CHAPTER 6

Financial Element
The Financial Element
discusses the investment
decisions and revenue
assumptions contained in the
(RTP/SCS).
It identifies anticipated
revenue sources as well as
the financing techniques
available for the region’s
planned transportation
investments, ongoing
operations, and maintenance.
This element addresses both
available revenue sources as
well as federal, state,
regional, and local revenues
the region may expect over
the next 25 years.

Among other considerations, the Financial Element estimates the
costs and projects the revenues available for transportation system improvements
recommended in the RTP’s Action Element. In doing so, it contains financial
assumptions and projections that set parameters for the Regional Transportation
Improvement Program (RTIP).
The Financial Element also describes how revenue projection models were analyzed
leading to a preferred project scenario, serving as an inventory of existing and
potential new transportation funding sources for transportation system improvements in Fresno County. It then identifies potential funding shortfalls along with
recommendations for potential revenue sources that the region could pursue to
implement the transportation vision over the long-term.
The element includes a “financially constrained” program as required by federal legislation. Financial forecasts are used to plan investments using revenues
that are reasonably expected to be available. Also included is a list of projects
(“financially unconstrained”) that are both necessary and desirable should funding
become reasonably available. It then provides a general discussion of how projects
are programmed into the RTP’s financially constrained and unconstrained lists.
Lastly, it discusses how the region will implement the RTP/SCS plan investments
through subsequent programming actions.
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Consistency with RTP Goals, Policies, and Objectives and 		
Advancing of the Transportation Performance Measurement
The 2022 RTP financial plan was created to be consistent with the policies, goals,
and objectives described in Chapter 4 (Implementing the Plan). This section
provides details regarding the ways in which financial programs serve and help
implement RTP policy objectives.
Fresno COG uses different scoring and evaluation criteria for three major purposes: 1) to rank projects on the RTP’s project constrained list, 2) for project funding
through the various programs the agency administers (CMAQ, STBG, and ATP) and
3) as the primary tools to prioritize projects that align with the RTP’s policy goals
and objectives. Each criterion provides scoring points to the projects submitted for
RTP and funding program consideration. For the RTP, projects that can garner the
most points (and thereby align most closely with RTP goals and objectives) are the
projects that ultimately elevate to the RTP’s constrained project listing.
A nexus is achieved between the RTP and the FTIP in multiple ways. First, points
are removed for projects submitted to COG-administered funding programs if they
were not first submitted to the RTP. Second, each funding program has its own set
of evaluation criteria that also align with the RTP’s goals and objectives.
As an example, the RTP’s first stated policy goal strives for improving social equity.
Through the RTP project evaluation process described in 6.4 of this chapter,
equitable distribution of transportation benefits is ensured by providing additional
points to projects that originate in a disadvantaged community. Fresno County’s
Health Priority Index (HPI) is used to determine these disadvantaged areas, taking
into into consideration several measures such as pre-term birth rates, pollution
burden, years of potential life lost, and composite mortality index, generally more
prevalent in disadvantaged communities. The health burden map used to determine the number of evaluation points in this HPI category can be found at the
following link: https://fresnocog.maps.arcgis.com/apps/View/index.html?appid=1cc05139057a4634b76111aca647485f. Other RTP evaluation criteria used to further
the social equity goal include scoring points for projects that improve disability
accessibility, and projects that serve transit-dependent populations.
For the RTP’s sustainability goal, several scoring criteria are used to prioritize
projects that support greenhouse gas reduction, provide improved access to
activity centers, improve air quality and reduce air pollutant emissions, and
minimize the loss of prime farmland.
The RTP’s project prioritization process as well as the project selection process of
the other funding programs such as STPG, ATP and CMAQ have been developed/
modified to advance federally mandated Transportation Performance Measurement (Safety, State of Good Repair & Travel Reliability). Details about Fresno
COG’s TPM program is available in Appendix C-7.
In the RTP, the safety, efficiency, and climate-resiliency goals are prioritized using
multiple competitive scoring criteria. For safety, points are available in the RTP
evaluation criteria and the STBG scoring criteria that prioritize projects to improve
and/or address safety and security issues. Efficiency is covered by criteria that
encourages congestion relief (travel reliability), vehicle miles traveled (VMT) reductions, cost effectiveness, climate resiliency, and maintaining roadways in a state of
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good repair. A complete listing of scoring criteria that address the RTP’s goals
and policies is available in Appendix B-6.

