 j 0
CC SR-33 Widening 0.44 C or better 0.72 I C or better
DD Academy Parkway 0 41 C or belier 0 69 C or better
EE SR-41 Central & American Interchange 0.45 D 1.41 F
FF
GO

Mertonpidenipg-
Manning Ave Widening

063
068

D 079
-

0
0 094 0

HR SR-43 Widening 0 96 0 1 41 E
II McCall Ave Connection 0 17 C or belier 0 73 Car better
JJ SR-18OESegVI 0.94 D 1.28 E

DR
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Table 16: v/c Ratio and LOS for FIDS Projects

Project ID

- 1
2
3

o 4
5

I - 6
7
8
9

>- 10
Cl 11
- 12

2 13

I 15
16
17

I- 18
- 19

3
21
22
23
24

Project Name
Existing Future

c
Ratio LOS v/c

Ratio LOS

SR-99/Mountain View 0.34 C or better 0.47 C or better
SR-99/FIoraI 0.23 C or better 0.24 C or better
!anrif__
SR-99/Central

0.27 C or better 0.49 C or better
0.43 C or better 0.32 C or better

SR-99Nentura 044 [ C or better 0.86 C or better
SR-99/Fresno 0.56 C or better 0.91 0
SR-99/Stanislaus 0.21 C or better 0.71 C or better
SR-99/Belmont 0.72 C or better 1.14 F
SR-99/Olive 0.12 C or better 0.78 C or better
SR-99/Clinton 0.59 C or better 0.88 C or better
SR-99/Ashlan 0.81 C or better 0’,91 D
SR-99/Shaw 0.44 C or better 0.71 C or better
SR-99/Herndon 0.26 C or better 0.57 C or better
SR-4lNan Ness 0.36 C or better 0.67 C or better
SR-4lrrulare&Divisadero 0.77 C or better 1.16 F

41/McFC!nle
SR-41/Shields

0.65 C or better 0.77 C or better
0.59 C or better 0.84 Cor better

SR-41/Ashlan 0.65 C or better 1.06 E
SR-41/Shaw 0.57 C or better 1.00 0
SR-41/Bullard 064 C or better 119 F
SR-41/Fnant 1 04 E 1 27 F
SR-iSO/N Fulton & Van Ness 068 C or better 1 04 E
SR-168/Bullard 0 19 C or better 0 78 C or better
SR-168/Shaw 0.53 C or better 1.02 E

=
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4. COST REVIEW METHODOLOGY

Purpose of the Cost Estimate Review
The cost estimate review undertaken as part of this study is intended to serve several purposes:

* To provide agencies an opportunity to update project cost estimates in light of situations
that may have changed since the Measure "C" Extension was developed.

* To provide an independent check on the reasonableness of the estimates, thereby
lessening the risk that errors in the cost estimates would result in the RTMF either over-
or under-charging new development for needed mitigations.

* To ensure that project cost components meet the legal eligibility requirements set forth in
the Mthgation Fee Act and were handled in a reasonably consistent manner for projects
from different jurisdictions, while taking into consideration the differences in settings.

The cost estimate review was undertaken in the knowledge that Measure "C" Extension is a
twenty-year program with projects in different stages of preparation ranging from lithe more than a
preliminary concept all the way to final designs ready for construction. In many cases detailed
information was not available because projects are still in the concept stage. Nevertheless, an
effort was made to accomplish the three goals described above to the extent possible. The
RTMF program is expected to incorporate a mechanism for regular periodic reviews of the project
list that will enable further refinement of project cost estimates as projects progress through the
various stages of design.

An overview of the methodology used to develop the forecasts is provided in the section below.

Overview of the Cost Review Methodology
The methodology used in the deficiency analysis is outlined in Figure 8 below. The major steps
include:

1 The first step was to contact each project’s lead agency to request their most recent
information on the cost of Measure "C" Extension projects. This request was made either
through the agency representatives on the PDT, direct contact by telephone, or at
meetings at the agencies’ offices.

2 Two types of information were requested; namely cross-sections and layouts showing
what the project entailed and the cost estimates prepared by the agency.

3 The project layouts and cross-sections were used to estimate the quantities of various
components of the project, such as cubic feet of earth moved, square feet of pavement
constructed, and linear feet of curb and gutter to be provided. These quantities were
compared to the quantities used in the agency cost estimates and discrepancies were
identified.

4 Next, the various components of the project were reviewed to determine if any were
clearly ineligible under the Mitigation Fee Act. For example, an otherwise eligible
capacity expansion project might include a beautification component whose costs are not
allowable under the RTMF.

The agency budgets were also checked to determine if any allowable cost was omitted,
such as environmental mitigations during construction or the cost of relocating utilities.

=
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Figure 8: Steps In the Project Cost Review
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5 The product of the review of quantities and components was a revised estimate of
quantities.

6 Unit costs for such things as asphalt concrete, storm drainage, and lane striping were
taken from a variety of sources, and high- and low-end unit costs were determined for
each.

7 The high- and low-end unit costs were then multiplied by the revised quantities to
produce high- and low-end cost estimates for each project. The high- and low-end costs
defined the "expected range" of cost estimates for each project.

8 The agency cost estimates were checked for math errors.

9 The agency project cost estimates were then compared to the "expected range" to gauge
whether the agency estimates could be considered reasonable.

10 The draft cost review analysis for each project was sent to the lead agency and to FCOG
for comment. In some cases the cost reviews were revised in light of agency comments
while in other cases the agency estimates were revised in light of the reviewing
engineers’ comments.

11 Once a project cost estimate was considered reasonable by all three parties FCOG, the
agency, and the reviewing consultants it was considered complete and acceptable as
the basis for the fee analysis.

The next sections provide additional detail regarding some of the key steps in the cost review
process.

Review of Quantities
Each lead agency was asked to provide project information, including preliminary cost estimates,
a complete project description, and typical section. The information provided for each project
ranged greatly, from nothing more than the project description listed in the Measure "C" Extension
brochure to detailed tables using the Basic Engineering Estimate System. The information
provided for each project dictated the method of approach used to generate a project cost
estimate.
For about half of the projects there was little or no detailed information available except for the
project description in the Measure "C" Extension ballot materials. In such cases independent cost
estimates were generated by the reviewing engineer using this project description and generic
unit cost information for similar facilities e.g. $4.7 million per mile for new 2-lane roads.

The baseline conditions for each project were determined using aerial photographs. In some
cases this task was complicated by the fact that the landscape had changed or was changing due
to development activities. In some images, construction equipment could be seen and so the
extent of existing improvements was not clear. A limited number of field checks were made to
supplement the aerial imagery. In cases where construction seemed to be occurring in Measure
"C" Extension project locations, that portion of the project was assumed complete, or at least
funded, and was removed from the revised cost estimates and noted in the project assumptions.
Roadway standards for each jurisdiction were used to determine the typical section of the
proposed improvement for the purpose of establishing roadway quantities and associated costs.
In certain cases typical sections were determined by examining adjacent roadway segments that
had already been improved and assuming that a consistent geometric design would be carried
through to the next section. Agency design standards were used when available, otherwise
Caltrans standards were assumed. If no specific project information was provided, the typical
section used to generate pavement costs was assumed to be 6.5" of asphalt concrete over 23" of
aggregate base.

aa
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The aerial imagery programs were also used to determine other potential impacts, such as utility
relocations, structure widening, signal improvements, full right-of-way takes, and potential
retaining and sound wall locations.

Review of Components
The cost estimates provided by the lead agencies were also checked to verify that the cost of all
major items were included such as erosion control, traffic control, environmental mitigation, and
tight of way. In addition, 31% was added to construction budgets to account for "soft" costs such
as design, environmental clearance, and construction management. A contingency factor of
20%-35% was used depending on the quality of the available data, with higher contingencies
being used for projects where the data was less complete. The cost for all roadway items
includes clearing and grubbing, roadway excavation, and placement of improvement, unless
otherwise noted.

High- and Low-End Unit Costs
An independent reviewer’s cost estimate was generated using this information with a range of
costs associated with specific improvements. This range of costs was developed using standard
industry unit pricing. In some instances, the improvement costs were dependent on whether the
project was in a rural or urban area. For example, utility adjustments for rural locations tend to
cost less than in urban areas because underground utilities are more common in urban areas
than rural areas. Table 17 illustrates the improvement line items that were typically used in
estimating Measure "C" Extension projects and the costs associated with each.

Table 17: Summary of Per-Unit Cost Assumptions

Typical Costs Urban Rural
Low High Low High

12’ Lane AC Per additional Lane $90/LF $120/LF $90/LF $120/LF
12’ Lane PCCP Per additional Lane $12OILF $150/LF $120/LF $150/LF
Curb, Gutter, and Sidewalk Both sides $120/LF $120/LF If required
Storm Drainage Both Side $34/LF $40/LF - -

Drainage Ditch Excavation - - $12.50/LF $15/LF
Signing and Striping $7/LF $2OILF* $7/LF $2OILF*

Traffic Control 5% 10% 2% 5%
Erosion Control 1% 3% 1% 3%
Shoulder itt Shoulder Width/LF of Project $15 $15
14’ Landscaped Median wi curb & irrigation $60/LF $60/LF
Signal Interconnect $10/LF $10/LF
Utility Adjustment $1 5/LF $60/LF $1 51LF $2OILF
Lighting $4O1LF $6O1LF 120,000/Intersection

Note: * The high end for signing and striping is typically used for freeways and expressways.

The Caltrans 2006 Contract Cost Data was used to determine unit costs for specific line items.
Both statewide and district averages were compared to give a range of costs for those items

data was available. This check provided guidance on items that may have been
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under- or over-estimated. For example, some projects’ original cost estimates used $60/ton for
asphalt concrete when this item typically costs $80/ton. If the $60/ton estimate was used in
funding the project and the bids came at $80/ton, then these projects could potentially have
substantial budget shortfalls.

Selecting Which Cost to Use
Once the expected range of costs was defined, the next step was to determine a single cost
figure for use in the computation of the RTMF. It should be stressed that the only purpose of
these cost estimates was to provide a reasonable basis for collecting an impact fee; the estimates
do not imply official approval, nor are they meant to preclude future revisions as each project’s
situation evolves. As is generally the case for planning-level studies, it was assumed that
although the cost estimate for individual projects may prove to be high or low when the
aggregate cost of the entire list of projects is considered the under and over-estimates for
individual projects will tend to cancel each other out

The method used for selecting the cost estimate is outlined in the form of a decision tree in Figure
9 below
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The first branch in the decision tree was to determine whether the project was clearly ineligible for
funding under the Mitigation Fee Act. If the project was clearly ineligible then it is irrelevant to the
nexus study and no cost review was performed. The next question was whether or not the
sponsoring agency provided an updated project cost estimate. If an updated estimate was
available, the next step was to determine whether the updated estimate covered all project
components or whether some components were missing. For example, in some cases agencies
estimated construction costs but did not include soft costs such as environmental clearance and
design, while in other cases a project was to be implemented in stages and estimates were made
only for the initial stages. If components were missing, then PB estimated the costs of the
missing components and used these to produce an adjusted estimate. In either case the
estimate was then compared to the expected range to see whether it fell within the range and, if
not, whether it was higher or lower. If the agency estimate fell within the expected range then the
agency estimate was used. If not, then if the agency estimate was above the range then the
upper limit of the expected range was used, and if it was below the range then the lower limit of
the expected range was used.

In cases where the lead agency did not provide an updated cost estimate then the cost review
centered on the cost estimate in the original Measure "C" Extension ballot material. If the scope
of the project had changed since Measure "C" Extension was passed but the agency had not yet
updated its cost estimate, then the middle of the range of the PB estimate was used. If there
were no changes to the project scope then the Measure "C" Extension estimate was compared to
the expected range to see whether it fell within the range and, if not, whether it was higher or
lower. If the Measure "C" Extension estimate fell within the expected range then the Measure "C’
Extension estimate was used. If not, then if the Measure "C" Extension estimate was above the
range then the upper limit of the range was used, and if it was below the range then lower limit of
the range was used.

Updated Costs for Each Project

The updated costs produced through the cost review process described in the previous section
are shown in Tables 18 through 21 below.

Table 18: Updated Costs for Urban Tier I Projects

Project
ID Project Name Measure "C"

Cost Estimate
Updated Cost

Estimate
A SR-180 East Segment II $33,479,701 $33,480,000
B SR-180 West Segment!! $6,995,758 $5,450,000
C SR-4111681180 $29,981,821 $114,000,000
0 Willow Avenue $13,991,517 $19,660,000
E Temperance Avenue $5,996,364 $4,100,000
F Ventura Boulevard $5,000,000 $5,000,000
G SR-99 Monterey Bridge Retrofit $1,000,000 $1,000,000
H California Ave Widening $7,995,152 $12,550,000
I Peach Ave Widening $24,984,851 $17,300,000
J SR-41 Auxiliary Lane $3,000,000 $11,400,000
K Herndon Ave Widening $30,000,000 $42,200,000
L Shaw Ave Upgrades $31,580,852 $17,500,000
M SR-99 North & Cedar Interchanges $24,984,851 $81,220,000
N Veteran’s Boulevard $60,000,000 $117,980,000

Total for Urban Tier 1 $278,990,867 $482,830,000
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Table 19: Updated Costs for Rural Tier I Projects
Project

l
.Project Name Measure "C"

Cost Estimate
Updated Cost

Estimate
A SR-180 West $9,993,940 $8,610,000
B SR-180 East Segment Ill $14,491,214 $42,600,000
C SR-180 East Segment IV $38,976,368 $46,460,000
0 SR-180 East SegmentV $42,674,126 $59,920,000
E Friant Road Widening $16,490,002 $5,900,000
F Golden State Boulevard $34,978,792 $34,980,000
G SR-269 Bridge Improvement $16,989,699 $16,990,000
H SR-180 West I-S Extension $39,975,762 $183,000,000

I Mountain View Ave Widening $5,496,667 $25,630,000
J MendocinoAve Widening $1,998,788 $3,350,000
K SR-99 American Ave Interchange $24,984,851 $24,300,000
L 1-5 Interchange Improvement $7,995,152 $12,010,000

Total for Rural Tier 1 $255,045,361 $463,750,000

Table 20: Updated Costs for Urban Tier 2 Projects
Project

ID
.Project Name Measure "C"

.Cost Estimate
Updated Cost

.Estimate
AA SR-99 Ramp Improvement $7,995,152 $45,000,000
BB SR-41 Aux Lanes Herndon toO Str $162,000,000 $63,500,000
CC Friant Road Widening $9,993,940 $8,100,000
DO SR-99 Shaw Ave Interchange $34,978,792 $34,980,000
EE Traffic Synchronization $24,984,851 $24,980,000
FF Herndon Ave Widening $5,796,485 $16,410,000
GO SR-99 Auxiliary Lanes $59,963,643 $59,960,000
HH Blackstone Ave Turn Lanes $1,998,788 $2,200,000

