CITY OF

I_O N G Memorandum

Date:  May 11, 2026

To: Thomas B. Modica, City Manager /,{//_
From: Sarah Patterson, Manager of Government Affairs and Strategic Partnerships %
For: Mayor and Members of the City Council

Subject: SB 1279 Long Beach PCH Speed Safety Act

The California State Legislature (Legislature) is currently considering Senate Bill (SB)
1279, the Long Beach PCH Speed Safety Act, introduced by Senator Lena Gonzalez and
sponsored by the City of Long Beach. SB 1279 would expand the State’s existing speed
safety system pilot program created by Assembly Bill (AB) 645 to the portion of the Pacific
Coast Highway (PCH) within the City of Long Beach (City). This legislation addresses the
disproportionate number of fatal accidents occurring on the PCH compared to City-
managed streets.

Existing Law and Summary of SB 1279

AB 645 (Friedman) was signed into law in 2023 to address excessive speeding and the
steady rise in serious and fatal collisions throughout California. AB 645 authorizes a
limited pilot program for the use of automated speed safety systems in six cities in
California including the City of Long Beach for a maximum of five years, through January
1, 2032. An automated speed safety system is a fixed or mobile, radar or laser system or
any other electronic device that utilizes automated equipment to detect a violation of
speed laws. The automated equipment is used to obtain a clear photograph of a speeding
vehicle’s license plate. AB 645 permits the City to deploy up to 18 automated speed safety
systems to address excessive speeding along high-injury corridors. The City will have
installed the automated speed safety systems at 18 approved locations by summer 2026.

While the bill intended to focus enforcement on urban streets, AB 645 prohibits cities from
operating any speed safety systems on any California state route. This includes all
freeways and expressways, United States highways, interstate highways, or any public
road in unincorporated areas of any county where the Commissioner of the California
Highway Patrol has full responsibility and primary jurisdiction for the administration and
enforcement of the laws, and for the investigation of traffic accidents. SB 1279 would
authorize, until January 1, 2032, the City to establish a similar pilot program for speed
enforcement that utilizes up to 5 automated speed safety systems on the PCH within City
limits. The bill would require the city to adhere to the City’s existing Speed Safety System
Use Policy and would require the city to approve an addendum to its existing Speed
Safety System Impact Report before implementing the program.

No individual citation information will be shared with the Long Beach Police Department
or other enforcement agencies; the Department of Public Works will oversee the system.
AB 645 requires all pilot cities to develop uniform guidelines for the processing and


https://longbeach.gov/globalassets/pw/media-library/documents/projects/automated-speed-enforcement/speed-system-use-policy
https://longbeach.gov/globalassets/pw/media-library/documents/projects/automated-speed-enforcement/speed-system-use-policy
https://longbeach.gov/globalassets/pw/media-library/documents/projects/automated-speed-enforcement/speed-system-impact-report
https://longbeach.gov/globalassets/pw/media-library/documents/projects/automated-speed-enforcement/speed-system-impact-report
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storage of confidential information and designates all photographic or administrative
records created by a speed safety system as confidential, except as specified. License
plate information will only be captured when a vehicle is driving 11 mph or more over the
posted speed limit. The system is designed to capture only the rear license plate of the
violating vehicle and will not record the faces of drivers, passengers, or bystanders. Each
violation record will include the date, time, location, speed, and a reference image of the
vehicle's rear license plate to support citation and appeal processes. All data collected
through the speed safety system will be retained in accordance with CVC § 22425(1).

Existing law requires the issuance of a notice of violation, an initial review, an
administrative hearing, and an appeals process, as specified, for a violation under the
speed safety pilot program. Existing law also requires a violation of a speed law recorded
by a speed safety system to be subject only to civil penalties, as specified. SB 1279 would
adhere to the same appeals, privacy and data storage requirements.

Existing similar enforcement programs have demonstrated significant effectiveness. In
the first six months since the City of San Francisco began operating an automated speed
safety system, the City observed a 72% decrease in speeding.’ Similarly in New York
City, speed cameras reduced traffic crashes by 14% and decreased speeding violations
by 75%.2

Safety Challenges Associated with the Pacific Coast Highway

The PCH only accounts for 8 miles of the City’s 217 miles of high-capacity roadway, but
it accounts for 39 of its 192 crash fatalities since 2020. In other words, 20% of the City’s
crash fatalities have occurred on less than 1% of its roads.