RTP/SCS Revenue Projections
As required by federal transportation law (23CFR450.322), the RTP shall be
financially constrained. A financially constrained project list identifies a program
for which funding has been identified or is reasonably expected to be available
within the RTP’s planning horizon. A financially unconstrained project list reflects
projects that are both necessary and desirable should funds become reasonably
available. Federal statute states that a financial plan must demonstrate how the
projects can be built while the existing transportation system is being maintained.
To meet this requirement, the RTP compares revenue projections for its 27-year
planning horizon against all projects needed to support the region’s memberprovided surface transportation investments.
The Financial Element’s assumptions include revenue estimates for specific
governmental funding programs, local contributions and tax initiatives. The
assumptions provide a level of financial detail adequate for local and state
decision-makers to exercise options. Member agencies submit planned projects
that are expected to be completed within the RTP’s 27-year planning horizon.
This process then allows Fresno COG to compare estimated project costs against
projected revenues to ensure that the adopted program of projects will not
exceed reasonably foreseeable future revenues.
Revenue Assumptions
The RTP’s estimated revenues assume an inflation rate of two percent and are
reported in expenditure year dollars. Appendix B-4 describes the available
revenues for each funding source over 10-year increments throughout the
planning period. The totals reflect an estimated annual average amount from
each of the various funding sources for 2019 through 2046.
Fresno COG relied on the following assumptions to develop revenue and
cost projections:
•

Local Transportation Fund revenues are assumed to be constant
throughout the RTP’s life

•

Projected state and federal highway revenues reflect the average amounts
programmed in the State Transportation Improvement Program (STIP),
which is a combination of the Regional Transportation Improvement Program (RTIP) and the Interregional Transportation Improvement Program
(ITIP). These projected revenues are consistent with the CTC-adopted,
five-year STIP fund estimate

•

Federal and State Transit funds are assumed to remain at their present
levels throughout the plan’s life

•

Projected state and federal highway revenues reflect the average amounts
programmed in the State Transportation Improvement Program (STIP)
and are consistent with the CTC-adopted, five-year STIP fund estimate

•

Measure C, Fresno County’s local ½-cent sales tax for transportation
improvements, will be renewed and/ or augmented before it expires in
2027. Voters have extended the measure once already, in 2006
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•

Respective transit operators have provided specific revenue projections
for their services

•

Fresno COG’s member agencies have provided local streets and roads
revenue projections

•

Acquiring a ‘Better Utilizing Investments to Leverage Development
Transportation Discretionary’ (BUILD) Grant is assumed in the first half
of the RTP planning period

•

An advanced construction option is assumed wherever appropriate to
advance funding for planned projects into the first half of the RTP
planning period

Existing Major Revenue Sources
For a listing of all existing major revenue sources, please see Appendix B-3.

Project Evaluation Criteria
Fresno COG used project evaluation criteria to score and prioritize projects
submitted during the RTP call-for-projects (discussed below) in the event that
project submittals exceeded projected available funding.
An RTP Project Evaluation Criteria Focus Group was gathered to discuss the
2022 RTP project evaluation criteria. The Focus Group comprised representatives
from COG member agencies and non-governmental organizations with interest in bike, pedestrian, air quality, health, and transportation equity. The Focus
Group met on three separate occasions to craft a comprehensive set of criteria,
which Fresno COG’s Policy Board approved on Sept. 24, 2020.
The 2022 RTP project edvaluation criteria underwent substantial changes,
including criteria adjustments, points awarded per question, how criteria apply
to the various project modes, and general verbiage updates throughout the
document. One change of note involved categorizing submitted projects. In
the previous plan, each project belonged to only one of five modes: bike &
pedestrian, capacity increasing, maintenance, operations, or transit -- and each
project was evaluated strictly by the criteria applicable to the chosen mode.
This round, the Focus Group allowed for multi-modal projects to be evaluated
by all applicable criteria, providing for more flexibility in how projects are scored
and funded.
The 2022 RTP project evaluation criteria solely determined a project’s ranking in
the RTP in terms of projected funding. The criteria, in combination with the SCS
strategies, was used to create the RTP’s constrained and unconstrained list of
projects. See Appendix B-2 for the 2022 RTP Project Evaluation Criteria.