II SR-99 Shields Ave Overcrossing $59,963,643 $59,960,000
JJ McCall Widening $10,993,334 $10,990,000
KK Shepherd Ave Widening $15,490,608 $37,500,000
LL SR-41 Auxiliary Lanestm $9,993,940 $0
MM SR-99 Widening $29,981,821 $29,981,821
NN Traffic Management Center $993,940 $990,000
00 Minnewawa 4-Lane Project $34,978,792 $17,900,000

Total for Urban Tier 2 $470,107,729 $412,140,000

lflflct appears to be a subset of project Urban Tier 2 BB
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Table 21: Updated Costs for Rural Tier 2 Projects

Project
ID

.Project Name Measure "C"
Cost Estimate

Updated Cost
Estimate

M SR-99 Interchange Improvement $24,984,851 $50,000,000
BB SR-145 Widening $22,986,063 $12,800,000
CC SR-33 Widening $8,245,001 $9,070,000
DD Academy Parkway $23,386,250 $6,100,000
EE SR-41 Interchange Upgrade $49,969,702 $32,000,000
FF Millerton Road Widening $11,992,729 $29,030,000
GG Manning Ave Widening $3,697,758 $1 5,200,000
HR SR-43 Widening $89,945,464 $47 500 000

II McCall Ave Connection $34,978,792 $19 100 000
JJ SR-180 E Segment VI $40,975,156 $53,270,000

Total for Rural Tier 2 $311,161,766 $274,070,000

The results are shown in a different format in Figures 10 and 11 In the figures the X-axis is the
onginal cost estimate used in the Measure C Extension brochure and the Y-axis is the updated
cost An equal cost line is shown to indicate where the updated cost equals the cost in the
Measure C Extension ballot matenals Dots shown above the equal cost line are cases where
the updated costs are higher than the onginal estimates, while dots below the equal cost line are
cases where the updated costs are lower. As can be seen in the figures, project cost estimates
were revised in both directions since the passage of Measure "C" Extension. However, for Tier 1
projects in particular, the magnitude of the upward revisions for projects ‘Mth cost increases tends
to be larger than the magnitude of the downward revisions for projects with cost decreases.
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Figure 10: Comparison of Measure "C" and Updated Cost Estimates, Tier I
Projects
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Figure 11 Comparison of Measure "C" and Updated Cost Estimates, Tier 2
Projects

There were many reasons why the costs changed significantly between the time the Measure C"
Extension ballot matenals were being prepared and today Some of the reasons include

* The cost of construction materials has escalated rapidly in recent years for a vanety of
reasons including rising land and fuel costs and the effect of a weakening U S dollar on
the cost of imported construction matenals This can be seen in Figure 12 which shows
Caltrans construction price index for the every year since 1990 Note that prices rose
more in 2004 than they did in the previous fifteen years combined followed the next year
by a second large price increase Although prices have since fallen slightly they are still
about double what they were when the original cost estimates were made for most
Measure C" Extension projects

Figure 12: Caltrans Construction Price Index 1987 prices = 100

* Some of the cost estimates used in the Measure C" Extension materials appear to have
been used by mistake. For example, three totally unrelated projects California Avenue
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widening, the replacement of the North and Cedar Avenue interchanges, and
improvements to the American Avenue interchange are all listed as having identical
costs of $24,984,851. In another example, the $3 million estimate given for the SR-41
auxiliary lanes between Tulare Street and 0 Street appears to have come from a budget
estimate for a much smaller project to improve the 0 Street off-ramp that had a similar-
sounding name.

* Some projects have moved forward using other funding sources since the Measure "C"
Extension ballot materials were prepared, and so the remaining budget request is for less
than the original request. For example, the City of Clovis used funds from its own impact
fees to implement most of the Shaw Avenue widening project, reducing the funding
needed from Measure "C" Extension from $31.5 million to $17 million.

* In several cases additional information has come to light that resulted in changes to the
project scope. For example, the City of Parlier found that the plan to widen Mendocino
Avenue would have been considerably more expensive than originally thought due to the
need to remove several commercial gas storage tanks. The City is therefore revising
their plan, and instead intends to widen a parallel road, Academy Avenue, to serve the
same purpose as the original project. Similarly, for the case of the extension of SR-180
to 1-5, the original alignment along Nees Avenue has been dropped in favor of a new
alignment with different cost characteristics.

* In other cases the lead agency changed the phasing of a project with consequent
changes to costs. For example, SR-i 80 East Segments IV and V were originally scoped
to be 2-lane expressways within a right-of-way capable of accommodating later
expansion to a 4-lane facility. Upon reconsideration Caltrans believes that the rapid
growth of demand in the area justifies implementing the extension as 4-lanes from the
start, especially as the additional cost of doing so is relatively low.

In all cases the approach used in this study was that it is the role of the lead agency, not the
consultant, to define or redefine the project. For example, if the lead agency’s concept for the
project has evolved away from the concept originally used to prepare Measure ‘C’ Extension then
there would be little point in basing the costs used for the RTMF on superseded information.
Note, however, that this does not mean that the updated costs will be automatically approved for
implementation; such a step could only be taken by the Fresno County Transportation Authority
FCTA.

Conclusions Regarding Project Costs

Measure "C" Extension is a long-term program that will require periodic adjustments as the
situation evolves overtime. The original Measure "C" Extension ballot materials incorporated the
best cost information available at the time of their preparation. However, since that time, some
projects have dropped out of Measure "C" Extension as funds became available from other
sources, other projects have changed in scope, and prices for construction materials and right-of-
way have escalated rapidly. The overall estimated cost for the Tier 1 program has risen from
about $534 million in uninflated 2006 dollars to about $946 million: an increase of 77%. More
than half of the increase can be attributed to two projects, namely:

* The largest increase is attributable to the extension of SR-i80 west to I-S. The original
alignment followed an existing road so much of the right-of-way had already been
purchased; while the new alignment would require the purchase of entirely new ROW.
The cost increase for this project affects the overall funding situation for Measure "C"
Extension but does not directly impact the RTMF because this project does not meet the
eligibility requirements for RTMF funding.

* The second-largest increase is attributable to the SR-41/168/180 braided ramps project.
his project moves through its design stages it is becoming clear both that the project

_______
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5. OTHER NON-RTMF SOURCES OF FUNDING
Measure C" cites three sources of funding for projects, namely the Measure "C" sales tax, the
State Transportation Improvement Program STIP, and the RTMF. This section describes the
levels of funding that can be expected from the first two sources so that the size of the expected
unfunded portion can be determined. The figures used in this section are all expressed in
uninflated 2008 dollars.

Measure "C" Sales Tax
The most important effect of the original Measure "C" was to establish a sales tax that could be
used to fund improvements to the transportation system. The sales tax raised $671 million over
the life of the original Measure C $480 million 73 5% of which was used for capital projects11
Sales tax revenues grew steadily over the course of the original Measure C and are expecteWto
continue to grow dunng the period of the extension though a short downturn is expected in the
near term due to the current weak condition of the economy see Figure 13 below The key
difference between the sales tax revenues in the original Measure C and the extension from the
perspective of road improvement programs is that 73 5% of sales tax revenues were available
for capital projects dunng the original measure compared to onl’ 29 4% being made available for
road improvements during the period of the measure extension 2 So the transition from Measure
C to Measure C Extension will result in an approximate halving of funds available for major
road improvements for this source.

Figure 13: Measure "C" Sale Tax Revenue

"Another 25.0% was used to support local transportation and the remaining 1.5% was used to
cover administrative costs.

12 Measure "C" Extension also includes funding for public transit and transit-supportive measures,
local street maintenance and improvement, bicycle and pedestrian trails, and rail consolidation,
eierthings.
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Based on the most recent estimates it appears that the Measure "C" sales tax will raise
approximately $517 million for road improvements over the life of the extension. In nominal terms
this is slightly more than was raised during the original Measure "C", but when the doubling of
construction costs are considered the real level of sales tax support for road improvements will be
about half of what it was under the original measure.

State Transportation Improvement Program STIP
State and federal funds for transportation improvements are channeled through the STIP, which
is administered by the California Transportation Commission CTC. For the purposes of this
study there are two key features of the STIP; namely that the CTC allocates a share of statewide
funding to Fresno County which FCOG then allocates among individual projects, subject to later
review by the CTC, and that STIP funding is difficult to predict and varies widely from year to year
depending on the budget situation on the state level.
Table 22 below shows the STIP funds for projects analogous to those in the Tier 1 and Tier 2 lists
for the period of the original Measure "C".

Table 22: Original Measure "C" SlIP Funding for Road Projects

Year Project -
STI!
millions

1990
1990
1992
1992
1998
1999
2007

Projected

SR-lao: SR-99to SR-41
SR-180: SR-41 to Chestnut
SR-i 68: SR-i 80 to Bullard
SR-4i: Audubon to Madera Co. Line
SR-180: Chestnut to Clovis
SR-180: SR-99 to HugheslWest Diagonal
SR-iSO: ClovistoTemperance
SR-iSO: Temperance to Academy

$72.4
$75.9
$53.2
$18.2
$90.2
$39.3
$11.9
$25.1

Total for 20-Year Measure Period = $386.1
Average STIP Funding Per Year = $19.3

The CTC’s current estimate for STIP funding for the first half of the Measure "C" Extension
period13 is $16.8 million per year. The Measure "C" Extension ballot materials state that 75% of
STIP f4tnds will be made available for Tier 1 projects, which would mean that $12.6 million per
year14 would be available for the projects relevant to the RTMF study. STIP funding would thus
be aºout 35% less during the Measure "C" Extension period than it was during the period of the
original Measure "C"15 in nominal terms. Moreover, since project costs have approximately
doubled in recent yeacs, in terms of purchasing power for road construction the STIP will only
provide about one-third of the funding support that it did during the period of the original Measure
"C".

13 Estimates are not yet available for the second half of the period
1475% of $16.8 million is $12.6 million
1on is approximately 65% of $19.3 million
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Comparing Project Costs to Funding Available
Taken together, the STIP and the Measure "C" sale tax are expected to generate approximately
$769 million over the course of the Measure "C" extension period16. This figure is compared to
the estimated costs of projects in Table 23 below. -

Table 23: STIP and Sales Tax Revenues Compared to Project Costs
millions of dollars

Projects Included Project
Costs

STIP & Sales
Tax Funding

ShortfallRevenues

Shortfall as
% of Project

Costs

Tier 1 Only

Tier 1 and FIDS

Tier 1, Tier 2, and FIDS

$947

$1,066

$1,758

$769 $178

$769 $297

$769 $984

19%

28%

56%

The table shows that the STIP and sales tax allocations would cover approximately 80% of the
costs of the Tier 1 projects, leaving a shortfall of approximately $178 million to be funded from
other sources. FCOG believes this to be a very conservative estimate of the shortfall since it
does not include an allowance for further inflation of project costs; if construction prices continue
to rise, the shortfall for Tier 1 projects could be as much as $500-$600 miltion. The clear
conclusion is that there will be no surplus of STIP and sales tax allocations for Tier 2 and FIDS
projects; if they are to be implemented they would have to be funded entirely from other sources
that could include RTMF.

This calculation is intended to provide readers with a context for judging the role of the RTMF as
a source of funds for roadway improvements in Fresno County. Readers should note, however,
that the maximum fee that can be charged under the RTMF is based solely on the traffic im?acts
attributable to new development and thus is unrelated to the size of the funding shortfall1 . In
other words, if the maximum revenues from the RTMF are insufficient to cover the fueding
shortfall then the fees cannot be simply factored up to the desired level; by state law the fees
cannot go beyond the constraints stipulated in the Mitigation Fee Act. The shortfall would have to
be met by some other means, such as finding other sources of funding or seeking to economize
on the costs of individual projects.

16 Assuming that 75% of the STIP and 29.4% of the sale tax revenues are devoted to road
improvements, as stated in the Measure "C" Extension ballot materials.

17 This is true because the shortfall is larger than the amount expected to be raised from the
RTMF. Had the shortfall been smaller, then the RTMF would be scaled back to cover only the
amount of the shortfall.
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6. COMPUTING THE RTMF FEES AND REVENUES

An overview of the methodology used to compute the RTMF is provided in the section below,
followed by sections describing the resulting fees and the revenues that would be raised by the
RTMF under the different sets of policy options described in the previous chapter.

Overview of the Fee Computation Methodology
The methodology used in the fee computation is outlined in Figure 14 below.

The major steps are described below. The calculations are shown in the appendix and the table
numbers refer to tables in the appendix.

1 The starting point was the set of revised cost estimates prepared for each project as
described in Chapter 4. These are shown in Column A of Tables 1,2, and 3.

2 The costs of certain project components such as beautification work were deducted
because they are ineligible by law to receive impact fee revenue. There are only a few of
such cases. These are shown in Column B of Tables 1, 2, and 3.

-
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3 Next, certain items such as the cost to replace a flooded bridge or the cost to replace a
structurally deficient bridge were deducted since the purpose of the project is to correct
an existing deficiency. These are shown in Column C of Tables 1, 2, and 3. The
Mitigation Fee Act does not permit the use of impact fees to correct existing deficiencies.

4 Next, funding from other sources that is expected to be available for the listed projects
was deducted from the amount needed from the RTMF, as shown in Column D of Tables
1,2, and 3.

5 The product of the previous four steps was the interim maximum amount of funding that
can be sought from the RTMF. These are shown in Column E of Tables 1, 2, and 3.
This interim amount was later finalized in Step 8.

6 The outputs from the FCOG traffic model were used to determine the volume-to-capacity
V/C ratio and level-of-service LOS for each project under existing and 2030
conditions.

7 The change in LOS was used to determine the portion of need for each project that could
be attributed to new residential and non-residential development. This is shown in
Tables 4, 5, and 6.

8 The FCOG and FCTA Boards made policy decisions that only state facilities on the Tier 1
and FIDS lists would be eligible for funding under RTMF.

9 The results of Steps 5, 7, and 8 were then combined to determine the portion of each
project’s cost that could be attributed to new development. This is the maximum amount
allowable by law that could potentially be collected using the RTMF. These are shown in
Column C of Tables 8, 9, and 10.

10 The FCOG traffic model was used to determine the growth in vehicle-miles traveled
VMT that will be associated with residential and non-residential development. These are
shown in Tables 7. For residential land uses the unit of measurement was VMT per day
per dwelling unit, while for non-residential uses, trip-generation was measured in terms of
VMT per day per job18.

