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CALIFORNIA TRANSPORTATION ·COMMISSION'S 
EV ALUAJ.10N OF THE PROPOSED FY 1995-:96 BUDGJ:T 

FOR THE CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

StatutonReguirement 

Government Code Section 14523 reads: 

The California Tr.ansportation Commission .shaD prepa.re an independent 
evaluation of the department's budget regarding the adequacy of funding 
levels and the relative needs of program categories as defmed in Section 167 
·of the Streets and Highways Code and submit its recommendations to the 
Legislature not later than March 1 of each' year. The report shaD reflect the 
commissio.n 's judgment regarding the overall funding levels for each 
pro.gram category and shaD not duplicate the item by item analys.is 
conducted by the Legislative Analyst. 

The evaluation and recommendations of the commission shaH include 
recomJ;nended adjustments of the motor vehicle fuel tax rates and commercial 
vehicle weight fees necessary to fund the state highway programs for the 
maintenance; reconstruction; and operational improvements of the existing. 
state highway system. 

The following report is submitted pursuant to this requirement. 
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CALIFORNIA TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION'S 
EVALUATION OF THE PROPOSED FY 1995-96 BUDGET 

FOR THE DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION -· {•" 

SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS 
~ ~ 1 • f r • ' 

r 
I 

The Stat~ Transportati9n lmpr~vemen~ Program (STIP) ftces a ~ortfall of at least $4.5 billion over 
the next four years, a shortfiill created prilnarily by the defeat or-thiee bond measures, the demands 
of a two-phased seismic retrofit pro~. the tr~sfer of State transportation funds, and the 
withholding of Federal funds. As a result, projects are being deliiyed by up to foui years: The State 
faces a return to the practice of the 1970's ~d l~80'~ wh~ the Stat~ transportation pr_ogr~ was 
pegged solely to the J~el of _Federal funds,, thus givip.g up the Sta~~fimded ~vestment pro~am 
envisioned in the 1989 Transportati~g. Blueprint. 

•, 

The full effect of the short&Ii arrives this year, forcing the delay of at least 70% of the' $2:8 billion in 
STIP projects programmed through FY 1995-96. The FY 1995-96 Budget will determine how many 
projects from the remaining 30% can go to construction this ye~ .. 

• 

The Com.mjssio~'s evaluation of the prppos~d · ~udget for the :P~art:J:nent_ of Transport,ation 
(Caltr~IDs) includes $~following 17 $Pecific recommendations. They include oi!-e recommendation 
concerning the exten~on ,of federal .fun_ding authority, six major State budget isSues, and ten." other 
State budget issues of particular interest or concern to the Commission. ' · 

Extension of Federal Funding Authority 

The Co~si~n recgl!lDlend§ tJl~t th~ Legislature and A~tion p~sue the ~fctfuent of 
Federal legiSlation as soon as pos~~le ,to. e?ctend Federal Advance G?~cy.on authonty to access 
funds_ beyond Federal FY 1996-97, ~e last year of the Intetm~cJ,ai Svrface Transportation Efficiency 
Act of 1991 (IS~). Wrtho~t t!J.e. enactment ofne'Y Fegerallegislatiqn in J995 or 1996, ~the State 
transportation pr~~am pould come to~ abrupt halt ~t the ~d of 1995-96. , 

•• P I 

Major State Budget Issues . ' 

The Commission has identified six major issues that will directly ~e~ . ~e allocat;io]l capacity 
available to support the STIP in 1995-96. Because the Budget assunies a relatively low level of 
State. cash to leverage a ~p.uch greater lev~l of Federal funding, a rel~tively S!J13ll reduction in the 
State cash ay~ble for ,Qapital Qutlay in the a~opted Budget cp~d stibstarl.~ reduce or eVen 
eliminate:the Commi~on's abiJi!yto allocate funds (or STIP projects in 1~95-96. 

~ • .. A I J I 
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(1) Source of F~nding for Toll Bridge Seismic Projects . ·' ' I 

,. - I I • I .. 1 ~ I 

The Commission supports the timely completion of the toll bridge seismic retrofit progfain and urges 
the Legislature an.d Administrati.9n to reach an early r_esoluti9n of the issue !Jf ~ding for the entire 

" . 
program. , , r " 

I I 
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(2) State-Local Partnership Program 

The Commission supports the Budget proposal The Stat~ Local Partnership Program is the largest of 
the Transportation Blueprint programs outside of the STIP and the State Highway Operation and 
Protection Program (SHOPP). Th,e Commission therefore finds it appropriate that the Partnership 
Program sh!lfe in meeting the shortfall facing all St~te transportation programs . . 
(3) Transfer of funds from the State High wax Account - . 

I 

".Ple Commission has consistently opposed budget transfers of transportation funds to non-transportation 
purposes. If a General Fund crisiS requires a transfer from transportaqon funds, any such transfer should 
be made a loan to be repaid as soon as possible. The CommisSion urges that the recent practice of 
transferring transportation funds be curtailed and that all funds transferred in the past three years be 
repaid. I 

( 4) Level of Funding for Caltrans stafrmg 

The Commission~ supportS' the "Transform Caltrans" effort to reengineer the Department's business 
I I 

processes and to free up resources to be made available for the capital program. The Commission, 
however, raises the following cautions and concerns regarding the Budget proposals for Caltrans staffing 
reductions: 

• Caltrans needs to identify and explain the efficiencies that would permit staffing reductions while 
maint$ing productivity. 

• Caltrans needs to develop satisfaCtory measures of its efficiency and productivity. 
• Caltrans needs to improve its management information system capabilities. · 
• ~ng term funding levels for capital outlay sh~uld be examined. The Commission has endorsed 

the timely appointment of a Blue Rlobon Task Force, as proposed in the California Transportation 
Plan, and completion of its work to identify future options for program funding and delivery. 

• Caltrans needs to identify the specific "excessive Federal mandates" for which funding would be 
eliminated and how the savings would be achieved. 

(5) Short-Term Financing I ' I 

The Commission fully supports the use ofKatz-Killea notes to keep both the seismic retrofit program 
and the STIP moving to greatest extent possible in the near ten:h. At the same time, the Legislature 
should recognize that this measure does not create additional funding for the program in the long run. 
It provides additional cash now at the cost of cash available in the later years of the decade. 

(6) STIP Funding From the Transportation Planning and Development CfP&D) Account 
- ~' I 

The Commission has endorsed the proposal to use $45 million from the TP&D Account for 1994 STIP. 
projects during 1995-96. The Commission agrees with the Department and the regional agencies that 
it makes far more sense to use these funds to maintain existing commitments than to add another 
$45 million in new commitments. 
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Other Budget Issues 

Th~ ten. rem.a!tJing issues inclu~e ,four issues .that are r~late4 to or :part of Caltrans' propo~ for 
.redactions in staffing and local assist~ce pr~gquns, t)vo ~~s relate~ to rail transportatiop. fundihg, and 
four other budget-related issues ofpartictilar oo~c~ to the Cq~~on. · 

Elimination o[State Planning Subventions to Regional Transportation Planning Age11cies 

'Qle Co~sion que~ons the wholesale elimination of S.tat_e ~l.an}ring ~bv~tion fun~ without a 
corresponding reduction in ~tate planning requir~!Jlents. The Co¢mission suppohs oon~uation of at 
lea~ $~.1 million in S~te planning subventions for the 29 ~·counties, which are m~st 4ependeilt upon 
i~ . .._if the ~tate p~g subvention_s are feliminat~d en~ely, as prqposed by Ca1trans, 

1
the LegiSlature 

should re-~xamme aJl Stat$' transportation p~g,re~emenls. 

Environmental Enhancement and :Mitigati.o~ <EEMl Pro.gram ' I 

, ' J " • • • 

The CoDJl!lission could support ~e reduction of the; ~EM pt'ograni in 1995.:96 from $10 million to 
$5 million, in keeping with proposed reductions .in the STIP and the annual Stai-e-Lo-cal Partnership 
Program 'aiid in light of the funding shortfitll aff~g aD transportation programs. However, the 
Co.mmission strongly opposes the transfer of State fuel tax revenues :from the EEM program to the 
P{oposition 117 pr'?gram.ofthe wn~ ConservatjoaBoard, Such a t:J;ansfer WQu.ld be another instance 
oftt:ansferring tranSp~rtatio~.funds to a no~-:triiftspoWltion p~Qse. · · 

Re~ductions in Caltrans Support for Local Assistance 

The Commission supports the Caltrans' efforts to remove itself from unnecessary overSight and revi~w 
oflocal agt:?Jlcy PJC!iects ,and to ~eepgineer the agreement and billing processes for local programs. At 
the1~e time, howev~, ~e Commis~on cautio~.s ~e ~gislature that the level of .st~ r~uCtio~·being 
pro_posed ~Y lead to ~reductions ip service to lo.cal agenQi~~ as w.~n as to the ~tenned process 
efficiencies: The Col11l$sio~ recm:n~mends :that the Le~~e a~tt~ from the Department the 
types and1e.ve~ .of service 

1
to l~~agencie~ that it can provide~ 9te levels of staffing and~~~ to 

be budgeted. ,. -

Transportation Demand Man·agement CTDM) Program 

~e.fo~ r~solving . tb~ ~ppropriate level _an4. nature ~~ .State ,;~ding f~r ripr~g pr~gr~ the 
Co~siQn w_9uld_. S'\IP.P~rt a .C<]~rebensive eval\J;aq'"t ~f the IJ.~d fci~, and_ effectiy~e~ ~ of St~te 
pa~c,ipation in local ridesll;~g programs thJ:o~gho~t ihe. State. _The evaluaQ.~~ s_llould consi,der' the 
varying transportation and air quality needs of individual areaS; the need ff)r Gatti~ t_p a~s.wn~ tmY 
centralized functions, and the relationShip to other existing capital grant programs. .. 

1 .t 

... • I I. 
• • I• 
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Use of State Highway Account for STIP Rail Projects 

The Gommission fully supports the Budget proposal to make State Highway Account funds availilble 
to fund intercity, and conmmter and urban rail projects. This is consistent with the Commission's STIP 
programming commitments and its 1995 Allocation Plan. 