Project Scenarios
For the 2022 RTP, Fresno COG continued efforts made in the 2018 RTP to put
the focus on alternative project lists based on the priorities of the three 		
scenarios generated through the 2022 SCS process (discussed in Chapter 6).
As with the 2018 RTP, one revenue projection was developed for the 2022 RTP
(see Appendix B-4), and a project scenario tool automated the process for
determining which projects should be considered for flexible funding sources
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(See Appendix B-5 for further discussion on the Project
Scenario Tool). Each project scenario’s priorities determined where flexible funding sources would be allocated. The project scenario tool considered the scores each
project received for certain questions in the RTP project evaluation criteria, and the scores determined the
priorities emphasized in each of the three SCS scenarios.
All three alternatives were fine-tuned by adjusting five,
main flexible funding sources:
•

Surface Transportation Block Grant Program
(STBG)

•

Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality Program
(CMAQ)

•

Highway Safety Improvement Program (HSIP)

•

Various Local Funding Sources

•

Future Local Measure C Extension projected
funding

The Three SCS Scenarios
Project Scenario 1-SCS Scenario
Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS) Scenario A
focuses on addressing equity and planning for transportation investments that meet the needs of transitdependent communities. Within the project scenario
tool, projects that prioritized road maintenance, equity/
accessibility, and support for disadvantaged communities received priority ranking in Scenario A for the
constrained list.
Project Scenario 2- SCS Scenario B
Scenario B focuses on reducing sprawl while supporting higher densities in urban centers to complement
high-quality transit investment. Transportation priorities
for Scenario B included road maintenance, transit, accessibility, and a shift away from single-occupancy-vehicle
(SOV) strategies.
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Project Scenario 3- SCS Scenario C
Scenario C prioritizes conserving important farmland while
providing for clean air and climate resiliency. The scenario’s
project list places an emphasis on projects that maintain
roads, and prioritize innovation, climate, and air quality.

A comparison of each project scenario by
transportation funding priorities is shown in
Figure 6-1 below.

FIGURE 6-2: SCENARIO FUNDING PRIORITIES

Each scenario comprises 15 transportation funding priorities as shown below (bottom right). Each scenario
contains all 15 priorties. However, each one prioritizes them differently. The higher the score, the greater impact
the funding priority has on a Scenario. All priorities are important and all have an effect on the Scenarios.

Scenario A

Scenario B
Funding Priorities

Scenario C
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RTP Call for Projects
Fresno COG initiated the 2022 RTP’s call for projects in November 2020, giving the
16-member agencies an opportunity to submit projects that are expected to be
completed in the RTP’s 25-year lifespan, including streets and roads projects, bike
and pedestrian projects, and transit projects.
Fresno COG compiled all of the submitted projects and compared total costs with
three project scenarios. None of the three scenarios will be fully funded, based on
revenue projections.
On Oct. 28, 2021 Fresno COG’s Policy Board chose SCS Scenario B, and the
corresponding Project Scenario 2, as the preferred scenarios for the 2022 RTP.
See Appendix B-1 for the Scenario 2 constrained and unconstrained project lists.
The 2022 RTP financially constrained listing reflects $6.044 billion in project totals.
Table 6-1 below reflects the project distribution per mode, categorized by percentage of total dollar amount and percentage of total projects.