11 The results of Step9 and 10 were then combined to determine the portion of each
project’s cost that could be attributed to new residential and non-residential development.
These are shown in Columns I and J of Tables 8, 9, and 10.

12 Next, the trip generation rate was determined for each land use type. These are shown
in Table 11 for non-residential trips, and in Tables 13 and 14 for residential trips.

13 The number of new units of each land use type was taken from the FCOG traffic model.
These are shown in Table 12.

14 The number of new units for each development type was then multiplied by the trip
generation rate to produce the total number of new trips associated with each type of
land use development. These are shown in Column C of Tables 13 and 14.

15 For residential units, the project costs attributable to residential and non-residential
developments from Step 9 was then divided by the expected number of new trips from
Step 14 to produce the impact fee for each type of unit. This is shown in Column E of
Table 13.

16 For non-residential trips, a percentage of trips were deducted from the retail land use
category to account for pass-by trips. This is shown in Column D of Table 14.

18 The FCOG traffic model uses units of jobs for most non-residential land uses. This is
converted into square feet of new development in a later step.
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17 The FCOG and FCTA Boards made a policy decision! based on language in Measure "C"
Extension, that developments used for education or governmental purposes would be
exempt from the RTMF. The fees from these land use types were therefore deducted
from the expected RTMF revenues.

18 The final RTMF fees per square foot of non-residential development was then computed
inColum G of Table 14.

19 The FCOG and FCTA Boards made a policy decision that, in light of the severe downturn
in the development market occurring at the time that the RTMF was being enacted, the
RTMF would be phased in over a period of three years. A benchmark figure of $1,200 in
RTMF fees per single-family dwelling was used for the phase-in, with the other phase-in
fees scaled in proportion. The fees for the phase-in period are shown in Columns A and
B of Table 15.
The fees for each year were multiplied by the average number of new units expected to
be built over the 20-year life of the RTMF to estimate the total amount of RTMF fees
generated, as shown in Column H of Table 16. Note that because of the various
exemptions and reductions that will be applied to the RTMF, only 57% of the amount
theoretically justifiable under the Mitigation Fee Act will be collected.

20 The costs attributable to new development, for those projects that met the eligibility
requirements, were then factored by the 57% figure from the previous step to determine
the amount of RTMF expected for funding individual projects. This is shown in Table 16.

The next sections describe several key steps in the process in more detail.

Trip-Generation Rates by Land Use Type
Trip generation trip-gen rates are a key connection between future land development and its
expected traffic impacts. FCOG’s travel demand model bases its trip-gen equations for
residential land uses on the vehicle ownership of the household, with different rates for
households with zero, one, and two vehicles. While this approach makes sense for a traffic
model, it is impractical to use for an impact fee program because when a new development is
proposed the only known quantities are the number of dwellings to be constructed; neither the
developer nor the jurisdiction has any way of knowing what the vehicle ownership rates of the
future residents will be. A similar situation occurs for non-residential development. The
developer and the jurisdiction only know the floor area of the buildings proposed for construction;
they have no way of knowing the number of employees who will work in the building which is
likely to vary from year to year in any case. The employee-based trip-gen rates used in the
traffic model would thus be awkward to try to use for collecting an impact fee. For these reasons,
a different source of information on trip-gen rates is required.
By far the most commonly used reference for trip generation rates in the U.S. is liE’s Trip
Generation19 handbook, which was chosen by the PDT as the reference to be used in this study.

Residential and Non-Residential Shares of New Traffic
The amount of traffic generated by a new development is a function of the number of new trips
associated with the development and the average length of those trips. Together, these two
produce the total vehicle-miles-traveled VMT associated with the development.

Outputs from the FCOG Travel Demand Model were used to forecast the growth in VMT for five
different types of trips. The growth in VMT from new development was attributed to residential
and non-residential developments based on trip type. In this case, the PDT chose to attribute all
trips beginning or ending at the traveler’s home to the residential land use while all trips not

19 Trip Generation 7" Edition, Institute of Traffic Engineers, 2003
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involving a residential location were attributed to non-residential land uses. This approach is
consistent with the state of the practice for estimating trip generation as described in NCHRP
Report 18720, which is a primary reference for travel estimation techniques used in travel demand
modeling. ‘Chapter 2 of the NCHRP report, which details trip generation estimation, states that
"HBW Home Based Work and HBNW Home Based Non Work trips are generated at the
households, whereas the NHB Non-Home Based trips are generated elsewhere."

Pass-By Trips
Some analyses of traffic impacts provide an allowance for what are termed "pass-by" trips.
These are stops at intermediate destinations coffee shops, gas stations, etc. that occur in the
course of a longer trip taken primarily for some other purpose, such as a home-to-work trip. It
could be argued that such trips add little to the overall mileage driven and therefore have only a
minor impact on traffic conditions. The POT chose to use a flat reduction rate of 43% for all retail
developments, which was based on the median of measured pass-by rates for the retail uses
listed in the ITE Trips Generation Manual see Table 11.

20 Quick Response Urban Travel Estimation Techniques and Transferable Parameters User’s
Guide Transportation Research Board, 1978
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7. RESULTS
Based on the analysis described above, a nexus was found to exist between the anticipated new
development in Fresno County and forecast deficiencies in the regional road network. The
projects needed to rectify these deficiencies were identified and the costs of the projects were
reviewed for reasonableness and, where necessary, revised. A determination was made as to
the share of the costs of these projects that were attributable to new development, and this share
was further sub-divided to determine the portion attributable to individual units of new
developments of various types.

Over the year-long course of the study numerous policy issues were raised and analyzed. Input
was sought and received at more than a dozen public meetings and through web-based
correspondence. Based on this input and guidance in Measure "C" ballot language the FCOG
and FCTA Boards ultimately approved a plan that:

* Limits the use of RTMF funds to projects for state facilities identified on the Regional
Transportation Funding Tier I list or in the Freeway Interchange Deficiency Study FIDS.

* Exempts projects for the development of educational or governmental facilities from
paying the fee, and reduces the fee for affordable housing to half of the fee for market-
rate housing. Retail developments are to be given a reduction for pass-by trips that are
incidental to longer trips that would have occurred anyway.

* Phases in the fee over a three-year period, with reduced fees in 2009 and 2010, and the
full fee to take effect in 2011.

The fees adopted by the FCOG and FCTA Boards in October 2008 were as follows:

Table 24: Fees by Year and Land Use Category

Land Use Category 2009 2010

Residential Developments $/dwelling unit
Single-Family Dwelling market-rate $1,200 $1,450 $1,727
Single-Family Dwelling affordable $600 $725 $863
Multi-Family Dwelling market-rate $843 $1,018 $1,212
Multi-Family Dwelling affordable $421 $509 $606

Non-Residential Developments $/sq.ft.
Commercial/Retail $1.36 $1.65 $1.96
Commercial/Office/Service $0.85 $1.03 $1.23
Education Exempt Exempt Exempt
Government Exempt Exempt Exempt
Light Industrial $0.34 $0.41 $0.49
Heavy Industrial $0.07 $0.09 $0.10
Other Non-Residential $0.29 $0.35 $0.42

Source: Parsons Brinckerhoff

aa
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These fees are expected to contribute the following amounts to individual projects:

Table 25: Expected Distribution of RTMF Funds Among Projects

Projects Receiving Funds Total Project
Costs

Projected
RTMF

Funding
% of Total

Project Cost
- -

Tier I
SR-iSO West Seg II $5,450,000 $520,000 10%
SR-41/SR-1 68/SR-ISO $114,000,000 $65,223,000 57%
Veteran’s Boulevard $117,979,000 $39, 102,000 33%
SR-180 East Seg III $42,600,000 $24,373,000 57%
SR-180 East Seg IV $46,461,00 $26,463,000 57%
SR-180 East Seg V $59,916,000 $34,280,000 57%

Freeway Interchange Deficiency Study
5R99/Belmont $6,783,000 $3,881,000 57%
8R41/Tulare&Divisadero $6,838,000 $3,912,000 57%
SR4I/Ashlan $5,457,000 $3,122,000 57%
SR41/Bullard $14,107,000 $8,071,000 57%
SR41/Friant $2,751,000 $1,318,000 48%
SR18OIN. Fulton &Van Ness $2,500,000 $1,430,000 57%
SRi 68/Shaw $3,100,000

Total Project
Funds

Administrative
Costs 2%
Total RTMF

Program

$1,774,000 57%

$213,470,000

$4,360,000

$217,830,000

aa
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8. FUTURE ADJUSTMENTS
The nexus analysis described in this report represents the conditions prevailing at the time of the
report’s submission. However, conditions can be expected to change over the course of the 20-
year time span of the fee program, and so state law requires, and Measure "C" Extension
provides guidance for, periodic adjustments to be made to the fee program. The nature of the
future adjustments is described below.

Annual and Periodic Adjustments

The Mitigation Fee Act requires that impact fees be subject to periodic review to ensure that the
nexus remains valid, Measure "C" Extension reflects this by stipulating that the RTMF be
adjusted as follows to reflect new information:

"The RTMF shall be adjusted to reflect actual construction costs every 5 years, but
shall be adjusted annually on July 1st to reflect the percentage increase or
decrease in the Engineering News Record Index for the California Cities for the
twelve 12 month period preceding December of each year."

Adjustments to the Project List
Measure "C" Extension is a long-term program and its framers recognized the need for flexibility
to allow the program to evolve as circumstances change. The ballot measure therefore included
the following passage:

"Although it is the primary purpose of the RTP-MC funds to augment Tier I funding
levels, there is recognition that it is difficult to accurately project revenues /
expenditures for a 20-year period. Therefore, in the event that additional resources
e.g. federal or state earmarks are made available to fully fund all of the Tier I
projects, then it is acknowledged that the Fresno County Transportation Authority
Authority, in consultation with the Council of Fresno County Governments Fresno
COG, will have the flexibility to fund other urban and rural street and road projects
contained in the Tier 2 list of regional transportation projects. This would be
accomplished through the Expenditure Plan update process, and appropriate Tier 2
list projects would be amended into the Tier I funded program."

It is uncertain at this time whether the flexibility provided in this passage will ever be used. It is
useful to note, though, that Column C in Tables 8 and 9 show Tier 1 and Tier 2 project costs that
are attributable to new development that are not included in the RTMF as it is currently
structured. So should circumstances arise in which this passage is needed, there are project
costs that have already been identified for which a nexus to new development has been shown to
exist.

aa
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Details of the Fee Calculation





TABLE 1: ESTIMATED COSTS FOR TIER I PROJECTS

525,918,191
4%

SLI $29981821
0% 45’

$630,582,181
92%

Project ID Project Name
Updated Cost

Estimate

- -
Ineligible

Components

Costs Clearly Related
to Existing
Deficiencies

.Funding from
Other Sources

Funding Potentially
Sought from Measure

"C" After 1st
Screening

,fl B C D EeA-Bl’C+D
A SR-ISO Eaet Sag II $3&479j01 $0 $0 $33479701 $0
B SR-I 80 West Seq It $5,450,000 $3,483,000 $0 $0 $1,967,000
C SR-4IISR-16815R-180 $114,000,000 $0 $0 $0 $114,000,000
0 WioowAvenite $19,656,767 $0 $0 $0 $19,656,767

‘ 0
F
C

Temperance Avenue
Ventura Boulevard
SR-99 Monterey Bridge Retrofit

$4,098,477
$5,000,000
$1,000,000

$0
$0
$0

$0
$5,000,000
$1,000,000

$0
$0
$0

$4,09s,477
$0
$0

H California Ave Widening $12,548,738 $0 $0 $0 $12,548,738
I
J

Peach Ave Widening
SR-41 Auxiliary Lana

$17,306,000
$11,400,000

$0
$0

$0
$0

$0
$0

$17,306,000
$11,400,000

K Hamdon Ave Widening $42,200,000 $0 $0 $0 $42,200,000
L Sham Ave Upgrades $17,500,000 $0 $0 $0 $17,500,000
N SR-SB North & Cedar Interchanges $81,220,000 $0 $0 $0 $81,220,000
4 Veteran’s Boulevard $117,978,600 $0 $0 $0 $117,978,600
A SR-lSOWesl $8,614,915 $0 $0 $0 $8,614,915
B SR-ISO East Sag Ill $42,600,000 $0 $0 $0 $42,600,000
C SR-ISO East Sag IV $46,460,819 $0 $0 $0 $46,460,819

‘ 0 SR-ISO East Sag V $59,915,560 $0 $0 $0 $59,915,560
0 Friant Road Widening $5,900,000 $0 $0 $0 $5,900,000

F F Golden Slate Boulaaard $34,978,792 $0 $34,978,792 $0 $0
C SR’269 Bddge Improvement $16,989,699 $0 $16,969,699 $0 $0

E
frI
I

SR-ISO West IS Extension
Moentein View Ave Widening

$183,000,000
$25,632,000

$0
$0

$0
$0

$0
$0

$183,000,000
$25,632,000

J Mandodno Ave Widening $3,350,000 $0 $0 $0 $3,350,000
K SR-es American Ave Interchange $24,300,000 $0 $0 $0 $24,300,000
L t-SISR-198 Interchange Improvement $12,012,000 $0 $0 $0 $12,012,000

Total br liar 1 $946,586,061 $3,483,000 $57,968,491 $33479701 $851 ,6S4,87f
As a percent of total updated estimate

TABLE 2: ESTIMATED COSTS FOR TIER 2 PROJECTS

0% 6% 45’ 905’

Project ID Project Name
Updated Coat

Estimate

.Ineligible
Components

Costs Clearly Related
to
Dencaencis

Funding from
Other Sources

Funding Potentially
Soeght from Measure

‘C After tat
Screening

44 B C ID EA4B+C+D
Al, 514-95 Stania laus & Tuotumne $45,000,000 $0 $0 $0 $45,000,000
BB SR-41 0-Street Auxlttay Lanes $63,500,000 $0 $0 $0 $03,500,000
CC Fdant Road Widening $8,100,000 $0 $0 $0 $8,100,000
00 SR-99 Sham Ave Interchange $34,978,792 $0 $0 $0 $34,976,792
BE
FF

Traffic Synchronization
FlemdonAve Widening

$24,984,851
$16,411,238

$24,984,651
$0

$0
$0

$0
$0

$0
$16,411,238

z
GO
ff11

SR-ag Auxitary Lanes
Blacicetone Ave Tum Lanes

$59,963,543
$2,200,000

$0
$0

$0
$0

$0
$0

$59,963,643
$2,200,000

II
JJ
KIt

SR-se Shieidr Ave Overcroasing’
Mcccli Widening
Stieph&d Ave Widening

$59,963,643
$10993334
$37,500,000

$0
$0
$0

$0
$0
$0

$0
$0
$0

$59,963,643
$10,993,334
$37,500,000

LL SR’41 Auxiliary Lance $0 SO $0 SO $0
MM SR-aS Widetting $29,981,821 $0 $0 $29,981,821 $0
MN Traffic Management Center $993,940 $993,940 $0 $0 $0
00 Minnewawa 4-tans Prciect $17,900,000 SO $0 $0 $17,900,000
Al, SR-SO Central & Chestnut $50,000,000 $0 $0 $0 $50,000,000
66 SR-14S Widening $12,800,000 $0 $0 $0 $12,800,000

