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Issues Proposed for Vote-Only

Staff Recommendation:Approve all of the following vote-only issues agdgeted.

0521 SCRETARY FOR TRANSPORTATION AGENCY

Issue 1: Statewide Coordination of Traffic Safety @ta Systems

The Governor's budget proposes to redirect onetipasifrom the California Department of
Transportation (Caltrans) to the Secretary for $pamtation Agency and increase reimbursement
authority (federal funds) by $159,000 to estabbsfraffic Records Program Manager who would
coordinate statewide efforts to align various stagencies and local government’s traffic record
systems. The proposal would also shift, on a ame-tfbasis $200,000, in federal fund authority from
the California Traffic Safety Program to completeadfic records assessment using an outside vendor
or an interagency agreement with another state rofepat. California’s traffic records systems
encompasses the hardware, software, personnepranddures that capture, store, transmit, analyze,
and interpret traffic safety data. This data isdemliin numerous state and local databases that aove
range of topics including crashes, citations, adpttbns, driver licensing, emergency medical
services, injury surveillance, roadway informati@md vehicle records. In 2011, federal agencies
recommended the state establish a traffic recoata doordinator to manage data improvement
projects, track the progress of implementing taéitr records strategic plan, and provide leadgrsi
establish statewide business needs. This requeshssstent with the federal recommendations.

2600 QALIFORNIA TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION

Issue 1: Transportation Goals and Performance Meases

The Governor’s budget proposes for the Caliform@n§portation Commission (CTC), $191,000 on an
on-going basis for one senior transportation ergginelfhe CTC is responsible for programming and
allocating funds for the construction and improvatseof highway, passenger rail, and transit systems
throughout California. The CTC also advises andstsghe Secretary for Transportation Agency and
the Legislature in formulating and evaluating piekc and plans for California’s transportation
programs. Several recently enacted laws expan€i@s role in the accountability, oversight, and
transparency in the management, programming, aacuéen of transportation projects statewide. The
requested position would help to ensure that CTGdsquately staffed to fulfill this important
responsibility. Specifically, the additional fundsuld help CTC to fulfill this role by providing staff
person that could review the State Highway Openadiod Protection Plan (SHOPP) list of projects to
ensure adequacy, consistency with the asset maeaggian, funding priorities, and recommend the
SHOPP for approval, in addition to performing otkey transparency and oversight functions.
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2660 CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Issue 1: Project Oversight for Federal Highway Admnistration

The budget proposes an increase of $1 million flocal federal subvention funds for five positions
and consulting resources to conduct activities @ated with new Federal Highway Administration
requirements for project oversight and program danpe reviews. These resources will be used to
create a project oversight unit to focus on howaloggencies hire architectural and engineering
consultants to improve the hiring process in otdereduce the number of federal penalties. A recent
audit found a significant level of non-compliana®, potential for non-compliance, with various
federal regulations. These resources will helprisues local agencies’ compliance with procurement
requirements and reduce penalties to local agencibe future.

Issue 2: All Roads Network of Linear Referenced Dat Mandate |

The budget proposes an increase of $2.4 millior2($8#llion one-time and $223,000 for two years) to
meet federal requirements supporting a single ggdge reference for all roads called the Linear
Referencing System. The Statewide Linear Refergn8iystem provides information about pavement
condition, traffic conditions, and will ultimatelye expanded to include all federal aid eligibledsa
(state, local, and county roads) in California awttier information such as information about
intelligent traffic systems and culverts. This dstahe foundation on which a map can be constducte
that allows for visual analysis of the conditiontleé state’s roads. This funding will support obitag
information about road network changes, deletingnaleshed roads, digitizing and calibrating new
roads, and publishing the Linear Referencing Systera web service.

Issue 3: Toll Collection Services |

The budget proposes to transfer toll collectiorvises from Caltrans’ Traffic Operations Program to
its Maintenance Program to consolidate resourceprave departmental efficiencies, and provide
flexibility for the operation of toll collection seices during peak commute times. Caltrans staff
provides toll collection services for the Bay Ar€all Authority which reimburses Caltrans for this
work. The proposal transfers (1) 161 permanenttiposi, 120 temporary help positions, and nearly
$16 million in reimbursement authority; (2) redudks Traffic Operations Program by 40 permanent
positions and $2.4 million in reimbursement auttypr@nd, (3) increases the Maintenance Program by
29 temporary help positions and $1.4 million imrBursement authority. The 29 temporary positions
are being requested to minimize toll collectorsedime hours, provide flexibility over peak travel
times, and minimize costs. Shifting this programthe Maintenance Program will better align
programs and activities within Caltrans.
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2665 Q\LIFORNIA HIGH-SPEED RAIL AUTHORITY

| Issue 1: Enhanced Auditing of Contracted Services

The budget proposes $826,000 in High-Speed Pagséimgin Bond funding to establish six
permanent auditor positions. Four of these audimsitions would be used to perform audits of
contract costs that have been billed and reimburbew of the auditor positions would address the
increased workload due to the California High-Spéall Authority’s Board of Directors audit
requests of areas such as right-of-way parcel aitoui process, stipend payment process, and
advanced technical concepts evaluation and integratocess for design-build contracts. Audits will
help to ensure that the project is carried outrineaonomical and cost-efficient manner and ensure
compliance with the federal grant agreement andraonterms. The use of auditors to help provide
oversight of a project of this size and scope iscat. The independent High-Speed Peer Review
Group, the Legislative Analyst’'s Office, legislaivudget staff, and the High-Speed Rail Authority’s
Board have all highlighted the importance of owgnsiof this project. These proposed resources are
consistent with those recommendations.

Issue 2: High-Speed Rail Train System Planning-Regpopriation (Capital Outlay)

The budget proposes to reappropriate $145.2 mi(fionthree years) of High-Speed Passenger Train
Bond Funds (Proposition 1A) and federal funds apgadoin 2010, 2011, and 2012 for planning
purposes for Phase | (San Francisco to Los Angetedleim) and Phase 1l (extensions to San Diego,
Sacramento, and the Altamont Corridor) of the tsgked train system. The reappropriation of these
funds will allow for the continuation of environnmeahreview and preliminary design tasks to further
the project. Due to the complicated nature of thagegt, it was not possible to encumber all of the
funds within the three years provided in the Budget of 2013. It is anticipated that all of the
unexpended authority will be for Proposition 1A dsn however, potentially some of federal funds
will need to be reappropriated if they are nosaknt by the end of the current fiscal year.

2720 DEPARTMENT OF CALIFORNIA HIGHWAY PATROL

Issue 1: Integrated Database Management System Fuing |

The budget proposes $894,000 one-time funding fiteenMotor Vehicle Account (MVA) to cover
costs associated with the California Highway Par¢CHP) use of the California Department of
Technology’s Integrated Database Management Sy{l@WS). Costs for IDMS used to be
distributed across multiple departments. Howeveer dime, many departments have upgraded their
IT systems to more current platforms leaving feypatéments to bear the costs of maintaining the
platform. The CHP is currently in the second stafj¢he process to migrate its databases from the
IDMS to a replacement system. CHP intends to hay#aa approved to start implementing the
replacement project in 2017-18. This will be thérdhyear that CHP has received a one-time
augmentation to cover the funding shortfall asdediavith IDMS. The requested one-time funds are
necessary to continue the operation of CHP’s leggstems on IDMS.
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Issue 2: Expanded Network Infrastructure

The budget proposes $1.715 million MVA on an ongdiasis to cover increased costs associated
with expanding network bandwidth capacity throughtbie state. The network infrastructure is critical
for CHP’s work. It provides connectivity to headdess, eight field divisions, 102 area offices, 25
communication centers, and 16 inspection facilithsditional capacity is necessary to address atirre
bandwidth deficiencies. The CHP contracts with caroial vendors for data circuits and, as a result
of hardware and software upgrades, greater bandwidequired. The CHP budgets $2.5 million each
year for data circuit costs and these costs argeqiaa to rise to $4.215 million by 2016-17. The
proposed increase in expenditures will accommo@&iPs intensive data demands while at the same
time improving data and system security.

Issue 3: California Motorcyclist Safety Program-Saéty Outreach and Education |

The budget proposes $1 million ongoing from theif@adia Motorcyclist Safety Fund to improve the
effectiveness of the Motorcyclist Safety Prograre Tund was established in 1986 as a depository for
a $2 fee collected by the DMV for all motorcyclgjidration and renewals. An additional $250,000 is
deposited annually into the fund from the StateaRgrnFund. Most of the funding is reserved for
motorcycle rider safety instruction. In recent yweaxpenditures from the fund have been lower than
anticipated due to lower than expected rider padton in safety training. Motorcycle-involved &t
and injury collisions are on the rise in Californiia an effort to improve safety and save lives,FCHl
proposing to conduct a major, on-going statewidelipteducation and outreach campaign. Based on
past experience, it is believed the campaign wdlphdecrease fatal/injury collisions. There are
sufficient dollars in the California Motorcyclisafty Fund to maintain this effort through 2020-21.

Issue 4: Relocation of Fresno Area Office

The budget proposes $2.788 million one-time from VA for the relocation of the Fresno area
office to a new facility. Consistent with the apypabof relocation of the Fresno area office in 2040
Budget Act, construction of the Fresno area offe@se-purchase option project began in October
2015. At the time of the Governor’s January bud@@iP estimated it would occupy the new facility
in January 2017. However, that has been delayabApril 2017. As a result, the Administration has
requested that the 2016-17 request be reduced 1y, BB to reflect the three month delay, resulting
in a modified request of $1.918 million. These ¢inge costs include moving, installation of teleplon
and data services, and furniture as needed fdt3Bestaff assigned to the office.
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Issue 5: California Highway Patrol Enhanced Radio $stem: Replace Towers and Vaults and
Technical Adjustment to Budget Bill Language (April Finance Letters)

The April Finance Letter requests $445,000 MVA floe acquisition of property at Sawtooth Ridge
(outside of Needles, CA) for Phase 1 of Califorfdegghway Patrol Enhanced Radio System
(CHPERS). When this project was first approvedd02, it was anticipated that a new tower and vault
would be completed at the existing Sacramento Moamtadio tower site, thereby providing CHP
with the dual-band coverage that is required by ERB. However, after several years of negotiating,
it was determined that an on-site replacement waoaotdoe possible, and the 2015-16 reappropriation
of CHPERS Phase 1 noted that nearby peaks woulshlkyzed for alternate sites. Since then, the
Department of General Services has identified abyeabandoned telecommunications site, Sawtooth
Ridge. Sawtooth Ridge is a good replacement forré®aento Mountain as both sites provide
appropriate radio coverage to Eastern San Bermar@ounty, as well as line-of-sight access to the
CHP Needles Area Office for microwave transmissions

Sawtooth Ridge is currently in a section (640 gcosged by Burlington Northern Santa Fe (BNSF).
Most tower sites are leased to CHP; however, BNi®Fes to sell the state the full 640 acres. While
this would be more land than necessary (approxigmni® acres for the site and access road), due to
the remote desert location, and with offsettingirsgw in regards to surveying and negotiating,
acquiring the full 640 acres is only marginally ma@axpensive than the 23 acres. Further, the excess
land can serve a role in environmental mitigatisrtlae whole section is desert tortoise habitat. The
total cost of the Sawtooth Ridge tower and vaufiaesement component of CHPERS Phase 1 is
estimated at $7,044,000 MVA, with the $995,000 geeliminary plans and working drawings from
existing authority, and $5,604,000 for constructiamticipated for the 2017-18 fiscal year. This
appropriation is necessary to move forward with $lagvtooth land purchase, as part of the project to
address deteriorating radio communications andntprave radio interoperability among various
public safety agencies.

Also, the April Finance Letter makes a technicgusaiinent to the budget bill language proposed in
January and adds the word “acquisition” to the gubijitle for ltem 2720-310-0044, Schedule 1.

Issue 6: Santa Barbara Facility Replacement: Reappriation (April Finance Letter)

The April Finance Letter requests a reappropriatadn$3.4 million MVA for the acquisition,
performance criteria and design-build phases ofStweta Barbara Facility Replacement project along
with a request to extend the availability of théaads through June 30, 2019. There have been
difficulties acquiring an appropriate site whichsheaused a delay for this project. The CHP had
identified a potential site in Goleta for the SaBtrbara Area Office replacement project. During th
acquisition phase and California Environmental @ua#ct process, a moratorium on new water rights
was levied throughout Santa Barbara County, whitdcted the ability to provide necessary services
to the parcel. Additional concerns were raisedhgydommunity regarding the location of the facility
and ultimately acquisition activities were ceas8ihce then, a potential site was identified thatl@do
provide the required acreage, programmatic requrésnand the necessary infrastructure such as
sewer, water and power. In the event that the digedce for the environmental and communication
requirements are validated as compliant with thegegt requirements, negotiations on the site could
begin with Department of Finance approval. A reappation will allow CHP to continue work on the
new site and move forward on this project that wilbvide for an office that meets both CHP
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programmatic standards and seismic performancerierifor state-owned buildings. The additional
time to encumber will best ensure that the progact be completed before the end of the liquidation
period.