TABLE 6-1:
REVENUES PROGRAMMED BY
TRANSPORTATION MODE

Total Dollars

Number of Projects

Project Type

Dollar Amount*

Percentage

Numbers

Percentage

Bicycle & Pedestrian

$1,041,595,000

17%

424**

22%

Streets & Roads Capacity
Increasing

$1,629,648,000

27%

325

16%

Streets & Roads Maintenance
& Operations

$2,327,477,000

39%

1124**

57%

Transit

$1,025,837,000

17%

106

5%

TOTAL

$6,024,557,000

100%

1979

100%

*Estimated to the $1,000’s
**Multi-Modal Projects: Of the total 1979 projects, the following project types were also a multi-mode to other projects listed as
another project type: Bicycle & Pedestrian – 199, Streets/Roads – Maintenances/Operations – 9

Analysis of the Chosen Project Scenario
Project Scenario 2 consists of projects that sufficiently meet the region’s policy
goals and objectives in the following ways:
•

Scenario 2 projects provide for an integrated and efficient highways,
streets and roads network by focusing on projects that foster safety,
maintenance, and operational improvements, as well as relieve current and
future congestion.

•

Scenario 2 projects preserve and promote existing transportation facilities
through its focus on rehabilitating the existing roadway system and maintaining it in good repair.

•

These projects help provide a safe, convenient, and continuous route
system for bicyclists and pedestrians that interfaces with a multimodal
transportation system.
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Table 6-2 illustrates the revenue investment by transportation mode between the
2018 RTP/SCS and its 2022 update. The region is investing significantly more in
bike/pedestrian facilities and decreasing funding in capacity-increasing projects.
TABLE 6-2: REVENUE COMPARISON BY TRANSPORTATION MODE, 2018-2022

Bicycle & Pedestrian
Capacity Increasing
Maintenance & Operation
Transit

2018 RTP/SCS
8%
34%
40%
18%

2022 RTP/SCS
17%
27%
39%
17%

Maintenance & Rehabilitation
Like other areas in California, Fresno County and its incorporated cities suffer considerable unmet maintenance needs with regards to the rural, metropolitan and
regional transportation networks. As the region’s population continues to grow,
the transportation system will experience continuing demands it will be unable to
meet. Fresno County’s economic vitality in the coming years is dependent upon
today’s investments in the region’s transportation network infrastructure. The local
transportation network is struggling to cope with population growth, deferred
maintenance and lack of investment in necessary improvements. Clearly, if Fresno
County is to remain economically competitive, solutions such as new facilities and
increase in active transportation, transit, and system maintenance, preservation
and rehabilitation will need to be addressed.
The Fresno County region’s road system – with approximately 6,303 miles of
roads – is the largest network (in terms of mileage) of any county in California.
This system represents an approximately $5.9 billion infrastructure investment and
provides for the majority of intracounty travel for both people and goods within
the 6,000 square- mile county. It also plays a vital role in the county’s multibillion dollar agricultural economy. As the No. 3 agricultural county in the world ($6
billion+ annually), a considerable portion of the region’s economy is dependent
on efficient goods movement from farm to market. In addition, the road system
serves the entire business community and offers mobility to the county’s far-reaching corners. Clearly, if Fresno County strives to maintain its ranking in agriculture and remain economically competitive on a global scale, it must maintain its
existing transportation system in good operating condition. The lack of adequate
funding to protect the hundreds of millions of dollars’ worth of improvements on
the county road system over the past 40 years is probably the network’s single
greatest unmet need.
A pavement management analysis Fresno COG commissioned in 2021 estimates
that the regional system’s maintenance shortfall totals approximately $1.7 billion,
after accounting for all funding sources. Preventive maintenance is essential to
avoid significant costly repairs or reconstruction when the pavement deteriorates
beyond a maintainable level. Studies show that reconstruction costs are approximately five times the cost per mile of preventative maintenance. There are two
primary factors that contribute to the road system degradation: auto and truck
traffic. In just the last 20 years, average daily traffic (ADT) on the Fresno regional
road system has almost doubled.
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In recent years, truck traffic has increased at a faster rate than automobile traffic.
Engineering studies demonstrate that a typical 18-wheel semi-trailer truck has
the equivalent loading effect of between 3,000 and 6,000 passenger vehicles. Due
to the agricultural industry’s economic growth, engineers estimate that “farm-tomarket” trips on the road system will continue to grow. As many of the rural, less
structurally sound roads are exposed to increases in heavy truck traffic, “exponential” damage to the system may occur.