I*

CC
DO
EE

SR-33 Widening
Academy Parkway’
514-41 Central & Amercian Interchange

$9,069,501
$6,100,000
$32,000,000

$0
$0
$0

$0
$0
$0

$0
$0
$0

$9,069,601
$6,130,000

$32,000,000
‘ EF Mitlerton Road Widening $29,034,327 $0 $0 $0 $29,034,327

GO
HR

Manning Ave Widening
51443 Widening

$15,200,000
$47,500,000

$0
$0

$0
$0

$0
$0

$15,200,000
$47,500,000

II Mctat Ave Connection’ $19,100,000 $0 $0 $0 $19,100,000
JJ SR-ISO ESeg Vt $53,267,703 $0 $0 $0 $53,267,703

Total for Tier 2
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TABLE 3: ESTIMATED COSTS FOR FREEWAY INTERCHANGE PROJECTS

Projecl ID Project Name
Updated Coal

Estimate

-Ineligible
Components

Costs CIearW Related

Dfidn?L

.Funding from
Other Sources

Funding Potentially
Sought from Measure

"C" flIer 1st
Screening

A B C D EA48+C+D
,, I SR-9giMoantein View $4,524,000 $0 $0 $0 $4,524,000
o 2

3
SR-99/FloraI
SR-99flulenning

$5,3t9750
$11233750

$4
$0

$0
$0

$0
$5

$5,389,750
$11,233,750

Si 4 56-99/Central $6,720,500 $0 $0 $0 $t,720,500
5 SR99Nentura $275000 $0 $0 $0 $275,000
6
7

5R99/Presno
SR99tStanislaas

$2,500,000
$966,500

$0
$0

$0
$0

$0
$0

$2,500,000
$966,500

8 5699/Belmont $t,7t3,000 $0 $0 $0 $6,783,000
9
10

5699/Olive
CR99/Clinton

$5,930,500
$406000

$0
SO

$0
$0

$0
$0

$5,930,500
$406,000

>,
0

11
12
13
14

5R99/Ashtan
5R99/Sttaw
SR99/Hemdon
SR4lNan Ness

$6,954,500
$14,532,500
$2,527,000
$550000

$0
$0
$0
$0

$0
$0
$0
$0

$0
$0
$0
$0

$6,954,500
$14,532,500
$2527000
$550000

W is SR4llTalare&Oivisadero $6837500 $0 $0 $0 $6,837,500
16 8R41%loKinley $4,861,250 $0 $0 $0 $4,861,250

t-
I?
18

5R41/Stnields
5R41/Ashlan

$7,477,750
$5,456,750

$0
$0

$0
$0

$0
$0

$7,477,750
$5,456,750

19 SR4I/Shew $6,044,750 $0 $0 $0 $6,044,750
2 20 SR4llBuIlard $14,107,500 $0 $0 $0 $14,107,500

3
B
‘

21
22
23
24

SR4I/Friant
SRI 80/Il. Pulton & Van Ness
86168/Bollard
SRl6S/Shew

$2,751,000
$2,500,000
$2,348,500
$3,100,000

$0
$0
$0
$0

$0
$0
$0
$0

$0
$0
$0
$0

$2,751,000
$2,500,000
$2,348,500
$3,100,000

Total for P108 Projects $124,778,001 $0 $0 $124,77500t
0% 0% 100%

Total Tier I Costs $946,580,058
Total Tier 2 Costa $886,542,793
Total P105 Costs $124,778,000
Total Costs for All Proleots $1,757,905,851 in oninfiad 2005 dollars

Total Amount that Could Polentaly be Eligihe for RTMP $1,482,237,057 84%
Amouratneeded from other sources $275,669,804 16%

100%
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TABLE 4: V/C RATIO AND LOS FOR TIER ¶ PROJECTS

SR-leo Eaolney II -
ON-itO ‘Sloan Sey II
SR.41 IOR-ItOlSN-i 83
Villovo Avenue
em penance Avenue

VetilLora Boulevard
SR-SO Monterey Badge Re/rota
Cal/enoibAveWideoio/
Peach Ave W den
5R41 Aus0iaryLeve
Heovdoo Ave Wioeoin0
Show Ave Una4es
SR-SO North & Ceder lnteooharoev
‘oteraos Ov,de0004

LOS Volume Capacity V/C Robe LOS

CEO F 100=560/F /H
32,004 12000 2 F
26530 12000 I F
7,073 7400 2 F

27,700 30,400 0 F
23,750 30,400 Y
32,072 30,100 I 00
15,423 15,300 I 00
10,077 12,800 F
22,145 12,000 7 F
73.704 100$/a 7 Con 00
45.070 44200 6
33300 04,400 2 F

022 0270 6 Co of
4e,070 15,400 3 0 F

/0of Oeficietrcy
Attnibetahle to Nero

Deee/u mount
telG.00O.10

51%
40%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
47%

No Caldievoy
100%
70%

No Deficiency
50%

‘rojedlO Project Name

Se/otto

Veleme Capacity V/C Ratio

A B Ce04/B 0

S
N
S

cc

A
B
C
C
F
F
C

/4

M
N

Fatare Wlthoatlmpronetneeto

22,030 02.030 1-70
20.093 12,030 0.50
4,050 0.4/0 0,00

11,010 17400 0.77
32,220 00,400 0.70
20.010 21-100 0.07
0.331 10,200 0.01
0.003 32.000 0.54
17,012 32.000 1-40
02.003 100,000 0.01
20.400 44,700 0.00
00,700 14,000 1.28

223 3,275 0-17
20,4/0 10,400 1.01

F
F
C
C
C

C or beeer
C 00008ev

0
F

C 07000ev
C
F

C or better
p

A IR-ISO Wool 0,000 13,704 0,02 2 13,036 13,700 tea 0 No Deficiency
0 SRl00000lSe/ Ii 13000 13700 00 0 30040 10700 282 F 100/
C SRI/SF Se//V 13720 01700 100 8 18400 03700 134 00 130,’

ev

P

0
0
F
0
l

SR 1000 lSeoV
bunt Road widening
Oordeo State Oovleoaw
SR-200 04400100 oyoveweol
SR.100 Wet1 Lb Svleoo,00

13110 03700 000
12,711 03,400 024
0,200 20,400 0.10
7,032 13.700 0.07
4,704 10.700 0.30

C
Con boner
C or bener
Con heifer
C on by/er

17000
20,200
13,713
12,311
7050

13700 131 00
02,400 0,30 C or beoer
39.400 0.47 C or boner
00700 0.00 0
13,700 0.57 C or 008cr

1007
No Deficiency
No 001inenoy
No Debciency
No Dehoiency

S I Morota VA WO 0303 13700 000 C 17,247 13700 020 00 100,5
.1 Merodonino AoeWrdeniny 3,030 13.700 022 Con boner 4,140 13,700 0,30 Ccv be/er No Dehdevoy
K SN-On American Ave lorerc500go 104 0,270 0,10 Ccv beter 442 1,275 0.50 CCC 005cr No Cebcierncy

- 0, I-b/SR-I 00 r noercheven lmcravenreo I

TABLE 5: V/C RATIO AND LOS FOR TIER

230 0,270 0,17 C or be/er 350 0,270 0.28 C our baser No Cebsieno

2 PROJECTS

Exisetre Fatraty Without tmpreremeeto /0 we Dofideecy
Attribotabte to flee

OeoeoemtaernProject 5
-

Project Name
Veriotoe Capacity V/C Ratio LOS Volume Capacity VIC Ratio LOS

54 6 ICeAl/B 0 Cm F 0aS/F 114 l0t0.DPIO.l
0$ OR-vO Otardaay & Todamoe 000 3,275 0.63 Con better 0,4Of 0,270 1,10 - :. 00 : 100%
Be OR-4 1 0-Orreel Auoisry Lanes 20,001 300,800 0.24 C or below 32.687 300 000 0,31 Con boson No Ceononcy
CC IN dWdor 0 27207 32700 003 C 30049 32700 111 F 300/
DC IN-OS Show Ave rnltrohvege 0,154 12. 0.40 0 12210 12,000 0.07 C No Denorerocy
CE batbc /yvohrvvsaliov - . - . . - - - Nor Computable

er PP
00

lervdco Ave Wroenirry
SR-CO Avobearo Loner

5 040 15,400 0.39
04406 300,000 0.61

C or beten
Con belle,

13.419
03,63

10,450 0.07 C
305.000 0,50 0

NO Doe/canny
No Detinreocy

NH 0 roar Aren’T La 44001 32700 130 F 47006 32730 147 F 207
ii 00-00 Shier/n Ave 0reooouvio 7,105 32,700 0.22 C orbetlee 14,000 02,700 C`O Con beoer No Dehc,oocy
.17
/4/4

deCo/I Widev/rg
Shepherd Ave Wderoo/

0.034 40,330 0,12
0.364 32,703 020

C erstEic
Con belIer

14,820
18,003

49,200 0.30 Con beoen
32,700 0,01 Con boner

No Detrcienny
NO Deficiency

U. oR-41 Avoihaey Lanes 72,013 305.000 5,69 C or beflen 67,104 105,600 002 0 No Oelroieocy
MM SR-es Wioeniny 35,039 67,200 0,53 C orbeeeo 06707 07,200 084 0 Nc Oehoieo cy
NN ‘roOf/n Management Cooler

- 00 Mronewawa 4-Lere Prteecr
0$ SR-CO Ceofral & COmbat

- -
00251 10,430 0.71 C orbeler

.
24,776

- .
10,400 761 - F 100%

0/3 600 084 0 037 000 145 100%
St SR-140 Widen/ne 0,108 15.400 0.00 C or helen 32,070 30,400 0,54 0 No Deficiency

e

0-

CC 5R32 Widervog
DO Academy PaovwaV
SE SR41C to SAme/OS Itoh e

6,820 15450 0.44
4,340 10.700 OA1
207 060 045

C or belier
Con boner

0

11,100
7,358
030

30,400 0.72 C or boner
10.700 0.00 C or helen

000 141 F

No Peso/envy
No Dehoes ny

000,5
° Fe Mioerloo Reed Wideernt 8,581 13,700 0,03 D 10,044 13,700 0.70 0 No Deonency

S
00
NH

Mann/no Ano Widonroy
SR-43Wden 0

5.330 13,700 0.50
14342 ‘3700 006

0
0

12,003
10333

13,700 0.04 0
31700 143 00

No Dehcienco
100%

3 McCoy Ave Coonecborr 2.307 10,000 0,17
- .07 SR-leO 0 SecVl 12,003 13,700 0,94

TABLE 6: v/c RATIO AND LOS FOR FREEWAY INTERCHANGE PROJECTS

Ealebog
°

C or belIer
0

10.130
17.604

13,000 0.73 C or helen
13,700 1.20 - E’ ii -

No Cehoitnoy
100%

Fatare Without Improvements lb of Deficeecy
Athibulabte to New

‘raect 63
-

1

Project Name
Volume Capacity V/C Ratio LOS Velame Capacity V/C Ratio LOS

IA WI 5CoAISE ID CE CI G/e5ErF H llclG_DrD1 I
R-GOiMoui0100 View 430 1.270 0-34 C or belle, 604 4,270 0.47 Con boiler Nv Deficiency

en
2 OR-GO/Floral
33R-60400000io/

202 7,270 023
245 0,270 0.27

C or beoer
Cvi be/or

332
630

3,270 0.24 C on be/er
7,270 0.40 Con boner

No Delivievoy
No Deficiency

M
th
O
0

4
0

7
B

SR-Oo4Ce000r
oRoeweerbora
OROgWraono
SRealoroniobac
sRBeyBrm I

002 0,270 0,43
000 3,275 0.44
773 0,270 0.06
274 0,270 11,21
075 0270 072

C or belIer
C or boner
C or belIer
C Cr be/er
C hOer

430
3,000
1,304
035

0447

7270 032 Con boner
0,275 0.00 Con boner
0,775 0.03 P
0,27/ 0.73 C no belier
027/ 134 F

No Deficiency
No Ceficenoy
Nc Dofiotocy
No Deficreocy

3004

cc
,_
0

ffl
E

0 SNOB/One
10 SRBWCI,nbao
Ii SRBWAvlnlao
12 SROWnliaeo
r3 SReayHemovn
/4 OR4llVan l4enn
ns SR4377 Ian &C,voad
10 SRdlAbcKiriey

007 0,270 0,12
740 7275 0,00

0,034 7275 0,81
007 7275 0,44
333 3270 0,20
45/ 1,275 0.3/
eao 0270 077
027 3,270 0,00

Cs’ be/er
C Or 00600
C or belIer
Coo OoOer
C or helen
C or be/rn
C OIl
C on beoeo

004
7,325
0,304
000
722
/04

3470
003

0,275 0 Se C or boner
0,270 0.08 C or bone,
r,270 3./I 0
3,270 0,71 C or boner
3270 057 C or belier
0270 0.57 C orb/i
3270 306 F
3270 077 C or boner

No Deficenccy
No Deficency
No Deficiency
No Detisiency
No 000neocy
No Doticieocy

300/
No Delrcicecy

17
10

OR4llSh,05v
SR4IIAO/yloy

740 0,275 050
034 0270 000

C or belle,
C bIle,

3,070
3353

3.273 0.04 C or be/er
0 75 lOt E

No Deficiency
1010/

S le SR4llOhow 722 0,270 0.07 C or Ocr/en 3,260 3,270 3.00 0 No Deficiency
20 SR4lWuOard 033 0 75 0/4 C 00 322 0270 310 F lola,’
21 1R411F I

3 22 RI8SINPI &V Nh
cc 23 iN loeteolbro

24 ON lO0Shaw

30/0 rovo 034
004 273 0/0
232 705/ 0.10
557 3,000 0,53

00
C bOon
C or beoer
C Sr be/er

3333
7422
037

1,070

7350 127 0
1275 304 £
r, 550 0,78 C on boot,
1,050 1.02 E/.:7::/:

/4,0
1005’

No Polio/envy
000%

N 010°:

* V/C Room 0/ eoiubvo tociises Sal currently oenve Ihic laeoeino

Be Volume and Cepaoi %coiamno 0000cr Eve eeoc-hour: nnr-4v/iciced are dory vaioen