Intercity Rail Services 

The Commission~~ insufficient information in the Department's California Rail Passenger Program 
Rcmort. 1993/94-2002/03 to support the Budget proposal for service expansions. The Commission 
believes that the Legislature should und~stand the assumptions behind the Budget proposal and that 
Caltrans should project service demands and operating stibsidy beyond the current year. The program 
faces two major uncertainties in the coming year, the proposed cutbacks in Amtrak service and funding 
and the expiration of Amtrak's 25-year basic agreement with the private railroads. The Commission has 
asked Caltrans to develop an annual strategic business plan for its intercity rail services that would 
project service demand and set performance targets for each route. Without operating measures and 
targets, it is difficuh to determine whether proposed ~ces are cost e~ective and justified. 

Automatic Grade Crossing Maintenance Program 

The Commission supports a funding level of$4,000,000 in 1995-96 for the Automatic Grade Crossiilg 
Maintenance program, as recommended by the Public Utilities Commission and included in the Caltrans 
budget proposal. 

Potential Fe?eral Transportation Funding Sanction 

The Commission urges the Legislature and the Gov~or to take action as soon as possible to avoid the 
potential loss of about $100 millioninFederalfimdsin 1995-96, either by removing the sunset provisions 
of AB 79x (1994) or by taking forinal action to reject the concept of a mail.datory driver's license 
suspension for a controlled substanCe offense conviction. AB 1304 (Bowler), as introduced on 
February 23, 1995, would accomplish this by deleting the sunset provisions in Sections 13202.3 and 
14907 ofthe Vehicle Code. 

Tort Liability Reform 

The Commission strongly suppox:ts legislation limiting tort liability of State and local governments to 
their proportional share of fault to protect public transportation funds, to the fullest extent possible, for 
the pmposes to which they are constitutionally ~cated: the operation,· maintenance and irilprovem.ent 
of C~oin.ia's ·transportation system. · · 

Insufficient Overweight Truck Penalties 

The Commission supports substantial increases in overweight truck penalties as a pavement damage 
surcharge, allowing for enhanced enforcement, including capital costs for weigh and inspection 'stations 
and for roadway repair. ' -

,. 



CALIFORNIA TRANSPORTA-n:ON COMMISSION 

EVALUATION OF THE PROPOSED FY 1995-96 BUDGET 
• 'l ~ I ... - .... I · "-' • 

FOR THE CA;LIFORNIA DEPAR~NT OF TRANSPORTATION 

Introduction: 

Any review and · evaluation of the Proposed. 1995-96 Budget for the Department of 
Trl!l!SJlortatig~ (Caltrans) must consider the. overall status of~~g fox: the State transportation 
program.1 Califo~'s Transpo~qon BlueprintJbr'$e Twenty-First Centwy_, enacted in 1989, to~y 
lies l!bando!}ed. The $18.5 billion ten-year investment p~ it pro~~d has been severely 
compromised l?Y the jhllout from the . Lo.ma Prieta a1:1d North.p.!fge earthquakes, an economic 
r~es~on, an_d a growing intolerance of debt financing by the v~ters .. 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

Funds originally intended for other specified tr~ortation improvements are bemg diverted 
~o cqv~r a n;mltto.illion Cilqllar ~P retrofit pro~. 

l Proposition lA, a measure placed on the June 19_94 ballot to, provide ~~g for Phas~ 2 
seismic r$~&t work, w.as rej~9ted by voters. , , 
Two of the thre:~ $1 pilij.on gt:!ieral obligatjon rail bond mea~e~ ,t4_at were part of the 
Blueprin' w~re also rejected in 1992 and 1994. 
The $1 billion from the initial :rail wea~e th~t dig pass (Pr9position 108, 1990) has been in 
part offset, as successive budgets have transferre~. transport~tion ,resources to the General 
Fund to cover debt service costs. 
Even Proposition 116 (1990), the successful $2 billion initiative for a broad range of rail and 
other non~ highway transportation programs ab9Ve ~d beyond the BluepriQ.t, ~s beeJI ~ d.t'$ 
on the State Highway Account resources that were supposed to have supported the Blueprint 
prograiil!!, since trans(ers have been made from t4e ~tate ;Highway Account to the General 
Fund to coverthe·debt service on Proposition 116 bon:ds. , 
The recessionacy downturn in ~el tax and weight fee receipts brought State Highway 
Account revenues below forecast levels. 

Th~ ep.actment of the ~lueprint in 1989 f91lowed upon two decades of under-investment in 
Califomia'stransportati,on.infrastructure. More drivers "Vitb more c~rs, ~ove more miles each year, 
but paid qon~derably1ess in fuel tax user fees t~ do so. Between 1970,, and 1990, the number of 
drivers in California mcre~sed by 72% to 20 ~on, the n~er Qf autom~1Jiles ip.creased by p8% 
to nearly 1~ milliqn, ~d the number .of~ehicle miles !faveled grew by 129% to 126 b~on. By 
contrast, the State fuel taxes paid per 100 miles of travel droppeq 6~% from ~7 cents to 37 cents in 
constant 1970 dollars. Congestion steadily worsened as spare highway capacities were consumed 
and exceeded in urban areas by an increasing population and dispersed commute patterns. 

1 For a more extensive discussion of longer tenn funding issues, see the California Transportation 
Commission's 1994 Annual Report to California Legislature, adopted December 1, 1994. 
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During the 1960's and early 1970's, the California transportation program was driven by State 
priorities. Even with the Federal Interstate program, the State was investing enough of its own 
money to develop many projects with State funds only. However, starting in the mid-1970's and 
throughout the 1980's, this State program disappeared, as inflation and reduced :fuel consumption 
took their toll, leaving only enough State funds to pay for maintenance and operations and to match 
Federal funds. 

The landmark 1989 Transportation Blueprint promised the retUni of a State-driven program, though 
its planned level of investment was modest by comparison with that of20 years earlier. However, 
because of the recession, the need for seismic safety work, and the rejection of the bond measures, 
the level and direction of California's transportation investment program are again being set by 
Federal .funding programs. State policy has been preempted by Federal policy as California's program 
is once again being limited to matching whatever Federal funds are available. 

The 1992 State Transportation Improvement Program (STIP), which covers the seven fiscal years 
from 1992-93 through 1998-99, iS the firSt casualty of the return to a Federally driven program 
Adopted in March 1992 when the outlook for State-funded projects was reasonably bright, the 1992 
STIP is now facing annual reductions starting in 1995 that will force the delay and stretchirig out of 
its programming over at least eleven year~, with no additional projects added to the 1994 or 1996 
STIP. In short, the STIP is facing a return to the pre-Blueprint practices of the 1970's and 1980's 
with a downsized Federal-only investment strategy. 

Summary of the Proposed Caltrans Budget 

The FY 1995-96 Proposed Budget is the first proposed budget since the enactment of the 1989 
Blueprint to assume that this reduced level of investment in transportation, limited almost exclusively 
to Federal funding, will continue into the next decade. Paradoxically, the 1995-96 Budget proposes 
to increase the State portion of expenditures for Highway Capital Outlay just as the long-term 
program has become almost entirely dependent on the level ofFederalfunding. The 1995-96 Budget 
expenditures for Highway Capital Outlay ( exclumng toll bridge funds and reimbursements from local 
agencies) are split 60% Federal and 40% State, as opposed to 75% Federal and 25% State for 
1993-94 and 1994-95. 1hiS shift is occurring because the State is already using Federal funds to the 
maximum extent poSSJ.'ble, while the size of the total Capital Outlay budget must be increased just to 
meet CWTent cash needs for projects already under construction and to fund even the most 'basic level 
of new safety and rehabilitation work. . 
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The major e~~ts of the Proposed FY 19.9~.-96 Budget are ~in the table below: . . ' 

.. ' 
CbAaDge PZ'CIIIII PuDc:1iDg s ·t:aff Ch&Dgili Prc:C • 

Program l Millie=• 1'Y 1!94-95 •....1!!!.1. li 1994-95 

., 
AerOJ!.&Utias $ 1.3. 9 0.5 (+3 .8\) 34 0 ( o.n) " 

State Operations $ 3.4 o.o (+0.9t) 
Local Assistance 1.0.4 0.5 (+4.8t) 

Highway Tranaportation $5,764·.5 +311.6' (+5.711) 16,538 -97 U·O.&\) 
c.tpital Outlay Support $ 716.9 -71.0 (-9.0t) 8,321. -220 (-2.6t) 

Local Assist Operations 25.1 + 0.6 (+2.4t) 4!73 +3 (+l..l.t) ' 
Program Development 63 .'4 - 0.2 (-0'. 4t) 295 .. ·-1 7 (-5.4t) 

Legal• 51.1 +47.0 225 +225 
Operations 135.7 - 0.6 (-0.4t) 1, 420 -44 (-3 . 0t) 
Maintenance 7i6.7 + 8.6 (+l..2t) 6,004 - 44 (-O . at) 
Local Assistance 718.4 -1.12 ,- 4 (-13 .5tl 
Capital Outlay 3,332.5 +434.6 (+15.0t) 
(State Coap OUtlay) [902. 8) +581.1 (+180.6\-) 

Haas Tranaport:ati~n $ 420.1 -41.8 (-9.0\) 
1 282 . +5 < +1. o\> 

State Operations $ 118.6 ' + 8.3 (+7.5t) '· 
Local Assistance 189.9 +43.6 (+29.8t) 
Capital gt.ttlay 1.1.1.6 -93.6 c-45.n) 

I 
L\ 

Tranapartation Plamibg · $ 56.4 + 3.6 (+6.8\) l' 215 
' 

0 (0.0\) 
State Operations $ ' 22.4 + 0.1 (+0.4%) 
Local Aeaiatance 30.0 - 0.5 ' ( -'l.. 7i ) '' 

Admizdstration* [$ 129.1.~ -65.7 (-3~ .7\) 1,~87 -418 (-24.5\) 
[Dis tr~teci) ' .1., ~ 

UD&llooated Reductions $ -76.4 -716 -716 
' 1 

TOTAL 1$6,l.'Z8.5 +197.4 (+3 .3\) 17,640 -1,226 (-6.5\) 

• Bigh-y Legal in prior years -• included in Admizdstration. Bigh-y Legal. does Dot include 
Caltrana Don-Mgh-y lagal aoats and staffing. 

