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CHAPTER 8 
FINANCIAL ELEMENT       
 
The financial element is instrumental in identifying how much of the transportation system 
can reasonably be constructed over the 20-year life of this plan. This chapter also presents the 
gaps between the reasonably anticipated revenues and those projects and programs that 
exceed the available revenue forecasts. The revenue assumptions discussed in the following 
sections take into account historical funding trends, existing funding programs, lingering 
impacts of the recession, and any anticipated new funding sources. However, the delivery of 
the transportation projects and programs listed in the Action Element are dependent on the 
actual revenues realized over this period of time. The actual revenues could fluctuate based on 
the local, state, and national economy as well as future transportation funding policies at each 
level.  
 
PCTPA coordinated with SACOG in the development of the 20-year revenue estimate of 
federal, state, and local revenues assumed to be readily available. In preparing the revenue 
forecasts, PCTPA and SACOG worked together to calculate the share of federal and state 
revenues that come to the Sacramento region, including the proportionate share of funds to 
Placer County, using historical precedence and federal and state mandated formulas.  PCTPA 
also calculated local and discretionary funds based on adopted and planned funding programs 
that could reasonably be available in this timeframe. 

8.1 Assumptions 
Funding for our highways, roadway, buses, trains, bikeways and other components all stems 
from federal, state, and local revenue sources. The revenue sources can be summed up as gas 
taxes, sales tax, and/or user fees. The following section briefly discuss each funding source. 
Appendix G contains a detailed discussion of the various funding sources and the programs 
that fund transportation projects.  
 

EXISTING FUNDING OVERVIEW 
 
Gas Taxes 
 
Every time motorists fill up at the pump they are paying 18.4₵ of a federal gasoline tax, 18₵ of 
state excise tax and, as of 2015, 12.0₵ of price based excise tax. Motorists filling up with 
diesel pay 24.4₵ of federal diesel fuel tax and an additional 13.0₵ of state excise tax1.  
 
The federal tax on gasoline and diesel are deposited into the Federal Highway Trust Fund 
which allocates 85 percent to the Federal Highways Administration for roadway related 

                                                 
1 Transportation Funding in California 2015, Economic Analysis Branch Division of Transportation Planning, 
California Department of Transportation, 2015 
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improvements (e.g., roadway widening, maintenance, bridges, bicycle facilities, etc.) and 15 
percent to the Federal Transit Administration for local public transit and passenger rail 
operations. Under the surface transportation funding bill, Moving Ahead for Progress in the 
21st Century (MAP-21), transportation funding flows through 30 programs housed within six 
core Federal-aid Highway programs while an additional 16 programs distribute funding for 
mass transit. The core Federal programs are listed below in Table 8-1. The federal gas tax 
rates were last adjusted in 1993. It is important to note that the Fixing Americas Surface 
Transportation Act (FAST-Act) was signed into law on December 4, 2015 and may change 
the potential funding structure set under MAP-21. At the time of preparing the Final RTP 
potential changes have not yet been fully determined.  
 

Table 8-1 
MAP-21 Designated Transportation Funding Programs 

Core Program Description 
National Highway Performance Program Funding to improve condition and performance of 

National Highway System, construct new facilities, 
and meet state performance targets. 

Surface Transportation Program Flexible program to fund transit, bridges, tunnels, 
carpooling, maintenance, intelligent transportation 
systems, and other related efforts. 

Highway Safety Improvement Program Funding source for strategies, activities, and projects 
on a public road to correct or improve a hazardous 
road condition or address highway safety problem. 

Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality 
Improvement Program 

Flexible funding source for transportation projects 
and programs to help meet the requirements of the 
Clean Air Act. 

Metropolitan Transportation Planning Funding for MPOs to carry out the metropolitan 
transportation planning process. 

Transportation Alternatives Funding projects for pedestrians, bicyclists, 
recreational trails, safe routes to schools, etc. 