The disparity in crash frequency is not explained by average daily traffic (ADT) volumes.
Caltrans' |latest reporting for ADTs on Pacific Coast Highway (2023) shows daily volumes
ranging between 26,000 and 39,000 vehicles in Long Beach. These volumes are lower
than or comparable to many of the City's High Injury Network arterials like Cherry Avenue*
(47,000 ADT, 6 fatalities), Del Amo Boulevard (39,000 ADT, 2 fatalities), 2" Street
(36,000 ADT, 3 fatalities - 2 of which were within 300" of the PCH signal maintained by
Caltrans), Atlantic Avenue (35,000 ADT, 16 fatalities), and Willow Street* (34,000 ADT, 7
fatalities). (Arterials with asterisks are also truck routes).

" San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency. (2026, March 27). Our speed cameras are working:
Initial evaluation shows drivers are slowing down. [Blog post]. San Francisco Municipal Transportation
Agency. https://www.sfmta.com/blog/our-speed-cameras-are-working-initial-evaluation-shows-drivers-are-

slowing-down

2Gao, J., Yang, D., Xu, C., Ozbay, K., & Sharma, S. (2025). Assessing the impact of fixed speed cameras
on speeding behavior and crashes: A longitudinal study in New York City. Transportation Research
Interdisciplinary Perspectives, 30, Article 101373. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.trip.2025.101373


https://dot.ca.gov/programs/traffic-operations/census
https://www.sfmta.com/blog/our-speed-cameras-are-working-initial-evaluation-shows-drivers-are-slowing-down
https://www.sfmta.com/blog/our-speed-cameras-are-working-initial-evaluation-shows-drivers-are-slowing-down
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See Figures 1 and 2 below for a summary of data indicating the high occurrence of fatal
crashes on PCH.

Figure 1
Street Fata_l Cras_hes Per Million
Vehicle Miles
SR-1 (PCH) 0.112
SR-22 (7th Street) 0.089
Atlantic Avenue 0.059
Willow Street 0.032
2nd Street 0.030
Del Amo Boulevard 0.021
Cherry Avenue 0.020
LA County Non-FWY Average | 0.017

Note: Using ADT volumes from Caltrans' latest ADTs on Pacific Coast Highway (2023) and controlling for
the number of vehicle-miles traveled, the two Caltrans highways are shown to be more prone to fatal
crashes.

Figure 2

Fatal Crashes Per Million Vehicle Miles Traveled
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Note: Fatal Crashes per Million Vehicle Miles Traveled, State vs. Local Streets, using ADT volumes on
PCH (2023).
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According to data® from the California Office of Traffic Safety from the last 10 years, Long
Beach is California’s 8th deadliest city for crashes on both surface streets and freeways.
This includes 54 traffic related fatalities in the city in just 2025 alone.

Support and Opposition

The Government Affairs and Strategic Partnership Office is working collaboratively with
the author’s office to build support for the legislation and address questions and concerns
as they arise. SB 1279 is currently supported by several organizations including the Auto
Club of Southern California (AAA), Car-lite Long Beach, the City of Signal Hill, Los
Angeles County Sheriff's Department, Streets are for Everyone (SAFE), the California
Bike Coalition and Streets for All. The National Motorists Association opposes SB 1279
and opposed AB 645.

Concerns and Opportunities

The implementation of an automated speed safety system requires careful evaluation of
actual and unintended impacts to ensure the systems are deployed fairly, particularly in
underserved communities and in areas with higher rates of fatal and severe injury crashes.

Many stakeholders, including the author, want to ensure that cameras are not
concentrated in disadvantaged communities. The purpose of the systems is to improve
safety outcomes, not to serve as a “cash cow” for local governments. Numerous
provisions in AB 645 address these concerns and are also included in SB 1279. These
include: issuing warnings rather than fiscal penalties during the first 60 calendar days of
the program, issuing a warning for all first-time violators even following the 60-day
warning period, offering educational or diversion programs rather than fiscal penalties for
indigent recipients of violations, requiring local jurisdictions to maintain existing
commitment of local funds for traffic-calming measures, and administering a public
information campaign at least 30 days before the program starts, including the publication
of information on when systems will begin detecting violations and where they will be
placed. In locations where devices are not resulting in the intended behavioral change of
reduced speeding, the ineffective device will be removed and stop collecting high volumes
of citations. At that point, Caltrans, the agency with design authority over the PCH, must
either make additional physical changes to the highway to influence speeds downward or
relocate the device to a location where it does effectively reduce speeding.