.. 
Two key elements app~ar to be driving this Budget: 

(1) The proposal to transfer $77 million from.the State Highway Accoun,tto the General Fund. 

(2) 

•' 

According to the Budget Snmmary;.the transfer is intended as a partial offset to p~ym.ents on 
general obligation bonds authorized by Propositions 108 and 116, 'consistent with the 1994-95 
two-year budget agreement. 

': 1 I 

The need to rilise the Highway Capital Outlay expenditures, particularly from State revenues, 
to meet current obligations for projects already under contract and still provide at least a 
modest level ofc.funding fof. ne\v projects. The Budget·proposes a little over $900 miJJion in 
State funding for Capital Outlay, nearly triple the r $320 million in 1994-95. Of tlte 
$90.0 million, only about .$170 million would be used for ~ew STIP-and Traffic SystelJlS 

' Managemerif (TSM) Plan construction work in. 1995-96. The rem~in~g. $730 ~on is 
needed just to funa basic safety and rehabilitation work plus _current STIP ~d TSM 
construction and right-of-way work. 
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Current year State and Federal revenues are no longer adequate to carry out both Caltrans' 
transportation activities and capital outlay in th.e STIP during 1995-96. Consequently, maintaining 
even the modest level of new project activity anticipated by Caltrans in the Budget will require the 
use of a series of devices in State and F eder;allaw to advance or leverage other sources of .funding. 
Among these are: 

• the use of Federal Advance Construction (by which State funds spent this year on projects 
can be reimbursed with future Federal funds); 

• AB 3090 approvals (by which local funds can be spent this year on projects and be reimbursed 
with future State and Fede_ral funds); and 

• short term Katz..Killea .financing authorized by 1991legislation (by which shorter-term notes 
will be retired with future State and Federal funds). 

Current year State cash is the critical element While several hundred million dollars of Federal funds 
from 1997 and beyond can be used to pay for STIP projects un4ertaken in 1995-96, State cash must 
be used to pay ongoing construction bills during 1995-96 until the future Federal funds become 
available. Thus, even the modest level of STIP project activity anticipated by the Caltrans Budget 
depends on several measures to preserve the needed State cash. Without all of these or comparable 
measures, new construction would come to an im.mediate halt in 1995-96. These measures include: 

• The funding of all toll bridge seismic retrofit work from toll bridge revenues. This-would 
reverse the actions taken in the last two budgets to provide partial funding of toll bridge 
seismic work from the State Highway Account 

• The use of short-term financing, as authorized by the Katz-Killea legislation to mitigate the 
effects of the seismic retrofit program. 

• Reductions in local assistance programs, particularly a $100 million reduction in the State­
Local Partnership Program. 

• Reductions in Caltrans staffing by 1226 PYs. These reductions are attnbuted to a declining 
workload, efficiencies in business practices, and eliminating funds for "excessive Federal 
mandates." The declining workload is attributed to reduced revenues available for the capital 
outlay program in future years and to a Caltrans policy decision to reduce the' reimbursed 
work done for local agencies. 

Included in the Budget as presented in January was an "unallocated reduction" of$77 million and 716 
PY s. Additional information on the specific reductions to be proposed was to be developed prior to 
Legislative consideration of the budget. Although the Commission has not received any formal 
presentation of these reductions, the Commission understands that they include the elimination of 
State planning subventions, the elimination and transfer of funding from the Environmental 
Enhancement and Mitigation program, a 50 percent cut in Caltrans support for the Highway Local 
Assistance program, and a cut of at least 50 percent in the Transportation Demand Management 
program. Once these measures are defined, the Commission may offer further commentary. 
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To provide :fimding M'i'Ort for the rail projects i!t the STIP, the ~udget proposes that State I:_Iighway 
Account ~ds c~ntinue to be D;Ulde {lvailable {or proje~s p~eviously progra~ed against the 
Blueprint's rail bonds. This would be supplemented by $45 million .to be made available for 1994 
STIP projects from the Transportation Planning and Development (TP&D) Account. The Budget 
also proposes an additional $9.7 million from the 1P&D Accotmt for additional intercity rail services. 

Status of the State Transportation Improvement Program 

I -

The Commission estimate~ $at the 1994 STIP is now underfund~d by at least $4.5 billion through 
the first five years of its seven-year period. The shortfall for th~ :fuii seven-year period iS less, about 
$2.8 billio!!, since no new projects were added in the 1994 STIPs last two years, 1999-2000' and 
2000-01. The only new projects in the 1994 STIP were $103 million in projects for the Federally 
mandated Transportation Enhancement Activities (TEA) program, added in the STIPs earlier years. 
In adopting the 1994 STIP, the Commission did not delay the seheduliiig ofpr~jects carried forward 
from the 1992 STIP, although the Commission did note that t1!is might "require that projects go on 
tpe ~elf awaiting revenues for v&Ii_ous periods of time dmjng the next four years." That "sh"elf" is 
now a~.r~. As ofFebruary 1995, there were 35 new construCtion projects wi.ili a total estimated 
value of$43.8 mplion ~g "on tl;le shelf" awaiting· construction. Since the adoption of the 1994 
STIP, the Commission has been using allocation pbins to ration the funds currently available for the 
projects delivered. 

I < I 

At the time of its adoptiQD., the 1994 ,STIP was thought to be fully funded over its seven-year period, 
albeit ~t .t4e cost of not ad~g any ~ew projects to those r~ma"in,ing from the 1992 sur. The laSt 
year and a half: however, have seen the further hem.onhaging of the fun din~ plan because of" 

• 

• 

• 

The Northridge earthquake ofJanwuy 1994. In addition to reStoration -work, the Northridge 
temblor.led to the Phase 2 seismic retrofit program~ an estimated capital outjay cost of 
$1.05 billion. Though the restoration work was covered ah;nost entirely tiy Federal 
emergency relief funds, the retrofit work is not. The Governor and Legislature placed 
Proposition lA on the June 1994 ballot to provide a supplemental source of funding for this. 
work. However, it failed and the cost of this work is being taken from funds that had be~ 
anticipated for STIP work. 

~ The defeat ofProposition 181 in November 1994. This represented a los~ of$1 billion in nil) 
• "' - I 1 ., 

b~n~ to support the ~TIP. 

Federal funding shortfitlls. Congress has failed to appropriate tl}.e annual obligational 
authority to suppo~ the authorizations in the Fe~er~ ID.terinodal Surface T~ortation Act 
of 1991 (ISTEA). This has meant the loss of about $190 niillion in Federal revenues in 
1993-94 and 1994-95. 
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I 

• TranSfers to the General Fund. The 1993-94 and i994-95 State budgets transferred 
$422 million in State transportation revenues from transportation programs to the General 
Fund This includes $288 million ascribed specifically to debt service on Propositions 108 and 
116. 

Without new transportation revenues, the Commission anticipates that it will not be able to. add any 
new projects (except up to $65 million in Federally mandated TEA projects) in the 1996 STIP, which 
extends through 2002-03. All revenues anticipated for the two added fiscal years would be needed 
to meet existing cowwitments. In fact, some projects may need to be canied out to the 1998 STIP, 
which extends to 2004-05. If that happens, the State \Vill have gone five years without adding any 
major transportation improvement projects to the program. 

Meeting the Shortfall with Fuel Taxes or Weight Fees 

The statutory mandate for the Commission's evaluation of the Caltrans budget calls for the 
Connnission to include "recommended adjustments of the motor vehicle fuel tax rates and" commercial 
vehicle weight fees necessa-ry to fund the state highway programs for the maintenance, rehabilitation, 
reconstruction, and operational improvements of the existing state highway system." 

Because maintenance and rehabilitation of the existing system are given first priority for funding, their 
funding is not directly at issue. As for system improvements, the existing program shoi'tfaU could 
be erased either by stretching the program and deferring improvements some 4-5 years or by adjusting 
tax rates or fees to raise revenues. The ·Commission estimates, for example, that erasing the 
$4.6 billion shortfall over four years without any delay in the current program and a resumption of 
new programming would require a revenue increase equivalent to 10-11 cents per gallon in t)le State 
fuel tax. An increase of five cents per gallon would cover the shortfall in six years, with a two-year 
hiatus inriew programming. For weight fees, a raise of20-25 percent is equivalent to about a one­
cent increase in fuel taxes. 

Allocation Plans 

Over the past 15 months, the Commission has used two allocation plans to manage the near term 
fimding shortfiill. The first Allocation Plan, for the 1994 calendar year, was adopted in January 1994, 
when the depletion of funds from Proposition 108 (1990), combined with the defeat of 
Proposition 156 (1992), made rail project funding the primacy short-term issue. With the cooperation 
.of Caltrans, the regional agencies, and rail operators, the Commission developed a comprehensive 
strategy to stretch the available resources to keep · STIP rail and highway projects moving 
through 1994. 
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In the wake of the defeat of Proposition lAin June 1994, and after a temporary hold on project 
ady~g,~d cq~tract awar4s. by~ caitr&ns, th~ Co~on ap1k oved an up.date to ·the1 1994' 
Allocatio~ Pian in A~gust. That .update placed a general moratoilum on project alloCJ~tions for 
sQ9ildw~ landscap~g, and C~ lap.ds ind buildiligs, is well as limitations on allocations for 
F~eral T~ortation Enhanceni~t Activities (TEA) projects. At the sameiime, the Commissioit 

., .,, J I -- ' -A - . .,,. .- - • - . -

directed Caltrans to prepare to use ~tz-Killea short-t~rm notes (Chapters 195 and. 196; Statutes of 
1991) to meet cash flow needs in 1.99 5-96-. · 