Mass Transit 16 public transit specific programs managed by the 
Federal Transit Administration 

 
The state gas tax is actually two separate components, a base excise tax (Prop. 111, 1990) and 
a price based excise tax (AB 105, 2011). The base excise tax of 18₵ a gallon flows to cities 
and counties at 36% while the remaining 64% flows to the State Highway Account.   This 
base excise tax was last adjusted in 1994.   
 
The price based excise tax is adjusted on an annual basis to reflect the equivalent of the state 
sales tax on gasoline in the previous year; for 2015, that amount is 12₵ per gallon.  This 
portion of the gas tax is first used to backfill debt service on transportation bonds (e.g. Prop. 
1B, 2006) and the remaining amount is divided 44% to local roadways, 44% to new 
construction projects in the State Transportation Improvement Program (STIP), and 12% to 
the state highways maintenance and operations. Table 8-2 provides a summary of the 
programs funded through the state gas tax. 
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Table 8-2 

Programs Funded Through State Gas Tax 
Program Description 
City and County Road Fund Provides funds directly to the cities and counties in 

California for roadway projects and maintenance 
efforts. 

State Highway Operations and Protection Plan 
(SHOPP) 

Provides funds for pavement rehabilitation, 
operation, and safety improvements on state 
highways and bridges 

Local Assistance Caltrans oversees more than $1 billion in federal and 
state funding annually to over 600 cities, counties, 
and regional agencies. The program provides 
recipients with the opportunity to improve their 
transportation infrastructure or provide additional 
transportation services.  

Active Transportation Program (ATP) This program funds safe routes to school, pedestrian, 
bicycle, and trail projects. Created in response to the 
Federal Transportation Alternatives Program, the 
State’s ATP was created on September 26, 2013 with 
the passage of California Senate Bill 99 (Chapter 
359, Statutes of 2013) and California Assembly Bill 
101 (Chapter 354, Statutes of 2013). 

State Transportation Improvement Program (STIP) Funds new construction projects that add capacity to 
the transportation network. STIP consists of two 
components, Caltrans’ Interregional Transportation 
Improvement Program (ITIP) and Regional 
transportation planning agencies’ Regional 
Transportation Improvement Program (RTIP). STIP 
funding is a mix of state, federal, and local taxes and 
fees 

 
Statewide Sales Tax 
 
Since the passage of the Transportation Development Act (TDA) in 1971, the state has 
dedicated 0.25% of the statewide sales and use tax, which is 7.50% as of January 2013, to 
transportation programs. The 0.25% sales tax goes into the Local Transportation Fund (LTF) 
which is distributed back to Counties on a population basis.  The primary use of these funds is 
for public transit, with the option of using funds for bikeways, rail, and streets and roads when 
certain criteria have been met.  For rural and urbanizing counties such as Placer, those criteria 
require that all unmet transit needs that are reasonable to meet, as defined, are met before the 
LTF can go to other purposes. In Placer County, LTF revenues are distributed to the cities and 
county on a population basis annually.  
 
In addition to the 0.25% sales tax on purchases, a separate 6.5% sales tax is levied against the 
sales of diesel fuel. 4.75% of the sales tax is directed to the Public Transportation account 
while the remaining 1.75% is directed to the State Transit Assistance account. Each of these 
accounts combined fund public transit and passenger rail throughout the state. Table 8-3 
summarizes these programs.  
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Table 8-3 
State Programs Funded Through Statewide Sales Tax 

Program Description 
Local Transportation Fund Funding directed to Regional Transportation 

Planning Agencies to perform long-range planning, 
implement bus transit, passenger rail, bikeways, and 
streets and roads projects. 

Public Transportation Account 50% of funding directed to state transit programs 
(e.g., intercity passenger rail and feeder bus 
program), 25% to Regional Transportation Planning 
Agencies for transit purposes, and 25% to public bus 
and passenger rail operators in the state.  

State Transit Assistance Funding directed Regional Transportation Planning 
Agencies, public bus, and passenger rail operators in 
the state. 

 
Fees 
 
Various fee programs are in place at the state and local levels to fund transportation. At the 
state level, weight fees have been placed on commercial vehicles based on their gross weight 
originally intended to offset their impact on local roadways; however, these funds are 
currently being used to pay debt service for transportation bonds sold by the state.  
 