Issue 7: Contracting Language- Budget Bill LanguagéApril Finance Letter)

The April Finance Letter requests the addition ofidet bill language to allow the Department of

General Services to use a single master architedtaasingle environmental service contract for
multiple CHP area office replacement projects, another single contract for the CHPERS Tower and
Vault Replacement projects. This approach willwalfor more efficient contracting for the design and

environmental work for these projects, which isreatly limited by state regulations. Under this

provision and the contracts that have already bestablished for these projects, the use of this
approach would be limited to a maximum of 10 CHfcefreplacement projects.

Senate Committee on Budget and Fiscal Review 8
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2740 DEPARTMENT OF MOTOR VEHICLES

Issue 1: Driver License and Identification Card Praluction Cost Increase

The budget proposes $6.9 million from the MVA on @mgoing basis to fund an increase in the
production costs for drivers’ and identificatiorrd¢s. The DMV’s current contract with MorphoTrust
USA, LLC for the production of these cards expid October 31, 2015. The previous contract
language requires a system software and hardwgradg and replacement upon execution of DMV’s
option to extend the contract beyond the first frears of full card production. The costs will iease
from $1.385 per card to an average of $1.920 pet. cDMV is expected to issue an average of 9
million cards annually over the next five yearsri@atly there are about 22.9 million driver’s licen
cardholders, 4.9 million identification cardholdeend 104,000 salesperson license cardholders in
California. This cost increase seems reasonablappeéars to fall within the range of what some othe
states pay to produce these cards.

Issue 2: Expanded Eligibility for Drivers’ Licenses(April Finance Letter)

The Administration requests in an April Finance teet $1.4 milion MVA for the ongoing
implementation of AB 60 (Alejo), Chapter 524, Statiof 2013 for additional resources including
staff, facilities’ lease costs through December &04nd interpreter services. Since DMV began
accepting driver license applications from undocuot@é Californians on January 2, 2015, the DMV
has issued about 660,000 driver licenses throughuBey 2016. Leading up to the implementation, the
DMV opened four Driver License Processing Centkired nearly 1,000 new employees, developed
regulations detailing documents required to praeniity and residency, extended office hours, added
Saturday service, and participated in more than®@flic outreach events across the state.

The initial request to implement AB 60 included §#ssitions for 2014-15, 811 positions for 2015-16,
which was further reduced to 215 positions in 20@Z6Due to the large volume of AB 60 applications,
the department was given authority to administedgivestablish 49 limited-term (LT) positions for
administrative reviews, effective July 1, 2015,othgh June 30, 2016. With the LT positions set to
terminate on June 30, 2016, continuing to proce836A workloads at the expected service delivery
goal of 30 to 45-days warrants additional staffieyond the June 30, 2016, timeframe. In addition to
the 49 positions for the administrative review, thepartment was also authorized in 2015-16 to
administratively establish 64 positions until JB®& 2016, to support the launch of AB 60 and the
workload associated with the secondary review u@r process. This proposal provides an additional
11 positions for administrative reviews and 32 poss for secondary reviews for 2016-17.

Senate Committee on Budget and Fiscal Review 9
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Overview of Transportation Funding

Presentation by the Legislative Analyst’'s Office

Background: The California State Transportation Agency (Cal$has jurisdiction over the state’s
transportation departments and programs. Thesertdeggs and programs include California
Department of Transportation (Caltrans), High-Sp&adl Authority (HSRA), California Highway
Patrol (CHP), Department of Motor Vehicles (DMV)iag Transit Assistance (STA), California
Transportation Commission (CTC), and the Boardiloit Eommissioners.

Transportation Budget Summary: The Governor's budget proposes a total of $17iohillin
expenditures from various fund sources—the Gerfémald, state special funds, bond funds, federal
funds, and reimbursements—for all departments andrams under CalSTA in 2016-17. This is an
increase of $664 million, or four percent, overireated expenditures for the current year. The
increase primarily reflects the shifting of someR#Sworkload and expenditures initially assumed to
occur in 2015-16 to 2016-17. In addition, the budgéects increased spending for highway and road
projects in 2016-17, resulting from the first-yaarplementation of a transportation infrastructure
funding package proposed by the Governor.

The figure on the next page shows spending for sta¢e’s major transportation programs and
departments from selected sources.

Senate Committee on Budget and Fiscal Review 10
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Transportation Budget Summary—Major Funding Sources

(Dollarsin Millions)

Department of Transportation
General Fund
Special funds
Bond funds
Federal funds
Local funds
Totals

High—Speed Rail Authority
Bond funds
Federal funds
Greenhouse Gas Reduction Fund
Reimbursements
Totals

California Highway Patrol
Motor Vehicle Account
Other special funds
Federal funds

Totals

Department of Motor Vehicles
General Fund
Motor Vehicle Account
Other special funds
Federal funds
Totals

State Transit Assistance

Public Transportation Account

Bond funds

Greenhouse Gas Reduction Fund
Totals

Change From 2015-16

Actual Estimated Proposed

2014-15 2015-16 2016-17 Amount Percent
$83.4 $84.C $0 -$84.C 100%
3,189.5 3,564.¢ 4,255.¢ 690.€ 19.4
531.1 430.2 259.9 -170.4 -39.6
4,226.% 5,712.7 4,737.5 -975.3 -17.1
1,014.¢ 1,121.1 1,238.1 117.C 10.4
$9,045.2 $10,913.( $10,490.¢  -$422.1 -3.9%
$1,115.¢ $269.2 $1,153.¢ $884.2  328.3%
840.5 28.0 32.0 4.0 14.3
250.C 600.C 600.C — —
0.9 — — — —
$2,206.% $897.2 $1,785.¢ $888.2 99.0%
$2,009.: $2,198. $2,241.2 $42.8 1.9%
177.2 185.1 136.7 -48.3 -26.1
17.0 20.2 20.2 — —
$2,203.t $2,403.7 $2,398.: -$5.5 -0.2%
— — $3.9 $3.9 —
$1044.2 $1,090.¢ $1,060.1 -$30.9 -2.8%
43.6 47.3 45.4 -1.9 -4.0
1.4 2.9 2.9 — —
$1,089.: $1,141.] $1,112.2 -$28.€ —2.5%
$383.¢ $299.4 $315.2 $15.8 5.3%
668.€ 154.C 44.1 -109.9 -71.3
24.2 119.€ 99.8 -20.0 -16.7
$1,077.( $573.2 $459.1 -$114.1  -19.9%
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Issues Proposed for Discussion/Vote

0521 S CRETARY FOR TRANSPORTATION AGENCY

Agency Overview: The Secretary for the California State TranspmmatAgency (CalSTA) has
jurisdiction over the following: Department of Tportation (Caltrans), Department of California
Highway Patrol (CHP), Department of Motor Vehic{&MV), and Board of Pilot Commissioners for
the Bays of San Francisco, San Pablo and SuisuR@@0n addition, the agency oversees two current
stand-alone entities—the High-Speed Rail Authoi(BySRA) and the California Transportation
Commission (CTC). The agency secretary is the Gmrés cabinet member for major policy and
program matters involving transportation and ovesdhe operations of the agency’s departments and
programs. The agency also administers the Caldormaffic Safety Program.

Budget Summary: The Governor's budget proposexpenditures of $709.9 million from a
combination of special funds, federal trust fundd eeimbursements. Of this amount, $96.8 million is
for the California Traffic Safety Program and $608&nillion is for the Transit and Intercity Rail
Capital Program. Administrative costs of the agesey$4.8 million in the budget year.

Issue 1: Increased Funding for Transit and Interciy Rail Capital Program

Governor’s Proposal: The Governor's budget proposes $200 million Greesk Gas Reduction
Funds (GGRF) as part of the continuous appropnafar the Transit and Intercity Rail Capital
Program (TIRCP). In addition, the budget propaseadditional $400 million GGRF for the program.
Combined these two proposals would result in experegs of $600 million for the Transit and
Intercity Rail Capital Program in 2016-17.

The Administration’s transportation reform and fingd plan also proposed for TIRCP, $9 million
from Public Transportation Account loan repaymeatsl this additional amount of funding has
already been approved as part of AB 133, (CommitteeBudget and Fiscal Review), Chapter 2,
Statutes of 2016.

Background: The TIRCP was created by SB 862 (Committee on Bualge Fiscal Review), Chapter
36, Statutes of 2014 to provide grants from thee@Gheuse Gas Reduction Fund to fund capital
improvements and operational investments that witidernize California’s transit systems and
intercity, commuter, and urban rail systems to cedemissions of greenhouse gases by reducing
vehicle miles traveled throughout California. S&8establishes that this program will receive, as a
continuous appropriation, 10 percent of all revendeposited in the GGRF. Additionally, it is a goal
of this program to provide at least 25 percent\@ilable funding to projects that provide a direct,
meaningful, and assured benefit to disadvantagedramities. Caltrans, in collaboration with the
Transportation Agency, is responsible for admimistethe program.

Senate Committee on Budget and Fiscal Review 12
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SB 9 Expands Projects that Can Be FundesB 9 (Beall), Chapter 710, Statutes of 2015, medifi
the program to delete references to operationaksimrents and instead provide funding for
“transformative” capital improvements, as defindtiat will modernize California’s intercity,
commuter, and urban rail systems and bus and feanysit systems to achieve certain policy
objectives, including reducing emissions of greerseo gases, expanding and improving transit
services to increase ridership, and improving itasefety. SB 9 modifies the information required t
be included in applications for grants under thegpem and authorizes an eligible applicant to stibmi
an application to fund a project over multiple isgears and to submit multiple applications. SB 9
requires the Transportation Agency, in selectirggats for funding, to consider the extent to whach
project reduces greenhouse gas emissions, andadddgnal factors to be considered in evaluating
applications for funding, such as bus and ferrggitaservice.

SB 9 also requires the Transportation Agency to@apmn by July 1, 2018, a five-year program of
projects, and requires the CTC to allocate the ihqmdSubsequent programs of projects will be
approved not later than April 1 of each even-nuratigrear. This change allows for multiyear funding
agreements and an applicant can expend its own yaame a project in the approved program of
projects, subject to future reimbursement from pgogmoneys for eligible expenditures.

Applications for the current round of funding wetae on April %', 2016 and a list of approved
projects will be published on August 1, 2016. TH#E.& funding round uses approximately $440
million through 2017-18 from the existing contingoappropriation based on 10 percent of cap-and-
trade auction proceeds.

Projects Funded To Datelhe first cycle of funding went to the projectemtified in the figure below.

Transit and Intercity Rail Capital Program Project Awards

Applicant Project Recﬁ::nimtded Match Funding | Total Project Cost

Antelope Valley Transit Regional Transit Interconnectivity &

Authority Environmental Sustainability Project $ 24,403,000 | $ 14,891,051 | $ 39,294,051

Capitol Corridor Joint

Powers Authority Travel Time Reduction Project $ 4620000 | $ 800,700 | $ 5.420,700
Willowbrook/Rosa Parks Station & Blue Line

Los Angeles MTA (Metro)  |Light Rail Operational Improvements Project $ 38,494000 | $ 108,166,494 | $ 146,660,494

LOSSAN Rail Corridor

Agency Pacific Surfliner Transit Transfer Program $ 1,675,000 | $ 200,000 | $ 1,875,000
Monterey Bay Operations & Maintenance

Monterey-Salinas Transit Facility/Salinas Transit Service Project $ 10,000,000 | $ 10,260,000 | $ 20,260,000

Orange County

Transportation Authority Bravo! Route 560 Rapid Buses $ 2,320,000 | $ 580,000 | $ 2,900,000

Sacramento Regional Sacramento Regional Transit's Refurbishment

Transit of 7 Light Rail Vehicles Project $ 6,427,000 | $ 1,607,000 | $ 8,034,000

San Diego Association of

Governments South Bay Bus Rapid Transit Project* $ 4000000 | % 108,000,000 | $ 112,000,000
San Diego Metropolitan Transit System Trolley

San Diego MTS Capacity Improvements Project $ 31,936,000 | $ 11,200,000 | $ 43,136,000
Expanding the SFMTA Light Rail Vehicle Fleet

San Francisco MTA (MUNI) |Project $ 41,181,000 | $ 162,470,000 | $ 203,651,000

San Joaquin Regional Rail

Commission Altamont Corridor Express Wayside Power $ 200,000 | $ - $ 200,000
MLK Corridor and Crosstown Miner Corridor

San Joaquin RTD Project $ 6,841,000 | $ 12,277,776 | $ 19,118,776
Purchase of 9 Fuel-Efficient Tier IV

SCRRA (Metrolink) Locomotives Project $ 41,181,000 | $ 16,869,000 | $ 58,050,000

Sonoma-Marin Area Rail

Transit District SMART Rail Car Capacity Project $ 11,000,000 | $ 46,400,000 | $ 57,400,000

$ 224,278,000 § 493,722,021 $ 718,000,021
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Questions for Agency/DOF:
1. How do transit and intercity rail capital projestspport the state’s development of a state ralil
system and better ensure an interconnected sybnnéelps to enhance mobility using public
transit?

Staff Comment: Cap-and-trade expenditures beyond the amountsnoonisly appropriated will be
considered as part of the broader cap-and-tradedspepackage adopted by the Senate.