' . 
~~~the 199~ c~~dar year,.th~ State fac~ a continUing ~o~ against the eurrent prograni. 
Fo~ the 18 m!)nths from January 1_~95 thr~ugh the end of the 1995-~~ ~calyear, there were_ SO?Jle 
$2.8:billion in programmed STIP and Tr~c Systenis Manag7fuent (TSM) Plan projeCts (excluding 
right~ot:way costs). Ofth~t total, about $1.4 billion in projeCts were projected to be deliverable 

·~ .. - . -~ ~. . - . 
witliin ~e periqd, the principal difference being about $1.3 billion in'raij projects delayed by project 
sponsors. 

' r ' 
,, .. 

I, lr 

From the $1.4 billion in deliverable projects, regional agencies and Caltrans identified $950 million 
in p~oj_r9ls 9fthe highest priority for funding. ~ousb: FY 1995-96., The remaining $1.8 billion~ 
pr~gr~ed projects would P7 deJay~d lll!-!il FY1 1996-?7 or ~ter. } I I ~~ ' 

' The Commission's adopted 1995 Allocation PJ.aii includes three parts: 

(l) 

(3) 

L ~ I f. ~ • I l ~ • • 

, '!he Co111mission ~ -~o98te no more tluu:i' $200 million for STIP and TSM projects until the 
· FY 1995-96 B~dget is ~act~d. ' · ') 1 

' 

Pen~g th~ ~9tment of the FY 1995-96 ~11dget, the Commission declared ~at it intends 
to allocate anotlier $550 million in State ~way ~ccou:D.t funds for STIP and TSM projects 
through June 1996, for i total of$1SO million. ' , 

Be~ause Caltrans ~ad anticipated aoout $850 million in funds avBililble from the State 
Highway .Accoup.t fo; aWocation p1pposes, a· h~ce of about sj pd million wotil4 remain 
UDfunded until addiiionalfiihdsbeeome available. These amoUntS do not include $45 million 
proposed for ~dmg from the Transp01tati~n Planning and Development A-ccount. 

- -' I • ' ' -

'fP.e $750 milljon: in State High~ay A,~colll}t all<!catio}lS wi1J be adjusted upwards _or downwards as 
p~~ py the adopt¢ :tY l 995-96 Budget. ~ocatio~ WiJ! be made to th~ projects iden~ed by 
regional ,agencies ~~ ~ Caltrans,

1 
as ~ey ~e .de~efed r ~d as· funds are availitble, Within the $200 

million and.$750 ~on, limits. ' · ~ ' ' 

The $750 million Allocati~ PiaJ ~et f~r STIP and'TSM projects is in addition to'$250 million for 
essential right-of..way to keep the program moving, $642 million for the State Highway Operation 
and Protection Program (SHOPP), and $500 million for the Phase 2 Seismic Retrofit program. The 
Allocation Plan assumes the continuing deferral of sound wall, landscaping, and Caltrans lands and 
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building projects.. The Commi~on intends to review and update 'the ·:Pian soon after the completion 
of the budgey process. Depending on the final Budget, the Plan's capacity for funding projects may 
be increased or decre~&;e~ thus causing some proje~ included in the P~ to be delayed ~eyond 
1995-96. The review of the Allocation Plan will coincide both with the adoption of the :final1995-96 
State bu~get and with tpe development of the 1996 Fuhd Estimate, which is sCheduled for 
presentation by Caltrans in July and adoption by the CommisSion m August, 1995. 

The 1995 Allocatio_n Plan is extrem~ly wlnerable. ~t assumes a relatively low lev~l of State cash 
ou~y through the Budget to leverage a much gx;eater level of Federal funding. Caltrans has 
prqjected that about $170 ¢Ilion in budg~ed State cash would support about $850 million in project 
~9catiop.s for S'f:W and TSM projects, or about $1 in budgeted State cash for every $5 in allocation 
capacity. Reducing the lev~l or"State cash proposed foi ~TIP B;Dd TSM capital outlay in the 1995-96 
Budget by as little as $170 million would entirely eliminate the allocation of State Highway Account 
funds for STIP and TSM proje~t$ in 1995-96. A cut of$100 million would reduce the allocations 
to less than $400 million. 

Despite.the continuing uncertainty over the outcome of the budget process, the Commission adopted 
the 1995 Allocation Plan to insure that State and local traD.sportation resource~ are used as effectively 
as posstble over the next several months. The purpose of the Plan is to: 

• 

• 

• 

• 

Provide direction to Caltrans so that it will focus its J.imited rdelivery re59urces on the projects 
of the highest priority to regional agencies. It will also guide the Department's expenditure 
of right-of-way support and acquisition resources to specified projects. 

Provide guidance to x;egional and local agenci.es, reducing project uncertainty and allowing 
agencies to plan and refocus the allocation of their own resources. 

Provide a comprehensive strategy for , maximi.zing the State's leverage of Federal 
transportation funds. For rail projects, in particular, the PJan targets STIP funding that can 
qualifY for Federal funds. It also identifies projects that can be funded now with Proposition 
116 or o~er funds, with funding to be back.filled later with other STIP funds. 

Provide the Commission with a reasoned policy context for making the allocation decisions 
r-' r l 

that it must make in any c~se.. Tlie decisions include, for example, the extent to which TSM 
and TEA projects should be funded; the extent to which funds should be set aside for the road 
and bridge rehabilitation projects in the SHOPP~ as opposed to the improvement projects in 
the STIP; and the extent to which funds should be allocated for right-of-way to keep future 

, projects on schedule, as opposed to cqn~ction for currently delivered projects. 
• I I ~ I 
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Maior Budget Issues.Affecting Program Allocation Capacity 
............ - . ... ., . . . . 

The C~mmission has id~tified six major budget issues that will' direct!), affect the acru81 iilloeation 
capacity available to support the STIP. 'As noted in the diSCUssion oftlie 1995 Allocation Plan above, 
a. relatively small change in ~e St4te cash :p1ade available tprough $e Budget could substantia!ly 

• l'f, 'I .. :1 . .. • ~ •• 

reduce or ev~ e~t~ the Co~s!on'~ ability to 8llocate. ~ds for STIP ~d TSM projects in 
1995-96. The decisions made on these issues"will determine 'the CommiSsion's ability to sUstain the 
1995 Allocation Plan and will determine the extent to which further project deiays may be required. 
The six ~jor issues are:. 

' I 

(1) 
(2) 
(3) 

(4) 
(5) 
. ,, 
(6) 

, .. 
~ t J ~ ' • 

The source of funding for toll bridge seisnlic retrofit projects. 
The level of funding for the State-Local Partnership Program 
The transfer of funds from the State Highway Account to non-transportation purposes, 
principally debt service on rail bonds. 
The level of funding for Cahrans staffin:g.' 
The availab~ of. ·o~-term financing undeJ; ~e t~ of 

1
Chapters 195 and 196 _of t4e 

· Statutes ofl991 (KatziKillea). . · . ' ' 
.. • • ...-i:J,.. I I . I . . . ~ 

The availability of funding from the Transportation Plimiing and Development (TP&D) 
. - · ' J ' I · ' - ' I 

.. Account to ~d ~994 STIP rail prqjects. . · . 
f • J t I I 

'11le de9i~io~ w,ade op. ea~h~of these ~es will have ~~major eJfect on the S~ate cash ih !}le 'State 
Highway Account budgeted for ,Highway Capi,tal Outlay. Any chang~ in the bu4geted. amount will 
have a multiplied effect on the capacity of ihe Com.Jiiission to alloeate funds to new projects in 
19~5-9~ because of~e t;veplging of Federal ~ds IJil.d the 

1
assumption a~out rela~ely l9w cash flow 

expenditures for allo~tiOD;S ·made thrQugh 1995-96. 
1 

• 
I t 

_ I .,. " ' 14• 1 ~ · · • 

'J'!te. S~ate use~ i.ts own ~~ to leverag~ Fed~ funds in tw~ . ~Yrs. The firS! ~ sifnply th.at ,nearly 
all ~apit~l outlay projects are funded p~ by Federal funds, most at a rate of n;tore than ·8~% 
Federal funds, with Stat~ fil!l~s ~se,d only for the required no1;1-Fed~a]. _match. ~ ~.. 

The second way is through the use ofFederal Advance Construction Authority. This permits a State, 
when it has used all its Federal fiu}.ds for a given year, to bpild projects funded with. future year 
F~~~~ for.'future ~~ ~eanwhile~ the sta~~ njust pay for the p~oject ~its oWil 
~ds and· carry the cost un@ F:~eral t:ei.InPursei,Ilent .. becomes a;vailable. USing~ atith6iity, 

,Calgo~ l;tas already co~~d all 'of its FederBI funds throukh. 1995-96. In 995-96,' Caltrans 
propos~s to use ,ah ,ofits fede~ funds f.Qr ! 996-97 l!,llcl, in atj.ditiqp, pe~ly in 9fthe remaining 
aml).unt, au$o~d by 9WTent Fedcrraiia~. . · 

~g ~~ Co~ction auth~ ~!'Plies onlY. to th~ e~ent ·~t funCis were authorized by tJte 
lntermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act of 1991 (ISTEA), essentially part way into 
19~?!!9~. Without ~e enactm.-ent of~~ ~e4eralle~~on in 1995 or

1 
1996 to ~xtend this authority, 

~e State transpo~tion prograp1 could 90me to an abrupt halt~t the ~d pf l995-96_. Tli~ extended 
I 
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authority co\ild come either by way of a new comprehensive Federal transportation bill to replace-or 
extend the authorizations oft!te IS1EA or by separate legislation to provide a bridging authoriza:tion 
between the IS TEA and the successor Federal transportation act. ~ . . 
The Commission recommends that the Legislature 'and Administration pursue the enactment of 
Federallegi.sktion as soon as possible to extend Federal Advance Construction authority beyond the 
authorization levels of the ISTEA. ' ' 

The following is a discussion of each of the six major budget issues that' the Commission has 
identified as having a major impact on the availability of State cash to sustain the Allocation Plan and 
the STIP. 

(1) Source of Funding for ToU Bridge Seismic Projects 

The Proposed 1995-96 Budget includes expenditures of$65.9 million for toil bridge seismic retrofit 
work ($23 million in support and $42.9 million in capital outlay), to be fi!nded s9lely from toll bridge · 
revenues. Caltrans estimates a total cost of$650 mi11lon to complete needed seisinic retrofit work 
on seven of the nine State-owned toll bridges. Design work on the San Francisco-Oakland Bay 
Bridge is currentlyl.Dlderway. Approximately $45 million in toll bridge revenues and State Highway 
Accol.Dlt funds will be expended through ~e 1994-95 fiscal year on this project: In prior budgets, 
up to $130 millio~ has been authorized from the State Highway Accol.Dlt. 

The source of:funding for toll bridge seismic retrofit work has been debateq over the past two years 
on the basis of law, equity, and the availability of funds. On the one han~ it is argued that, under 
State law, bridge tolls historically have been used to construct, reconstruct, and rehabilitate the toll 
bridges. On the other hand, it is argued that State law makes seismic safety retrofit work the highest 
