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SB 1024:  What the Bond Does

SB 1024, The Safe Facilities, Improved Mobility, Disaster Preparedness and Clean Air Bond Act of 2005, would place before voters a general obligation bond to invest $10.3 billion bond in California's infrastructure.  The funds would be allocated as follows:
$1.2 billion for flood protection in California.  California levees provide protection for 500,000 people, 2 million acres of prime farmland, and 200,000 residential and commercial structures, with a combined value of $47 billion.  Years of deferred maintenance have led experts to question the structural integrity of California’s levees.  SB 1024 provides $1 billion for the inspection and strengthening of California's 1,600 miles of project levees.  An additional $200 million is provided to local flood control agencies to provide flood protection on local streams, rivers and creeks.     

$2.3 billion to repay transportation loans to jumpstart transportation projects.  The bond repayment would keep faith with California voters’ desire to devote transportation taxes to transportation purposes, and would relieve the General Fund of an obligation otherwise due in FY 2008-09. The bond revenue would be used to jumpstart 141 high-priority projects that have been stalled in recent years for lack of funding.  These are important congestion-reducing projects located in every urban region of the state.  It would also provide money for transit, local streets, and the State Transportation Improvement Program (STIP). 

$1.5 billion for regions to fund high priority projects. State Transportation Improvement Program (STIP) funds go to every county in the state (see chart B).  A new STIP is adopted every two years and contains projects selected by the regions as their highest priority transportation projects.  The last two STIP cycles have added no new projects to be constructed in California due to lack of available funds.  The new 2006 STIP, again, is expected to be wholly deficient. The bond funds would allow regions and Caltrans, for the first time in four years, to add new, high-priority projects to the STIP.
$2.5 billion to relieve traffic and improve security and air quality at California ports.  In 2003, $407 billion worth of U.S. trade went through California’s sea, air and land ports.  Forty percent of the nation’s imported goods travel through the ports of Los Angeles and Long Beach alone.  Port operations in California employ 1 in 7 Californians, but present difficult issues such as truck congestion, diminished air quality, and security concerns.  SB 1024 provides $2.5 billion to address these issues.  Two billion would go to making highway, rail, or port infrastructure improvements in the state's most heavily congested trade areas.  Four hundred million would go to the Carl Moyer Air Quality Fund to replace high polluting diesel engines on vehicles used in the operation of ports with cleaner technologies.  One hundred million would go as grants to ports for security improvements.
$1 billion for an incremental approach to High Speed Rail.  The bond would provide $200 million to five separate corridors in California to prepare for the possibility of developing a high speed rail system that would increase the efficient movement of goods through the state. The funds could be used for environmental work, right-of-way acquisition, and grade separations.  In addition to high speed rail, these investments will improve passenger and freight rail flow in California.  SB 1024 takes an incremental approach to high speed rail and proposes to repeal and replace the pending high speed rail bond. .
$1.25 billion in funds to provide incentives for more infill and transit-oriented development in California.    Soaring housing costs have forced working families to move far away from their jobs to afford a home.  This leads to increased commute times, more air pollution, increased traffic, and less time for families to be together.  While families are able to find more affordable housing at the outskirts, research shows their savings on housing are offset by their increased transportation costs.  As a result, these families realize little overall savings.  SB 1024 provides $275 million to promote projects that locate housing, retail and office centers within ¼ mile of transit stations.   The bill would provide funds for infrastructure costs related to these types of projects and offer loans to developers siting affordable housing near transit stations.  The remaining $975 million for infill and housing incentives would be used as follows:

●
$425 million for infill incentive grants for capital outlay for infrastructure that includes water and sewer hook-ups, related transportation improvements, and the development or rehabilitation of urban parks.


●
$200 million for grants from the Secretary of Resources for acquisition of wildlife habitat, open space and easements on agricultural land, as mitigation for the policies adopted in a region’s growth plan.

●    $200 million to rehabilitate multi-family housing in a designated infill area.

●
$100 million for grants for local agencies to improve upfront planning necessary for urban infill development.

●
$50 million to clean up vacant sites in urban areas so they can be made useful to accommodate future growth.  
The remaining $525 million in the bond bill is for the following types of investments:  The bill provides $425 million in additional transportation funds for improving neighborhood streets to local governments that meet their share of the regional housing need.  The bill also provides $100 million is for the Environmental Enhancement and Mitigation Program.  The program funds "green" transportation projects like landscaping near freeways, bike trails, greenbelts, etc.  