Staff Recommendation:Hold open.
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2600 CALIFORNIA TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION

Department Overview: The California Transportation Commission (CTC) rssponsible for
programming and allocating funds for the constarctand improvements of highway, passenger ralil,
and transit systems throughout California. The Caddvises and assists the Secretary of the
Transportation Agency and the Legislature in fomting and evaluating policies and plans for
California’s transportation programs.

Budget Overview: The Governor’s budget proposes expenditures & #dllion and 19.1 positions
for the administration of the CTC, which is slightireater than the current-year level of 16.1 jpmsst
and $3.9 million. Additionally, the budget inclgd825.0 million in Clean Air and Transportation
Improvement Bond Act funds (Proposition 116 of 198t are budgeted in the CTC and allocated to
local governments.

Issue 1: Active Transportation Program Oversight (hformational Only)

Background: SB 99 (Committee on Budget and Fiscal Review)apiér 359, Statutes of 2013,
created the Active Transportation Program to preniotreased use of active modes of transportation
such as bicycling and walking. Funding for ATP wasated by consolidating various funding streams
that have historically funded active transportatiocluding the federal Transportation Alternatives
Program (TAP), and the state Bicycle Transportathmcount and Safe Routes to School and
Environmental Enhancement and Mitigation programs.

The intent of the Legislature in creating the AT&swo achieve the following goals:
* Increase the proportion of trips accomplished lkynigi and walking.
* Increase safety and mobility for non-motorized sser
» Advance the efforts of regional agencies to achgreenhouse gas (GHG) reduction goals.
* Enhance public health.
* Ensure that disadvantaged communities fully shapraogram benefits.
* Provide a broad spectrum of projects.

The California Transportation Commission (CTC) égjuired to develop and adopt guidelines and
project selection criteria for the ATP. The guideb are required to address various elements,
including schedules and procedures, selectionriajtperformance measures and program evaluation.
The guidelines must include a process to ensutenthkess than 25 percent of program funds aretspen
on projects that clearly benefit, or are locatadatly within disadvantaged communities. Fifty perc

of the funds are competitively awarded by the CTCacstatewide basis and an additional 10 percent
are competitively awarded by CTC to projects inafuand small urban areas of the state. The
remaining 40 percent of funds are distributed tdrapolitan planning organizations in large urban
areas in proportion to each region’s share of tke population. These MPOs may develop their own
project selection criteria in consultation with €ahs and CTC.

Eligible project types include, among other thindsyelopment of new, and improvements to existing
bikeways and walkways, hazard elimination, instalta of traffic control devices, Safe Routes to
School projects, and educational and other nomstfucture investments that demonstrate
effectiveness in increasing active transportation.
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Each Funding Cycle Programs Four Years of Projectfhe CTC is required to adopt a four-year
program of projects by April 1 of each odd-numbeyedr, but may alternatively adopt a program
annually. The ATP is currently funded at approxiethat$120 million per year. During the first
programming cycle, the CTC programmed three figealrs of funding (2013-14 through 2015-16, or
about $360 million in total). In Cycle 2, CTC furtéhree fiscal years (2016-17 through 2018-19, or
about $360 million in total). As a result, in thtenore than $720 million in ATP funds has been
programmed on about 500 projects during the fivst ¢ycles of programming.

On March 17, 2016, CTC adopted revised guidelimsGycle 3 of the program. The third and
subsequent programming cycles, are anticipateddade two fiscal years of funding ($240 million).
CTC expects to release the request for proposal€yole 3 on or about April 15, 2016. Once this
cycle of funding is awarded, ATP projects will bmgrammed through fiscal year 2020-21.

Program ResourcesAt the time ATP was established in 2013, CTC da request additional
positions for program administration, intending @bsorb the additional workload within existing
resources.

Caltrans allocated eight personnel years to worlA®R—three in headquarters and five in district
offices. Within headquarters, two positions areigges] to closing out the programs scheduled to
sunset. The remaining position is charged with etsa of duties related to program administration,
including development and maintenance of prograidejines, compliance with laws and regulations,
solicitation of projects, and eligibility and dedirability reviews. This position is also responsifbr
database maintenance, preparation of reports, rpgfice measures, auditing and management of
technical assistance contracts. The five distragifpns are responsible for assisting with program
management, project solicitation and selection,@wogect rating, ranking and prioritization.

Evaluation of Completed Project&ey to evaluation of any competitive grant progrsnan analysis

of the degree to which it achieves the stated gdsisording to recently adopted ATP guidelines,
evaluation will focus on the program’s effectivemes increasing the use of active modes of
transportation. The guidelines address evaluatibrincreased mobility for non-motorized users;
however, other program goals such as increasedysafel the advancement of regional agencies
efforts to achieve greenhouse gas reduction goelsnet addressed. The guidelines also call upon
Caltrans to conduct audits to determine whetheflopeance outcomes are consistent with the project
scope, schedule, benefits, etc. as described ipriject agreement.

Program guidelines indicate that project applicaarts contractually required to collect and report
specified information including final costs, scop®&d schedule (as compared to original) as well as
performance outcomes. Specifically, the guidelirespiire before and after pedestrian and/or bicycle
counts and an explanation of the methodology fardoating the counts. Data is required to be
collected one year following completion of the gaijand then must be reported. At the present time
no ATP funded projects have reached the threstoolceporting. Thus, no data is currently available.

Technical Assistance for Program Applicant8s part of the Safe Route to Schools (SRTS) program
previously administered by Caltrans, the Caltramstracted with the California Department of Public

Health to provide a technical assistance resowrngec (TARC). The purpose of TARC was to provide

support and technical expertise to program appicanthe development of effective SRTS projects.

Because many potential applicants have limited eepee in the use of both engineering and non-
engineering strategies to support and promote walking and bicycling, TARC was seen as an

important resource to ensure that limited fundirapld be used for efficient and effective projects.
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Since SRTS was incorporated into the ATP prograaitréhs and CTC have expanded the mission of
TARC to support active transportation efforts mbreadly. The new guidelines indicate that the role
of the Active Transportation Resource Center iprtwvide technical assistance and training resources
to help agencies deliver existing and future prsjeand to strengthen community involvement in
projects. The ATRC is intended to support bothtexgsand potential program applicants.

Questions for CTC and Caltrans:

1. Please describe how projects will be evaluated afimpletion to ensure the program is
achieving the desired results? Is Caltrans andl@ &dequately staffed to evaluate the
effectiveness of completed projects in meetingatfogram goals?

2. Does a two or four-year funding cycle best fit ATR?Phat are the advantages and
disadvantages of each?

Staff Comments: To date, about $720 million in funds has been awdcrtb approximately 490
projects, some of which will likely be completedthin a few years. The next cycle of funding, to be
awarded in 2017, will bring that total to nearly Billion being awarded to projects through 2020-21.
Given that, it is good time for the Legislatureewaluate the program to ensure that it is workiag a
intended and to make any necessary adjustments fwi@warding additional funds. Staff has
identified issues on the following areas.

* Resources for Program AdministrationCaltrans has indicated that actual staff resources
expended on ATP exceeds allocated resources amtkethal of workload is likely to continue
in the future. Specifically, since ATP is a relaliy new program and, as with any new
program, updates and revisions to guidelines pdi@nd procedures will be required for
upcoming funding cycles. Also, because many appligcdave limited experience seeking
federal and state transportation funds, staff stppeeds may be higher than average, at least
in the near term. Finally, the need to compile andlyze data for program evaluation will
likely grow, rather than shrink, as projects arenpteted. Given that, it may be appropriate to
evaluate the adequacy of current staffing need=nsure that the program can deliver on its
goals.

* Programming Cycle.ATP is administered using a two-year award cyaie a four-year
programming cycle (similar to the State Transpataimprovement Program). As a result,
projects approved in 2017 will not be funded uatileast 2019-20. While a relatively longer
lead time is appropriate for more complex, largasjexts, it may be unnecessary and even
counterproductive for ATP because it lengthenstiime between project development and
completion of relatively small, community-baseddawften critical safety and connectivity
projects. Therefore, it may be appropriate to abersshortening the programming cycle to two
years. This would have the ancillary benefit oflagimg the Cycle 4 call for projects by two
years, providing increased opportunity for progeraluation.

» Disadvantaged CommunitieStatutorily, the ATP must expend at least 25 pdroé program
funds on projects either in, or directly benefigtimlisadvantaged communities. In practice, the
rate has been substantially higher and in Cyclee2sly 86 percent of funds in the statewide
and rural and small urban components of the progmemt to projects classified as
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disadvantaged communities. It may be useful to idensvhat factors have contributed this
outcome.

* Program Evaluation. The program is statutorily required to address gals, but current
guidelines only require project applicants to adllend report data on before/after walking and
bicycling rates and do not require a standard ntetialata collection. It may be appropriate to
consider what is needed to collect a more robutt dat for more comprehensive program
evaluation. It may also be appropriate to examihreeadequacy of program funding expended
by CTC and Caltrans on program evaluation. Finailypay be appropriate to consider having
CTC and Caltrans conduct an independent evaluafiensubset of projects in order to ensure
accuracy and consistency.

» Active Transportation Resource Centdn Cycle 2, CTC awarded $3.5 million to Caltraos t
fund the ATRC. It may be helpful to understand whativities Caltrans is delivering with
these funds and specifically how those activities @nabling project applicants to develop
better proposals and complete more effective astlaftective projects.

Informational Item Only
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2660 DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Department Overview: The Department of Transportation (Caltrans) camc$s; operates, and
maintains a comprehensive state system of 50,0§lonay lane miles of pavement, 13,100 bridges,
and 205,000 culverts; funds three intercity passengil routes; and provides funding for local
transportation projects. (Culverts are pipes oepottpenings that allow naturally occurring water to
flow beneath the roadway, such as when a highwagses a small stream.) The highway system
includes other facilities, such as roadside restsrlandscaped and non-landscaped roadside, and
maintenance buildings. The department also ha®nsgplities for airport safety, land use, and eois
standards. Caltrans’ budget is divided into sixnamy programs: aeronautics, highway transportation,
mass transportation, transportation planning, athtnation, and equipment.

Budget Overview: The Governor’s budget proposes total expendituf@d 0.5 billion in 2016-17 for
Caltrans—$422 million, or four percent, less thatineated current-year expenditures and 19,182
positions. Caltrans expenditures from federal fuadd bond funds are assumed to decrease by $975
million and $170 million, respectively. This reftescan assumption that a greater amount of federal
funds will be spent in the current year (rathemtiathe prior year as was previously assumed). The
reduction also reflects the completion of certaiopg®sition 1B (2006) bond projects in the current
year. State sources of revenue for the departmmeriha state gasoline tax (30 cents per gallon}laed
diesel excise tax (13 cents per gallon), the saen diesel fuel, and weight fees for vehiclest th
carry heavy loans on the state’s roadways, suckoasmercial trucks. State sources of revenue
constitute about $6.0 billion of the total avaibésources.

Issue 1: Maintaining the State Highway System’s Asss (Informational Only)

Overview: Caltrans’ current, siloed approach to asset managehas not resulted in the department
using its resources in the most cost-effective mario maintain the state highway system’s assets.
These assets include the roadways, culverts, ljdgidewalks, and other infrastructure including
intelligent traffic systems such as ramp meteriagices. Both the Legislative Analyst’s Office (LAO)
and the State Auditor have recently raised concabosit the department’s approach to maintaining its
assets. In addition, as an attempt to addresptbidem, SB 486 (DeSaulnier), Chapter 917, Statutes
of 2014, requires the department, in consultatidth the CTC, to prepare a robust asset management
plan to guide selection of projects for the staghway operation and protection program (SHOPP).
Below are discussed changes Caltrans is makintg tasset management approach, and the LAO and
the State Auditor’s recent findings.

Background: Caltrans maintains the state highway system piyndéinrough two programs: the
maintenance program and SHOPP. The maintenanceapnofpcuses on preventative work and
corrects small problems before they worsen andirequore costly repairs. Maintenance also includes
field maintenance such as picking up litter andrdeland repairing guardrails. It does not incltioe
construction of new assets or rehabilitation oonstruction of roadways. Caltrans rehabilitates and
reconstructs the state highway system through th®@F3°. Projects in this program include capital
improvements for safety and the rehabilitation taftes highways and bridges. These projects do not
add capacity to the state highway system; addinmpaty is the responsibility of Caltrans’ state
transportation improvement program (STIP). Multiyeéans for both SHOPP and STIP projects are
adopted by the CTC.
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As shown in the figure below, provided by the Légise Analyst's Office (LAO), the highway
maintenance and SHOPP programs provide a rangaiofenance and rehabilitation work.

Figure 3
State Highway Repair Programs Perform Various Types of Work

Highway Maintenance Program

+ Perormed on highway + Performed on highway + Performed on highway « Performed on highway
components in good components in good or components in distressed components in distressed
condition, fair condition. condition. condition,

+ Examples inciude filling + Examples include thin + Examples include thick + Examples include
potholes, damage pavement overlays, bridge pavement overays and complete removal
assessment, and bridge joint seals, and culvert concrete panel and replacemant,
painting. debris removal. replacemeant. reconstructing road base,

and mitigating erosion

* Work performed by * Work performed by * Work designed by around bridge foundations.
Caltrans staff. contractors. Caltrans staff and

performed by contractors. * Work designed by

Caltrans staff and
performed by contractors.