At the local level development fees have been implemented to offset the impacts to the 
transportation system resulting from new development. Impact fees vary by amount and use 
from jurisdiction to jurisdiction, and must comply with the requirements of the Mitigation Fee 
Act (AB 1600, 1987) that requires there to be a specific nexus between the development and 
the improvements being funded.  
 
The South Placer Regional Transportation Authority is a Joint Powers Authority (JPA) 
comprised of the Cities of Lincoln, Rocklin, Roseville and the County of Placer. The 
Authority was formed for the purpose of implementing a Regional Transportation and Air 
Quality Mitigation Fee to fund specified regional transportation projects. Examples of the 
project funded through the regional fee program is the widening and operational improvement 
of State Route 65 (SR 65), reconfiguring the Interstate 80/SR 65 interchange, construction of 
the Lincoln Bypass and Placer Parkway, and the widening of Sierra College Boulevard and 
Auburn-Folsom Boulevard.  
 
Fees also exist in the form of passenger fares paid on local transit systems in the Cities of 
Auburn and Roseville, on Placer County Transit and through passenger rail on Amtrak and 
the Capitol Corridor. 
 
Figure 8.1 illustrates the various funding sources and programs that implement the 
transportation systems across Placer County and the state. 
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KEY REVENUE ASSUMPTIONS 
 
Preparing forecasts of anticipated transportation revenues is difficult at best, due to the ever 
changing transportation policies and more recent economic conditions. Since the adoption of 
the last RTP in 2010, MAP-21 was approved as a two year bill, extended five times prior to 
the signing into law of the FAST-Act on December 4, 2015. The FAST-Act is anticipated to 
stabilize funding over the life of the bill.  
 
The great recession’s effects are slowly waning as land and economic development returns as 
well as sales tax receipts. Although the recession ended in 2009 according to the Bureau of 
Labor Statistics, local transportation projects have been delayed due to the cautious return of 
the economy in California and in the Sacramento region. Figure 8.2 summarizes the historical 
LTF revenue trends (0.25% of statewide sale and use tax) and supports the notion that the 
local economy is improving and has eclipsed the LTF revenue prior to the recession. 
 
In addition, the gas tax that primarily funds the transportation system has lost its purchasing 
power over the past 20 years. Between 2002 and 2012, federal gas tax revenue fell by $15 
billion, or 31 percent, and state revenue fell nationwide by $10 billion, or 19 percent2. This is 
in large part due to a 7.5 percent increase in vehicle fuel efficiency during this time, nationally 
a modest 3.3 percent growth in VMT since 2002 (contrasted to a 2.6 percent decrease since 
the start of the Great Recession), and the fact that the state nor federal gas taxes adopted in the 
early 1990’s are flat amounts per gallon that have not been indexed to inflation. 

                                                 
2 Intergovernmental Challenges in Surface Transportation Funding, The Pew Charitable Trust, September 2014 
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Figure 8.2 
Summary of Local Transportation Fund (LTF) Revenue 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

All factors combined, the 2036 RTP revenue totals $5.9 ($8.1 year of expenditure (YOE)) 
billion. The 2036 RTP revenue estimate assumes two new additional revenue sources and 
better accounts for future Highway Bridge Program funding that Placer County is likely to 
receive. Without the new revenue sources, the 2036 RTP revenue estimate was estimated at 
$4.3 ($5.9 YOE) billion. Figure 8.3 illustrates the comparison in baseline revenue and 
reasonably anticipated sources. PCTPA coordinated with SACOG on these new assumptions 
and were determined to be reasonably foreseeable through the duration of the 2036 RTP and 
2016 MTP/SCS prepared by SACOG. 
 

 Cap & Trade - Senate Bills 852 and 862 (Governors Budget for 2014) created several 
statewide competitive and one formulaic programs that would be funded through 
annual carbon auction proceeds. Such programs include the Affordable Housing and 
Sustainable Communities program (AHSC), Transit & Intercity Rail program, and the 
Low Carbon Transit Operations Program (LCTOP). The revenue estimate assumes 
that Placer County would receive revenues proportional to its population share within 
the six-county SACOG region totaling approximately $10.9 ($14.3 YOE) million 
through 2036. 
 