BACKGROUND

Stuck in Traffic: California’s Current Transportation Situation
In California—more so than in any other state—it’s hard for people and goods to get around. Californians spend more time stuck in traffic than residents in any other state. Six of the nation’s most heavily congested urban areas are located in California: Los Angeles, San Francisco, Riverside, Sacramento, San Jose, and San Diego.  Residents in virtually every urban area in the state have seen their commute time rise in the last ten years.  This delay comes at a cost.  According to the Texas Transportation Institute, in 2001, congestion in California cost the economy more than $20 billion in fuel costs, lost time and reduced productivity.   

Commute Times Rising

	County
	1990 Travel Time 

To Work

(Minutes)
	2000 Travel Time

To Work

(Minutes)
	Increased Travel Time (Percent)

	Alameda
	25.8
	30.8
	+19%

	Contra Costa
	29.3
	34.4
	+17%

	Los Angeles
	26.5
	29.4
	+11%

	Orange
	25.5
	27.2
	+7%

	Riverside
	28.2
	31.2
	+11%

	Sacramento
	21.7
	25.4
	+17%

	San Bernardino
	27.4
	31.0
	+13%

	San Diego
	22.2
	25.3
	+14%

	San Francisco
	26.9
	30.7
	+14%

	Santa Clara
	23.3
	26.1
	+12%


Source:
Public Policy Institute of California (PPIC): Commute times use census data and are for all 

workers age 16 or older who did not work at home

Why has California, a state once known for its modern freeways and unparalleled mobility, become the traffic congestion capital of the country?  The combination of steady population growth and increase in vehicle use has far outpaced investment in California’s transportation infrastructure.  If these trends continue, congestion in California will only get worse.     

California’s population has grown by about 6 million people each decade since the 1970s.  This trend will continue into the future.  California now has 37 million residents. By 2025, the state’s population will approach 50 million people.  Just like today, Californians in 2025 will overwhelmingly choose car travel as their preferred mode of transportation. In 2000, 71% of Californians drove to work alone as opposed to taking public transit or carpooling.

Between 1965 and 2000, total vehicle miles traveled on California’s highway system increased 250 percent.  By 2025, vehicle miles traveled will increase an additional 250%.    This increase in vehicular traffic will further strain California’s already overburdened transportation system.  
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Source:  Public Policy Institute of California (PPIC)
As the above chart shows, state expenditures over the past several decades for highway capital improvements have not kept pace with demand on the state highway system.  In stark contrast to California’s explosive growth in population and vehicle miles traveled, the state has experienced a long, steady decline in transportation investment.  By almost any measure, California has not adequately invested in its transportation system.  Consider the following data from the Public Policy Institute of California:

· In 2002, per capita spending on highway, road and transit capital was 28% lower than it was in 1967, in spite of a nearly 250% in vehicle miles traveled.

· Between 1980 and 2000, miles driven on the state highway system increased 87%.  During that same period, California expanded its highway lane miles by just 6%.

· Of the nearly $83 billion in voter-approved bonds in California since 1972, only 3% have been dedicated to transportation infrastructure 

· The 18-cent excise tax on gasoline, which is still the state’s main source of transportation revenue, has not been increased in more than 10 years.  Inflation and improved vehicle fuel efficiency have combined to erode the value of the state’s gas tax.  The value of the state’s gas tax today is just 36% of its value in 1970.

In 2002, the Legislature attempted to address the state’s chronic underinvestment in transportation by placing a measure on the ballot, Proposition 42, intended to transfer revenues from the sales tax on gasoline from the General Fund to the Transportation Improvement Fund (TIF).   However, the measure included a provision that allowed the Governor and the Legislature to suspend that transfer during lean budget times.  In recent years, these transportation funds have stayed in the General Fund.  

Another Threat to California’s Mobility: Port Congestion

As Asian economies continue to expand and increases their exports to the United States, the volume of imported goods through California’s seaports is skyrocketing.  The ports of Los Angeles and Long Beach already handle 40% of all U.S. imports.  That volume is expected to double by the year 2020.  

This boom in trade through California provides an economic benefit for the state.  According to one study done for the state Department of Transportation, the trade industry in California has contributed $33 billion to the economy and provided more than 1 million jobs.  However, increased trade through California’s ports also presents issues that must be confronted, including increased traffic congestion, diminished air quality, and new security concerns.

With respect to traffic congestion, truck traffic from port operations is already snarling traffic in California.  At the Los Angeles-Long Beach Ports, 40,000 truck trips are made each day.  Half of the trucks serving those ports use the I-710 freeway, making it the most heavily-traveled truck route in the nation.  Similar bottlenecks can be found on the I-880 corridor in Oakland and on the border corridor in San Diego and Imperial counties, where 98% of Mexican-Californian trade is shipped by truck.  