SHOPP = State Highway Operation and Protection Program:.

In 2015-16, Caltrans plans to spend $1.4 billionsbate funds for the Highway Maintenance
Program—3$1 billion for minor routine maintenancel &434 million for major maintenance projects.
The $434 million for major maintenance projectdudes $234 million for pavement, $177 million for
bridges, and $23 million for culverts.

In 2015-16, Caltrans estimates that it will spe@d3$illion on SHOPP projects, including about $1.5
billion in federal funds and about $800 milliongtate funds. Of the $1.2 billion total amount, Gals
plans to spend about $800 million on pavement, $8B@n on bridges, and $50 million on culverts.
The remainder of SHOPP funding is available foreothurposes such as responding to emergencies
and safety improvements.

Transportation Asset Management is Siloe#listorically, management of the maintenance and
rehabilitation of the state highway system’s ashkets been done in silos. This approach is consisten
with the state budget appropriating funding forj@cts to maintain the state’s assets in silos. As a
result, maintenance projects may not consider tesis of all state highway assets within a defined
portion of the roadway. For example, a pavemenairgmroject would not consider other potential
projects within the roadway that also need to bdresbed such as ADA compliance and culvert
repairs to address blocked fish passages. Insteagk tprojects would have to be as completed
individual projects. Unfortunately, this approachild to consider the condition and need for
maintenance of all assets within a defined areaaddition, this lack of integration can result in
increased costs because all of the needed worksent@n of roadway is not done at the same time.

Shift Away from a Siloed Approach is Underwagaltrans is shifting to a more comprehensive

approach to asset management that brings togdtloéitlae information about the condition and needs

of the state’s highway system’s assets. Beginniitly the 2016 SHOPP, Caltrans’ intention is to take

a more comprehensive approach towards the managehi&nassets. As an example, the most recent
directive from Caltrans is that when planning, SHOProjects should consider climate change,

complete streets, ADA, and fish passages.
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As required by SB 486, Caltrans is in the procddsansitioning to a full asset management approach
by January 2020, as shown in the figure below. Ag pf this process, the department is piloting
writing up the objectives they want to achieve anaus transportation projects without consideratio

of funding silos and focusing on funding projediattaddress the needs of all state highway assets.
Currently, approximately 37 projects that are “ma#iset” have been nominated for such an approach
for the 2018 SHOPP. Each of the 12 Caltrans’ distrsubmitted at least one project. These projects
are in the “concept” phase at this time.

Asset Management Phases

Prior to Jan 2016

«Establish Asset Classes
*CTC Approval of Asset
Classes
*Implement SHOPP
Management Tool
2 * Establish new fiscal

*Pilot the SHOPP t t setti thod
Prioritization Method 2
e et s Finalize Perf. Measures. Prior to Jan 2018 S 8
/ 77, * CTC Approval of final ~
e opand Performance Measures
* Establish draft * Multi- Asset Pilot

Peariare Gk * Move Prioritization to Projects in SHOPP

PID Stage. Fund allocati
«Busi h * Fund allocation
usiness process changes e raes Jan 2020
* Software Development
* Develop target * Asset Management *Software complete

performance levels. * Software Development *TAMP Implemented

Prior to Jan 2017

* CTC Approval of Draft
Performance Measures

TAM=transportation asset management plan

The asset management plan will involve numerousgcaiies of work in order to change how Caltrans
manages the maintenance of its assets. The depdartras identified asset classes as shown in the
figure below. Using these classes, maintenanceistafirrently conducting a thorough inventory 4f a
assets, establishing the baseline condition oktlassets, and future optimal operational and ciomdit
targets. The department is also conducting an siseeg of the performance of its system elements
and then plans to conduct a performance gap asalysider the new approach to asset management,
SHOPP projects will be prioritized based on usiagadirom an automated system, rather than the
current manual process. A primary focus of thesanghs within Caltrans will be improving the
planning process, because under an asset managappeaach, knowing what is needed to maintain
each asset class and planning the work is critd#tile the department currently has numerous
“plans”; these plans are not synthesized and tbidributes to Caltrans’ siloed approach to asset
management.
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Asset Classes

2015 SHOPP Ten Year Needs Breakdown

Minor Program Signs and Lights
2% 2%

‘EPavement
[ Bridges
A I Culverts
Non Discretionary - :
o N : E TMS Elements
" Planning
* Non Discretionary

Facilities

TMS Elements \~ 27% Y, 4 Roadside
7% ;

Minor Program
Culverts e _
7% Signs and Lights

Other important tasks Caltrans will need to engagt successfully implement asset management
include changing how projects are prioritized anogpammed and performing deterioration modeling
for all asset classes (as they currently have &ement and bridges). Caltrans intends to shifts to
conducting programmatic lifecycle costs analysashar than asset specific analyses, which would
also attempt to capture costs influenced by facach as usage and climate change. The department
is also in the early stages of developing entegpasset management software to improve its
management of the state highway system’s assets.

LAO Comments: The LAO recently reviewed the Governor’'s proposafénerate new funding for
transportation and his proposal for spending tHosels. Regarding the expenditure of these new
funds, the LAO made recommendations to help enthat the highest priority needs in order to
maintain the state’s assets are addressed firsthatdany additional funding provided to Caltrans
through new revenues is allocated in an efficiemtl &ffective manner. In addition, to making
recommendations about how the new revenues wouldldeated, the LAO raises concerns about the
lack of a comprehensive assessment of the conddfaiime highway system and recommends the
Legislature adopt well-defined and robust accouhitalmeasures for both the Highway Maintenance
Program and SHOPP, and report on the status o timiesdrics on a regular basis. For example, the
Legislature could establish goals that a certairowarh of pavement is kept in good condition.
Regarding highway bridges, the LAO recommends thatLegislature require Caltrans to provide
more detailed information on the number of disteesbridges and the estimated cost and timing for
returning them to a state of good repair.

The LAO also raised concerns in its report about tbe mix of pavement, bridge, and culvert
projects that the Governor proposes to fund undeplan for additional revenues does not align with
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the actual needs of SHOPP. In addition, the LA@dithat the Governor’s proposal does not provide
adequate funding for major maintenance projects ifitisat type of work is deferred for too long,
pavement, bridges, and culverts will deteriorateh® point of requiring more costly rehabilitation
work through additional SHOPP projects.

The LAQO’s observations highlight the need for a poemensive asset management plan and well-
defined accountability measures.

California State Auditor: The auditor recently reviewed Caltrans’s maintepapcogram and
concludes that the maintenance division’s allocetiand spending for field maintenance do not match
key indicators of maintenance need. (Field maimteeais generally performed by maintenance
division staff and includes activities such as mepg@ minor pavement damage, clearing vegetation,
and picking up litter.) Specifically, the maintergandivision developed a budget model in 2009 for
allocating field maintenance funding based on kajidators of maintenance need such as traffic
volume and climate. However, the auditor found thHa maintenance division abandoned this
approach, and instead has based funding allocatbotiee 12 Caltrans districts on a simple averdge o
historical spending rather than using level of rtemance performance (service scores) or other
information about maintenance need, despite reyptiv the Legislature that it was using a more
sophisticated method. Additionally, the maintenadsésion’s current process for evaluating service
scores does not provide the same in-depth infoamats the model would have provided.

The maintenance division also does not use thenrdton regarding service scores to strategically
plan its work or to inform its funding allocationgurther, the maintenance division cannot
demonstrate that it promptly performs certain figldintenance work. Specifically, data indicate that
more than 30,000 service requests received byhtiee districts in fiscal years 2010-11 through 2014
15 remained unresolved for more than 90 days. Noprssingly, the auditor found that the
maintenance division’s actual spending for fieldimtenance in the three districts they reviewed was
not consistent with key indicators of need—climaiel traffic volume.

The auditor specifically recommends that to betllegn the maintenance division’s allocations with
districts’ maintenance needs, the Legislature shimdlude language in the budget act that requires
maintenance division to develop and implement agbtdnodel for field maintenance by June 30,
2017, that takes into account key indicators ofntegiance need, such as traffic volume, climate,
service scores, and any other factors the maintendivision deems necessary to ensure that the
model adequately considers field maintenance r@ede the model is developed, Caltrans should use
it to inform appropriate allocations to the didisic

Presentations:

» Caltrans and the CTC on the status of implemematidhe Asset Management Plan.

* LAO on its review of the Governor's proposal to re&se transportation funding for
maintenance projects.

o State Auditor on its March 2016 report “Californ@epartment of Transportation: Its
Maintenance Division’s Allocation and Spending faeld Maintenance Do Not Match Key
Indicators of Need”.
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Questions for Panel of Caltrans, CTC, and LAO, JLAC

Caltrans:
1. Does the Asset Management Plan only affect SHOPRat \&bout the interaction with the
Highway Maintenance Program?

2. What are the next steps?
3. How are existing funding silos being addressed iwithis framework?

4. What can the Legislature do to help break dowrfuhding silos at Caltrans and minimize the
risk that a portion of the funding will not matdiza in the programmed SHOPP year for
projects using a mix of funding sources?

5. What information technology tools could better h€kdtrans manage its assets holistically?

6. Does Caltrans have any concerns about adoptingg@ebmodel for field maintenance?

CTC:
1. How does the CTC fit into asset management and vabatwill it play in helping Caltrans to
manage its assets holistically, rather than irs8ilo

LAO:
1. What suggestions do you have to help the Legigtatetter ensure that Caltrans fully
implements a comprehensive asset management approac

2. What accountability measures do you recommend #wgslature monitor to assess Caltrans’
management of the maintenance of the state highystgm’s assets?

Staff Comment: Caltrans has had negative reports and finding®gaent years, including a critical
external review of the management of the departnmewspaper articles about the Bay Bridge, and
most recently, critical reports by the LAO and Bt&ate Auditor. The two recent reports by the LAO
and the State Auditor highlight Caltrans’ shortcognin its current approach to asset management—
arguably Caltrans’ most important responsibilitiveg that the state highway system is largely built
out. The LAO and the State Auditor explain in detsrious finding which have large implications fo
the department’s inability to manage the stateghWwiay system’s assets in the most cost-efficiedt an
cost-effective manner.

In addition to work Caltrans is doing internally ¢bange how it manages its assets, the Legislature
may wish to take steps to move Caltrans from ggt§pending goals for specific activities as an
indicator of meeting performance measures to reguiCaltrans to measure its ability to maintain the
state’s assets based on service scores relatifactors such as traffic volume and climate. The
Legislature also may want to direct Caltrans t@nsader if it is funding the highest priority wofikst

and to report to the Legislature on ways that it beeak down funding and program silos so thatehes
do not drive how Caltrans manages its assets. éutne Legislature may want to require Caltrans to
develop and use a budget model for field mainte@activities and allocating funds to the 12 dissric
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Finally, as part of a larger conversation abouueng the state’s transportation-related activities
operating as effectively and efficiently as possibhile achieving overall objectives, the Legistat
may want to consider establishing an Office of &wpr General to provide oversight of
transportation infrastructure departments and tweseas a catalyst for activities that promote
accountability, integrity, and efficiency. This w# would be responsible for conducting audits,
investigations, and management reviews relatingh&o programs and operations of transportation
infrastructure departments, such as Caltrans an#ligjh-Speed Rail Authority.

Informational issue only.
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Issue 2: Continuation of Transportation Bond Act Administration |

Governor's Proposal: The Governor’'s budget proposes $6 million (PropmsiiB funds) and 39
positions in 2016-17 for Caltrans to continue adstiative workload associated with Proposition 1B
bond programs, a reduction of three positions ftbm current-year level. Unlike prior years, the
Governor’s proposal would generally authorize thguested positions over a five-year period, instead
of for two years. The figure below shows the pr@gabsumber of positions and the associated funding
requested by year. The 39 positions proposed ft6-20 would gradually decline to 26 positions in
2020-21.

Governor’s Proposed Proposition 1B Administrative $affing Plan

(Dallarsin Millions)

2016-17  2017-18  2018-1%  2019-20 2020-21

Positions 39 36 M 29 26
Expenditures $6.1 $58 557 $55 $52

Background: In 2006, voters approved Proposition 1B (HighwasfeBy, Traffic Reduction, Air
Quality, and Port Security Bond Act of 2006), whighithorized the state to sell about $20 billion in
general obligation bonds for various transportatmojects. As specified in Proposition 1B, such
projects include those intended to improve staghways and local roads, modernize and expand
transit systems, improve rail and freight facibtieand mitigate transportation—related air pollutio
Caltrans is responsible for administering a majooit the Proposition 1B programs with about 2,300
total projects. Most of the Proposition 1B projetist are administered by Caltrans are either cetapl

or are currently under construction. Specificall333 projects have completed construction, 763 are
under construction, and 230 have not yet startedtoaction.

Since the passage of Proposition 1B, Caltrans éasved staff resources for the increased workload
associated with the bond programs, including adstrimiive staff. These positions perform
administrative work (such as accounting, auditiagg budgeting) that are necessary throughout the
various phases of a project—including planning,igiesconstruction, and closeout. For instance,
Caltrans accountants process payments to locategeand make final payment adjustments to close
out capital projects. The Legislature has genemgbigroved administrative staff requests for onlg tw
years at a time because (1) the bond programsoangenmanent and (2) the level of staff needed has
fluctuated over time as workload initially rampepl, then reached a peak, and is now declining. For
example, the 2014-15 budget provided funding oweraayear period for 42 staff positions at Caltrans
to administer Proposition 1B. These positions atdsexpire at the end of the 2015-16 fiscal year.