priority for the State HighWJ!Y Account without making any distinction between toll and ~on.:. toll 
bridges. State Highway Accol.Ult funds also have been used since 1988 to pay for maintenance costs 
on the toll bridges. 

In t~rms o( equity, some argue that it is not equitable to ask toll bridge users (especially in the San 
Francisco Bay f\rea) to pay mrectly for seismic retrofit work when the seismic retrofitting of non-toll 
bridges throughout the State has been paid from the State HiM way Account. On the other hand, it 
is argued that a disproportionate amol.Dlt of the State•s needed ~eismic retrofit work is being done in 
the San Francisco Bay Area and tliat funding toll bridge seismic retrofit work from the State Highway 
Accol.Dltwouldmean a subsidy of the Bay Area by the rest.ofthe State. On the following page is a 
table showing eStimated statewide seismic retrofit costs for both toll and non-toll bridges, comparing 
the distribution of those COsts by COl.Ulty to the distribution ofp~pulation and vehicles miles traveled. 

As f9r ~d av~bility, the .b!j.dge tolls in the San Francisco Bay Area were authorized and clipped 
at their current levels by Regional Measure 1, which was placed on the ballot in seven Bay Area 

;' 
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SEISMIC RETROFIT _COST SUMMARY 

Al~ 

Alpine 
Amador-
Butte 
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COluaa 
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Del Nort.e 
El Dorado 
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r 
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·' 

8P llay Ar•• countiN 
!Regional Maaaure 11 

.. 

Parcntaga 
Population 

4.:JOt 
o.oot 
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0 
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0 
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0 
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counties by legislation enacted in 1988. The approval of that measure by the voters also authorized 
the use of revenue bonding to construct several major improvements on Bay Area bridges. These 
included widening of the Benicia-Martinez Bridge (completed), new bridge spans at the Benicia­
Martinez and Carquinez Bridges, widening of the San Mateo-Hayward Bridge, and other work to 
rehabilitate structures and improve bridge approach road~ays. 

Caltrans asserts that current bridge revenues and bonding capacity are sufficient to support both the 
needed seismic retrofit work and the Regional Measure 1 projects. The State Highway Account, the 
Department argues, has a low cash balance and the STIP is severely underfunded. Any diversion of 
State Highway Account funds to toll bridge seisniic work would be another severe setback for STIP 
funding. At the same time, the toll bridge revenue accounts have a combined fund balance of 
$420 million, with no major disbursements scheduled in the near future. On the other hand, local and 
regi~ authorities in the Bay Area argue that, without the approval of Regional Measure 1 by Bay 
Area voters, those revenues would not even be available for seismic retrofit. They have also 
expressed concerns that either or both the toll bridge seismic retrofit and Regional Measure 1 cost 
est:iti:lates may underestimate the scope of the needed work. They argue that seismic retrofit work, 
if funded from bridge tolls, may displace the improvement projects promised to the voters when 
Regional Measure 1 was passed. 

Another fuctor is the eligtbility of toll bridge seismic projects for Federal funds. At present, projects 
on the State's toll bridges are not eligtble for Federal funding. Thus, the funding of these projects 
from the State Highway Account would place a great demand on State cash and produce a much 
greater reduction in current allocation capacity for the STIP. There is a provision in Federal law 
added by the ISTEA that permits th~ use of Federal funds for toll roads and bridges provided that the 
Stat~ agrees to certain conditions. However, one of those conditions is that all toll revenues not used 
to meet bridge operating and maintenance costs or debt service obligations must be dedicated to use 
only for purposes allowable with Federal highw~y funds. Current California law makes a portion of 
State toll bridge revenues in the San Francisco Bay Area available for allocation by the Metropolitan 
Transportation Commission for various other purposes, including the subsidy of transit and ferry 
op~tions. Without a modification of either State or Federal law, it appears that Federal fiuids could 
not be used. 

The 'commission supports the timely completion of the toll bridge seismic retrofit program and urges 
the Legislature and Administration to reach an early resolution of the issue of funding for the entire 
program 

(2) State-Local Partnership Program 

The State-Local Partnership Program was established by the Transportation Blueprint legislation of 
1989 with an intended funding level of $200 million per year (Section 2600 of the Streets and 
Highways Code). The progriun provides State matching funds for all qualifying local agency projects 
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~ are p.ot in the &'P;J?. HistoricalJ.y, the P!"Ogram has provided ~ough funding to pro'Yi;~e a State 
match of about 20% for the· qualifying locill projects. 

I I 

' J • • 

The Budget proposes to reduce funding for the State-Local Partilership Program to a level that will 
permit the allocation of~ 100 million for new projects in 199~-96,. 

The Commission supports the Budget propo~ The State-Loc:U P~ershY> fro~ is the largest 
of the Transportation Blueprint prograpiS outside of the STIP ~d SliOPP. The Commission 
therefore finds it appropriate that the Partnership Program share in meeting the shortfhll facing all 
Stat~ transp~t1ation progr~ms. 

Because the State-Local Partnership Pr9gram is funded entirely from S~;ite ~ds, the r~duction of 
$100 million in allocation capacity for new _p~~ship projects would suppo!"t a much hi!W.er level 
ofSTIP allocation capacity in the coming year through the levera~g of Federal funds. 

' 

(3) Transfer of funds from the State Highway Account 

Over the past three years, the Legislature has transferred or loaned $493 ~on from transportation 
to General Fund programs. Of that amount, only $36 million has been repaid. 

' + 

The l;3udget proposes to transfer ~ ~ddiqonal $77 niillipn frol;ll the S~aj:e :High~y Aecotint to the 
Gene¢ Fund!_n 199~-96, noting that this is in keeping with the 199+95 twO:.year budget agreement 
with the ~gisiature. The stated purpose oftl}.e s77 milli'?n ~er ~. tQ 0~ $180 million in debt 
service on bonds autho~ forrail programs by Propositions .108 and p6. In addition, the Budget 
proposes ,th~ transfe.r o~$5 JniWon to ~e Habitat ConserVation Fl!Dd of the Wildlife CoiJSeiVation 
Board That transfer is discussed below under the discussion of the Environmental Enhancement and 
Mitig~tion pro~ 

1'1;t._e Commis~on h~s consistently oppose4 the budget transfer of transporta~on fund~ to non­
~orta~on pmposes. These~ are InC9nsisteilt with longstanding statutory policy for State 
Hi~W!lY Account revenues and ~consistent w!th the funding plan -~ f~rth in the-Transportation 
Blueprint ofl989, as ratified by voters in 19.90 (~opo5it:ions 11 ~and 1~8). Both Propositions 108 
and 116 "Yere to be paid from general obligation~ not from -~ser _fees _and existh}.g transportation 
revenues. 

• I 

Should the Governor and -~gisla~e determine that a General Fund crisis requires a transfer from 
transportation ~ds, ~y such transfer shouid be ~de a Jo~ to be _repaid as soon as pos~"ble. The 
Commission urges that the recent practice of~ansferring transportation fund~ _ be curta¥ed and that 
all fimds transferred in the past three years be repaid. ' · 
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Because the proposed transfers from the 'State Highway Account would be taken entirely from State 
funds, they would reduce the CUITent allocation capacity available for STIP projects by a much greater 
amount because of the lost opportunity to leverage Federal transportation funds. 

( 4) Level of Funding for Cal trans stafrmg 

The Budget proposes a net reduction ofl226 personnel years (6.5 percent) from the revised 1994-95 
level The Budget Summary attnbutes these reductions to: 

• Declining project development workload resulting from the reduced State and Federal 
revenues available for the capital outlay program. 

• Efficiencies, including the elimination of unnecessary oversight functions for local projects. 
• Eliminating funds for unspecifi~d "excessive Federal mandates." 
• A policy decision to re~uce reimbursable workload for local governments. 

The Commission fully supports the "Transform Caltrans" ·effort to reengineer the Department's 
business processes and to free up resources to be made available for the capital program. The 
Commission, however, raises the following cautions and concerns regarding the Budget proposals 
for Caltrans staffing reductions: 

• Caltrans needs to identify and ex;plain the efficiencies that would permit staffing reductions 
while maintaining producti:vity. For example, the Budget includes an "unallpcated reduction" 
of 716 PYs and $67,344,000 for Caltrans support. According to the Budget, additional 
information will be developed prior to Legislative consideration of the budget. Staff 
reductions should come in concert with ·measures taken to improve the productivity of 
Caltrans, without compromiSing the quality or quantity of the Department's output. 

• Caltrans needs to develop satisfilctory measures of its efficiency and productiyity. Among the 
findings of the SRI management audit of Caltrans, cited a,bove, was that "no set of overall · 
department measures exist that disaggregate into diVision, functional unit, project, and 
individual staff targets to use as the basis for regularly tracking achieved performance versus 
target and for annual performance reviews. Such measures are essential if Caltrans is to 
improve its efficiency and productivity." The report recommended that Caltrans develop such 
measures and obtain agreement on them from the policy entities that monitor Caltrans' 
performance. The report notes that "this concurrence is a key element of making the 
measurement system effective, as these measures need to become seriously established as the 
basis for assessing Caltrans' effectiveneSs. Without concurrence and support from policy­
setting bodies, use of the measures will not be enforced, and they will fail to become the 