 Local Transportation Measure – One of the largest potential new revenue sources is a 
one half of one cent county-wide transportation sales tax measure that would generate 
approximately $1.3 ($1.9 YOE) billion front-loaded to expenditure over the 20-years 
of this plan, while continuing to generate revenue for another ten until the measure 
sunsets. The measure would fill the funding void created by reduced federal and state 
revenues, accelerate delivery of much needed maintenance and enhancements to our 
transportation system, and potentially attract additional funding sources. Statistically 
valid polling conducted in spring 2014 and 2015 received support between 61-63% for 
such a measure to address the existing and future transportation needs within Placer 
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County. With the PCTPA Board and member jurisdiction direction, a measure may be 
placed on the November 2016 County ballot.  
 

 Highway Bridge Program (HBP) - The HBP program is administered by Caltrans and 
is used for repair, replacement, maintenance and upgrade of state and local bridges. 
Caltrans manages the process and programs the funds in the year available based on 
actual revenues and project readiness. The revenue estimate projects that Placer 
County could receive approximately $165 ($220 YOE) million for eligible bridge 
projects. 

 
The passage of the FAST-Act should stabilize the short-term transportation needs that occurred 
during the series of extensions pass during MAP-21; however, uncertainty still exists over the 
long term stability. Nonetheless, federal funding is anticipated to continue at historical trends. 

 
8.2 Estimated Revenues
Overall, economic conditions play a large role in determining the level of future revenues 
available for transportation. Based on current law, policy, and practice, and on estimates of 
future economic activity underlying the generation of tax revenue, forecasts of reasonably 
available revenue for the planning period are shown in Table 8-4.  
 
Federal, State and local revenues are assumed to total $5.9 billion, or $8.1 billion in nominal 
value (year of expenditure). Federal statutes require regional transportation plans to provide costs 
and revenues in “year of expenditure” dollars. The nominal rate of growth for each funding source 
is determined by extrapolating recent trends, either on a straight line basis or in some cases using a 
trend curve. This methodology yields revenues in YOE dollars, which are then de-escalated using an 
average inflation rate of 2.7% to yield current year dollars. Average nominal growth rates by 
revenue source are identified in Appendix G. These growth rates were developed by SACOG for 
the 2016 MTP/SCS update and were used to escalate the revenues shown in the Placer County 
financial forecast. 
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Table 8-4 

Financial Forecasts by Source through 2036 (billions) 

Source 
Budget 
Summary 
Category 

Applicable Uses 
$ 2015 
Total 

$ YOE 
Total 

 Federal Highway & Other      $373.3 $517.3 

- Congestion Mitigation and Air 
Quality - (CMAQ) 

Federal 
Highway 

Roads, Transit, 
Pedestrian/Bicycle, 
TDM, TCM $144.5 $201.2 

- Regional Surface 
Transportation Program - 
(RSTP) 

Federal 
Highway 

Roads, Transit, 
Pedestrian/Bicycle, 
TDM, TCM $131.9 $183.5 

- Federal Discretionary 
Programs 

Federal 
Highway 

Highways 
$96.9 $132.5 

Federal Transit     $64.3 $87.9 
- FTA 5307 - Urbanized Area 

Formula Program 
Federal Transit 

Transit Operations and 
Capital $37.6 $51.2 

- FTA 5311 - Rural Transit 
Assistance Program 

Federal Transit 
Transit Operations and 
Capital $12.6 $17.3 

- FTA 5337 - State of Good 
Repair 

Federal Transit 
Transit Operations and 
Capital $14.2 $19.3 

    Federal Subtotal $437.66 $605.2 
State      
State Highway Operations and 
Protection Program - (SHOPP) 

State Fuel Tax Highways 
$420.0 $556.8 

State Transportation 
Improvement Program - 
(STIP) 