LAO Comments: The LAO finds that the level of resources includedhe Governor's budget for
Proposition 1B administrative staff in 2016-17 a2@17-18 appear reasonable. The proposal also
recognizes that Caltrans’ need for administratiedfiag will decline as workload is completed fdwet
Proposition 1B programs. However, the LAO findsttliae Governor’'s approach of requesting
administrative staff and funding over a five-yearipd is subject to considerable uncertainty—
particularly after 2017-18. This is primarily besauseveral factors can change the timing and amount
of administrative work that Caltrans must perfomthe future. For example, savings on projects that
finish under budget can be redirected to fund &mltad projects, resulting in additional adminisitrat
work for Caltrans.
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Additionally, workload required to close out a @djis not fully known until construction is comige
and Caltrans has audited the project. Given thaghly 1,000 of Caltrans’ Proposition 1B projects ar
not yet complete, the level of actual project ctagework could differ significantly from the
Administration’s assumptions.

The LAO recommends that the Legislature approveabeernor’s proposal for only two years (2016-
17 and 2017-18), rather than over a five-year peai® requested. This approach would better ensure
that appropriate resources are being provided ttirada to meet the needs required under
Proposition 1B and allow the Legislature to revibie department’s Proposition 1B administrative
staffing needs in a couple of years to ensurethigappropriate level of resources is provided.

Staff Comment: Staff agrees with the LAO comments and notes #pgiroving Proposition 1B
staffing resources on a two-year basis is condistéh past practice.

Staff Recommendation:Approve the Administration’s request to fund 3%itions in 2016-17 and 36
positions in 2017-18 for the administration of Ryspion 1B and reject funding for the proposed
positions for years 2018-19, 2019-20, and 2020-21.

Vote:
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Issue 3: Increased Funding for the UC Institute off ransportation Studies

Governor’s Proposal:No proposal.

Background: The Legislature established the Institute for Spantation and Traffic Engineering in
1947. The Institute for Transportation Studies (IaSit is now known) teams University of Califani
(UC) researchers from more than 30 disciplines deaace the state of the art in transportation
engineering and planning, to serve as a sourcef@fmation to state, regional and local transpmat
agencies, and to provide knowledge transfer andiragous education to practicing transportation
engineers and planners in California.

ITS has four branches—UC Berkeley, UC Davis, UGniey and UCLA. ITS staff explore problems
ranging from chronic traffic congestion to pergitair pollution, increasing climate change, imgact
of local and global goods movements, and accestisadvantaged areas and groups.

The UC Regents have approved a request for adotading funding augmentation of $9 million from
the state’s Public Transportation Account (PTA} tlvauld be phased-in over three years in $3 million
increments beginning in 2016-17, and includes anuahinflationary augmentation for future years.

According to UC, this request provides funding might to establish permanent, ongoing
programmatic infrastructure that will allow ITS tespond to state policy makers’ requests for ad ho
guidance and to engage actively with California egaments at all levels. ITS expenditures since
2010-11 by category of research are shown in thedi below. According to UC, this level of funding
is inadequate for core functions and results in B&ng highly reactive to external funding
opportunities and consequently its research isrplicitly focused on the state’s transportatioeds
and priorities.

ITS Research Expenditures
$70,000,000
m Traffic & Freight
$60,000,000 Management
$50,000,000 M Planning & Policy
$40,000,000
M Infrastructure & Public
$30,000,000 Transit
$20,000,000 m Sustainability &
Environment
$10,000,000
H Vehicles & Fuels
SO
2010-11 2011-12 2012-13 2013-14 2014-15

Competing Funding Priorities.The State Transportation Improvement Program (ST$Pa key
planning document for funding future state highwatercity rail and transit improvements throughout
California. The STIP is funded with revenues frone fTransportation Investment Fund and other
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funding sources including the PTA. In January 20t& CTC approved a reduced estimate of
projected funding available for the STIP by $754lioni over the next five years. The commission's
action marks the largest scaling back of the stdatahsportation program since the creation of the
current funding structure nearly 20 years ago.

The revisions are the result of anticipated add#iaeductions in a portion of the gasoline extése
which is the major source of state funding for pnegram. Set at a level of 18 cents a gallon jusixa
years ago, the price-based portion of the gasrapped to 12 cents per gallon last year. The estima
approved by the CTC projects that this revenue falll another two cents a gallon for the coming
fiscal year and that stabilization of this sourcgyrntake longer than expected. Each penny redution
the gas tax decreases revenue to fund state aaldd@cls by about $140 million per year.

Approval of the ITS proposal would result in a het reduction of STIP funds by $45 million over the
next five years.

Questions:

Caltrans:
1. Please discuss the interactions between PTA anid fsifilding and trade-offs to consider when
evaluating this proposal.

ITS:
2. Specifically what research would be funded withsthadditional resources?

Staff Comment: For many years, ITS has provided transportatioeareh and analysis that supports
and informs California’s transportation policiesdaprograms. State funding from the Public
Transportation Account (PTA) for this type of resdahas not been increased for decades. With the
current PTA funding, ITS leverages every dollartieé nearly $1 million annual appropriation it
receives at a 30-to-1 ratio. However, there araifsogint tradeoffs to weigh. If a greater amouht o
funding goes to research, less STIP funding islalvia for transportation projects and the amount of
STIP funding has recently been significantly redudae to decreases in state gas tax revenues.

Staff Recommendation:Hold open.
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Issue 4: State Transit Assistance Program Changes

Governor’s Proposal:No proposal.

Background: The Transportation Development Act (TDA) provide® major sources of funding for
public transportation: the Local Transportation &ruand the State Transit Assistance Fund (STA).
These funds are for the development and suppagtioiic transportation needs that exist in Califarni
and are allocated to areas of each county baspdmration, taxable sales and transit performance.

STA funds are generated by the sales tax on dieskland the amount of money available for transit
agencies varies from year to year based on thamngsiowns of diesel prices. The State Controller’s
Office (SCO) appropriates STA funds to the 26 reglaransportation planning agencies (RTPAS)
across the state as follows:

» Fifty percent of STA funds are allocated basedmirtshare of the population as defined by
Public Utilities Code (PUC) 99313.

» Fifty percent of STA funds are allocated based randit operators’ revenues as defined by
PUC 99314.

Operators have full discretion over the use of T&l most of STA apportioned to them. Funds may
be used by transit operators for both capital gtsj@nd transit operations. For most smaller ttansi
agencies, TDA and STA are their main sources ofaijpg funds.

The SCO recently reinterpreted the statutes thdinelehow STA funds are distributed and
implemented a significant change in the way STAgpam funds are allocated. This change went into
effect the first quarter of 2015-16 for paymentsichhwere issued in January of 2016. The change
altered the way STA funds have been distributeddrades and created winners and losers among
transit operators. For example, the changes tdSth& payments have resulted in net windfalls in
unanticipated funding for some transit operatass,others the change resulted in major reductions i
funding.

Questions:

1. Does the Administration have any concerns abouptaap trailer bill language that would
pause the current way of putting money out andrme®TA to the previous allocation
methodology to allow for a policy bill to move thugh the process that would provide clarity
on how these funds are distributed and to whom?

Staff Comment: The SCO’s recent changes to how it allocates Suidd$ to transit operators
occurred suddenly and without any opportunity émgislative or public review and comment. Both the
California Transit Association and RTPAs have misencerns about these changes that resulted in
STA funding levels, which have historically beenpeedictable source of state transit operating
funding, becoming volatile.

In order to maintain STA as a stable source ofsitasperator funding, statutory changes that glarif
how STA is allocated are necessary. Making thesagds through the policy bill process may take
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some time and in order to ensure that all necessmgges are made. The subcommittee may wish to
adopt trailer bill language to “pause” the SCO’mterpreted allocation methodology until statutory
clarifications are enacted.

Staff Recommendation:Adopt placeholder trailer bill language that reqaithe SCO for purposes of
determining the amount of STA to distribute in 8re and 4th quarters of fiscal years 2015-16 and
2016-17, to use the same recipients and the saop@nional shares as used in the fourth quarter of
2014-15. Staff notes that the length of time to theeprevious methodology of allocating STA islstil
under consideration.

Staff Recommendation:Hold open at this time.

Vote:
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2740 DEPARTMENT OF MOTOR VEHICLES

Department Overview: The DMV is responsible for registering vehiclessuing driver licenses, and

for promoting safety on California’s streets andhways. Currently, there are 24 million licensed
drivers and about 30 million registered vehicleshia state. Additionally, DMV licenses and regutate
vehicle—related businesses, such as automobilerdeshd driver training schools, and collects aerta
fees and tax revenues for state and local agencies.

Budget Summary: The Governor proposes total expenditures of $1liomi(no General Fund),
which is about three percent less than the estaratel of spending in the current year. This is t
certain one—time spending in 2015-16. The levesménding proposed for 2016-17 supports about
8,300 positions at DMV.

Issue 1: Motor Vehicle Account (MVA) Fund Condition |

Governor’'s Proposal: The Administration estimates a MVA operational rstatl of about $310
million in 2016-17 (assuming no new revenue or exiteres). If unaddressed, the ongoing shortfalls
would result in the MVA becoming insolvent in 2018- In order to help address this problem, the
Governor proposes to trailer bill language to iasee MVA revenues by increasing the base vehicle
registration fee. The Governor also proposes newAM¥penditures as discussed below.

Increased Revenued.he Governor proposes to increase the base vebigistration fee by $10 (from
$46 to $56), effective January 1, 2017, and to»nidhe base registration fee to the Consumer Price
Index (CPI), beginning in 2017-18, allowing the teeautomatically increase with inflation, simikar

the CHP fee and the driver license fee. The Gov&rimudget assumes that the increased fee will
generate about $80 million in 2016-17, and abo60%&illion upon full implementation in 2017-18.

Increased Expenditures.The Governor’'s budget includes proposals that doukcrease MVA
expenditures. The major expenditure proposalsiaceisised in more detail later in this agenda.

Background: The MVA supports the state’s activities relatedh® administration and enforcement of
laws regulating the operation or registration dfigkes used on public streets and highways, asagell
to mitigate the environmental effects of vehicleigsions. Due to expenditures outpacing revenues,
the MVA faced an operational shortfall in 2015-16 abbout $300 million, which was addressed
through the one-time repayment of $480 milliondars that were previously made from the MVA to
the General Fund. Absent corrective actions, theowaat would again experience an operational
shortfall in 2016-17. The figure below shows therent and projected fund balance of the MVA
under the Governor’s budget proposal.
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Motor Vehicle Account Fund Balance Forecast
(as of January 2016, dollars in millions)

2014-15 2015-16  2016-17 2017-18 2018-19 2019-20 2020-21

BEGINNING RESERVES $445 $299 $472 $201 $131 $110 $120
REVENUES AND
TRANSFERS
$10 Fee Increase $79 $359 $398 $437 $477
Registration Fee $2,653 $2,710 $2,764 $2,822 $2,882 $2,943 $3,005
Other Fees $542 $538 $472 $547 $573 $573 $582
Total Fee Revenue $3,195 $3,248 $3,315 $3,728 $3,853 $3,953 $4,064
General Fund Loan $0 $480 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Transfers To Other Funds -$69 -$71 -$76 -$80 -$82 -$84 -$85
Total $3,126 $3,657 $3,239 $3,648 $3,771 $3,869 $3,979
Revenues/Transfers
Total Resources $3,571 $3,956 $3,711 $3,849 $3,902 $3,979 $4,099
EXPENDITURES
CHP $1,976 $2,104 $2,160 $2,241 $2,325 $2,412 $2,502
DMV $1,044 $1,080 $1,054 $1,065 $1,076 $1,086 $1,097
ARB $121 $124 $124 $126 $129 $132 $134
Other $97 $67 $85 $87 $89 $90 $92
Cap Outlay/Facilities $34 $109 $87 $199 $173 $139 $188
Expenditure Total $3,272 $3,484 $3,510 $3,718 $3,792 $3,859 $4,013
Reserve $299 $472 $201 $131 $110 $120 $86

RevenuesThe MVA receives most of its revenues from vehidgistration fees. In 2015-16, $3.2
billion in revenues are estimated to be deposit@d the MVA, with vehicle registration fees
accounting for about $2.3 billion (72 percent),shswn in the figure above. Vehicle registrationsfee
currently total $70 for each registered vehiclejoittonsists of two components:

* Base Registration Fee ($46]Jhe state charges a base registration fee ofvit6$43 going to
the MVA and $3 going to support certain environmaénnitigation programs. The base
registration fee was last increased in 2011 by(®b2n $34 to $46).

 CHP Fee ($24).The state also charges an additional fee of $atdinectly benefits CHP. In
2014, this fee was increased by $1 (from $23 tg $2d was indexed to the CPI.