Shaded ceiS is LOS cobumoc indicate that Fe 000ilw 00ev nor mccl FCDC’v LD Svlaodard orD or beoo
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TABLE?: PERCENTAGE OF VMT GROWTH ATTRIBUTABLE TO RESI0ENTAL DEVELOPMENT

2007 Vehicle MIles 2030 VehIcle Miles Trip End Attribution’ - Growth in VMT
Traveled Traveled Residential Non-Res Residential Non-Res

Trip Purpose A B C Dl E = A-B’ C F = A-B * D
Home-WorkVMT 5,624,570 25% 9,312,158 24% 2,0 Ô.Ô 6,975,177 -

Home-ShopVMT 2,465,152 10% 4,151,433 11% 2.0 0.0 3,372,562 -

Home-OtherVMT 6,702,090 28% 11,038,334 28% 2.0 0.0 8,672,487
Other-WorkVMT 2,300,702 10% 3,804,637 10% 0.0 2.0 - 3,007,870
Other-OtherVMT 6,409.288 27% 10,709,570 27% 0.0 2.0 - 8,600,565
Total Vehicle Trips 23701,802 100% 39,016,133 100% 19,020,227 11,608,434

62% 38%

Each trip has two ends, the origin end and the destination end. RTMF policy, based on National Cooperative Highway Research Program
Report 187, is to allocate both ends ot any trip involving a residence to the residence
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TABLE 8: TIER I PROJECT COSTS POTENTIALLY ATTRIBUTABLE To NEW DEVELOPMENT

012500010 Pt2 2400°

10 2 0 ‘80050 00
Abotabs to New

RTMF40DI020I
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.48’OoSbD° It Otto
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Slot,04oIIWI TIn I ebbS
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12200 TabOo I

II

ID 50 101
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TABLE 0: TIER 2 PROJECT COSTS POTENTIALLY ATTRIBUTABLE TO NEW DEVELOPMENT
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TABLE 11: CALCULATION OF BLENDED TRIP GENERATION RATES
lIE Weekday Weekday Trips Square Feet PM Peak

Land Use Category Reference Trips per KSF per Employee per Employee Pass-by Tripr

Retail
Building Materials and Lumber 812 45.16 32.12
Discount Superstore 813 4921 28%
Specialty Retail Center 814 44.32 22.36
Discount Store 815 56.02 28.84 17%
Hardware Store 816 51.29 53.21 26%
Nursery Garden Center 817 36.08 22.13
Shopping Center 820 42.94 34%
Factory Outlet Center 823 26.59
NewCarSales 841 33.34 21,14
Auto Parts Store 843 61.91 43%
Tire Store 848 24.87 28%
Supermarket 850 102.24 87.82 36%
Convenience Market 851 737.99 61%
Convenience Market wth Fuel Pumps 853 845.60 63%
Discount Supermarket 854 96.82 23%
Discount Club 861 41.80 32.21
Home Improvement Superstore 862 29.80 48%
Electronics Superstore 863 45.04 40%
Pharmacy with Drive Through 861 88.16 49%
Fumiture Store 890 5.06 12.19 53%
Quality Restaurant 931 69.95 44%
High Turnover Sit-Down Restaurant 932 127.15 43%
Fast Food Restaurant with Drive Through 934 496.12 49%
Median 49.21 2884 586 43%

Service
Hospital 610
Clinic 630
General Ottice 710
Medical-Dentist Office Building 720
Office Park 750
Business Park 770
Walk-in Bank 911

17.57 5.20
31.45 7.75
11.01 3.32
36.13 8.91
11.42 3.50
12.76 4-04
21.49

Median 17.57 4.62 263

GovernmentlPubtlc Sector
Government Office Building 730 68.93 11.95

Education
EtemenlarySchoot 520
High School 530
Universey/Coltege 550

15.71
19.74
9.13

Median 15.71

Other
General Light Industry 110 6.97 3.02 433
General Heavy Industry 120 1.50 0.82 547

Truck Terminal 30 9.85 6.99
Indusiriat Park 130 6.96 3.34
Manufacturing 140 3.82 2.13
Warehousing 150 4.96 3.89
Median 5.96 3.18 534

Notes:
* Average weekday daily trip generation data derived from lIE Trin Rrneratinn Seventh Fditionl, 2003
** Average weekday PM peak pass-by ttip rates dervied from lIE Trio Generaton Handboc4c, June 2004

A-6



TABLE 12: COMPUTATION OF NUMBER OF NEW UNITS

Total of New Residential Trips>
Costs AtlribrAasor to New Residensal Trips from Tables 8,9.10>

Administraave Costs for RTMF>
Cost per New Residential Trip

1,309,863
$231, 699 , 682

2%
Sian

50% Percent discosint given to affordablo housing as specified in Appends D of Measure C

TABLE 14: COMPUTATION OF RIME FOR NON-RESIDENTIAl. DEVELOPMENTS

Tout of 46w Nor-Residential Trips
Costs Altribolatios to New Nor-Residential Trips from Tables 8.9, 10>

Mm9tislratfoe Coats for lOWE>
Cost per New Non-Residential Tripe

2,034,555
$141,411,662

2%
$71

TABLE 15: FEES AS APPROVED AND ESTIMATED RIME REVENUES

$3,944,909 $9,532,530 $20434/. 20 821/,82i,1SS

Total Cost of Tiar 1 & FIDS Projects from Tables I & 3>
% Covered by RTM#>

5L071.384o88
20%

Eseinafed Revenues Acer Eeemptoss and Redectioss $217,826,159
Adeisistrative Costs 2% $4.35e523

RTprIF Fords Available for Projects $2124t5,636

A-7

Costs Eigibfe Oor RTMF from Cotomr IF ie Tables 8,9, audio
Percest of Eligble Costs Cooered

5373,110.744
57%

Land Use Category UnIt 2007 200

A SI

Ii of New Average New
Units Unhtst’Year

ICetSI-IAI DI 5 CI 120 years
Sisgia-Family Dwellings market rate Dwelling Unit i7162 264,932 92,971 4.649
Single-Family Dwelliegu effordabley Dwellion Unit 14e63 23,038 8,084 404
Multi-Family Dwellings market rate DetaIling Unit 81,565 128,435 46,926 2,346
Molti-Famiy Dwellinos alfordebleY Dwelling Unit 7,068 41,166 4081 204
Commerciet1Retei Employea 51,887 82,346 31,453 1,973
Commerciellofoicalsersice Ewployaa 83,61 156,096 72,568 3,628
Gosernmeet Employee 35,540 54,592 19,052 953
Educa800t Employee 33,871 60,567 26,696 1,335
Light tedasfrlal Employee 15,038 20,427 5,391 270
Heavy Industrial Employee 30,072 40,854 10,782 639
Other Nor-Residential Employee 105,253 142,969 37,738

par i000rmaeon provded by Fresno COD. 8% oO new housing is to be roosdered affordable

1,587

TABLE 13: COMPUTATION OF RTMF FOR RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENTS

Number of

Land Use Category
New Trip-Gee Total Trips
Dg Rate Generated

Fee Per New Dwelling Unit

Single-Family Dwellings markel vale

A SI C
52.971 967 889,729

EslsrCose Trip

$1,727
Single-Family Dmellinge effordeble &084 9.57 22,368 8803
Melti-Famly Dwellings markel rate 46.926 6.72 315,346 $9,212
Me15-Famly Dwallhgs affordable 4281 672 27,421 $6

Land Use Category

Number of
New

Trip-Gen Totaileips

Employees
Rate Geented

A B Id

Pass-By
Rdactlon

Dl

Fee Per New Employee

IEeBedosvTriy1_ol

Square Feet!
Employee

F

Feel Square
Fool

0 e El/IF
CommerciayRelal
CommerciatlooficalSeniioe
600erameol
Educason
Light ledesbial
Heas’y fedestrbl
Other Nor-Residential

31,453 28.84 907,105
72,568 4.e2 335,264
15052 11.95 227,671
26,696 18.71 419,354
5,391 3.02 16,280

10,782 5.82 6,841
37,736 3.18 1 le,aea

43% $1168
$32e

Erempt
exempt
$214
$58
$225

586
263

Eoempl
Eoempt
433
347
534

$1.99
$1.25
Esampt
Exempt
$0.49
$1.11
$0.42

Land Use Categety

2011 and
Zoor 2010

thereafter

C tram
IA B ‘Tables 13 &

14

Aeerage New
Uagit.l’Year

ID from
Table 12

Fees
Fees Generated In Fees Generated

Generated In200r In 2010
2011-2028

lElelAlDle2 FlelSlnIDl IG-C5Dr18

Total Fees
Generated 2009-

2028

lHleEl+lFdG

Residential Deoehpmel4a $ldwelling ore
Single-Family Dewlgtng marleel-rafe
Single-Famiy Dwelling afliondabte
Mae-Family Dwelling market-vale
Mati-Femily Dwelling affordable

$1200 $1,450 $1,727
$600 $725 $853
5843 $1,018 $1,212
$421 $509 $606

4,64a
404

2,346
204

$2,78e,118 $6,740,365 $146,477,323
$121,266 $253,060 $6,281,623
5888,544 $2,368,682 $51,205,960
$42,980 $1o3,ees $2,226,390

$154,066,805
$6,695,948

$54,564,487
$2,373,236

Non-Resideetial Developments $lsq.fi.
CommerciallRetae
CommarcieyotllcelService
Education
Oontmmerl
Light Indunlxial
Heavy Industrial
Olber Non-Rendeolial

$1.38 $1.67 $1.95
$0.87 $1 05 $1.25
exempt Exempt Eeempt
Exempt exempt Esempt
$0.34 $0.41 $0.49
$0.07 $0.09 $0.11
$0.29 $035 $0.42

1,573
3.e2e
953

1,336
270
S39

lea?

$1,087 $2,626 $56,292
$1,571 $3,795 $81,353

$0 $0 $0
$0 $0 $0

$46 $112 $2,397
$20 $48 $1,032
$277 $569 $14,350

$60,006
$86,710

$0
50

82.566
$rjoo

$15,297

- FCDD end FCTA Boerds approved a 2-year phase-h based on $1,200 pe’ single-family
dwelling iv 2009, with fees for other devebpmesl types geoing a proportiorelereduclior.

Assumes fee will leke effect July 1, 2009



TABLE 16: COMPUTATION OF RTMF FUNDS BY PROJECT

Projects Receiving Funds

RTMF Coverage ProjectedCosts Attributable to % of Total
Total Project Costs After Exemptions RTMF Project CostNew Development & Reductions Funding

From Tables 1,2,3 From Tables 8,9,10 From Table 15

A B C DB*C EDlA
Tier I

SR-i 60 West Seg It
SR-41/SR-1681SR-180
Veteran’s Boulevard
SR-ISO East Sag I/I
SR-ISO East Sag/V
SR-ISO East Sag V

$5,450,000 $909,681 57% $520,460 10%
$114,000,000 $114,000,000 57% $65,223,366 57%
$117,978,600 $68,343,647 57% $39,101,778 33%
$42,600,000 $42,600,000 57% $24,372,942 57%
$46,460,819 $46,253,581 57% $26,463,283 57%
$59,915,560 $59,916,560 57% $34,279,776 57%

Freeway Interchange Deficiency Study
SR99lSetmont
5R4111’utara&Divisadero
SR4iIAshtan
SR41/Buttard
5R41/Friant
SR18O/N. Eulton & Van Ness
SR168/Shaw

$6,783,000 $6,783,000 57% $3,680,790 57%
$6,837,500 56,837,500 57% $3,911,972 57%
$5,456,750 $5,456,750 57% $3,121,996 57%

$14,107,500 $14,107,500 57% $8,071,392 57%
$2,751,000 $2,303,525 57% $1,317,927 48%
$2,500,000 $2,500,000 57% $1,430,337 57%
$3,100,000 $3,100,000 57% $1,773,618 57%

Total Urban $128,353,635 60%
Total Rural $85,116,001 40%

Total RTMF Funds for Projects $213,469,636 100%

A-B
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I. Introduction

With the successful completion of the Regional Transportation
Mitigation Fee RTMF Nexus Study and the adoption of enabling
ordinances, issues relating to implementation of the RTMF program
need to be addressed. With a program of this nature involving
coordination with multiple local jurisdictions, and adherence to local
ballot Measure requirements and restrictive State legislation, it is
necessary to establish administrative guidelines.

Administrative procedures and policies will guide participating
jurisdictions with various aspects of the RTMF program implementation
and will ensure that the program is carried out consistently in all
jurisdictions. This Administrative Manual will provide step by step
guidance for administering the program, including the fee structure,
procedures for collecting the fee, worksheets for calculating the
appropriate fee amount, procedures for exemptions and refunds, and
procedures for reporting fee collections.
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II. Explanation of Program

The RTMF is an important part of the Measure "C" Extension approved
by Fresno County voters in 2006. The RTMF is intended to ensure that
future development contributes its fair share towards the cost of
infrastructure to mitigate the cumulative, indirect regional
transportation impacts of new growth in a manner consistent with the
provisions of the State of California Mitigation Fee Act.

The purpose of the RTMF is to establish a uniform, cooperative program
to mitigate the regional traffic impacts of future developments on high-
priority state roadways in Fresno County. The fees will help fund
improvements needed to maintain the target level of service in the
face of the higher traffic volumes brought on by new developments.

Each jurisdiction is responsible for adoption of a local enabling
ordinance, and calculation and collection of fees within their
jurisdiction. Local jurisdictions are also responsible for transmitting all
fees collected to Fresno County Transportation Authority FCTA within
90 days of payment, and for preparation and submittal of required
reports as detailed in Chapter VIII. A copy of the RTMF Model
Ordinance detailing specific provision of the RTMF program is included
in Appendix 1.

Fresno County RTMFAdministrative Manual 3



Ill. Development Fee Structure

The RTMF Nexus Study report describes the methodology and results of the
study undertaken to develop a Regional Transportation Mitigation Fee
RTMF for the local governments of Fresno County. The RTMF is an
important component of the Measure "C" Extension that was approved
by Fresno County voters in 2006, and the Nexus Study was carried out to
fulfill a specific provision of the Measure.
The Nexus Study was based on the conventional approach of comparing
traffic level-of-service with and without the addition of traffic from
expected new development to identify where capacity improvements
are needed to maintain the target level-of-service. The methodology
used in the study is described in Chapters 2 through 7 of the Nexus Study
report.

Over the year-long course of the study numerous policy issues were raised
and analyzed. Input was sought and received at more than a dozen
public meetings and through web-based correspondence. Based on this
input and guidance in Measure "C" ballot language the FCOG and FCTA
Boards ultimately approved a plan that:

* Limits the use of RTMF funds to projects for state facilities identified
on the Regional Transportation Funding Tier 1 list or in the Freeway
Interchange Deficiency Study FIDS.