means for effecting change 'within the dep;mment." 

• Caltrans needs to improve its management information system capabilities. The SRI audit 
report noted that its recommendation on measures of productivity would be enhanced by 
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. cotyJ1ing it~ reco~ded improvemeqts in Caltr~s' :tpanagement in.formatio~ system to 
permit the timely collection, processing, and dis~tion,ofth~ ~ta neededJo riianage .and 
measure performance. The report found that "current weaknesses in meaSurement are 
sufficiently peiVasiv~ that Caltrans will require major expenditures in time and funds to 
remedy them in. their en~." Specifically, SRI ~stimated _need~d reso~ces of l2 PY s over 
18 mon_ths !O suppQJf the,reengineering ofproject 'deHvecy and project wanagement processes 
and 20 PY~ .ov.~r two·years to create a new systems development enVironment arid upgrade 
Caltrans information systems staff skills and -capabilities. · 

lo 

• · Long term funding levels for capital outlay should be exa~ed. The Caltrans staffing ,level 
proposed in tl!e Budget ~ssumes a declining cap#~ improvement program, limited to the 

,funds now av~ilaple. }l{o funds would replace the reductions ~d de_lays attnout.ahle to the 
seismic restoration and retrpfit programs, nor would any new funds replace the rajl bond 
revenues originally included in the 1989 Transportation Blueprint legislBtion. The 
Commission has endorsed the timely appointment of a Blue Ribbon Task Force, as proposed 
in the California Transportation, Plan, and c~nnpletion of its work to identify fu~e opti~ns 
for program -funding and delivery. 

' I o ~~ • 

• Caltrans needs to identifY the §Pecific "excessive Federal ~dates" for ~ch funding wi>uld 
be eliminated. and how the-savings 'y.rould be achieved. ·hi· t4e absence of gpecific informati~l!, 
the Co~s!on woulq,simply r~ the f9lloWing qu~stions of value and risk:' 

I (1) 

. (~) 

·' 
(3) 

• 4 ... ' , ~ 

:Qoes the program or actiy}ty for ~ch fun~g ~ould be e~ated have value to the 
State sufficient to~ the expenditure of State funds? . A. program or activity is-not 
necessarily "excessive" because it is partially tunded or mandated by the F~aenil 
Government. ..• ·-~ 

• • . ' 

Does the proposed elimination of funding r~ly on ~ctions yet to \>e taken by the 
Fe4era! Govequnent, and is there a .~cant ~that 'such actions will not be taken? 

j ' 

f I I ' ' ( . 

Woul4 the .p~oposed elimfuation ~ffunding subject the State to Federal SSI}.ctions, 
resulting in the loss ofFederal funding? 

(S) Short-Term Financing 

The-Budget proposes-in 1995-~6 to initiate the use of short-term.notes as authorized by Chapters t_95 
and 196 of the Statutes of 1991 (KatziKille.~). l.Jnder 1;bis legiSiati'o~ not~s may be is~¥ _!o tile 
extent cash is neede'd to su~port the seismic retrofit pro~ and not~s J;Jlust J;l;Ulture no, !J!ter t!J:an 
June 30, 2000. Rep_ayment IS·to be.:~9e from the ~tate ffighway AccoJP1

1
t. • 
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The Caltraris plan is to borrow funds over each of the next three years; with an anticipated cash 
expenditure o~approximately $150.million in 1995-96. 

The Commission fully supports the use ofKatz..Killea notes to keep both the seismic retrofit program 
and the STIP mgv.ing to greatest extent possible in the near term. At the same tinie, the Legislature 
should recognize that this measure does not create any additional funding for the program in the long 
run. It will provide additional cash this year at the cost of cash available in the later years of the 
decade. ' 

On March 30, 1995, the Comrirlssion adopted the report, as required by legislation (Government 
Code Section !4560.7), statingtheneedforthe issuance ofshort-termnotes and making the specific 
request to the LegiSlature for authorization in the Budget Act for the Commission to enter into any 
related agreements, or to issue financing instruments as necessary. 

(6) STIP Funding From the Transportation Planning and Development Account 

The Budget includes $75 million from the Transportation Planning -and Development (TP&D) 
Account for the Transit Capital Improvement (TCI) program. Since-the .original publication of the 
Proposed Budget in January, Caltrans has proposed that only $30 million of this amount be used to 
fund new projects on the 1995-96 TCI list (Section 99317 of the Public Utilities Code). The 
remaining $45 million would be used to fund rail projects in the 1994 STIP, including projects that 
were originally programmed from Blueprint rail bond revenues. This proposal has been supported 
by the regional transportation planning agencies. 

t 

The Commission, in its action to adopt the 1995-96 TCI program on March 30, 1995, endorsed the 
proposal to lise $45 million .from the TP&D Accmmt for 1994 STIP projects during 1995-96. These 
funds are a critical part of the State cash needed to support the Commission's 1995 Allocation Plan. 
Under the Plan, support would be provided for major rail p'rojects in both Los Angeles and the San 
Francisco Bay Area. The Commission agrees with the Department and the regional agencies that it 
makes far more sense to use these funds· to maintain existing commitments' than to add another 
$45 million in new commitments. 

Other Budget Issues 

In addition to the six major isSu.es descn'bed above, the Commission has identified ten other issues 
to bring t<? the Legislature's atteation. These include four issues that are related to or part of Caltrans' 
proposal for reductions in staffing and local assistance programs, two -issues related to rail 
transportation funding, and four other budget-related issues of particular concern to the Commission. 
These ten other issues include the following: 
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• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 

State planning subventions to regional transportation planning agencies . 
Environmental enhancement and mitigation program. 
Caltrans support for Local Assistance . 
T~ortation demand management pr9gram. 
Use of State ~ghway Account for 1994 STIP rail projects . 
Intercity~ services . 
Automatic grade crossing maintenance program. 
Potential Federal transportation funding sanction. 
Tort liability reform. 
Jnsufijcient overweim.t truck penalties . 

' 
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,, 

Elimination of State Planniilg Subventions to Regional Transportatio~ Planning Agencies 

The ''unallocated reduction" in the Budget apparently includes $9,0.32,000 in proposed reductions 
in local assistan~ .. 1'hjs reduction includes the elimination ofth~_ State planning subvention pr~gram, 
a reduction of $4,032,00Q, funded from the Transport~tion Planning and Development (TP&D) 
Account The remaining $5,000,000 reduction is takel;l from ~e Envirorimental Enharicement and 
Mitigation program, funded from the State Highway Account. ~ 

~ -4 I I • • • 

State p14mn:ing subv~tions to transportation pJ.anD:ing agencies from the 1P&D Account have been 
authorized $-qe the! Transportation DeVelopm~t Act was first enacted in 1971. For urb~ counties, 
these subventi,ons may be up to 70 percent of the non-Federal funds used for pl8nnin:g. For rural 
counties, '\\hlch generally receive no Federal planning funds, the subventions may exceed 70 percent 
ofth~ total planning expenditures. ·Last year, 29 rural counties received about $1.1 million in State 
planning subventions. , 1 

The Commission 'questions the wh~lesale elimination of State planning subvention funds without a 
corresponding "reducqon in State planning requirements. Transportation planning agencies 
~.o~ghout the State, partic$fly those ~ rural counti~s, are dependent on these funds to carry out 
their transport~tion planning responsibilities under State law. In ad~on, these funds are iiSed by 
regional agen~es _to carry out work that, under Federal law, would otherw!se be the responsibility 
ofCaltrans . . 1)1e Caltrans budget proposal is lDlexp~ed, and it is applied in~ately, without 
refei'CJ!.ce to the need for the supvention in regions across the State. · 

The Conpnission supports contip.uation 'or at least $1.1 million in State planning subventi~ns for the 
29 rural counties, which are ~ost dependent upon it. IftJte' ~tate planning mbventiOiis are e~ted 
entirely, as proposed by Caltrans, the LegiSlature should reexamine all State transportation plannin:g 
requirements. 
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Environmental Enhancement and Mitigation Program 

The Budget proposes to eliminate $10 million in funding for the Environmental Enhancement and 
Mitigation (EEM) program in 1995-96. Of the $10 million, $5 million would stay in the State 
Highway Account to support STIP programs. The other $5 million would be transferred from the 
State Highway Account to the Habitat Conservation.Fund created by Proposition 117 (1990) for 
appropriation to the Wildlife Conservation Board. 

The EEM program was created under the Transportation Blueprint legislation of 1989 with an 
intended funding level of $10 million per year for ten years (Section 164.56 of the Streets and 
Highways Code). Under the program, State, local and Federal agencies and nonprofit organizations 
receive grants for projects that are related to the environmental impact of building or modifying 
transportation facilities. Project priorities are set by the Resources Agency and project allocations 
are made by the California Transportation Commission. 

The Habitat Conservation Fund was created by Proposition 117 for the acquisition of habitat to 
protect deer and mountain lions or rare and endangered species or for the acq~on, ~ancement, 
or restoration of wetlands, aquatic habitat for salmon and trout spawning, or riparian habitat. 
Proposition 117 requires that $30 million be transferred to the Habitat Conservation Fund each year 
from the General Fund or from other state accounts. Each year, the $30 million is appropriated to 
various agencies, including the Wildlife Conservation Board. The Board is charged with ensuring that 
about one-third of all money in the Fund, including that appropriated to the other agencies, is used 
to acquire deer and mountain lion habitat. 

The Commission could support the reduction of the EEM program in 1995-96 from $10 million to 
$5 million, in keeping with proposed redu~ons in the STIP and the annual State-Local Partnership 
Program and in light of the funding shortfall affecting all transportation programs. 

' 
However, the Commission strongly opposes the transfer of State fuel tax revenues from the EEM 