The MVA also receives revenue from driver licensest Revenue from these fees fluctuates based on
the number of licenses renewed each year. In regeants, such revenue has averaged about $300
million annually, accounting for roughly 10 percefttotal MVA revenues. The current driver license
fee is $33 and was last increased by $1 in 2014d.dFiver license fee is also indexed to the CPé Th
remaining MVA revenues primarily come from latedesssociated with vehicle registration and driver
license renewals, identification card fees, andcelianeous fees for special permits and certifgate
(such as fees related to the regulation of autolmalgialers and driver training schools).

The use of most MVA revenues is limited by the foafiia Constitution to the administration and
enforcement of laws regulating the use of vehidespublic highways and roads, as well as certain
other transportation uses. However, roughly $70ionilof the miscellaneous MVA revenue sources
are not limited by constitutional provisions. Besauhey are available for broader purposes, these
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revenues are not retained in the MVA, and due tdgbtary shortfalls beginning in 2009-10 were
transferred to the General Fund.

Expenditures.The MVA primarily provides funding to three statepartments—CHP, DMV, and the
Air Resources Board—to support the activities aueal in the California Constitution. In recent
years, expenditures from the MVA have increasethé&of these increases affect the MVA only in the
short run (such as increased limited-term fundmd@MYV for the implementation of AB 60 (Alejo),
Chapter 524, Statutes of 2013). Others create fetegen cost pressures on the MVA that can extend
several years. These ongoing cost drivers include:

» CHP Officers’ Salary IncreasesThe state and the union representing CHP officegotiated
a memorandum-of-understanding (MOU) in 2013 thadvigles salary increases for CHP
officers annually from 2013-14 through 2018-19. TM®U specifies that the increases are
determined by calculating the weighted averagenefdalaries of the state’s five largest local
police agencies. As a result, CHP officers receiaeerage salary increases of five percent a
year in both 2013-14 and 2014-15, increasing orggMiA costs by $10 million.

* CHP Air Fleet ReplacementAs part of the air fleet replacement plan for CHPG aircratft,
the Legislature approved $17 million in 2013-146 $tillion in 2014-15, and $14 million in
2015-16. Under the plan, the funding level forfiet replacement will remain at $14 million
in 2016-17, and decline to $8 million in 2017-1& aemain at that level on an ongoing basis.

 CHP Area Office Replacementin 2013-14, the Legislature approved $6.4 million the

Administration’s multiyear plan to replace existiGHP area offices. The funding supported
the acquisition of land for one new office and #uanced planning to replace five additional
offices. For these five offices, the Legislaturéseguently approved $32.4 million in 2014-15
for the acquisition of land, $137 million in 2016-1for the design and construction of these
facilities, and funding for advanced planning fop wo five additional facilities. The
Administration’s Five-Year Infrastructure Plan indes estimated capital costs for CHP of
$789 million MVA over the next five years.

* DMV Field Office Replacementln 2015-16, the Legislature approved $4.7 milliorinitiate
the Administration’s multiyear plan to replace ¢xig DMV field offices. The funding
supported pre-construction activities to replaceg¢rDMV field offices. The Administration’s
Five-Year Infrastructure Plan includes estimategitahcosts for DMV of $496 million MVA
over the next five years.

LAO Comments: The LAO finds that the Legislature will need to ¢agteps to address the ongoing
shortfall in the MVA and prevent insolvency. Whilee Governor’s approach is one way of addressing
the shortfalls in the near term, there are altéreaf and under the Governor’'s approach, the LAO
estimates that the MVA would likely face an operaél shortfall in the tens of millions of dollarg b
2019-20. Based on this, the LAO recommends thedlaggire consider taking actions to ensure that
the MVA is sufficiently balanced in both the neaddong-term. The Legislature could address such
shortfalls by adopting a mix of the following stgies:

* Reduce or Limit MVA ExpendituresOne approach to addressing the shortfalls in tNANS
to reduce expenditures or slow the pace of spengliagith. Even a modest reduction to the
pace of spending growth could significantly hel@ tMVVA’'s condition in the future. For
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example, the Legislature could defer the starteat mapital projects to replace CHP and DMV
facilities, or approve fewer new projects in futyears than are included in the 2016 Five-Year
Infrastructure Plan.

Increase MVA RevenuesAs proposed by the Governor, the Legislature contilease the
vehicle registration fee. In determining an appiaterfee increase, it will want to consider the
potential fiscal impacts on vehicle owners. Theitkedgure could also choose to increase non—
registration MVA fees, such as driver license fees.

Eliminate General Fund Transfer.As mentioned earlier, the MVA receives roughly $70
million in miscellaneous revenues that are not tkchi in their use by the California

Constitution. Under existing law, these revenuesteansferred to the General Fund, making
them unavailable to support MVA expenditures. Thegiklature could change state law in
order to keep these revenues in the MVA.

Questions:

LAO:
1.

DOF:
1.

Please present your concerns about the Administratproposal to address the fund condition
of the MVA and your recommendations to the Legisiatabout alternative ways to address the
future shortfall.

What are the risks of delaying some of the CHP @MV field office replacements? What
benefit to the solvency of the MVA would projectlals of a year or two have on the fund
condition of the MVA? Would delays potentially udisin increased costs and if so, what is the
order of magnitude of these costs?

Staff Comment. Staff agrees with the LAO comments that the Legis&awill need to take actions to
ensure the future solvency of the MVA. The Legislatmay want to consider approving the vehicle
registration fee increases proposed by the Admatieth and taking other actions to reduce the cost-
pressure on the MVA in the future, such as appgviewer new capital outlay projects and
eliminating the transfer of about $70 million MVArfds to the General Fund.

Staff Recommendation:Hold open.

Vote:
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Issue 2: Self-Service Terminal Expansion Project |

Governor’s Proposal: The Governor proposes $8 million from the MVA anangoing basis to fund
existing and increased costs related to self-sem@mminals. The proposal is part of an overalhpta
expand the use of self-service terminals as amnaliige for customers who would otherwise handle
their transactions in DMV field offices. The DMV agiis to increase the number of self-service
terminals by 30 to 50—for a total of between 80 dfi total terminals statewide. These new
terminals would be placed in businesses aroundttte, such as grocery stores or convenience stores
to provide greater access to DMV services.

Specifically, the proposed $8 million includes thkowing:

«  $4.4 million to support the existing costs of tf87 vendor transaction fee at the current level
of 1.2 million self-service terminal transactiorithese have historically been paid for from
existing resources within DMV’s base budget.

« $3.6 million to fund increased costs in 2016-17frthe proposed expansion of self-service
terminals. This amount includes funding to pay #3875 vendor transaction fee for roughly
1 million additional transactions estimated to acthem the expansion, as well as for the
installation and training costs related to the mesmninals.

Background: DMV handles about 30 million vehicle registratioenewal transactions each year.

Customers can renew their registration throughairt@e several options currently available to them.
These include mailing in renewals or coming inwdioffices or auto clubs, and completing renewals
over the internet and through self-service ternsimald business partners.

The figure below shows the proportion of registmatrenewal transactions that were completed in
2014-15 under each service option.

Customers Use Various Methods to
Renew Vehicle Registrations

2014-15

Self-Service Terminals Other

Business Partners

Internet
Auto Club

Field Office

Mail

Total: 28 Million

Source: Legislative Analyst's Office
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Self-Service Terminals at DMV Self-service terminals, which allow customers tocess their
vehicle registration renewal transactions at akkiosake up about four percent of total transactions
The DMV'’s 50 existing self-service terminals aredted inside DMV field offices, accept multiple
payment methods including cash, and provide a tragjen card and sticker to the customer upon
completion of the renewal. These terminals can beraenient alternative to DMV field office staff
and, according to DMV, can be especially helpfuttistomers who are paying with cash or those who
wait until the deadline to renew their registration

DMV’s costs for self-service terminal transactionsludes a reported $5.62 in administrative costs f
DMV and a $3.75 service fee that DMV pays to theda that provides and maintains the terminals.
Under DMV’s existing contract for its 50 self-sargiterminals, the vendor provides the self-service
terminals at no initial cost to the state, but gearDMV a $3.75 fee for each transaction complated
a terminal. (In contrast, the average cost for sifmss partner transaction does not include acservi
fee as this is paid, on top of the base registdee, directly by the customer to the businesspa)
Based on the expected number of transactions, DstWnates self—service transactions will cost a
total of $11 million in the current year: about &énillion in administrative costs and $4.4 millian
transaction fee payments to the vendor.

Use of Self-Service Terminals Has Increased Sigedintly. In October 2010, DMV administratively
redirected resources within its base budget to ftival installation of 25 self-service terminals.
Subsequently, the department redirected additioesburces to double the number of self-service
terminals to 50. The figure below shows the numifetransactions processed through self-service
terminals since they were first implemented. While total number of transactions processed through
self-service terminals is small compared to otlewise options, use of the terminals has increased
significantly during the six years that they haeei in operation—from 124,000 transactions in 2010-
11 to an estimated 1.2 million transactions in 2065

Self-Service Terminal Transactions
Have Increased Significantly

Number of Transactions
1,400,000
1,200,000
1,000,000
800,000 -
600,000 -

400,000 A

200,000

I T T T T 1
2010-112 2011-12 2012-13 2013-14 2014-15 2015-16
(Estimated)

2 Reflects partial year of operation. Terminals first installed in
October 2010.

Source: Legislative Analyst's Office
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Self-Service Terminals Are Cost-Effectiv€he base registration renewal fee charged to cuestom

the same regardless of the method the customersebdo process the renewal. However, DMV’s
costs to process vehicle registration transactioiféer significantly by processing method.
Specifically, field office staff transactions ateetmost costly, with the average field office tictson

for a registration renewal costing $23.63. In corigm, transactions processed at self-service
terminals have an average cost of about $9.37rpesdction. Internet and mail transactions are the
least costly at an average cost of $4.54 and $@<®ectively.

LAO Comments: The LAO finds that expanding the use of self-savierminals, including to
locations outside of DMV field offices and outsiodeDMV'’s regular business hours, has merit. Doing
so would provide greater access to DMV’s custonisrgroviding additional options to complete
DMV transactions. In particular, these terminalsildaassist customers who pay with cash, and those
who wait until the deadline to renew their registna—two of the main reasons why customers
currently renew their registration in a field officBecause transactions processed through a self-
service terminal have lower costs than field offtcensactions, expanding the use of self-service
terminals could also result in operational effides and savings.

The LAO raises two concerns with the Governor’'sppsal. First, that the DMV has provided little
information about its plan to expand self-servieerinals, specifically information on the sequegcin
plan, the location of terminals, and the estim#¢®dl of savings from expanding this technologyeTh
LAO finds that the absence of a complete implentaniglan makes it difficult for the Legislature to
assess the full costs of the proposal, make apptepadjustments to DMV’s budget to account for
workload shifted out of field offices, and to ersuhat the expansion of self-service terminals meet
legislative priorities.

Second, the LAO finds that the proposed $8 milliocrease is not justified and that DMV has not
attempted to account for reduced field office gisassociated with the use of self-service terminals
The LAO estimates that if all transactions fromséixig terminals directly offset the need for field
office transactions and DMV was able to make sigfit adjustments to account for the lower field
office workload, DMV would save up to $17 milliommually. At the projected higher level of
transactions under the Governor’'s proposal, savomsd be as much as $29 million. While it is
unlikely that DMV could fully capture these savirigghe short run, because some of their fieldceffi
costs are fixed (such as facilities costs), theadepent could achieve a portion of these savinghen
short run, and potentially more in the longer ridditionally, LAO notes that $4.4 million of the
amount requested is already funded from DMV’s Hdasdget as a result of various redirections. The
LAO also notes that under the Governor’'s propasiabut two million motorists are estimated to use
self-service terminals. However, the costs of #léservice terminal transaction fee would effeetyv

be spread across all registered vehicle ownersrr#tian just those who actually use the terminals.

Finally, the LAO recommends that the Legislatujeaethe Governor's proposal for $8 million from
the MVA to support the costs of existing self-seeviterminals, as well as those of additional
terminals. The LAO notes that DMV could continueftmd the existing self-service terminals and
expand the number of terminals without this fundigymentation. The LAO also recommends that
the Legislature require DMV to develop a detailddnpon the use and expansion of self-service
terminals. In order to ensure the Legislature rexithe plan in a timely manner, the LAO
recommends adopting budget bill language requiBiMlV to submit the plan by January 10, 2017.
The language should also specify that DMV shall paiceed with its expansion plan until it is
submitted to and reviewed by the Legislature.
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Specifically, the plan should include (1) a sequegstrategy (including the approach and timing for
increasing functionality of the terminals and hdwattrelates to expanding the number of terminals),
(2) DMV’s assessment of which locations are gooddadates for self-service terminals and the
criteria DMV used to determine these locations, é)dhow DMV intends to account for the cost
savings generated from the use of self-serviceiteds and identify the adjustments necessary to
reflect a reduction in field office workload. Asetlegislature evaluates this plan, it will also wan
consider the potential benefits and limitationspaésing the cost of self-service terminals on ® th
customers who benefit from the convenience of usimgkiosks, rather than spreading these costs
among all registered vehicle owners.

Questions:
« How does the use of SSTs fit into DMV'’s businessini®

* The vendor is reimbursed by the state for eachs#éietion. As a result, the vendor has an
incentive to locate terminals where they will reeethe greatest number of transactions. How
will DMV ensure that the locations the vendor idées$ for the placement of SSTs meet the
needs of underserved populations, such as indilduao do not live near a DMV office or
persons who do not have a regular bank account?

