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www.pctpa.net 

TO: PCTPA Board of Directors DATE:  June 5, 2014 

  

FROM: Celia McAdam, Executive Director  

  

SUBJECT: LEGISLATIVE POSITION ON CAP AND TRADE PROPOSALS FOR 

TRANSPORTATION 

 

 

ACTION REQUESTED 

Support proposals for the distribution of Cap and Trade funds that support our ability to comply 

with the requirements of SB 375 and:   

1) Maximize local control of funds; and 

2) Maximize amount of funds directed to transportation.  

 

BACKGROUND 

Cap and Trade revenues have become the hot topic in transportation in California, as it appears to 

be one of the few prospects for transportation funding.  These revenues were authorized through 

AB32, passed in 2006, and requires greenhouse gas emissions (GHG) to be reduced to 1990 levels 

by the year 2020.  The Cap and Trade component requires businesses to reduce their GHG 

emissions to continually lower levels (the “cap”) or buy credits which would be used to reduce 

those emissions (the “trade”).    

 

DISCUSSION 

As to be expected when there is money involved, there are numerous interests looking for a piece 

of the action.   This is evidenced by the three different proposals for dividing up the proceeds for 

FY 2014/15 and beyond, which are summarized in Attachment 1. 

 

There continue to be many hearings and venues for discussion of these proposals, and details 

change constantly.  There are concerns that the funds and criteria are very urban focused, and that 

State decision makers will thereby favor large urban areas.  Others feel that while total vehicle 

miles of travel (VMT) reductions might be greater in urban areas, there may be opportunities for 

greater reductions on a percentage basis in suburban and rural areas.  There are also those who feel 

GHG would be better served by including a wide range of non-transportation programs, such as 

urban forestry, agriculture, and energy efficiency programs.  There are concerns that high speed 

rail could pull a tremendous portion of the funds, but does not provide GHG benefits before 2020.   

 

On a more promising note, there may be a possibility of use of funds for road rehabilitation and 

pavement improvements in reducing GHG.  While more work needs to be done to document the 

benefits, this could be of great benefit to a wide range of transportation interests, including Placer. 

 

SACOG staff have been deeply involved in the ongoing discussions about Cap and Trade 

funding, and updated their Board in late May.  After discussion, the SACOG Board took a 

position to  

“Support ongoing engagement in the Cap and Trade and support proposals that spend  
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Cap and Trade revenues in a manner that advances the regional and jurisdictional 

implementation of the MTP/SCS and continues to advocate for the inclusion of 

developed board advocacy principles regarding Cap and Trade with the legislature and 

governors office.“  

The SACOG Board advocacy principles referenced include: 

 Protect assets and tools that help existing communities of all sizes and support smart 

growth, Senate Bill 375 implementation, and Assembly Bill 32 implementation; 

 Create performance-based funding for local governments and regions to implement 

Senate Bill 375;  

 Help local governments and regions use CEQA benefits from Senate Bill 375. 

 

Because of the ongoing issues noted above, and in consonance with the SACOG Board position, 

staff recommends the Board provide overall direction to staff to push for changes and options that 

maximize the funds for transportation purposes and that maximize local/regional, rather than state 

control of the funding decisions.   

 

Once the legislature makes a decision on the details of Cap and Trade distributions, staff will work 

diligently with our jurisdictions to make sure we capture as much of these revenues as possible for 

Placer priorities.  

 

CM:ss 



 

 

CAP AND TRADE 

LEGISLATIVE PROPOSALS SUMMARY 

 

JUNE 2014 
 

 

Governor’s Proposal: Governor Brown included a one year, $850 million Cap and Trade plan 

as part of the January 2014-15 Budget. The May Revision did not make any changes to the 

proposal.   Highlights include:  

 Sustainable Communities -- $100 million. Program administered by the Strategic Growth 

Council (SGC)  

 High-Speed Rail -- $250 million. In addition to this one time funding, the Governor 

proposes to dedicate 33% of all future cap and trade revenue to HSR and give HSR the 

$400 million loan repayment from the General Fund that was borrowed last year.  

 Intercity Rail -- $50 million.  

 Remainder of funding dedicated to low carbon transportation ($200M); energy efficiency 

upgrades ($80M); green state buildings ($20M); Agricultural energy and operational 

efficiency ($20M); water and energy efficiency ($20M); wetlands restoration ($30 M); 

fire prevention and urban forestry ($50 M); and waste diversion ($30 M).  

 

Steinberg Proposal Part II: Senate Pro-Tem Steinberg released a “Long-Term Investment 

Strategy for Cap and Trade Revenue” in April. His proposal is multi-year and estimates cap and 

trade revenue in at $5 billion annually. Since April, Steinberg joined some Senate colleagues and 

released a revised Senate proposal. Details include:  

 Sustainable Communities – “at least 20%.” Proposal requires that half or 10% be used for 

affordable housing, centered in transit-oriented development and consistent with GHG 

reductions strategies. Administration of the program (state vs. regions) not yet drafted.  

 Transit – 25%. At least 5% used for direct transit assistance to customers.  

 Intercity Rail and/or High-Speed Rail – “not more than 20%.” Funding for construction 

and operations of intercity rail and/or High-Speed rail.  

 

Assembly Infrastructure Proposal: On May 22, the Assembly Budget Subcommittee 3 on 

Resources and Transportation unveiled and approved a new one year Assembly Cap and Trade 

plan. They collapsed various activities into a few pots:  

 State GHG Reductions Activities Program -- $400 million. The program would be 

administered by SGC and includes high-speed rail, intercity rail, fire prevention and 

urban forestry, waste diversion, reducing agriculture waste, wetlands restoration, and 

other activities. At least 25% would go to disadvantaged communities.  

 Sustainable Communities Grants -- $400 million. Funding for allocation to competitive 

local programs that reduce GHGs through a variety approaches, including additional 

strategies like urban forestry, transit passes, active transportation, etc. Allows SGC to 

target a portion of the funds for low-income homes energy assistance. At least 50% of 

total funding must go to disadvantaged communities, as defined by the MPO.  

 
 

 

 

 



 

Notes: 

How the funds are distributed/administered is still a major issue in these proposals.   

 There has been discussion that the transit component of the Steinberg proposal would be 

distributed using the STA formula.   

 The Assembly or Senate proposals appear to have the most potential local control. 

 The SCG only has 6 staff people, and is unlikely to be fully prepared to administer major 

statewide programs.   

 Placer only has two or three very small locations in the county that qualify as 

disadvantaged communities under current SACOG definitions. 

 Capitol Corridor could be a major beneficiary of intercity rail funds, which could help 

our Third Track project proceed. 