progqm1 to the Proposition 117 program of the Wildlife Conservation Board. Such a transfer would 
be another instance of transferring transportation funds to a non-transportation 'purpose. These 
transfers have been consistently opposed by the Commission, as described above in the discussion of 
transfers as a major budget issue. Under the proposed EEM transfer, the funds ostensibly would 
remain subject · to the highway/guideway restrictions on the use of State fuel tax revenues in 
Article XIX of the California Constitution. However, the Commission questions whether these 
restrictions could truly be met within the framework of the Proposition 117 program. Nothing in the 
four-year history of the EEM program would suggest that this is likely. 
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Reductions in Caltrans Support for Local Assistance 
...1 

~ ~ f I ,, .., r I ~ t ,• 

Caltrans is proposing to implement a portion of the "unallocated reduction .. in the Budget through 
a ~0 p~c~t cut~ ~affingJabout lOP ~Y~) for .the ~M,w~y Loc~ As~ance PI;ogram. This 
prop~se~ ~h~ge and its impact were d~scn"bed in a February 2, 1995 letter .frm;n the Calti~ 
Director to the Division Administrator for the Federal Highway Administration. ' 

r ; II ~ - I 

' ' ' 
The Caltrans Highway LOcal Assist~ce function is responSI"ble. f9r . admb)tStermg contr~cts and 
agreements for the flow of State and Federal funds to local agencies for local projects. Priinarily 
these are Fedetal funds th~~' ~de~ Federal p~~cedures, must flqw through Caltrans, the designated 
State highway ag~~· The Federal Govemm~t h~lds .pe S~ate respon.St"ble for assuring compliance 
with Federal rules on local projects ~~ceiving Fedex:al fundin!?. The~ pr~jects ~c~ude Regional 
Sur:fuce Transportation Program and Congestion Mitigation and Air QWility program projects, as well 
~s Transporta_tion Enhancement {.\~es (~) and other STIP and J"SM_projects. Caltrans Local 
A~sistance also administe~ local gr!U\ts f,Unded with Sta~e .fup.ds, including EnViroiimeiital 
Enhanc~t ~d Mitigation pr~gram grants. 

To accomplish the staffing reductions, Caltrans has ~dicated thaf it plans to do the following: 

• 
• 
• , 
• • 
• 
• 
• 
• 

Cease mandatory Caltrans participation ~ p~ld reviews used to scope projects . 
Stop review of project plans, except as requestea for selected complex structUre designs . 
Cea~e co~struction review.! ir!t[~ding !~ew and authorifatjpn of con~ct~. 
Cease review of ep.vgonm~!Jll do91IDents. Th~y woyld be forwarded }Vithout comment. 
Gease revi~ and apprqval oflogah~gl.l.t-of;way clearance an,4 ~cqu.isitjon :w9"rk. 
Cet;~.tralize agreement ~d F¢eral ~~ligation docum~t processing in SacrameP,tO . 
CeJi~lize invoice P.~ocessing for pa~eq.t, if! Sacramento; ~lilpinate inyqice revi~ . 
lmpl~ment efficiencies in bridge DiSpe.cti.9n to reduce Caltrans' worlpo~d. . 

I I ' <I ' J \ t.s -, • 

Th~ net ~ffectofthese chang~s~o~d be to remove Caltrans !f9_JP·nearly all aspects oflocal project .· 
oversight and support. These changes would probably enable many local agencies, especially large 
~1>ap. agencies with th(!ir OW!l tecbp).cal··staffs, ,to speed up, the process for thejr prgj!fctS. Ot!J.er 
ageJ!~es, hgwev~r, Clsp~~ those .in rural areas Without ~eady access ,tj>. replacemen~ tec~cal 
s~rvices, woulft be ~bl~ to suffer,delays. ,. .. ' 

~. ....... ~ ~ ~ t 1 • ' 

'Qle effective inwlem~on of~ proposal would req~e the cooperation of!heF~qe~ Highway 
·A9minjstration. (F'.Hw,A). Th~ degree to which; FHW A would permit C.altrans to remove itself from 
~spq~ility for en.Viro~ental and righ~-gf..WJ!y matters, ,h:t _pirticular, ,is unclear. Without f,HW A 
cggp~tio~ tlJ.e p~9pos~ st~g reductio»: cou].d lead to reduced serVi7e leVels and proj7ct deiays 
for aU lQca! agencies. ; . , 

•• t ' 
I -' !II.,_ I I ,. 

•'- • I r'l 

The Commission supports $e D~~ent'~ efforts to rep~.ove itself from unne~ssary oyers_ight and 
review of local agency projects and to reengineer the agreement and billing processes for' tocfii 
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programs. In large part, the Department's proposal was developed in cooperation with a joint city, 
county, and pla.nnjng agency task fo~ce on reengineering the local assistance processes in Caltrans. 

- . 

At the same time," however, the Commission cautions the Legislature that the level of staff reduction 
being proposed may lead to reductions in service to local agencies as well as to the intended process 
efficiencies. The concerns of many local agencies were su.minarized in the folloWing items from the 
11vision statement11 prepared by local agency members of the reengineering task force working group 
that addressed the environmental and right-of-way processes: 

• Savings in Caltrans staff time achieved through reengineering will .be redirected to provide 
improved service to local agencies and not solely to reduce existing staffing. 

• Adequate levels of stafijng \.yi!1 be provided to the local assistance program 
. ' ~ . 

Th~ Conttnissi.on sees no reason to cut oftservices'actoss the boarti: without regard to the needs and 
capabilities of individual local agencies, especially in niral areas. The Commission recommends that 
the Legislature ascertain from the Department the types and levels of service to local agencies that 
it can provide with the levels of staffing and funding to be budgeted. ·- . 

Transportati~n Demand Management ITDM) Program 

Sin,ce the.puplication of the Budget, Caltrans has announced that it is proposing to reduce funding 
for the TranSjlortation Demand ·Management ('IDM) program by about $23 million, from $40 million 
to about $17 niillion. This proposal was firSt announced on February 15 in a meeting with regional 
agencies. As first announced, the cut woUld have included the elimination of all funding for local 
ridesharing contractors and a reduction of Caltrans staffing for ridesharing programs by at least 22 
PYs. In a March 13 meeting, however, Caltrans agreed to work with the regional agencies to 
develop a revised proposal that would redistribute the $17 million between ''block grant11 funding for 
l9cal. ridesharing programs and further reductions in the Caltrans staffing for the TDM program . ' . 

Under the ~~esharing prograni, Caltrans contracts with 14local ridesharing contractors to administer 
and promote local rideSharing efforts. 'The major local contractors include two nonprofit agencies, 
RIDES for Bay Area Commuters (RIDES) serving the San Francisco Bay Area and Community 
Transportation Services (CTS) serving Los Angeles and adjacent counties. The other 12 local 
ridesharing contractors are ~ocal governme:Jlf agencies. These local contractors provide carpool 
matching programs, administer park and ride iots, operate vailpool programs, and promote public 
transit and ridesharing ahematives. In air quaJitYnon-attainlnent areas, these activities are among the 
transportation control measures {TCMs) identified 'as part of the regional State Implementation Plan 
(SIP) for air quality under the Fe~eral Clean Air Act. Conformity with the SIP is a reqUirement for 
the expenditure of Federal transportation funds. The Caltrans IDM program funds, which are 

r -

derived entirely from Federal funds, generally provide about half the funding used for local ride share 
,, ' 

programs. 
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C~ ~} ~r the 1DM_PJU~ha~.~~ ~ ~'!~·l~~tation ~ftwo l~cal .~;ogr~ and 
~ce with o~ers, as wen as ~- st~tpw~9e progr~ of research, ~keting, and specl.al grants for 
mmor lcapita1 .. ~r~vem~~s ~cli;as park mid ria~ Jots. .I ,, 

~reports ~ve raised serio~s concerns about the ,oonatlct' of&omendesharing'p:nigriuns, both 
by -~9~ c(n~thcito~s ~.d 'b~ c~a!ts p~~el re~on~ole for overseeing tile ' Co_ntract~rs. 
N~erthele~s, tlle. J?fOPO~d ~udget, in callin~ for a cut ,9fmore th~ 50 'perc~t m ridesharing 
funding, raises a series ofquestions: 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

Are recently reported conduct problems typical of all ridesharing operations? If not, should 
some operators lose funding for the fhlling of others? Would a better approach be to establish 
better controls over the use of the State funds by local contractors? 
~ stat~de research and D}Bfk~g by Caltm.ns ~Y more effective than the C<?~duct of~ese 
~ctivities ~t the l<;>cal ~evel]?y local agencies? 
What impaqts will the loss of S~te fun~g contributioiis to local ridesqiiring contractors have 

· 9..n air quality co~onnity in _hullvj..d~, ~ ~~~s? · . ' . . . , I ' t 

. Given ~e :r:.elativeJy const~t levels of fide~g, what (ole, ·if any~ does S!ate funding play 
in maintainiig these levels? ' I 

1 r 
~ ·_. ~ ., 1 r • • u - i '9 1 I • ' f 

Wliat relatio~ ~s between tiJ.e ~t p~o~-~-~y C~ans for miri.o~ capital prc5~eets 
and other capital progra.mS, e.g., the STIP and TSM Plim? 

• I ; J #.., ~ J 11 ._ I l f' 

Bef~y;~ r~solyjng t4~ appropriate level and_ii!lture of S~te funding fox ricJ.~~afl.ng v.rograms, the 
C.oJill!llssion would ~Jlort a CO!IJPr~h~~ evaluaq9n of t\J.c; f!eed .for ~a effectiv'enes~ of StS;te 
~arti.Al>~tion in local ridesh.a$g pro~ $ou~out Jlle S~te. The evil~!i~n, ~ould conSider the 
vatyipg transportanon and m qqality needs ofin<Jtvidual ~eas, ~~ J:!.ee~ for Chltr~ to' ~sSiiriie any 
c~q:alized ~ctions, .and the relationship to other existilig capital grant prog®ns. 

-.. ~ .f ~ 

.I f. • • \ - • L 

Use of State Highway Account for STIP Rail ProjeJ:is .. 
~e ~U;~g~ _propos~s ~o presery~ the balance in the $.~ between hig!J..way and rail _p~~grams by 
~!? ~ds av~able :from the. State Highwar 1\.ccount to .furid in~rf~ and c9~uier a:hd urp~ 
rii1 pro~ects. ~ese ~TIP pr9j~ were. oiigip111JY ~o.haye b,eeil f\W.4ed ~<?!rl t):l~ $3 b~~~ ~ r~ bona 
measures .~u~9~d by~ 973 (1989) ~d .inclu~.¢d in t!J.~ ten-ye~ ~diilg P¥m ~fthe 1989 
T~sport.~ti~n Blue_p,P.nt le~ti9n. ·· 

The Co~on ·fully supports,. thls· _pro~9.Sat, whl9h ~ '?9 .• ~t Wft!t ~~· ~oriul:Ussion's STIP 
programming commitments and its 1995 Allocation Plmil. p~ond the Allocation Plan and the 
1995-96 fiscal year, there will remain approximatelY $1.8 billion in rail projeCts and $3.1 billion in 
highway proje~s from th~ 1994 STIP. 

'1 I, 

• I • I f,l 
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A longer range fimding problem not addressed by this proposal is the need for a strategy to-fund rail 
capitai inlprovements that do not qualify for Federal funds. Urilike tirban rail projects, intercity rail 
projects are ineligt"ble for Federal transportation funds and so must be funded from State cash only. 