Other Potential Revenue and Funding Opportunities
Despite increased local, state, and federal funding sources throughout the last
decade, regional and local agencies continue to experience a revenue shortfall for
system expansion. This shortfall is expected to continue for three reasons: (1) the
revenues to support the transportation network’s maintenance and improvement
are not increasing fast enough to keep pace with inflation, (2) the demands for
more maintenance and improvements have expanded beyond the normal
inflation rate, and (3) the projected increase use of electric vehicles (EVs) will
inevitably lead to a growing loss in gas tax revenue. Originally, transportation
funding was established with a strong connection between revenue and expenses. Unfortunately, because of increased auto fuel efficiency, fuel taxes that have
not historically been indexed for inflation and a new reliance on sales taxes, the
previously strong connection to revenue sources and use has deteriorated. The
following section discusses a variety of financing mechanisms that offer potential
relief for the transportation revenue shortfall.
Environmental Enhancement and Mitigation (EEM) Program
Applicants may apply to undertake EEM projects that are directly or indirectly
related to modifying existing transportation facilities, or for new transportation
facilities’ design, construction or expansion. The EEM project must be over and
above required mitigation for the related transportation project.
All participating project costs incurred are funded in arrears on a reimbursement
basis of the state’s proportionate share of actual costs. No matching funds or cost
shares from the applicant or other funding sources are required to apply for an
EEM grant. However, projects with the greatest funding match will be rated
highest. Grants are generally limited to $350,000.
“Additional” Local Dedicated Sales Tax
The Measure C 20-year tax is projected to generate approximately $1.4 billion
through 2027. Sales tax revenues are always susceptible to revenue fluctuations
that coincide with the region’s economic health over the tax’s life span. It is
reasonable to assume that taxpayers will vote to extend the ½ cent sales tax
after 2027, extending through the RTP’s planning horizon.
Benefit Assessment District Fees
An assessment district is an area specifically benefiting from a public improvement. A property tax assessment is levied against each parcel that benefits from
the improvement, in proportion to the benefit. Bonds are then sold to finance
improvements, which landowners repay over time. Traditionally this approach has
been used to finance urban public improvement projects (i.e., sewer, water, curbs,
gutters, etc.) on a community or neighborhood level. Using this approach on a
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“regional” basis has proven problematic because of the multiple legislative bodies (i.e., City Councils, Boards of Supervisors, etc.) necessary to achieve political
consensus. In addition, there could be great difficulty in establishing a regionwide
zone of benefit.
Cap-and-Trade Funds
AB 32 requires California to return to 1990 greenhouse gas emission levels by
2020. All AB 32 programs contribute to GHG reductions and will deliver an overall
15% reduction compared to the ‘business-as-usual’ scenario in 2020.
The cap-and-trade program is a key element in California’s climate plan. It sets a
statewide limit on sources responsible for 85% of California’s GHG emissions and
establishes a price signal needed to drive long-term investment in cleaner fuels
and more energy efficiency. The program is designed to provide covered entities
the flexibility to institute the lowest-cost options to reduce emissions.
Congestion Pricing Strategies
Congestion-pricing (also known as peak-hour pricing) involves charging higher
fees or fares to transportation system users during peak hours. Routinely, service
demands exhibit a peaking characteristic related to the time of day or seasonal
time of the year. For instance, the twice-daily work commute trip places significant demand peaks on the region’s transportation network. This impact can be
recovered from peak period users—rather than the system users as a whole —
by charging fees during peak periods. There are few, if any, facilities in this
region that operate consistently at levels of service that would warrant congestion
pricing.
“Local” Motor Vehicle Fuel Tax
SB 215 allows counties to hold general elections for a local sales tax on motor
vehicle fuel (gasoline, diesel) to finance the regional transportation network. The
uses, execution, advantages, and disadvantages are similar to that of a sales tax.
One advantage is that it is user-oriented. Because fuel consumption is related to
road use, heavier users bear a higher burden of the cost.
Instituting a local gas tax is a relatively equitable local financing option. Motor
fuel taxes are easily administered and are tied to fuel prices that tend to rise with
inflation.
Some issues relating to this type of program include:
•