* Exempts projects for the development of educational or
governmental facilities from paying the fee, and reduces the fee for
affordable housing to half of the fee for market-rate housing. Retail
developments are to be given a reduction for pass-by trips that are
incidental to longer trips that would have occurred anyway.

* Phases in the fee over a three-year period, with reduced fees in
2009 and 2010, and the full fee to take effect in 2011.

* Is expected to generate approximately $213 million over a 20-year
period; enough to fund approximately 20% of the overall costs of
the Tier 1 and FIDS programs.

There will be 4 different fee categories for residential developments and 7
categories for non-residential developments. The fees adopted by the
FCOG and FCTA Boards in October 2008 were as follows:
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2011 andLand Use Category 2009 2010 thereafter

Residential Developments $/dwelling unit
Single-Family Dwelling market-rate $1,200 $1,450 $1,727
Single-Family Dwelling affordable $600 $725 $863
Multi-Family Dwelling market-rate $843 $1,018 $1,212
Multi-Family Dwelling affordable $421 $509 $606

Non-Residential Developments $/sq.ft.
Commercial/Retail $1.36 $1.65 $1.96
Commercial/Office/Service $0.85 $1 .03 $1 .23
Education Exempt Exempt Exempt
Government Exempt Exempt Exempt
Light Industrial $0.34 $0.41 $0.49
Heavy Industrial $0.07 $0.09 $0.10
Other Non-Residential $0.29 $0.35 $0.42

For the purpose of calculating the RTMF obligation, residential dwelling
units are defined as a building or portion thereof used by one 1 family
and containing at least one 1 kitchen, which is designed primarily for
residential occupancy. Residential dwelling units may include, but are not
limited to, detached houses, apartment homes, condominiums and
mobile homes. Residential dwelling units do not include hotel and motel
rooms, dormitories, medical care facilities and correctional institutions
which are considered to be non-residential developments.

Non-residential development is defined as commercial/retail,
commercial/office/service, education, government, light industrial, heavy
industrial and other non-residential developments which are designed
primarily for use as a business and is not intended for residential
occupancy or dwelling use. The applicable non-residential land use
category for a non-residential development is determined based on the
predominate use of the building or structure associated with the new
development and may be related to the underlying land use zoning of
the new development site. The RTMF non-residential land use categories
were defined with reference to the North American Industry Classification
System NAICS for the purpose of determining the respective fee rates.

Appendix 2 in Section Xl provides a list of non-residential use types based
on the NAICS developed by the United States Census Bureau. Each
NAICS use type has been assigned to an appropriately corresponding
RTMF non-residential use category. The NAICS cross reference with RTMF
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non-residential use categories is to be used to determine which category
a particular development type falls info.

Within these categories there are several types of developments that
have been explicitly defined for the purpose of supplemental fee
calculation herein referred to as ‘defined use’these defined uses have
unique characteristics such that their trip generation is not necessarily
proportionate to the number or size of buildings on the site. For these
defined uses, the standard RTMF calculation methodology does not assign
a fair share of the fee obligation to the development. The supplemental
fee calculation methodology for these defined uses are explained in
Section V and specific fee calculation are included in Appendix 8.
Defined use types are Residential - Mobile Home Parks and Non
Residential - Fuel Filing Stations, Vehicle Dealerships, Group Quarters,
Congregate Care Facilities and Nursing Homes, Mini-Warehouses and
Rental Storage, Golf Courses, Wholesale Nurseries, and Retail Nurseries /
Garden Centers. Determination of the precise floor area for each defined
use will be explained in Section V.
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IV. Exemptions and Waivers

Developments of educational facilities and government facilities shall
be exempt from paying the RTMF.

An "education development" means any development project that is
predominately dedicated to conducting regular academic instruction
at preschool, kindergarten, elementary, secondary, and collegiate
lev&s and including graduate schools, universities, non-profit research
institutions and religious institutions. This definition applies only to public
or non-profit institutions and does not include schools, academies or
institutes, incorporated or otherwise which operate for profit, nor does it
include commercial or trade schools.

Government development" is defined as any development project
that is predominately dedicated to provision of administrative, clerical,
law enforcement, public safety, taxation and governance services by
public institutions with legislative, executive or judicial authority.

Fresno County RTMFAdministrative Manual 7



V. Fee Calculation

RTMF fees will be assessed according to the Master Fee Schedule
presented previously in Section I. Fee Calculation Worksheets referred
to as Forms A, B and B.1-B.7 have been developed for the jurisdictions
to use in determining the amount of the RTMF to be assessed. Each
jurisdiction will complete the appropriate forms for each development
and assign each form an Application number consisting of the three
letter City Code found in Appendix 5 along with a unique 6 digit code
consisting of the two digit year followed by a unique 4 digit number.
This code along with the applicant name and total fee will be
transferred to the Master Fee Collection Log referred to as Form C.

1. Residential developments are divided into four categories; single-
family market rate, single-family affordable, multi-family market rate
and multi-family affordable. Residential developments have a flat cost
per unit.

Residential RTMF obligations are calculated by multiplying the net
increase in the total number of dwelling units associated with a new
development by the appropriate residential land use category fee
rate using Form A.

A. Mobile Homes are the only Residential Defined Use that has been
identified for the supplemental RTMF calculations. Mobile homes to be
located in mobile home parks will be considered as multi-family
dwelling units with the RTMF obligation calculated using Form A for
standard residential fee calculations. Notice of the fee obligation will
be provided to the mobile home park developer at the time of
issuance of the "Mobile Home Park Permit" or equivalent building
permit for the installation of site infrastructure including, but not limited
to, permanent foundations, and electrical, water and sewer
receptacles. The RTMF will be required to be paid in full by the mobile
home park developer at the time of final inspection by the appropriate
local jurisdiction to authorize utilization of the site for lease to a mobile
home owner which is considered the equivalent to the issuance of a
certificate of occupancy.

Mobile homes to be located on individual lots will be considered
single-family dwelling units with the RTMF obligation calculated using
Form A for standard residential fee calculations.
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2. Non-residential developments have seven categories. Two of the
seven categories, education and government, are exempt from
paying the fee. The remaining five categories, commercial/retail,
commercial/office/service, light industrial, heavy industrial, and other
non-residential are assessed the RTMF fee. Non-residential
developments have a per square foot cost.

Non-residential RTMF obligations are calculated by multiplying the net
increase in the gross floor area of the buildings or structures associated
with a new development by the appropriate non-residential land use
category fee rate using Form B. The gross floor area of non-residential
developments is defined as the sum, measured in square feet, of the
area at each floor level, including cellars, basements, mezzanines,
penthouses, corridors, lobbies, stores, and offices, that are included
within the principal outside faces of the exterior wall of the building or
structure, not including architectural setbacks or projections. Included
are all stories or areas that have floor surfaces with clear standing head
room at least 6 feet, 6 inches regardless of their use. Where a ground
level area, or part thereof, within the principal outside faces of the
exterior walls of the building or structure is left un-roofed, the gross floor
area of the un-roofed portion will be added to the overall square
footage of the building for the purpose of the non-residential fee
calculation unless the unroofed area is solely provided for architectural
or aesthetic purposes.

Appendix 2 provides a list of non-residential use types based on the
North American Industrial Classification System NAICS developed by
the United States Census Bureau. Each NAICS use type has been
assigned to an appropriately corresponding RTMF non residential use
category. The NAICS cross reference with RTMF non-residential use
categories is to be used to determine which category a particular
development type falls into.

Eight Non-Residential Developments have a Defined Use for
supplemental fee calculation. Each of Ihem is described below with
the details on proper calculation of the RTMF. A summary table of all
Defined Use Types can be found in Appendix 4.

A. All types of fuel filling stations or facilities with fuel filling positions will
be considered commercial/retail use types. The methodology outline
in Form 8.1 and described as follows will be applied to determine the
gross floor area for calculating the RTMF obligation for all types of fuel
filling stations or facilities with fuel filling positions for the example
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calculation assume a fuel filling station with 12 fuel filling positions and
a building area of 1,250 square feet. The total number of fuel filling
positions is equal to the maximum number of vehicles that could be
supplied with fuel at the same time.

1. Multiply the total number of fuel filling positions by 1,885.5 square
feet i.e. for the example station it is 12 x 1,885.5 = 22,626 square feet.
2. Determine the total floor area of buildings on the site noting that the
canopy area is not included as part of the gross floor area of the
buildings on the site i.e. for the example station it is 1,250 square feet.
3. Compare the results for steps 1 and 2, and use the greater of the
two values as the gross floor area to calculate the RTMF obligation
using Form B for standard non-residential fee calculations. i.e. 22,626>
1,250 for the example station RTMF would be calculated for 22,626
sauare feet.

B. All vehicle dealerships are considered to be commercial/retail use
types. RTMF obligation for Vehicle Dealerships will be calculated
based on the gross floor area of all buildings associated with the
dealership, including all vehicle sales, parts sales, service areas,
administrative offices and waiting areas, using Form B for standard non
residential fee calculations.

C. Group quarters include, but are not limited to, correctional
facilities, nursing homes, mental hospitals, college dormitories, military
barracks, group homes, missions and shelters. Group quarters typically
provide a group of rooms with shared living quarters for unrelated
persons. Occupants of group quarters live and eat together with other
persons in the building sharing at a minimum communal kitchen, dining
and living facilities.

All group quarters will be considered non-residential
commercial/office/service use types. The RTMF obligation for group
quarters will be calculated using Form B for standard non-residential
fee calculations.

C.1 Congregate care facilities including senior assisted living facilities
and nursing homes are specific types of group quarters whose primary
function is to provide care for elderly persons or other persons who are
unable to adequately care for themselves due to advanced age or
health reasons such as chronic health care or convalescent care
facilities. According to the Trip Generation 7th Edition Institute of
Traffic Engineers, 2003 vehicle ownership by residents of these types of
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facilities is very low and residents do little or no driving due to their
mobility limited condition. Traffic generation at these facilities is
primarily limited to employees, visitors, and deliveries. By contrast, trip
generation at other types of group quarters such as dormitories,
barracks, and group homes is higher due to the increased mobility of
residents. For this reason, it is considered appropriate to adjust the
RTMF calculation methodology specifically for congregate care,
nursing home and assisted living facilities.

The methodology outlined in Form B.2 and described as follows will be
applied to determine the gross floor area for those group quarters
specifically used only for congregate care including assisted living
and/or nursing homes.

1. Multiply the total number of beds by 134.9 square feet
Le. for 120 beds it is 120 x 134.9 = 16,188 square feet.
2. Use the resultant value as the gross floor area to calculate the RTMF
obligation using Form B for standard non-residential fee calculations.

D. All types of mini-warehouses or facilities providing rental storage
including outdoor rental storage areas will be considered industrial
use types. The methodology outlined in Form B.3 and described as
follows will be applied to determine the gross floor area for all types of
mini-warehouses rental storage facilities.

1. Multiply the total site area in acres by 6,52 .8 square feet
Le. for the example facility it is 3.3 x 6,521.8 = 21,521 square feet.
2. Use the resultant value as the gross floor area to calculate the RTMF
obligation using Form B for standard non-residential fee calculations.

For the purpose of determining the RTMF obligation, a residence that is
located entirely within a mini-warehouse or rental storage site and is
used exclusively by an on-site caretaker and his/her immediate family
is considered to be integral to the primary industrial use of the site and
therefore is not subject to any additional RTMF obligation over the
amount calculated in accordance with the methodology outlined
above.

E. All public and private golf courses are considered to be service use
types. The methodology outlined in Form B.4 and described as follows
will be applied to determine the gross floor area for the purpose of
calculating the fee obligation for all public and private golf courses
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for the example calculation assume a golf course with 78 holes and
including buildings covering an area of 20,000 square feet.

1. Multiply the total number of holes by 2,034.1 square feet
Le. for the example golf course it is 18x 2,034.7 = 36,614 square feet.
2. Determine the total floor area of buildings on the site
Le. for the example course it is 20,000 square feet,.
3. Compare the results for steps 1 and 2, and use the greater of the
two values as the gross floor area to calculate the RTMF obligation
using Form B for standard non-residential fee calculations. Le. 36,614 >

20,000 for the example golf course RTMF would be calculated for
36,614 square feet.

F. All wholesale nurseries will be considered industrial use types. The
methodology outlined in Form B.5 and described as follows will be
applied to determine the gross floor area for all wholesale nurseries for
the example calculation assume a wholesale nursery with a total site
area of 24.2 acres and including buildings with a gross floor area of
2,750 square feet.

1. Multiply the total site area in acres by 437.2 square feet
Le. for the example facility it is 24.2 x 437.2 = 10,580 square feet.
2. Determine the total floor area of buildings on the site
i.e. for the example facility it is 2,750 square feet.
3. Compare the results for steps 1 and 2, and use the greater of the
two values as the gross floor area to calculate the RTMF obligation
using Form B for standard non-residential fee calculations. Le. 70,580>
2,750 for the example wholesale nursery RTMF would be calculated for
10,580 square feet.

G. All retail nurseries also referred to as "Garden Centers" will be
considered commercial/retail use types. The methodology outlined in
Form B.6 and described as follows will be applied to determine the
gross floor area for all retail nurseries for the example calculation
assume a retail nursery with a total site area of 2.5 acres and including
buildings with a gross floor area of 9,650 square feet.

1. Multiply the total site area in acres by 1,114.4 square feet
Le. for the example facility itis 2.5 x 7,774.4 = 2,786 square feet.
2. Determine the total floor area of buildings on the site
Le. for the example facility it is 9,650 square feet.
3. Compare the results for steps and 2, and use the greater of the
two values as the gross floor area to calculate the RTMF obligation
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using Form B for standard non-residential fee calculations. Le. 9,650>
2,786: for the example retai/ nursery RTMF would be calcu/ated for
9,650 square feet.

This methodology applies only to retail nurseries and garden centers
that are free-standing businesses. Where the selling of garden and
landscaping supplies including plants is an integral component of a
more extensive retail store, the RTMF obligation will be determined
based exclusively on the gross building area of the primary business of
the site.

H. All types of high-cube warehouses or distribution centers will be
considered industrial use types. The methodology outlined in Form B.7
and described as follows will be applied to determine the equivalent
floor area for high-cube warehouses/distribution centers with a
minimum gross floor area of 200,000 square feet, a minimum ceiling
height of 24 feet and a minimum dock-high door loading ratio of 1
door per 10,000 square feet for the examp/e ca/cu/ation assume a
high-cube warehouse with a gross floor area of 450,000 square feet, a
ceiling height exceeding 24 feet and a dock-high door /oading ratio
exceeding 1:10,000.