Staff Comments: Staff agrees with the concerns raised by the LAGuathe lack of an expansion
plan for SSTs. A comprehensive long-term plan wdetp to ensure that DMV is implementing the
most cost-effective and accessible options for ggsing transactions. Such a plan would help DMV to
better prepare for expanding the use of SSTs aafllerihe Legislature to plan for future budget
requests. Because any expansion of automated pnogesptions could potentially significantly
reduce the need for staff to process transactindkeep to a minimum expansions of office space tha
may be needed in the future, such a plan shoutdcalssider these factors.

The Legislature would also benefit from receivinfprmation about savings from the use of SSTs so
that it can determine whether to redirect staff vain@ “freed up” when processes are automated or to
achieve savings by reducing position authority ffStates that the April Finance Letter (discussed
later in this agenda) proposes to uses the eigfit BMV states are “freed up” by the expansion of
SSTs to implement federal REAL ID requirements.

Staff Recommendation:Hold open.
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\Issue 3: New Motor Voter Program

Governor’s Proposal: The Governor proposes $3.9 million General Fundrfiplementation of AB
1461 (Gonzales), Chapter 729, Statutes 2015.

Specifically, the $3.9 million is for the following
e $424,000 for 3.7 positions.

* $1.3 million for driver license/ identification @afDL/ID) and change of address forms reprint
and/or destruction.

* $1.7 million for imaging machine replacement andnteance contract and facilities cost for
new cabling.

» $457,000 for DMV DL/ID systems software modificatiand update.

Background: The National Voter Registration Act (NVRA) of 1988ndated that all 50 states make
it easy for U.S. citizens to register to vote wiagplying for a DL/ID card. This mandate include the
requirement to offer the voter registration optiorevery customer who applies for a DL/ID card.sThi
resulted in revisions to DMV’s DL/ID card applicati, which currently includes a section that asks
“Do you wish to register to vote or to update yaater record?” The applicant must indicate thabhe
she:

1. Is registering to vote for the first time or is vegting a voter registration change (name change
or change in political party).

2. Does not wish to register to vote or change themvagistration address.
3. Requests the department to update the voter ratjstraddress to a new county.
4. Requests the department to update the voter raystraddress within the same county.

The DMV mails all completed voter registration faro local election officials. The department
currently provides files to the Secretary of S&&S) on all DL/ID card holders approaching their
18" birthday. The SOS then follows up by communicatimgndividuals regarding his or her right to
vote. A voter registration affidavit is also en@dswith DL renewal notices. The department assists
with online voter registration through the SOS'dgre by providing the SOS with a copy of a DL/ID
card holder's digitized signature in order to cogtgkhe online voter registration process.

AB 1461 Requires DMV to Register all Eligible Apgéints to Vote (Unless They DeclindB 1461
requires the DMV to electronically transmit to tl&OS specified information related to voter
registration, including the applicant's name, d#téirth, address, digitized signature, email addre
telephone number, language preference, and other wegistration related information, as well as
whether the applicant affirmatively declined toistgr to vote.
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Changes to DMV Processes from AB 146The costs that will be incurred by DMV for
implementation of AB 1461 are related to the reeegiing of current processes, new hardware,
software, and equipment, as well as systems prognagn Due to the requirement of needing
additional customer information, DMV will eliminatine current practice of combining change of
addresses for DL/ID cards and vehicle registrafdR) on a single form. Instead, each process
(DL/ID and VR) will have separate forms and sepanabrk streams. The change of address forms
processed through the mail will now require additilotime to key a significant number of new data
elements to complete the voter registration porteatding to the overall transaction time. The auirre
renewal-by-mail process for DL/ID cards involvingear-off stub will be replaced by a full-page form
that contains all necessary elements for renewa DL/ID card and construction of a data file for
SOS. In order to collect the voter registrationomiation for renewal-by-mail transactions, the
department will need to purchase new automated pnadessing machines to handle the full-size form
and number of data elements. This will create atitiathal headquarters processing workload for both
the operation of the machines and the technicisreweof forms when the automated system cannot
read all data elements.

AB 1461 specifies that DMV shall complete implenaitn one year after the SOS certifies all of the
following:

* The state has a statewide voter registration datatteat complies with the requirements of the
federal Help America Vote Act of 2002.

* The Legislature has appropriated the funds nece$sathe SOS and DMV to implement and
maintain the California New Motor Voter Program.

* The SOS has adopted regulations to implement thageons of the bill.

As of February 2016, SOS estimates the earliesttdabegin implementation would be July 1, 2016.
Questions:

1. Please provide an update on DMV'’s implementatiothefnew Motor Votor Program and an
update on the Secretary of State’s progress impigntethe federal Help America Vote Act
requirements, including the development and adgpifrregulations.

2. Will DMV provide data to the Legislature on the noen of individuals that register to vote,
and how many individuals proceed with the secoadesbf the process and provide language

and party preference information.

Staff Comment: It will be important for the Legislature to contie oversight of the implementation of
this new program, especially given the coordinathaat is required with the Secretary of State.

Staff Recommendation:Hold open.
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Issue 4: Amendments Supporting the Green and Whiteligh-Occupancy Vehicle Decal Program
(trailer bill language)

Governor’'s Proposal. The Governor's budget proposes trailer bill larggiavould make the
following changes to current law related to the édrend White High-Occupancy Vehicle (HOV)
Decal Program:

* Remove the limit of 85,000 on the number of decalailable for the green vehicle decal
program and allow eligible vehicles to receive decetil the program’s expiration on January
1, 20109.

» Extend the white sticker program until October D22 making it consistent with current
federal law that was amended by the federal Fiingerica’s Surface Transportation (FAST)
Act.

* Require Caltrans to prepare and submit a repatthéd_egislature, on or before December 1,
2017, on the degradation status of the HOV langh®estate highway system.

Background: AB 71 (Cunneen), Chapter 330, Statutes of 1999caizibd allowing single-occupant,
clean air vehicles access to HOV lanes. The intérthe initial and subsequent legislation was to
incentivize the purchase of clean air vehicles.rénity, the DMV distributes two types of decals.

* White Clean Air Vehicle decals are available towarimited number of qualifying federal
Inherently Low Emission Vehicles. Cars meeting ¢ghesjuirements are typically certified pure
zero emission vehicles (100 percent battery eteemd hydrogen fuel cell) and compressed
natural gas vehicles. An unlimited number of deeatsavailable for these vehicles.

» Green Clean Air Vehicle decals are available tdiegpts that purchase or lease cars meeting
California's transitional zero emission vehiclegjuieement, also known as the enhanced
advanced technology partial zero emission vehietpirement. Per SB 853 (Committee on
Budget and Fiscal Review), Statutes 2014, Chapteth2 green decal limit was increased by
15,000 to 55,000 decals effective July 1, 2014. RBr2013, (Muratsuchi), Chapter 527,
Statutes of 2014, effective January 1, 2015, antiaddl 15,000 decals were made available
for a new maximum of 70,000. The cap was increasede 2015 Budget Act and the current
cap on Green Clean Air Vehicle decals is 85,000.

Lane Degradation. The California Department of Transportation (Gals) prepared the “2014
California High-Occupancy Vehicle Lane Degradation Determination Report”
(www.dot.ca.gov/hqg/traffops/trafmgmt/hov/files/ddgrept/2014-HOV-degradation-report.pdf) to
report the performance of the HOV network in Cathifa as required by federal regulations. Federal
law authorizes states to allow inherently low-emoiss/ehicles (ILEVS), certain gasoline/electric grlu

in hybrid vehicles, and toll-paying vehicles to ess€ HOV lanes without meeting occupancy
requirements. States that allow these exemptedlheshio use HOV lanes are required to monitor and
report on the performance of those lanes.
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By federal definition, an HOV lane is consideredydeled if the average traffic speed during the
morning or evening weekday peak commute hour s tlesn 45 miles per hour (mph) for more than

10 percent of the time over a consecutive 180-dajog. In other words, the HOV lane’s average

traffic speed cannot drop below 45 mph for morenth&o weekdays each month. If the lane is

considered degraded, then the state must limitiswodtinue the use of the lane by the exempted
vehicles or take other actions that will bring thyerational performance up to the federal standard
within 180 days after identification of the lanergpdegraded.

The most recent (2014) report found that during fire¢ half of 2014, from January through June,

approximately 59 percent (784 of 1,326 lane-mitgfsinonitored HOV lane segments were degraded
and 41 percent (542 lane-miles) were not degrabiede than half of the degraded segments, 54
percent, were categorized as slightly degraded (4284 total degraded lane-miles). For the second
half of 2014, from July through December, approxeha63 percent (844 of 1,326 lane-miles) of all

monitored HOV lane segments were degraded and B&me(497 lane-miles) were not degraded.
Similar to the first half of the year, slightly deged facilities accounted for the majority of all

degradation, at 42 percent (357 of 844 total demtddne-miles). The results for the second half of
2014 are shown in the figure below. The study d&smd that from 2013 to 2014, the number of

degraded lane-miles increased approximately segarept from 788 to 844.

STATEWIDE DEGRADATION SUMMARY BY CATEGORY
JULY 1 TO DECEMBER 31, 2014

Lane-Miles
0 200 400 600 800 1000 1200 1400

Degraded Not Degraded
844 497

Statewide

Slightly Degraded 357

Very Degraded 186

Extremely Degraded -

NOTE: 1,341 lane-miles total.
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The analysis suggests that factors contributindegradation include:
» Recurrent congestion on the highway.

* Motorists from the general-purpose lanes merging tine lane near the end of an HOV facility
and backing up traffic into the HOV lane.

* Lane change conflicts from motorists who attempriter or exit the HOV lanes.

» Traffic disruptions on the highway due to severather or traffic incidents, both on or outside
of HOV lanes. Caltrans continues to investigatermrgiterm methodology to systematically
identify such occurrences and exclude the freevegynents from degradation analysis.

Caltrans also found that the connection betweempted vehicles and degradation has yet to be
established. Traffic counts indicate that exempteldicles constitute a relatively small percentafje o
the peak hour HOV volume and are dispersed thrauighe HOV network statewide.

Staff Comment: Some have raised concerns that allowing an increagbe number of single-
occupant, clean air vehicles that access HOV langkl result in lane degradation. While Caltrans ha
found lane degradation on its highways, it alsadirthat that the connection between exempted
vehicles and degradation has yet to be establighddt attributes degradation to other factors.

Staff Recommendation:Approve as budgeted.

Vote:
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Issue 5: Capital Outlay: Field Office Replacements

Governor’s Proposal. The Governor's budget requests a total of $5.8ianilfrom the MVA for
various phases of four DMV field office replacemprjects. Specifically:

* $4.3 million is for the design phase of the thrdd\Doffice replacement projects (Inglewood,
Santa Maria, and Delano) approved by the Legistatuthe current year.

* $1.3 million is for preliminary plans to initiatefaurth DMV field office replacement project in
San Diego. The proposed facility is 18,540 squasd, fwill be built on the same site as the
existing field office, and will replace a 15,4670wstory office built in 1961.

The cost of constructing the four facilities abdseestimated to be about $52 million, which the
administration plans to request in future budgets.

Background: The DMV operates 313 facilities, which include @mser service field offices,
telephone service centers, commercial licensinglittas, headquarters, and driver safety and
investigations offices. Over half of DMV facilitiegre customer service field offices. According to
DMV, most of its field offices are programmaticaliieficient. For example, the department reports
that many customer service field offices were binlthe 1960s and 1970s and are not sufficiently
sized to accommodate the number of customers wh@rtly use the offices. This is primarily
because of population increases in the areas sdaydtie offices. In addition, DMV reports that
certain customer service field offices are seistlyiceficient, creating safety risks.

The Administration’s Five-Year Infrastructure Plproposes $496 million from the MVA over the
next five years to begin the renovation and repiesd of deficient field offices and a Sacramento
facility, as well as to construct two new consadléthdrive test centers.

LAO Comment: The LAO finds that some of DMV’s existing field fafes have deficiencies that
merit their replacement in the near future. Howetlee MVA is facing an operational shortfall and
although the Governor proposes to increase MVAmags by raising the vehicle registration fee, the
LAO estimates that under the Governor’'s proposatl@ding the cost to replace the four DMV
facilities), the MVA will be barely balanced ovdret next few years and likely have an operational
shortfall in the tens of millions of dollars by ZB20.

The LAO recommends that the Legislature consider gloposed DMV field office replacement
projects in the context of a larger strategy fasoteing the operational shortfall in the MVA. The
Legislature may want to reduce MVA expenditurestider to help address shortfalls in the fund. As
such, the Legislature may want to consider defgrtire replacement of DMV field offices. Another
approach for the Legislature to consider is to tlithie number of additional DMV field office
replacement projects it approves in the future.

Staff Comment: Staff concurs with the LAO analysis and recommeiodat
Staff Recommendation:Hold open and direct the Administration to comekbat the time of May

Revise hearings with a prioritization of its 201%6-hudget requests and a strategy for ensuring the
long-term solvency of the MVA.
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Issue 6: REAL ID Implementation (April Finance Letter)

Governor's Proposal: The Governor's April Finance Letter requests $rhilion MVA and 70
positions on an ongoing basis to begin the prooéssplementing AB 1465 (Gordon), Chapter 708,
Statutes of 2015. AB 1465 authorizes DMV to reqpireof of residency for all original driver license
and identification (DL/ID) card applications beging July 1, 2016.