The ballot initiative requires approval from a majority of the city 		
governments with a majority of the county’s population

•

Both a majority of city governments representing a majority of the
population and the county supervisors must agree on a distribution
formula before the measure can be placed on the ballot

•

A two-thirds majority vote is required for approval

•

Statutes do not limit the tax increase that may be considered

Motor Vehicle Taxes and Fees
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An array of fees and taxes on motor vehicles could be increased and implemented
statewide, regionally or locally to generate transportation funds. Examples include
vehicle registration surcharges (similar to the Air District’s AB 2766 fees currently
collected); increased surcharges on driver’s license fees; mileage taxes; parts and
repair excise taxes; heavy-vehicle taxes; fees for “vanity plates,” tire taxes, and
personal property taxes on motor vehicles. One of this approach’s drawbacks,
however, is the need for enabling legislation (statewide, regionally, or locally).
Public and Private Parking Fees
This mechanism increases public and private parking charges and institutes
parking fees where parking is now free. Most cities in California have become
more aggressive in pricing downtown parking -- both at meters and in lots. In
some cities, extending parking lot hours and substantially greater enforcement
have increased parking fee revenues. Often these funds are treated as a general fund source rather than tied to specific transportation expenditures. If public
parking fees were to be initiated, several issues would need to be addressed.
For example, the fees would probably have to be implemented on a countywide
or regionwide basis to address equity and consistency issues among the local
jurisdictions. In addition to representing a potential revenue source, parking
pricing has also been shown to be one of the most significant factors in reducing
drive-alone trips and is used as a common transportation demand management
strategy.
Recreational Trails Program
The Recreational Trails Program (RTP) annually funds recreational trails and
trails-related projects. The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) administers the RTP at the federal level, and the California Department of Parks and
Recreation (DPR) at the state level. The Department’s Office of Grants and Local
Services administers non-motorized projects, while motorized projects are
administered by the Department’s Off-Highway Motor Vehicle Recreation
Division. Eligible applicants include: cities, counties, districts, state and federal
agencies, and non-profit organizations with public lands management responsibilities.
Regional Transient Occupancy Tax (Hotel/Motel)
The transient occupancy tax is a tax on visitor accommodations. These 		
visitor-based taxes can be imposed on hotel/motel establishments in two
different ways. One method is to tax each lodging establishment annually on a
per unit basis. Another method is a tax charged directly to the patron for each
night of lodging. An advantage is that the tax does not directly affect local
residents. Its major disadvantages are its susceptibility to fluctuations in the
tourist economy and requireing the fees be implemented on countywide or
region wide basis to address issues of equity and consistency among the local
jurisdictions.
Regional Transportation Facilities Impact Fee
A regional transportation facilities impact fee distributes the costs of regional
transportation facilities among all new development within the region, using the
size of a proposed development or estimates of a project’s trip-generating
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capacity as criteria. This type of development impact fee would be required to
meet AB 1600 nexus findings to be implemented.
Measure C required that all local agencies adopt a regional transportation impact
fee by Jan. 1, 2009 or risk losing local street maintenance and rehabilitation
funding the Measure authorized. Fresno COG’s Policy Board adopted a regional
transportation mitigation fee (RTMF) on Oct. 29, 2009, which became effective
Jan. 1, 2010. The RTMF policy will expire with the Measure C program in 2027 but
it is reasonable to assume that the voters will extend the Measure C ½ cent sales
tax through 2046.
A similar mechanism allows developers to make dedications in lieu of paying
development fees, such as land dedications, constructing public utility infrastructure, local roads or whatever type of public improvement is needed. The dedications must be linked to the development’s impacts on the regional transportation
network to meet AB 1600 requirements. Using development assessments with
land use incentives may encourage more transit-oriented and pedestrianoriented development, which would reduce the demand, and subsequent need
for extensive highway and road construction.
Toll Facilities
Tolls help finance roadway infrastructure construction, operation, and maintenance. This is a familiar source of funding for bridges, tunnels, and turnpikes,
primarily along the East Coast; however, more and more toll facilities are being
built in California. Tolling provides a means of generating up-front debt funding