The Least Affordable Housing in the Nation: California’s Current Housing Situation

California is the runaway leader in housing unaffordability.  Consider the following statistics:

· California has the 11 least affordable metro areas and 21 of the 25 least affordable metro areas in the country for homeownership.  The Los Angeles-Long Beach-Glendale area is dead last in affordability; Santa Ana-Anaheim-Irvine is fourth; and Santa Barbara-Santa Maria is fifth.  [National Association of HomeBuilders Housing Opportunity Index; 2nd Quarter 2005]

· Only 15% of families statewide are able to afford the median-priced home. The national average is 49%.  Affordability for some of the least affordable regions include:  Los Angeles region 13%; Orange County 11%; and Riverside/San Bernardino 19%.  Even in Calilfornia’s most affordable region, the High Desert, only 26% of families can afford the median-priced home.  [California Association of Realtors’ Housing Affordability Index, Sept. 05]

· Nine of the 10 least affordable counties nationwide for renters are in California. Ventura County has the fourth highest rents, with workers having to earn at least $55,000, or $26.58 an hour, to rent a median-priced two-bedroom unit.  Orange County ranked eighth, requiring workers to earn $25.33 per hour.  [National Low Income Housing Coalition, 2004]

· In 2003, more than half of California renters were paying more than 30% of their income for rent.  One quarter of renters pay more than 50% of their income for rent.  [California Budget Project]

It is no wonder then that one quarter (24%) of Californians today say the cost of housing in their part of the state is forcing them to seriously consider moving – to another part of the state or away from California altogether.  Young families seeking to become homeowners have few other choices.  They cannot afford to live near work or near family in the communities they were raised in.  Instead they face ever longer commutes, ever increasing congestion on our highways, and the inability to spend much time with their children, in the schools, or in the community.  

The lack of supply is the primary factor underlying California’s housing crunch.  The state Department of Housing and Community Development (HCD) estimates that California needs to build 220,000 new homes a year to meet demand.  However, over the 1990s, new construction averaged just 110,000 units per year.  A recent surge in housing construction boosted production over 210,000 units in 2004 and 2005, but even this recent record falls short of the need.  

This serious shortage of supply directly affects the future health of California’s economy.  It hinders the efforts of businesses to attract and retain qualified employees.  Long commutes increase freeway congestion, vehicle emissions and time away from family.  Substandard and unaffordable housing threatens the health of our children.  Health impacts and the need to move frequently to maintain affordable housing also severely impact educational performance.  In sum, our communities are less prosperous, less healthy, less educated and less livable because affordable housing is simply not available.

As bad as housing statistics are now, things would be even worse without the passage of the Proposition 46 in 2002, the Housing and Emergency Shelter Trust Fund Act.  Proposition 46 housing bond provided over $2 billion to create a range of housing options for Californians, from downpayment assistance for low- and moderate-income homebuyers, affordable rental housing for working families, and emergency shelters and transitional housing for the homeless.  

The Department of Housing and Community Development has awarded Proposition 46 funds at a record rate, creating thousands of new housing units statewide.  As of June 30, 2005, Proposition 46 has already helped over 17,600 lower-income families to become or remain homeowners, financed the construction, rehabilitation, or preservation of more than 17,700 affordable apartments, and created or rehabilitated 9,055 shelter spaces.   Unfortunately, almost all of these funds will be awarded by the end of 2006.   
At Risk for Major Levee Failure
California levees provide protection for 500,000 people, 2 million acres of prime farmland, and 200,000 residential and commercial structures, with a value of $47 billion.  Moreover, levees in the Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta prevent salt water intrusion to the Delta that would otherwise threaten the supply of fresh water to the California Water Project (CWP).  The CWP provides water for 22 million users in Southern California and thousands of acres of productive agricultural lands in the San Joaquin Valley.

Years of deferred maintenance have led experts to question the structural integrity of California’s levees.  A study by the Army Corps of Engineers found 180 spots where levees were eroded and 25 specific erosions that pose a flood threat.  In June 2004, 3 billion gallons of water from a single levee breach during non-storm conditions flooded 11,000 acres and caused millions of dollars in damage to businesses and homes. 
Figures from the Department of Water Resources show that a magnitude 6.5 earthquake in the Delta could result in 30,000 jobs lost and a $30-$40 billion hit to the state economy.  Such a seismic event would likely breech 30 levees, flooding 16 islands.  300 billion gallons of saltwater would flow into the Delta in the first few days.  Water exports for the SWP would cease immediately and not resume for the foreseeable future.  Levee repairs alone would take at least 15 months and probably much longer.  Southern California water agencies would be forced to draw down reserves and enact extreme water conservation measures.  
Conclusion
SB 1024 seeks to address California’s infrastructure challenges with respect to transportation, housing, and water quality and flood control.  The purpose of this hearing is to gather information on how SB 1024 would specifically impact the Southern California region.