    
$159.5 $231.0 

- Interregional -  ITIP State Fuel Tax 
Highways, Roads, 
Transit $64.0 $89.1 

- Regional - RTIP State Fuel Tax 
Highways, Roads, 
Transit $64.0 $100.1 

- Active Transportation Program 
- (ATP) 

State Fuel Tax Pedestrian/Bicycle 
$31.5 $41.8 

State Transit Assistance - 
(STA) 

State Transit 
Transit Operations and 
Capital $43.7 $59.4 

State Highway Maintenance State Fuel Tax Highways $333.0 $441.8 
PTMISEA State Transit Transit Capital $2.6 $2.7 
Highway Bridge Program State Fuel Tax Bridges $165.9 $220.3 
Cap & Trade     $10.9 $14.3 

- Sustainable Communities and 
Intercity Rail 

Cap & Trade 

Infill, Active 
Transportation, Transit 
and Rail Capital 
Projects $6.3 $8.3 

- Low Carbon Transit 
Operations 

Cap & Trade 
Transit Operations and 
Capital $4.6 $6.1 

    State Subtotal $1,135.6 $1,526.3 
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Table 8-4 (cont.) 
Financial Forecasts by Source through 2036 (billions) 

Source 
Budget 
Summary 
Category 

Applicable Uses 
$ 2015 
Total 

$ YOE 
Total 

Local      
 Sales Tax      $2,152.1 $3,058.2 

- Local Transportation Fund 
(LTF) 

1/4% Statewide 
Sales Tax 

Roads, Transit, 
Pedestrian/Bicycle, 
TDM, TCM $780.1 $1,084.9 

- Placer County Transportation 
Measure - (1/2%) 

Local Sales Tax 

Highways, Roads, 
Transit, 
Pedestrian/Bicycle, 
TDM, TCM $1,372.0 $1,973.3 

Gas Tax Subventions State Fuel Tax 
Highways, Roads, 
Transit $204.6 $268.4 

Gas Tax Swap (Excise Tax 
Subventions) 

State Fuel Tax 
Highways, Roads, 
Transit $219.0 $306.5 

Local Streets and Roads 
Other Local 
Revenue 

Highways, Roads 
$1,437.4 $1,912.5 

Developer In-Kind 
Other Local 
Revenue 

Highways, Roads 
$182.8 $248.2 

- SPRTA Regional 
Transportation Fee 

Other Local 
Revenue 

Highways, Roads 
$78.8 $104.6 

- SPRTA Tier II Fee 
Other Local 
Revenue 

Roads 
$104.0 $143.5 

Caltrans Discretionary State Fuel Tax Highways $88.6 $117.6 

Transit Fares Transit Fares 
Transit Operations and 
Capital $52.0 $71.8 

    Local Subtotal $4,336.4 $5,983.3 

  Federal, State, and Local Total $5,909.7 $8,114.8 

Source: SACOG Draft 2016 MTP/SCS Forecasts 

 
 
Figure 8.3 illustrates the breakdown of funding sources by federal, state, and local funding 
programs. As shown, the approximately 74 percent of the revenue anticipated is generated from 
local sources, 19 percent from state sources, and 7 percent from federal programs.  
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Figure 8.3 

Summary of Transportation Funding by Source 
 

 
 
Impact of Local Transportation Measure 
 
As mentioned earlier, a potential countywide transportation measure is being considered by the 
PCTPA Board of Directors to backfill declining revenue sources and achieve greater local 
control to select and accelerate project implementation. A draft transportation expenditure plan 
identified a broad distribution of funding to major highway projects (44%), local street and roads 
(38%), transit and passenger rail (12%), and active transportation projects (6%). Funding for 
these programs would accelerate project delivery and greatly improve the position of PCTPA 
and the Cities and County of Placer to attract potential future federal and state funds. The 
measure would account for approximately 33% of the local revenue or 24% of the overall 
revenues anticipated.  
 