to construct transportation facilities without disturbing existing governmental
agency budgets and programs, or requiring new or additional taxes. Nevertheless,
financing the interest on debt over bonds’ lifetime can be substantial. After a toll
facility is completed, tolls usually provide income to operate and maintain the
facility, as well as amortize the outstanding debt.
With new and emerging electronic toll-collection technologies, toll roads may be
more feasible than before. Federal highway officials are reconsidering toll road
merits to supplement urban transportation facilities. Problems that may face this
region are the limited number of high-volume facilities that would justify toll
collection, and the direct and indirect costs involved in collecting tolls.
Vehicle-Miles-Traveled Fee
As a remedy to the gas tax funding losses associated with increased EV usage,
the vehicle-miles-traveled (VMT) fee is a vehicle-use fee based on the number of
miles driven, which has the potential to generate substantial revenues, implement
increased-mobility policy goals and is strongly related to transportation demand
and congestion. VMT fees would appear to be a stable and growing source of
revenue given Californians’ propensity to use their automobiles. VMT fees would
also maintain an ability to capture revenues from a growing fleet of alternative
fuel vehicles within the state.
Emissions Fee
Conceptually, an emissions fee could work in a manner similar to the vehicle miles
traveled fee program, except that user charges would be based on emission levels
rather than miles traveled. The measure would be recorded at the time the vehicle
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is smog checked, and the driver would pay a fee based on a sliding scale. Revenue
formulas would have to be adjusted due to California’s vehicle fleet becoming
“cleaner” as older polluting vehicles are retired and replaced with vehicles that
have improved emission technology.
A VMT fee program could be linked to the vehicle smog certification program.
Although the Department of Motor Vehicles does not collect mileage data, the
state is moving toward improved databases, while auto manufacturers are making
vehicles with sealed, “tamper resistant” odometers. Proposals to implement VMT
fees could also be adjusted for low-income and rural drivers.
FTA Section 5312
The National Research and Technology Program (49 U.S.C. 5312) seeks to improve
public transportation by funding research, development, demonstration, and
deployment projects. Eligible recipients are determined for each competition, and
may include universities, public transportation systems, state DOTs, non-profit
and for-profit entities, among others. Eligible activities include: research, 		
development, demonstration and deployment projects, and evaluating technology of national significance to public transportation.
FTA Section 5313
The Transit Cooperative Research Program (49 U.S.C. 5313; TCRP) is an applied,
contract research program that develops near-term, practical solutions to
problems facing transit agencies. The transit industry-driven program, promotes
the public transportation industry’s operating efficiency by conducting practical,
near- term research designed to solve operational problems, adopt useful
technologies from related industries and introduce innovation that provides better customer service. The industry-driven program serves as one of the principal
means by which the transit industry can develop innovative short-term solutions
to meet demands placed on it.
Transportation Infrastructure Finance and Innovation Act (TIFIA)
The TIFIA program provides credit assistance for qualified projects of regional and
national significance. Many large-scale, surface transportation projects – highway,
transit, railroad, intermodal freight, and port access – are eligible. Eligible applicants include state and local governments, transit agencies, railroad companies,
special authorities, special districts, and private entities. The TIFIA credit program
is designed to fill market gaps and leverage substantial private co-investment by
providing supplemental and subordinate capital. Each dollar of Federal funds can
provide up to $10 in TIFIA credit assistance and support up to $30 in transportation infrastructure investment. A 10% set-aside for rural projects is included in
TIFIA, as well as an increase in the share of eligible project costs that TIFIA may
support; and a rolling application process.
Public-Private Partnerships
A public-private partnership (PPP or P3) represents a broad category of financing
mechanisms that are being used to harness public sector participation. PPPs have
been used with mixed success in several states nationwide. The State of California
enacted legislation to permit PPP approaches for transportation infrastructure
development (Caltrans, 2013c).
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Infrastructure Investment and Jobs Act 2021
The Infrastructure Investment and Jobs ACT (IIJA) is a new infrastructure plan
tsigned into law on Nov. 15, 2021. The plan will invest over $550 billion in new
funding into transportation, broadband, and utility infrastructure for fiscal years
2022 through 2026. Of the $550 billion, $283 billion is designated for transportation projects as follows:
•