1. Subtract 200,000 square feet from the total gross floor area
i.e. for the examp/e faci/ity it is 450,000 -200,000 = 250,000 square
feet.
2. Multiply the resultant value from step I which is total gross floor area
in excess of 200,000 square feet by 0.24
{Le. for the example faci/ity it is 250,000 x 0.24 = oo,ooo square feet.
3. Add 200,000 square feet to the resultant value of step 2
Le. for the examp/e facility if is 200,000 + 60,000 = 260,000 square feet.
4. Use the resultant value of step 3 as the gross floor area to calculate
the RTMF obligation using Form B for standard non-residential fee
calculations.

The RTMF obligation for a warehouse facility with a gross floor area of
less than 200,000 square feet, a ceiling height of less than 24 feet
and/or a dock-high door loading ratio of less than 1 door per 10,000
square feet will be calculated based on the actual gross floor area
using Form B for standard non-residential fee calculations.
Furthermore, where other uses such as wholesale showrooms, retail
showrooms or office suites are co-located with qualifying high-cube
warehouse facilities, only the qualifying warehouse portion of the
premises will be calculated using Form B.7. The fee obligation for all
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other co-located facilities will be calculated based on the actual gross
floor area and the appropriate land use category using Form B for
standard non-residential fee calculations.

3. The Fee Calculation Worksheet, Form A or Form B, Appendix 5 & 6
shall be used by local jurisdictions to determine the fee amount due
from the developer. For any development that has a defined use, the
corresponding Defined Use Worksheet Form B.1 -B.7, Appendix 7 will
also be completed to determine the correct figures to be used on
Form B.

The RTMF can be calculated at the time a building permit or
development application is filed with the respective local jurisdiction
using the most recent fee schedule in effect at the time. However, the
fee obligation to the RTMF program will be based on the fees in effect
at the time of full payment which can occur up until the fees are due
at issuance of a certificate of occupancy or final inspection.
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VI. Fee Collection Procedures

Once the development fee has been calculated as described in
Section V, the jurisdiction is responsible for the collection of the
determined fee from the developer. Since the RTMF is intended to
mitigate the traffic impacts of new development, and the traffic
impacts of a development are not realized until the development is
occupied, the fees shall be due and fully collected by the time a
certificate of occupancy is issued for the Development Project or upon
final inspection, whichever come first. However, as described in Section
V, fees can be calculated at the time a building permit application or
development application is filed with the local jurisdiction providing
sufficient information to determine the number of residential units or
square footage of non-residential developments, and the fees can be
paid at any time prior to issuance of an occupancy permit or final
inspection.

The fee obligation shall be calculated based on the fee in effect at that
time fees are paid, provided the developer tenders the full amount of
the RTMF obligation. For the ease of record keeping, it is recommended
that the fee be collected in full at the time it is due. Should any partial
payments or deposits be accepted, they will be deducted from the
total amount due but the fee obligation. The fee will be based on the
Master Fee Schedule in place at the time the fee is paid in full.

There is no right under the RTMF to pay fees prior to application for
building permit or development permit. Acceptance of payment of the
RTMF prior to application for building permit or development permit does
not create any vesting rights against any increase in the RTMF or
adoption of any new fees.

Once the fee has been collected, RTMF payment transaction
information should be transferred to a Master Fee Collection Log, Form
C. A copy of the log can be found in Appendix 9.

Each jurisdiction may collect an administrative processing fee at the
time the RTMF is collected. This fee is to help offset the cost of
administering the program. This fee may not exceed the actual cost to
administer the program.
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VII. Credits and Reimbursements

In a few instances, a credit toward the payment of the RTMF may be
given for improvements that are made to eligible projects included as
part of the RTMF program and identified in the Nexus Study as follows:

i Exaction Credits: If a developer constructs improvements identified
on an eligible facility as a condition of development approval to
mitigate a direct impact of the development, the developer shall
receive credit for actual costs associated with the improvement
based on the estimated cost share attributable to new
development as identified in the RTMF Nexus Study. FCTA staff must
pre-approve any credit agreements that deviate from the standard
FCTA approved format.

H Other Credits: In special circumstances, when a developer
constructs off-site improvements such as an interchange, bridge, or
railroad grade separation, credits shall be determined by FCTA and
the local jurisdiction in consultation with the developer. All such
credits must have prior written approval from FCTA.

The amount of the development fee credit shall not exceed the
maximum amount determined by the most current estimated cost
share attributable to new development as detailed in the RTMF Nexus
Study or actual costs, whichever is less.

Should the developer construct network improvements in excess of the
RTMF fee obligation, the developer shall be reimbursed based on
eligible and reasonable actual costs. Reimbursements shall be
enacted through a three party agreement including the developer,
FCTA, and the local jurisdiction, contingent on funds being available.
In all cases, however, reimbursements under such special agreements
must coincide with construction of the transportation improvements as
scheduled in the most current Measure "C" Implementation Plan
adopted by ECTA.
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VIII. Reporting Responsibilities

Each jurisdiction is responsible for transfer of funds and documentation
including the Fee Calculation Worksheet, Form A and/or Form B along
with Forms 6.1 - 6.7 for any Defined Use Types of development, and the
Master Fee Collection Log, Form C, to FCTA every 90 days. Since the
program is set to begin collection of funds in July 1, 2009, the first
transmission will be due to the Transportation Commission on October
1, 2009, and every quarter there after January 1, April 1, July 1 and
October 1.

It is the Transportation Commission’s responsibility to deposit all funds
received in an account that has been established strictly for the RTMF
funds. The Transportation Commission will complete the Master Fee
Collection Log listing the total amount collected from each City, the
total deposit amount and the date the deposit was made. Further, it is
the Transportation Commission’s responsibility to provide regular reports
and updates on the status of fees collected to the jurisdictions at the
regularly scheduled Commission meetings.

The funds in the RTMF account shall only be used for funding design,
acquisition and construction of the eligible improvements identified on
the approved project list included as part of the most recently
adopted RTMF Nexus Study.
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IX. Fee Adjustment / Review

The RTMF will be adjusted annually to account for inflation and other
changes in the program. Any changes to the fee must be made by
Amendment to the Master Fee Schedule consistent with the
requirements of the State of California Mitigation Fee Act.

The fees may be increased or decreased to reflect changes in actual
and estimated costs of the eligible projects, including, but not limited to,
design, right-of-way and construction costs. The annual adjustment of
the fees may also reflect minor changes in the eligible facilities required
to be constructed based on conditions encountered during project
development, but shall not include major modifications to eligible
projects or additions of new projects. Major changes to eligible projects
must coincide with updates of the Nexus Study to ensure the changes
are consistent with the requirements of the State of California Mitigation
Fee Act.

Any appeals must be filed with the Transportation Commission.
Appealable issues shall be the application of the fee, application of
credits, application of reimbursements, and application of exemption.
Appeals may also be made that the fee level for development of
unique types of land uses be evaluated on an individual basis. Such
unique projects and specific evaluation shall be paid for by the project
applicant and performed by the FCTA of its designee.
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insert model ordinance
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RTMF Non-Residential Category Corresporrience Summary
RTMF Categories NAICS Ma,r Gratss MACS Codes and Descriptions
Commercial / 44-45 Retail Trade
Retail

72 Accomadation and
Faod Service

441 Metor Vehicle and Paris Deders
442 Furniture and Home Furnishing Stores
443 Electronics and ApDltance Stores
444 BuIlding Matettat and Garden Eqiipaient and Supiies Dealers
445 Food and Beverage Stares
446 Health and Personal Care Stores
447 Gasatne Stations
448 Clothing and Clothing Accessories Stores
451 SportingGaods, Hobby, Book, and Music Stares
452 General Merchandise Stores
453 Mscetlaneous Store Retailers
454 Nanstare Retailers
721 Accomodation
722 Faod Services and Drinkin a Places

:ommercial /
Oltice - 5eMce

52 Finance and
Insurance

53 Real Estate and
Rental and Leasing

521 Nbnetary Authorities-Central Bank
522 Credit tnterrnediatian and Related Activities
523 Securities, Commadity Canfracts, and Other Financial Investments and Related Activities
524 tnsurance Carriers and Related Activities
525 Funds, trusts, and Other Financial Vehicles
531 Real Estate
532 Rental and Leasing Services
533 Lessors at Nanlinancial lntanble Assets except Copyrighted Warks

54 Pratessianal,
Scientitic and
echr6cal Services

541 Pratessianat. Scientific, and technical Services

55 Management at
Companies and
Enterryises

551 Management at Companies and Enterjxises

56 Administrative and
Support and Waste
Management and

561 Administrative and Suppart Services
562 Waste Managemeni and Remediation Services

anS’es____
62 Heath Care and
Social Services

621 Ambulatory Health Care Services
622 Hosr4tals
623 Nursing and Residential Care Facilities
624 Social Assistance

71 Arts, Entertainment
and Recreatian

ill Pertarming #j’ts, Spectator Sports, and Related Industries
712 Museums, Histarical Sites, and Similar Institutians
713 Amusement. Gambling, and Recreatian Industries

it Other Services
Except Public
Administration

31] Re pair and Maintenance
812 Personal and Laundry Services
813 Retiaus, Granlmaking, Civic, Pratessianal, and Similar Organizations
814 Private Households

Educatian 61 Educatianal Services 611 Educationat Services

Gavemment 92 Public
Adrr9nistration

921 Executive, Leslative. and Other General Gavernment Support
922 Justice, Public Order, and Salely Activities
923 Administratian at Human Resource Prog-ams
924 Administration al Environmental Quality Programs
925 Administralian at Hausing Pragams, Urban Planninc and Community Develap’nent
926 Administration at Ecanomic Prag-ams
927 Space Research and Technalagy
928 Natianal Security and Internatanat Atlairs

Ught Industrial 42 Whalesale Trade 423 Merchant Whalesalers, Durable Gaads
424 Merchant Whalesaters, Nondurable Gaads
125 Merchant Whalesalers. Nondurable Gaads___________________

SI Inlormatian St 1 Publishing Industries except lnternet
512 Motion Picture and Saund Recarding Industries
515 Braadcasting except Internet
517 Telecammur6cotans
518 Data Pracessin a, Hasting, and Related Services
519 Olher Inlarmation Services
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21 Mining, Quarrying
and Oil and Gas
Exjraclion

2110ff and Gas Extraction
212 Mining except Oil and Gas
23 Supporl Activities for Mining

23 Construction 236 Construction of BulLdin
237 Heaw and Civil Enneedng Construction
238 Specialty Trade Contractors

31-33 Manutactoring 311 Food Manutactung
312 Beverage ond Tobacco Product Manufacturing
33 Textile Mills
314 Textile Product Mills
315 Apparel Manufacturing
316 LeaFier and Allied Product Manufacturing
321 Wood Producl Manufacturing
322 Paper Manutacturing
323 Printing and Related Support Activities
324 Petroleum and Coat Products Manufacturing
325 Chenical Manufacturing
326 Plastics and Rubber Products Manufacturing
327 Nonmetallic Mineral Product Manufacturing
331 Primary Metal Manufacturing
332 Fabricated Metal Product Manufacturing
333 Machinery Manufacturing
334 Computer and Electronic Product Manufacturing
335 Electrical Equipment, ApMance, and Component Manufacturing
336 Transportatian Equipment Manufacturing
337 Furniture and Related Product Manufacturing
339 Miscellaneous Manufacturing

493 Warehousing and Starag?
Other Nan’
Retidental

22 utilities 221 Utilities

Sources: NAICS 2007 definItions

IndustrIal 11 Agriculture, Forestry,
Fishing and Hunting

Ill Crap Production
12 Animal Production
113 Farestry and Lagging
II 4 Fishing, Hunting and Trapping

48’49Transpariatian
and warehousing

481 ,41r Transportation
482 Rail Transportation
483 water Transportation
484 Truck Iranspartatian
485 Transit and Graund Passenger Transpartatian
486 Pipeline Transpartalian
487 Scenic and Siahtseeina Transoortation

491 Postal Service
488 Support Activities for Transpartattan

492 Couriers and Mess sngers
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RTMF Fee Chart
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RTMF Fee Chart

Land Use Category 2009 2010

Residential Developments s/dwelling unit
Single-Family Dwelling market-rate $1,200 $1,450 $1,727
Single-Family Dwelling affordable $600 $725 $863
Multi-Family Dwelling market-rate $843 $1,018 $1,212
Multi-Family Dwelling affordable $421 $509 $606

Non-Residential Developments $lsq.ft.
Commercial/Retail $1.36 $1.65 $1.96
Commercial/Office/Service $0.85 $1.03 $1.23
Education Exempt Exempt Exempt
Government Exempt Exempt Exempt
Light Industrial $0.34 $0.41 $0.49
Heavy Industrial $0.07 $0.09 $0.10
Other Non-Residential $0.29 $0.35 $0.42
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Defined Use Types

D USE CALCULATION METHODOLOGY

Standard residential fee calculation is the net increase in the total number of dwelling
units multiplied by the propriate residential land use category fee rate using Form A.
Mobile homes to be located in mobile home parks will be calculated as multi-family
dwelling units and mobile homes to be located on individual lots will be caulated as
single-family dwelling units using Form A for standard residential fee calculations.

Standard non-residential fee calculation in the net increase in the gross floor area of
buildings multiplied by the appropriate non-residential land use category fee rate using
FORMS.
For all types of fuel filling stations or facilities with fuel filling positions, the gross floor
area will be calculatedusing Form B-I and the resultant value will be entered as the Total
Gross Floor Areafor Retail Buildings in Form B for standard non-residential fee
calculations.
Vehicle Dealerships will be calculated based on the gross floor area of all buildings and
structures associated with the dealership using Form B for standard non-residential fee
calculations.
All types of group quarters will be calculated as service uses using Form B for standard
non-residential fee calculations.

.. .
$ and Nursing Home

For all group quarters specifically used for congregate care including assisted living
facilities and/or nursing homes, the gross floor area will be calculated using Form 8.2

5 and the resultant value will be entered as the Total Gross Floor Areafor Service Buildings
in Form B for standard non-residential fee calculations.

Rental Storage

Mini-Warehouses and Rental Storage including outdoor rental storage areas will be
calculated using Form 8.3 and the resultant value will be entered as the Total Gross
Floor Areafor Industrial Buildings in Form B for standard non-residential fee
calculations.
Golf Courses will be calculated using Form 8.4 and the resultant value will be entered as
the Total Gross Floor Area/or Service But/clings in Form B for standard non-residential
fee calculations.
Wholesale Nurseries will be calculated using Form 83 and the resultant value will be
entered as the Total Gross Floor Area/or industrial Buildings in Form B for standard
non-residential fee calculations.