CHART A 
SB 1024 – PERATA AND TORLAKSON
Safe Facilities, Improved Mobility and Clean Air Bond Act of 2005

LOCAL STREET AND ROAD FUNDING
(Dollars in Thousands)
	County
	Subvention Amount
	County
	Subvention
Amount

	Alameda
	9,531
	Orange
	18,398

	Alpine
	64
	Placer
	1,841

	Amador
	387
	Plumas
	401

	Butte
	1,653
	Riverside
	9,478

	Calaveras
	496
	Sacramento
	6,820

	Colusa
	419
	San Benito
	447

	Contra Costa
	6,109
	San Bernardino
	11,105

	Del Norte
	244
	San Diego
	18,356

	El Dorado
	1,156
	San Francisco
	5,293

	Fresno
	6,074
	San Joaquin
	3,970

	Glenn
	522
	San Luis Obispo
	1,927

	Humboldt
	1,201
	San Mateo
	5,243

	Imperial
	1,961
	Santa Barbara
	2,503

	Inyo
	589
	Santa Clara
	11,848

	Kern
	4,678
	Santa Cruz
	1,492

	Kings
	1,072
	Shasta
	1,509

	Lake
	568
	Sierra
	189

	Lassen
	569
	Siskiyou
	866

	Los Angeles
	59,790
	Solano
	2,888

	Madera
	1,207
	Sonoma
	3,297

	Marin
	1,712
	Stanislaus
	3,239

	Mariposa
	318
	Sutter
	781

	Mendocino
	873
	Tehama
	743

	Merced
	1,817
	Trinity
	362

	Modoc
	481
	Tulare
	3,179

	Mono
	366
	Tuolumne
	494

	Monterey
	2,769
	Ventura
	5,111

	Napa
	994
	Yolo
	1,403

	Nevada
	711
	Yuba
	487

	
	
	STATEWIDE TOTAL
	232,000


CHART B
SB 1024 – PERATA AND TORLAKSON
Safe Facilities, Improved Mobility and Clean Air Bond Act of 2005
STIP Share Distribution
(Dollars in Thousands)
	County
	Amount
	County
	Amount

	Alameda
	51,732
	Placer LTC
	10,099

	Alpine
	1,468
	Plumas
	3,832

	Amador
	3,359
	Riverside
	68,443

	Butte
	9,893
	Sacramento
	44,607

	Calaveras
	3,930
	San Benito
	3,329

	Colusa
	2,608
	San Bernardino
	89,075

	Contra Costa
	33,531
	San Diego
	104,256

	Del Norte
	2,495
	San Francisco
	26,435

	El Dorado LTC
	6,331
	San Joaquin
	23,255

	Fresno
	35,747
	San Luis Obispo
	18,693

	Glenn
	2,784
	San Mateo
	27,223

	Humboldt
	10,012
	Santa Barbara
	21,357

	Imperial
	16,727
	Santa Clara
	60,568

	Inyo
	13,577
	Santa Cruz
	10,640

	Kern
	46,789
	Shasta
	10,812

	Kings
	7,017
	Sierra
	1,804

	Lake
	4,286
	Siskiyou
	7,509

	Lassen
	6,366
	Solano
	15,877

	Los Angeles
	317,102
	Sonoma
	19,380

	Madera
	6,353
	Stanislaus
	18,009

	Marin
	9,797
	Sutter
	4,071

	Mariposa
	2,592
	Tahoe RPA
	2,709

	Mendocino
	9,451
	Tehama
	5,427

	Merced
	11,416
	Trinity
	3,902

	Modoc
	3,380
	Tulare
	21,983

	Mono
	10,053
	Tuolumne
	4,436

	Monterey
	18,366
	Ventura
	31,331

	Napa
	6,071
	Yolo
	8,671

	Nevada
	5,301
	Yuba
	3,117

	Orange
	95,614
	
	

	STATEWIDE
	1,425,000

	Interregional - CALTRANS Statewide Priorities
	475,000

	STATEWIDE TOTALS
	1,900,000
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