Should the measure not pass, the timing and ability to deliver a wide array of projects contained 
in each of the action plans in the Action Element would be delayed and possibly even pushed 
beyond the 2036 planning horizon. In that case PCTPA, in cooperation with local jurisdictions 
and agencies, would need to review and revise anticipated revenues and projects proposed in this 
plan.  
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8.3 Summary of Expenditures
Projected expenditures associated with the RTP must be constrained within the anticipated 
revenues. Pursuant to the 2010 California RTP Guidelines all project cost estimates are 
adjusted in this financial comparison for year of expenditure dollars for those projects which 
have completion year estimates available. The annual forecast inflation factors provided by 
SACOG were used to estimate year of expenditure dollars for those projects.  
 
In Table 8-5 the short-term and long-term action plans for each mode are compared with the 
anticipated revenues over the life of the plan. The expenditures listed in Table 8-5 are further 
categorized as programmed, planned, or project development only.   
 
“Programmed projects” mean that projects have committed funds and are included in the 
SACOG Metropolitan Transportation Improvement Program (MTIP), the State Transportation 
Improvement Program (STIP), and/or the State Highway Operation Protection Program 
(SHOPP). “Planned projects” refer to projects for which a specific funding source has not yet 
been identified, but given the financial assumptions are reasonably expected to be fully 
funded by 2036. “Project development only” refers to projects that are being pursued through 
environmental and design process but not anticipated to be funded for construction by 2036, 
are still in the conceptual phase, or the timing of implementation is uncertain. Therefore, 
programmed and planned expenditures are considered financially constrained.  
 
Table 8-5 shows there is an estimated $7.5 billion in programmed and planned (financially 
constrained) capital improvements included in the 2036 RTP. Approximately, $761 million of 
the programmed improvements are funded or have budgetary commitments.  
 

Table 8-5 
Expenditure by Project Type through 2036 (YOE) 

Type 
Short-Term/ 
Programmed 

Long-Term/ 
Planned 

Total 
Expenditures By 
Planning Period 

Active Transportation $38,009,476 $136,252,000 $174,261,476 

Highway & Road Network $354,041,765 $1,127,901,000 $1,481,942,765 

Maintenance & Rehabilitation $276,948,335 $2,991,664,202 $3,268,612,537 

Programs & Planning $7,163,929 $0 $7,163,929 

Transit Capital $14,818,926 $1,146,912,000 $1,161,730,926 

Transit Operation  $31,125,453 $548,968,000 $580,093,453 

System Management, Operations, and ITS $3,943,0479 $589,413,368 $628,843,847 

Project Development Only* $0 $164,028,867 $164,028,867 

Total Expenditures $761,538,363 $6,705,139,438 $7,466,677,800 

Revenue $1,021,192,584 $7,093,559,242 $8,114,751,826 

Revenue/Expenditures $259,654,221 $388,419,804 $648,074,026 
Note: *Represents 10% of the total unconstrained project costs for purposes of the financial constrains 

analysis. 
Sources: 2036 RTP Programmed & Planned Master Project Lists, PCTPA. 
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Approximately, $6.7 billion represents planned capital improvements that have not secured 
funding but are expected to through the 2036 horizon. Additionally, a nominal surplus of 
approximately $648 million in both the short-term and long-term planning horizons. 
However, this surplus is overshadowed by the estimated $1.6 billion in unconstrained 
expenditures listed in Table 8-6.  
 
Table 8-6 shows that there would be a shortfall should any of the project development only 
projects progress in terms of project development or greater certainty of their timing. 
 
 

Table 8-6 
Unconstrained Expenditures by Project Type through 2036 (YOE) 

Project 
Unconstrained 

Total 
Active Transportation $227,760 

Highway & Road Network $1,265,715,045 

Maintenance & Rehabilitation $1,638,000 

Programs  & Planning $0 

Transit Capital $295,588,335 

Transit Operation  $0 

System Management, Operations, and ITS $77,119,536 

Project Development Only* $0 

Total Expenditures $1,640,288,676 

Unconstrained Revenue Balance (see table 8-5) $648,074,026 

Revenue/Expenditures -$992,214,653 

Note: *Represents the total project cost for all unconstrained projects listed as project development only. 
Sources: 2036 RTP Programmed & Planned Master Project Lists, PCTPA. 