The proposal also requests that budget bill langusgadded to allow the Administration to increase
this item when necessary to support activities @ated with federal REAL ID compliance. No
augmentation could be made any sooner than 30aftgrsthe Joint Legislative Budget Committee has
been notified in writing.

Background: Congress enacted and the President signed H.B-"E&&l ID Act of 2005" on May

11, 2005, which is designed to improve the secunritgiriver's licenses and identification cards &tu

by individual states. The act includes certain munin document and license issuance requirements,
and it provides that only persons with legal presestatus can be issued a DL/ID card. A state,
however, can issue a DL/ID card to an undocumeimaigrant, providing the license meets certain
appearance requirements and clearly states ttaitot be used for any other official purpose.

DMV receives approximately 1.5 million original OI¥ card applications annually and does not
require proof of residency for the issuance of adgcehowever, that will change with the
implementation of AB 1465. Currently the only Dllsat mandate proof of residency are for what is
commonly referred to as “AB 60 applicants”. AB 68ldjo), Chapter 524, Statutes of 2013, requires
DMV to issue an original driver’s license to an kggnt who is unable to demonstrate proof of legal
presence in the United States, if that person medetsther qualifications for licensure and prosde
satisfactory proof of identity and California resimty. An AB 60 driver’'s license is valid only for
driving purposes and cannot be used for identibcadr federal purposes.

Existing state law generally requires applicantsubmit satisfactory proof of legal presence status
under federal law, such as a birth certificateppraved immigration documents. Applications for the
issuance or renewal of a DL/ID card must contageetion for the applicant's social security number
(SSN). DMV is prohibited from accepting an applioatwithout a verified SSN unless the application
was submitted with documents establishing legadgaree and the Department of Homeland Security
(DHS) verifies that the person is in the countryaldy, but not authorized to work. However, REAL
ID standards go beyond these requirements. Init@mpliance with REAL ID standards was to take
effect January 15, 2013. However, federal DHS heterchined that 21 states meet REAL ID Act
standards, but the remaining states, includingf@ala, have been granted a deferment until October
1, 2020.

Questions:
1. Why is budget bill language authorizing the augragon of additional funds to support federal

REAL ID compliance necessary? Why can't DMV detereniat this time what additional
resources it will need for 2016-177?
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Staff Comments: DMV has determined that implementation of AB 148# require 78 positions;
however, this request is only for funding and positauthority for 70 positions because under its
proposal, eight positions would be redirected frefficiency achieved by expanding self-service
terminals, as discussed earlier in this agenda.

Staff Recommendation:Hold open.
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2720 DEPARTMENT OF CALIFORNIA HIGHWAY PATROL

Department Overview: The mission of the California Highway Patrol (CH®jo ensure the safe and
efficient flow of traffic and goods on the statélghway system and county roads in unincorporated
areas. The department also promotes traffic sdigtynspecting commercial vehicles, as well as
inspecting and certifying school buses, ambulanaed, other specialized vehicles. The CHP carries
out a variety of other mandated tasks related wo daforcement, including investigating vehicular
theft and providing backup to local law enforcemientriminal matters. Operations are divided into
eight geographic divisions around the state.

Budget Overview: The Governor’s budget proposes total expenditufed2at billion (no General
Fund) and 10,733 positions (of these about 7,5@0uaiformed officers), which is about the same
level as provided in the current year.

Issue 1: Capital Outlay: Advanced Planning and Sit&election, Funding for Three Area
Office Replacements, and April Finance Letter Ofte Replacement

Governor’s Proposal: The Governor's budget provides about $31.1 millimm the MVA to fund
site acquisition and preliminary plans for new Céffices in Hayward, Ventura, and El Centro. These
three facilities were identified through the sitelestion process and advanced planning funding
provided in 2014-15. Also included in this amounthe Administration’s request in an April Finance
Letter to substitute the Quincy Replacement Fgciliroposal would revert $27.6 million to the
MVA), approved in 2014-15, with the San Bernardiu@a Office Replacement project. The budget
also includes $800,000 from the MVA for advancednping and site selection to identify three
additional offices to replace as part of the Admiiration’s ongoing office replacement plan. The
budget does not identify the specific area offitted would be replaced.

Specifically the proposals include:

* $15 million to fund the acquisition and preliminapfans for the Hayward area office
replacement project. The proposed facility would4B¢518 square feet, or roughly four times
the size of the existing 11,033 square foot offitaét was built in 1971. The Administration
plans to request funding to construct the facaisypart of the 2017-18 budget, at an estimated
cost of $38.1 million, for a total project cost®83.1 million.

* $5.6 million to fund the acquisition and prelimipaplans for the Ventura area office
replacement project. The proposed facility would4beb34 square feet, or over three times the
size of the existing 12,469 square foot office thas built in 1976. The Administration plans
to request funding to construct the facility astgdiithe 2017-18 budget, at an estimated cost of
$37.1 million, for a total project cost of $42.7llon.

» $4.3 million to fund acquisition and preliminaryapk for the El Centro area office replacement
project. The proposed facility would be 33,550 sguaet, or about seven times the size of the
existing 4,575 square foot facility that was built1966. The Administration plans to request
$30.4 million in MVA funding to construct the faityf as part of the 2017-18 budget—for a
total project cost of $34.7 million.
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e $5.4 million for the acquisition and performancéesia phases of the San Bernardino Area
Office Replacement project. The proposed faciliyuld be 43,552 square feet, or over three
times the size of the existing 12,253 square fofficeo that was built in 1973. The
Administration plans to request $33.1 million in M\funding to construct the facility as part
of the 2017-18 budget, for a total project cos$88.5 million. The San Bernardino project
proposal is a replacement for the Quincy projetictvwas approved in 2014-15, but has been
delayed because of difficulties in acquiring anrappate site. As a result, this proposal also
includes the reversion of $27.6 million to the MVA.

The figure below summarizes the budget proposalsding estimated total project costs.

Governor’'s Budget Proposal for CHP Capital Outlay
(Dollars in Millions)

Proposed Item 2016-17 Estimated Total
Request Project Cost
Statewide Planning and Site Identification Study .8%0 NA
Hayward: Replacement Facility 150 $53.1
Ventura: Replacement Facility 5,6 42.7
El Centro: Replacement Facility 4.3 34.7
San Bernardino Replacement Facility 5.4 38.5
Total $31.1 $169.0
Quincy Replacement Facility (reversion) -27.6 NA

In addition, the proposal includes provisional beidig@nguage to allow the Department of Finance to
provide an augmentation from the MVA of up $2 moitli for CHP to enter into purchase options,
should an option be necessary to secure a property.

Background: The CHP operates 103 area offices across the Jtaése offices typically include a
main office building for CHP staff, CHP vehicle gerg and service areas, and a dispatch center.
Beginning in 2013-14, the Administration initiatadplan to replace five CHP field offices each year
for the next several years. For both the curremtr yand prior year, the Legislature has approved
funding in accordance to this plan. Specificalljie t2013-14 budget included $1.5 million for
advanced planning and site selection to replac® dwe unspecified CHP area offices. Based on the
results of this advanced planning, the 2014-15 budgovided (1) $32.4 million to fund the
acquisition and design for five replacement CHPaas#fices in Crescent City, Quincy, San Diego,
Santa Barbara, and Truckee, and (2) $1.7 millieraftvanced planning and site selection to replace u
to five unspecified additional CHP area officeseT?015-16 budget provided $136 million to fund the
design and construction of the replacement ardaesffin Crescent City, Quincy, San Diego, Santa
Barbara, and Truckee, as well as $1 million foraambed planning and site selection to replace five
additional unspecified area offices.
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The Administration’s Five-Year Infrastructure Plproposes $789 million from the MVA over the
next five years to continue a statewide area offeggacement program. This funding will be used to
develop budget packages and select site for appeigly 25 area office projects, acquire land, start
design on about 20 of those projects, and begistoaction for approximately 15 projects. The plan
notes that the ability to fund these projects depem the resources available in the MVA.

LAO Comments: Many of CHP’s existing area offices have deficiescihat merit their replacement
in the near future. However, the MVA is facing apemational shortfall. Although the Governor
proposes to increase MVA revenues by raising theclee registration fee, the LAO estimates that
under the Governor’s proposal (including the césteeplace area offices in Hayward, El Centro, and
Ventura), the MVA would be barely balanced over tlext few years and likely face an operational
shortfall in the tens of millions of dollars by ZB-20.

In view of the above, the LAO recommends that thgitlature consider the proposed CHP area office
replacement projects in the context of a largeatstyyy for resolving the operational shortfall ire th
MVA. For example, the Legislature may want to rezldldVA expenditures in order to help address
shortfalls in the fund. As such, the Legislatureymeant to consider deferring one or more of theehr
proposed projects. The Legislature may also wantaesider reducing the proposed funding for
advanced planning and site selection as a wayrtib the number of additional replacement projects
(and the associated costs to complete the projinasare allowed to proceed.

Staff Comments: Staff concurs with the LAO analysis and recommdmulding this item open.

Staff Recommendation:Hold open.
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Issue 2: Body-Worn Camera Pilot Program—Informational Only |

Governor’s Proposal: Consistent with the Budget Act of 2015 and SB 86nihittee on Budget and
Fiscal Review), Chapter 26, Statutes of 2015, tepddtment of Finance proposes to make $919,000
available for CHP for a body-worn camera (BWC) pifwogram. The funds would be for the
following:

¢ $853,000 for hardware, including cameras, dedicaiddo workstations, servers, charging
bays, routers, and data storage equipment.

* $24,000 for software for dedicated video workstadiand servers.

* $4,000 for telecommunication upgrades to accomnecaiddlitional data.

» $38,000 for contract services for server and hardwanfiguration and training.
Background: SB 85 requires the CHP to develop a plan for iineleting a BWC pilot program on or
before January 1, 2016. The Budget Act of 2015a@i#bs the Director of Finance to approve up to $1
million for a pilot program, after 30 days notice the Joint Legislative Budget Committee and

submission of a proposed scope of a pilot progr@mMP submitted the plan for the BWC pilot
program in December 2015.
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Recent events involving law enforcement and thdipuiave created a growing expectation for the
use of BWCs by law enforcement agencies. The BCiNnelogy offers potential benefits including
reduced civil liability and an increased perceptdtransparency. However, there are many unknowns
associated with the technology such as the logistit data storage, privacy issues, and cost
considerations. The proposed pilot program willphtd test and evaluate BWCs before statewide
implementation.

The objective of the study is to test a BWC systertwvo CHP area offices—Stockton and Oakland—
to determine the effectiveness and to identify pié issues associated with BWC use. One office
will store data locally on a server and the oth#ice will upload data to a cloud system. SB 85
requires the pilot program to explore (but doeslinait it to) the following:

» The types of officers that should be assigned omfted to wear a BWC and under what
circumstances it should be worn.

* The minimum specifications to be used by the CHP.

* The practicality of an officer using a privately o@d BWC while on duty.
* The best location on the officer’s body where a Bg#©uld be worn.

» Best practices for notifying the public that a BWCecording.

* The identity of the individual(s) responsible fgloading BWC data.

* The circumstances during which recorded BWC dabailshbe uploaded.
» Best practices for recorded BWC data storage.

 Random reviews of BWC data for compliance with fhlt program and overall officer
performance.

» Best practices for accessing BWC data for an afBgeersonal use.

» Best practices for officer review of BWC data.

» Best practices for sharing BWC data internally.

» Best practices for sharing recorded BWC data eatgrwith the public and the news media.
* BWC training.

* A schedule for reviewing BWC policies and protocols
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Additional study objectives include the following:

* Obtain an accurate estimate of the volume of videta captured by officers and the
corresponding data storage needs.

» Identify the types of data storage (cloud, locavee or the combination of the two) most
appropriate for the department.

* Determine the impact, if any, BWCs will have on thenber of citizen complaints and use of
force incidents in the test areas.

» Determine, via survey, officer and supervisory pptmon of the use and effectiveness of
BWCs.

* ldentify unforeseen challenges associated withuigeof BWC technology.

» ldentify operational issues, including the proce$svideo evidence with the local district
attorney(s) and the impact, if any, of Public RelsofAct requests.

According to the CHP this will be a 21-month prograsix months for preparation, a 12 month test
phase, and three months for the final evaluatiaasphDuring the test phase, a monthly survey will b
completed by every officer using a BWC, and offecerill complete problem reports for any issues
with the BWC equipment.

Questions:

1. When will the pilot program start?

2. Will the evaluation report be provided to the Léagfisre and will it include recommendations

regarding program improvements and an evaluatiohtbé program should be expanded
department-wide?

3. What do you anticipate being the greatest challgwigeing the pilot program?
Staff Comments: According to CHP, the funding provided will allalwve CHP to evaluate the BWC

technology, associated costs, data storage reqemtsmand the effectiveness of the technology, as
well as other factors such as the impact on cit@enplaints and the use of force.

This issue is informational only.
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