Centers
Retail Nurseries will be calculated using Form 8.6 and the resultant value will be entered
as the Total Gross Floor Areafor Retail Buildings in Form S for standard non-residential
fee calculations.

istribution Center

High-Cube Warehouses/Distribution Centers with a minimum gross floor area of200,000
square feet, a minimum ceiling height of 24 feet and a minimum dock-high door loading
ratio of I door per 10,000 square feet will be calculated using Form 8.7 and the resultant
value will be entered as the Total Gross Floor Areafor industrial Buildings in Form B
for standard non-residential fee calculatirns.
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Fresno County City Codes

The following three letter codes are to be used before a unique four digit
number on all RTMF Forms A and B.

Clovis cIa

Firebaugh fir

Fowler fow

Fresno fre

Huron hur

Kerman ker

Kingsburg kin

Mendota men

Orange Cove ora

Parlier par

Reedley ree

San Joaquin joa

Sanger san

Selma sel
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Fee Calculation Worksheet - Residential
Form A
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Form A Residential RTMF Calculation Worksheet

Enter Total Number
of Market -4tate
Single-Family
Dwelling Units

Enter Total Number
of Affordable Single-
Family Dwelling

Units

Enter Total Number
of Market-Rate
Multi-Family

Enter Total Number
of Affordable Multi
Family Dwelling

Enter RTMF Market-
Rate Single-Family

Rate Per Dwelling Unit

Enter RTMF
Affordable Single-
Family Rate Per
Dwelling Unit

Enter RTMF Market-
Rate Multi-Family
Rate Per Dwelling

Enter RTMF
Affordable Multi
Family Rate Per

__ __ __ __

‘iij
Enter Total C Enter Total D

ObliEation

AppUcation #

I1.

2.

3.

4.

Total A

Total B

x

x

x

x

I
I-’

Total C

Ellilli Total D

Enter Total A Enter Total B RTMF
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Fee Calculation Worksheet -Non-Residential
Form B
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Form B Non-Residential RTMF Calculation Worksheet

Enter Total Gross Floor Area
of Retail Buildings in square

feet

Enter Total Gross Floor Area
of Office/Service Buildings in

square feet

Enter Total Gross Floor Area
of Light Industrial Buildings

in square feet

Enter Total Gross Floor
Area of Heavy Industrial
Buildings in square feet

Enter Total Gross Floor Area of
Other Non-Residential Buildings

in square feet

Enter RTMF Retail
Rate Per Square Foot

Enter RTMF
Office/Service Rate Per

Square Foot

Enter RTMF Light
Industrial Rate Per

Square Foot

Enter RTMF Heavy
Industrial Rate Per

Square Foot

Enter RTMF Other
Non-Residential Rate

Per Square Foot

Enter Total A

N
Enter Total B Enter Total C

+

Enter Total D

+ H
Enter Total E

Application #

P I
RTMF Obligation

Total A1.

2.

3.

4.

5.

x

x

x

x

x

Total B

Total C-a

E

TttajD

aJfltal E.
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Defined Use Types
Forms 6.1 - 6.7
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Form 8.1 Fuel Filling Station RTMF Calculation Worksheet

Application #

1. x 1,885.5 =

Enter Total Number of Fuel
Filling Positions

TotaiB
2.

_______________

Enter Total Gross Floor Area of
Buildings in square feet

Enter this value as part ol the Total Gross Floor Area of
3. Retail BuildinEs in Form B

Enter the greater of Total A and
Total B
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Form 8.2 Congregate Care/Nursing Home RTMF Calculation Worksheet

x 134.9
= I I

Enter Total Number Enter this value as part of thc [j
of Beds Gross Floor Area of Service Buildin2s in

Form B

Application #

____________
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Form 8.3 Mini-Warehouse/Rental Storage RTMF Calculation Worksheet

x6,521.8= I
Enter Total Site Area Enter this value as part of the jgjj

in Acres Gross Floor Area of Industrial Buildines
in Form B

Application #

___________
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Form 8.4 Golf Course RTMF Calculation Worksheet

Application #

1. x 2,034.1 =

Enter l’otal Number
of Holes

2.

TotalA

3. I

TotaiB

Enter Total Gross Floor Area of
Buildings in square feet

Enter the greater of Total A and
Total B

Enter this value as part of the Total Gross Floor Area of
Service Buildines in Form B
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Form 8.5 Wholesale Nursery RTMF Calculation Worksheet

1 -

TotaiB

Application #

1. x 437.2
Enter Totat Site Area

in Acres

2.

Total A

3. I
Enter Total Cross Floor Area of

Buildings in square feet

Enter the greater of Total A and
Total B

Enter this value as part 01 the Total Gross Floor Area of
Industrial Buildings in Form B
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Form 8.6 Retail Nursery RTMF Calculation Worksheet

I

[

Application 1*

1. x 1,114.4 =

Enter Total Site Area
in Acres

TotaiB
2.

_______________

Enter Total Gross Floor Area ol
Buildings in square feet

Enter this value as part of the Total Gross Floor Area of
3. Retail Buildin2s in Form B

Enter the greater of Total A and
Total B
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Form 8.7 High-Cube Warehouse/Distribution
Worksheet

Center RTMF Calculation

I I

Application #

L

- 200,000 =

Enter Gross Floor Area of
Qualifying Buildings

Total Bx 0.24 p

Enter Total A

+ 200,000 =

Enter Total B Enter this value as part ol the Total
Gross Floor Area of Jndustrial Buildin2s

in Form B
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Appendix 9

Master Fee Collection Log
Form C
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Form C Master Fee Collection Log

Submitted by:

_______________________________________

AppIition # AppIint Date Fid Amount Fd

Date Submitted

__________________

Total Amount Submitted
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This model uses the County of Fresno as an
example Highlighted sections show where this
reference may need to be changed for cities

ORDINANCE NO.

________

AN ORDINANCE OF THE COUNTY OF FRESNO

AUTHORIZING PARTICIPATION IN THE COUNCIL OF FRESNO COUNTY GOVERNMENTS
REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION MITIGATION FEE PROGRAM

The Board of Supervisors of the County of Fresno the "Board of Supervisors" ordain as follows:

Section 1: Title

This Ordinance shall be known as the "Fresno County Regional Transportation Mitigation Fee
Ordinance of 2009" the "Ordinance".

Section 2: Findings

A. This Ordinance establishes the "Fresno County Regional Transportation Mitigation Fee" the
"RTMF" as directed by the "Fresno County Transportation, Safety, Road Repair Measure" approved by the
voters of Fresno County on November 7, 2006 the "Measure ‘C’ Extension".

B. The County is a Member Agency of the Council of Fresno County Governments "FCOG", a
joint powers agency consisting of the County of Fresno the "County", and the incorporated cities situated in
Fresno County the "Cities". As a Member Agency of FCOG, the County participated in the preparation of a
certain "Fresno County Regional Transportation Mitigation Nexus Study", dated February, 2009 the "RTMF
Nexus Study" prepared pursuant to California Government Code, Section 66000 et seq., the Mitigation Fee
Act.

C. Consistent with the findings made in the RTMF Nexus Study, the Board of Supervisors has
been informed and advised, and hereby finds, that future development within the County and the Cities will
result in traffic volumes exceeding the capacity of certain facilities on the freeway and regional arterial highway
network referred to as the "network" as it presently exists.

D. Consistent with the findings made in the RTMF Nexus Study, the Board of Supervisors has
been further informed and advised, and hereby finds, that if the capacity of the network is not enlarged, the
result will be additional traffic congestion in the County, with unacceptable Levels of Service on facilities
throughout the County by 2030.

E. The Board of Supervisors has been further advised, and so finds that existing and known future
funding sources will be inadequate to provide necessary improvements to the network, resulting in an
unacceptably high level of traffic congestion within and around the County.

F. The Board of Supervisors has reviewed the RTMF Nexus Study, and hereby finds that future
development within the County and the Cities will adversely affect the network, and that unless such
development contributes its fair share of the cost of improving the network, the network will operate at
unacceptable Levels of Service.

G. The Board of Supervisors further finds and determines that there is a reasonable and rational
relationship between the use of the RTMF and the type of development projects on which the fees are imposed
because the fees will be used to construct the transportation improvements that are necessary for the safety,
health and welfare of the residential and non-residential users of the development projects on which the RTMF
will be levied.

H. The Board of Supervisors finds and determines that there is a reasonable and rational
relationship between the need for the improvements to the network and the type of development projects on
which the RTMF is imposed because it will be necessary for the residential and non-residential users of such



I’

G. "CommerciallOffice/Service Development" means any development project that is
predominately dedicated to business activities associated with professional, administrative or
clerical services, and typically consist of corporate offices, financial institutions, legal and medical
offices.

H. "Commercial/Retail Development" means any development project that is predominately
dedicated to selling goods, wares or merchandise directly to the ultimate consumer.

I. "Light Industrial" means any development project employing fewer than 500 people that is
predominately dedicated to processing of small articles such as printing, assembly of data
processing equipment, and other similar types of enterprise.

J. "Heavy Industrial" means any development project that is predominately dedicated to the
manufacture, fabrication, processing reduction or destruction of any article, substance or
commodity, or any other treatment thereof in such a manner as to change the form, character, or
appearance thereof, and including storage elevators, truck storage yards, warehouses, wholesale
storage and other similar types of enterprise.

K. "Other Non-Residential" means any development project that is predominately non-residential
and does not meet any of the definitions of Education Development, Government Development,
Commercial/Office/Service Development, Commercial! Retail Development, Light Industrial, or
Heavy Industrial.

L. "Development" means any work or improvement that requires a building permit or
development approval but shall not include any work or improvement for offsite construction or
improvements to be dedicated to public use as a condition of a development entitlement.

M. "New Development" means any development on vacant land or additions or expansions on
existing development wherein square footage of the development, in the case of non-residential use,
or the number of dwelling units, in the case of residential use, is increased, or where the use is
changed. It shall not include remodels or reuse wherein the number of dwelling units or overall
square footage is not increased or the use has not changed.

N. "Actual Construction Costs" mean, for the purpose of imposing a fee adjustment pursuant to
Section 4, Paragraph C, any actual and estimated costs of the network improvements, including, but
not limited to, debt service, lease payments and construction and acquisition costs.

Section 4: Establishment of the Regional Transportation Mitigation Fee

A Fee All new development in the County [or the City, as applicable] shall be responsible for
paying the RTMF unkss otherwise exempted by this Ordinance.

B. Fee Calculation. The fees shall be assessed according to the RTMF fee provided in the Regional
Mitigation Fee Schedule and the methodology set forth in the Fee Calculation Handbook adopted date, as
amended from time to time. The following shall be observed for purposes of calculating the fee:

i. For residential projects, the fee rate utilized shall be computed on a per-dwelling unit
basis.

ii. For non-residential projects, the fee rate utilized shall be based on a per-square-foot of
the building or structure identified in the building permit as determined by the highest
and best use based on the underlying zoning approved for the site.

iii. Pursuant to California Government Code, Section 66005.1, the RTMF shall be applied
at a reduced rate for those developments meeting the criteria set forth in the Section.
The fee reduction shall follow whatever guidelines are established by the State of
California for administration of this section of the California Government Code.



Section 5: Reimbursements

Should the developer construct network improvements in excess of the RTMF fee obligation, the
developer shall be reimbursed based on reasonable actual costs. Reimbursements shall be enacted through a
three party agreement including the developer FCTA and the County [or the City as applicable] contingent on
funds being available. In all cases, however, reimbursements under such special agreements must coincide with
construction of the transportation improvements as scheduled in the most current Measure "C" Implementation
Plan adopted by FCTA.

Section 6: Procedures for the Levy, Collection and Disposition of Fees

A Authority of the Building Department The Director of Public Works [for some jurisdictions
this will be the Director of Community Development or Planning], or his/her designee is hereby authorized to
levy and collect the RTMF and make all determinations required by this Ordinance.

B. Payment. Payment of the fees shall be as follows:

The fees shall be paid no later than the time a certil cute of occupancy is issued for the
Development pursuant to County [or City] polic rtlLr to Lodt. %cctlonl

ii. The amount of the fee to be paid shall be the fee amount in ellect at the time that payment
is made under this Ordinance

iii. If all or part of any development project is sold prior to payment of the fee, the property
shall continue to be subject to the requirement for payment of the fee, accordingly, the fees
shall run with the land.

iv. Applicants shall pay a processing fee of twenty-five dollars $25.00 per application that
shall be used to help cover the cost to the County or the City, as applicable] of
adminiccing the RTMF prograni. This fee shall be paid at the a me time a the RTM F

lEach jurisdiction should decide how much, if anything, to charge applicants. The
amounts charged cannot exceed the actual cost ot adm in i teruig the program

C. Disposition of Fees. All lees collected hereunder shalt be transmitted to the Executive Director
of FCTA within ninety days for deposit, investment, accounting and expenditure in accordance with the
provisions of this Ordinance and the Mitigation Fee Act.

D. Appeals. Appeals shall be filed with FCTA in accordance with the administrative procedures
established by FCTA. Appealable issues shall be the application of the fee, application of credits, application of
reimbursement, and application of exemption. Appeals may also be made that the fee level for development of
unique types of land uses be evaluated on an individual basis. Such unique projects and specific evaluation shall
be paid for by the project applicant and performed by Fresno COG or its designee.

E. Reports to FCTA. The Director of Public Works ICorurnunity Development or Planningi. or
his/her designee, shall prepare and deliver to the Executive Director of FcT.. periodic reports as wilt he
established under the RTMF administrative handbook.

Section 7: Severability

If any one or more of the terms, provisions or sections of this Ordinance shall to any extent be judged
invalid, unenforceable and/or voidable for any reason whatsoever by a court of competent jurisdiction, then each
and all of the remaining terms, provisions and sections of this Ordinance shall not be affected thereby and shall
be valid and enforceable.



Regional Transportation Mitigation Fee Schedule

Land Use Category 2009 2010 2011 and
thereafter

Residential Developments $/dwelling unit

Single-Family Dwelling market-rate $1,200 $1,450 $1,727

Single-Family Dwelling affordable $600 $725 $864

Multi-Family Dwelling market-rate $843 $1,018 $1,212

Multi-Family Dwelling affordable $421 $509 $606

Non-Residential Developments $/sq.ft.

Education exempt exempt exempt

Government exempt exempt exempt

Commercial/Retail $1.36 $1.65 $1.96

Commercial/Office/Service $0.85 $1.03 $1.23

LightIndustrial

Heavy Industrial

$0.34

$0.07

$0.41

$0.09

$0.49

$0.10

Other Non-Residential $0.29 $0.35 $0.42