Similarly, the,cqmmuter rail projects of~e South em California Regional Rail Authority (Metro link) 
do not qtialify for Federal funds because Metroiink•s operations do not complY with Federal 
requirements for transit labor protective arrangements. Iri part for these reasons, the funding of 
intercity rail 'projects and Metrolink commuter rail projects in the current Allocation Plan is very 
limited. 

Intercity Rail Services 

The Budget identifies $43,148,000 (an increase of$9,668,000) for intercity rail services, including 
$14,319,000 to expand intercity rail services in 1995-96. These exp~ded services include one 
additional train for a full year on the San Diegan (S~ Diego-Los Angeles-Santa Barbara); two 
additio~ ~for a half-year on the San Joaquin ro~te (Bakersfield-Oakland); and two additional 
trains for a full year on the Capitol Corridor (Roseville-Sacramento-Oakland-San iose). Language 
in the proposed Budget Bill would prohibit the CTC .from allocating the $14,319,000 for any purpose 
other than the designated seiVice tW>ansions without written approval of the Departiiieilt of Finance. 

Despite this restriction, the proposeq budget increase seems intended to create an undesignated 
reserve for intercity rail rather than to implement a planned course of action based on considered 
a~~ptions. In ea,9h of the past two years, Caltrans has received an appropriation for service 
expansion. During tliat period, no service expansion has been implemented, except for the addition 
of a third Los Angeles-Santa Bartiara train after ~e Northridge earthquake. In ~a9h year, funds 
appropriated for expansion have been redirected to other intercity rail purposes, including higher 
operating subsidies on existing services and the construction of minor capital improvement projects. 
The proposed 1995-96 Budget does not descnoe the existing base of intercity rail service and the 
uncertainties and assumptions made regarding the funding needed to support it. 

In the coming yea:, the cost of operating·the intercity rail program faces at least two new major 
unceq~ties. The first is that Amtrak is p~suing servicC? cutbacks in response to and in anticipation 
of cutbacks in its funding stipport from Congress. The other is that Amtrak's 25-year basic agreement . ' 

with the American Association ofRailroads, which sets the terins for Amtrak's access to the lines of 
the private railroads, is due to expire April!, 1996. The basic agreement includes the process for 
determining the scope and cost of capital improvements,. on those lines over which Amtrak provides 
service. The renegotiation of the basic agreement could well lead to :further State coSts just to 
maintain current levels of servi~ sta$g in FY 1995-96. 

'" 

To some extent, the level of operating subsidies is beyond Caltrans• control, since operating charges 
are determined by Amtrak. However, the Commission believes that the Legislature should 
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~derstllll;d .the assumpq.o~ be~d f:he Budget propo~ and ~at Caltrans sho~d p~oject service 
demands and operating subsidy needs beyond the budget year. • 

As for service expansions, the Commission finds insufficient information in I the nel>artment's 
Ca1ifomia Rail Passenger Program RglOrl 1993/94-2002/03 to support the Budget proposal. This 
report Jays out long range goals for the expansion of ,servi~s in each corridor_, yet firlls t~ identify a 
timetable or specific standards for expansion. The report consistenily states that expansions will 
dq»end l:)n "demonstrat~ ridership demand," ~ we}! ~~ on tJ?.e availability of equip~ent and .funding, 
yet there are no criteria fm; current ridership that wo~d trigger ' service expansion nor are there 
projections of future demand' at v~ous service levctl.S. · 

' 
,Without op~fating measure.s and targ,ets, it is diffic'* t<,> determilie whether proposed serVic.es are 
cost effective and justified. For~ reason, the ColllJ!I!~on has asked Caltrans to develop a Strategic 
b~ine~s plan for its intercity r:W services that "Yould pr~ject ~~ivice demand imd set performance 
~gets for each ~out~. At the February, 1995, Commission meet!ng, the pepartmen~ presented a 
draft of its strategic business plans for the San Joaquin and Capitol Corridors. A third buSiness plan, 

.... t { .. 

for the San Diegan, is pending. Together, these three draft business plans can serve as a first step 
tqward the devrl9pll!ent of a mo~e ~omprehensive intercitY rail b~siness plan. 

I 

., • I 

I • ~ - I 

AutoiJ!-atic Gr~de Crossing Ma~tenance Program 
'. 

c~.~ identifi~d $4,000,000 a~~ asid~fQr the Automa~c Grade Protei::timi Program as part 
of the $24.76 million prop·osed in Budget item 2660-101-042 (LOcal Assistance, Highway Pro grain). 

The Commission supports a funding level of$4,000,000 in 1995-96 for this progtam. 

Sectio:q. lf31.1 ofth~ Pul;>lic Utilities Code require~ that each C$,ans budget proposal set aside an 
am.o~t (or a¥~catioD; by the Califo~ Tpmsportatio~ Co~issi<_>n (~TC) to tlie Pub~c Utilities 
Commission (PUC) for the purpose of paying to railroads the public agency share of maintaining 

rl, I ~ 

auto~ti<? gra~e cro~g protection. The CTC is to d¢te~e the ~ount o( the allocatio~ 'in 
consuhation with the PUC. Funds appropriated for this purpose are then available for allocatio:y. and 
expenditure without regard to fiscal year. 

In September 1994, the PUC adopted a resolution recommending that $4,000,00.0 be allocated for 
1995-96 for this program. The CTC supported this recommendation with a resolution of its ·oWn in 
October. The CTC found the PUC recommC!J.?ationju~e~ bec~use: 

I I I ! t t P 

• , 1 the C'fC. has rec~gniZed, as a ~tter of safety, t)le impQrtance o.f ~!~g the ' grade 
crossing protection devices at the interfilce ofroadlnill transportation systems; ana 
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' . 

• the PUC anticipates claims of more than $4,250,000 for calendar year 1995 and has therefore 
determined that $4,000,000 is the appropriate level of funds to be aside for allocation i!om 
the proposed ~995-96 Budget. 

a i . , .. • 

Potential Federal Transportation Funding Sanction 

; 1 I 

A provision of the Federal Fiscal Year (FFY) 1990-91 U. S. DOT appropriations bill required each 
state to take action by October 1, 1993, either to enact a statute imposing a mandatory six-month 
suspension of driving privileges for anyone convicted of a controlled substance offense, or to reject 
that concept by formal action of the Governor and State Legislature. A state failing to take either 
of these actions would lose 5 percent of its Federal transportation funds in FFY 1993-94 and FFY 
1994-95, with the sanction increasing to 10 percent annually beginning with FFY 1995-96. A state 

. taking action by October 1, 1995, could ~up 8.ll withheld Federal funds. For a state failing to take­
action by October 1, 1995, all Federal funds withheld beginning October 1, 1995, are lost to the state 
permanently"' with no opportunity to recoup at a later date. 

' 

Because of California's initial inaction on thiS iSsue, the State suffered the withholding of$47 million 
ofFederal obligational authority for FFY 1993-94. With the enactment of AB 79x (Chapter 38, First 
Extraordinary Session, 1994), this funding was restored along with Federal funding for FFY 1994-95. 
However, the provisions of AB 79x stinset one year after their effective date (ie., on November 30, 
1995) unless a new b~ deletes or e]Ctends the da!e. This means that the Legislature and the Governor 
must act this year to avoid the permanent loss ofaggroximately $100million in Federal fundS. 

The Budget anticipates that no Feaeral funds will be lost due to Federal sanctions. 

The Commission urges the Legislature and the Governor to take action as soon as posstb1e to resolve 
this matter and avoid this potential loss ofFederal funds, either by removing the sunset provisions of 
AB 79x or by taking formal action tp reject the concept of a mandatory driVer's license suspension 
for a controlled substance offense conviction. AB 1304 (Bowler), as introduced on February 23, 
1995, would accomplish $is by deleting the sunset provisions in Sections 13202.3 and 14907 of the 
Vehicle Code. ,. 

Tort Liability Reform 

Multi-million dollar judgments against Caltrans continue to drain res6urces needed for investment in 
the State's transportation system. The Department reports that through February 1995, with one­
third of the fisc@.l year remaining, less than a quarter reniains ofthe $41.5 million budgeted for FY 
1994-95 for tort claims. 



.. 
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The Commission believes that State and local highway programs deserve further tort liability 
protection. Legislation. should limit the liability of state and! local governments in direct proportion 
to their share off.auh. The estimated savings, potentially as much as 50 percent of the current annual 
outlay for damage claims and judgments, would be enough to nearly double the Department's annual 
safety improvements program. Individuals have other means, and the responsibility, to protect 
themselves against accidental loss. The State's Financial Responsibility Law r·equires all motorists 
to cany liability insurance, and disability insurance and coverage for medical expenses are widely 
available. 

The Commission strongly supports legislation limiting tort liability of State and local governments 
to their proportional share offauh to protect public transportation :fimds, to the fullest extent possible, 
for the purposes to which they are constitutionally dedicated: the operation, maintenance and 
improvement of California's transportation system. 

Insufficient Overweight Truck Penalties 

Studies dearly demonstrate that trucks exceeding statutory weight limits cause significant damage 
to highways and are not pa}ring their fair share of highway maintenance costs. Current penahies for 
weight violations are so modest that they furnish no economic disincentive nor do they fund 
overweight enforcement or highway repair . 

The ~ommission supports substantial increa~s in overweight truck penahies as a pavement damage 
surcharge, .aDowing for enhanced enforcement, including capital costs for weigh and inspection 
stations and for roadway repair. 



' 

.. 



.. 

HE 196.5 . C35 1995 2 O 15 !) 

California Transportation 
Commission . 

------ _, --- -E· 
DUE DATE DUE DAT ,. __ _..;..;..;..;;;,_-~.-··~::..:,;·~~E-

l 
I. 

l 



.. 

' ... 
"1 .. 

• 

• 

... 