Roads, bridges, and other major projects: $153 billion

•

Freight and passenger rail: $66 billion

•

Public transit and airports: $64 billion

The vast majority of the new programs under the IIJA are discretionary
competitiveprograms. New discretionary programs of note include:
•

Bridge Investment Program: Projects that improve bridge condition as
well as bridge safety, efficiency, and reliability to move people and freight
over bridges

•

Congestion Relief Program: Projects in large urbanized areas to advance
innovative, integrated and multimodal solutions to congestion relief

•

Electric Vehicle Charging: Grant program for alternative fuel corridors

•

Healthy Streets Grant Program: To deploy cool and/or porous pavements and expand tree cover to mitigate urban heat islands, improve air
quality and reduce weather-related infrastructure risks

•

National Infrastructure Project Assistance (NIPA) Grant Program:
Supports multi-modal, multi-jurisdictional projects of national or 		
regional significance

•

Passenger and Freight Rail Programs:
o

State of Good Repair Grants – To replace rail rolling stock past its
useful life

o

Railroad Crossing Elimination Program – Projects that make improvements to highway and pathway rail crossings

•

Reconnection Communities Pilot Program: Planning funds to study
transportation facilities that create barriers to mobility, access, or economic development, and construction funds to carry out a project to
remove, retrofit or mitigate an eligible facility and, if appropriate,
to replace it with a new facility

•

Promoting Resilient Operations for Transformative, Efficient, and
Cost-saving Transportation (PROTECT) Grant Program: To improve
transportation infrastructure’s resiliance

•

Safe Streets and Roads for Al Grant Program: To develop and apply
safety plans to prevent death and injury on roads and streets

•

Strengthening Mobility and Revolutionizing Transportation (SMART)
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Grants: Projects that incorporate innovative transportation technologies
to improve transportation efficiency and safety
As of the release of this document, the IIJA’s new funding programs are still under agency development and implementation.

From Planning to Programming
Local, state, and federal transportation fund programming is a complicated but
necessary process that ensures local agencies receive funds for projects that
have either been allocated or awarded to them. In order to explain this complicated process, what follows is an example of how a project moves from inception
to completion within the Fresno COG programming system. A transportation
funding flow chart is also included in Figure 6-1.
•

A city/the county submits Main Ave Reconstruction from A Street to D
Street [Main Ave Recon Full] during the 2022 RTP Call for Projects

•

The total project cost (for all projects submitted) is compared against the
revenue projections and it is determined that somewhere within the life
span of the RTP there will be funding to complete Main Ave Recon Full

•

Project is given a metropolitan planning organization (MPO) number
and placed on the financially constrained project list within the 2022 RTP

•

During the 2023 Federal Transportation Improvement Program (FTIP)
update, Fresno COG holds a Surface Transportation Block Grant Program
(STBG) Call-for-Projects

* STBG is just one of the many fund sources listed in the RTP and is
being listed here as an example only
•

A city/the county submits Main Ave Reconstruction from A Street to B
Street [Main Ave Recon P.1] to be considered for $100,000 in eligible
funding

•

The length of Main Ave Recon P.1 is a partial scope of the RTP project
that represents the full scope (Main Ave Recon Full), thereby affirming its
inclusion in the 2022 RTP, so it is scored by the STBG scoring committee
and ultimately awarded $100,000

•

Main Ave Recon P.1 is programmed in the 2023 FTIP with $100,000 and
the project listing in the RTP is updated to Main Ave Reconstruction
from C Street to D Street [Main Ave P.2], now that the first segment has
been fully funded

•

When the city/county is ready to begin work on Main Ave Recon P.1,
staff submits a request for authorization (RFA) to Caltrans Local 		
Assistance

•

Caltrans Local Assistance and Caltrans Headquarters approve the
request, and the funds are allocated to the city/county

•

Once the funds are expended, the city/county must continue to submit
invoices to Caltrans to receive federal highway reimbursement and to
maintain active status, until the last dollar is spent and the project is
closed out.
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