 
 
Aviation Expenditures & Airport Revenues 

 
Airport improvements must be included in the State Capital Improvement Program (see 
Chapter 6.4 for aviation CIP list) to receive Federal Airport Improvement Program (AIP) 
funds, including State matching funds. All of the aviation improvements identified this plan 
are in the 2014-2023 Capital Improvement Plan (CIP) – California Aviation Systems Plan 
(CASP), Caltrans Division of Aeronautics. The revenue projections assume future capital 
improvements for Auburn Municipal and Lincoln Regional airports will continue to be 
eligible for AIP funds through the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA).  
 
Table 8-7 compares aviation expenditures to forecasted airport revenues. The CASP indicates 
that revenue is available to implement the projects identified at each airport; however, the 
CASP identifies that the revenue and/or projects are not guaranteed. This means that some of 
the improvements may need to be deferred or alternatively, new funding sources will need to 
be developed, or the airports will need to increase its share of local match to make up for the 
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shortfall in aviation revenues. 
 
 

Table 8-7 
Aviation Expenditures to Revenues through 2036 

Planning 
Period 

Total 
Expenditures 

Forecasted Revenues Total Revenues to 
Total Expenditures 

Surplus / Deficit  Federal State Local 

2015- 
2020 $975,000 $877,500 $43,875 $53,625 $0 
2021- 
2036 $20,945,526 $18,850,973 $942,549 $1,152,004 $0 

Total $21,920,526 $19,728,473 $986,424 $1,205,629 $0 

Source: Capital Improvement Program, California Aviation System Plan 2014 - 2023, Caltrans, August 2013. 

 

8.4 Conclusions 
Based on the preceding revenue / expenditure analysis, the Placer County region will not have 
sufficient funding in place to implement all projects considered in the plan and consequently a 
financially constrained and unconstrained projects lists have been developed to delineate 
between projects during the horizon of the 2036 RTP.  Shortfalls are especially severe if all 
planned improvements were assumed to move forward and/or a local transportation measure 
were not to succeed. The revenue forecast assumptions are dependent upon continued use of 
local funds dedicated to transportation purposes.  Throughout the 2036 horizon, it is likely 
that some planned transportation investments could be scaled back, phased, or even deferred 
to post-2036. Alternatively, to keep pace with future transportation infrastructure needs, new 
funding mechanisms and innovative fund management strategies will need to be considered in 
order to implement the planned improvements.   

8.5 Financial Element Action Plan  
Several actions are identified below to further support the objectives and policies contained 
within the Policy Element. 

Short and Long Range 

1. Promote funding of transportation projects identified in the RTP’s Action Element 
consistent with the provisions included in the Plan’s Policy Element. (PCTPA, 
jurisdictions, transit operators, SACOG, Caltrans, CCJPA, California Transportation 
Commission, California State Transportation Agency, Federal Highway 
Administration) 
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2. Maximize the use of federal and state transportation funding sources. (PCTPA, 
jurisdictions, transit operators, Caltrans, CCJPA) 

 
3. Make the most efficient use of federal, state, regional and local transportation 

revenues and allocations in the programming and delivery of projects. (PCTPA, 
jurisdictions, Caltrans, SACOG, CCJPA) 

 
4. Actively pursue new funding sources, such as a countywide transportation sales tax 

measure, to address shortfalls in addressing critical transportation needs.  (PCTPA, 
jurisdictions) 
 

5. Encourage multi-agency packaging of projects for federal and state funding programs, 
where a regional strategy may improve chances of funding success. (PCTPA, 
jurisdictions, Caltrans, SACOG, CCJPA) 

 
6. Assist local jurisdictions to identify and obtain federal and state grant funding. 

(PCTPA) 
 
7. Develop and update the Regional Transportation Improvement Program, the 

Metropolitan Improvement Program, and the Project Delivery Plan. (PCTPA, 
jurisdictions, Caltrans, SACOG) 

 
 
 
 