The author, civil rights organizations, and constituents are also concerned about privacy
and data sharing. The bill’'s privacy provisions include angling cameras to only capture
speeding violations and not images of other drivers or pedestrians as much as possible
and only using records made by a speed system for purposes authorized within the bill
(namely, violation issuance). By the time the City receives data from the automated speed
safety systems, it has already been trimmed to solely include the speed of vehicle and

3 Jenkins, M., & Feather, B. (2025, December 28). Long Beach records one of the deadliest years on its
roads. NBC Los Angeles. https://www.nbclosangeles.com/news/local/long-beach-deadly-crashes-
2025/3821908/
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license plate number. No personally identifying information is included, and none of the
information received is shared with any law enforcement agency, local or otherwise. The
information is only viewed and used by the City’s Public Works Department.

Finally, the company the City has partnered with in this effort, Verra Mobility, follows a
business model that incentivizes strict data management and privacy. This practice is in
sharp contrast to other recent controversies regarding license plate readers that have
revolved around a business model that monetizes tracking individual vehicle information
across multiple locations.

Next Steps

SB 1279 is making its way through the relevant policy committees in the legislature. On
April 7t Councilmember Dr. Suely Saro, and City Traffic Engineer Paul Van Dyk provided
testimony in support of SB 1279 in the California Senate Transportation Committee,
where it advanced by a vote of 10-1. On April 13", the Senate Committee on Privacy,
Digital Technologies, and Consumer Protection advanced SB 1279 by a vote of 7-2, with
the City’s state legislative advocates, Arc Strategies, testifying in support. The bill will now
go before the Senate Appropriations Committee, where its financial impact will be
evaluated. All bills that originated in the Senate must pass out of the Senate
Appropriations Committee by May 15, before being heard on the Senate floor.

The City will continue to support SB1279 and author’s office throughout the legislative
process through regional advocacy, evidence gathering, and stakeholder engagement. If
you have any questions, please contact Sarah Patterson, Manager of Strategic
Partnerships and Government Affairs at sarah.patterson@longbeach.gov.

ATTACHMENTS: A- Senate Transportation Bill Analysis
B- Senate Privacy, Digital Technologies, And Consumer Protection Bill Analysis
C-Senate Appropriations Bill Analysis

CC: DAWN McINTOSH, CITY ATTORNEY
DoucLAs P. HAUBERT, CITY PROSECUTOR
LAURA L. Doubp, CITY AUDITOR
APRIL WALKER, ASSISTANT CITY MANAGER
TERESA CHANDLER, DEPUTY CITY MANAGER
MEREDITH REYNOLDS, DEPUTY CITY MANAGER
GRACE YOON, DEPUTY CITY MANAGER
TYLER BONANNO-CURLEY, DEPUTY CITY MANAGER
KEVIN LEE, CHIEF PuBLIC AFFAIRS OFFICER
MONIQUE DE LA GARZA, CITY CLERK
DEPARTMENT HEADS
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SENATE COMMITTEE ON TRANSPORTATION
Senator Dave Cortese, Chair
2025 - 2026 Regular

Bill No: SB 1279 Hearing Date:  4/7/2026
Author: Gonzalez

Version: 3/25/2026 Amended

Urgency: No Fiscal: Yes

Consultant: Isabelle LaSalle

SUBJECT: City of Long Beach Pacific Coast Highway speed safety system pilot
program

DIGEST: This bill authorizes the City of Long Beach to establish a speed safety

system pilot program on the Pacific Coast Highway (PCH).

ANALYSIS:

Existing law:

1) Establishes a speed safety system pilot program in the cities of Long Beach,
Los Angeles, San Jose, Oakland, Glendale, and San Francisco with the
following provisions:

a) The number of cameras is capped and the trial is limited to five years.

b) The program must be approved by the local governing body and is subject to
substantial public input, notice and warnings.

c) Violations are a civil penalty with specified fines which may be lowered
depending on income.

d) Fine revenue pays for the operation of the pilot with any extra revenues
dedicated to traffic calming measures.

e) An appeals process and privacy protections are established.

f) The local governing body must report to the Legislature on the impact of the
program.

2) Establishes a speed safety system pilot program in the City of Malibu which
allows for up to five cameras on PCH, requires enhanced signage to alert
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drivers of their speed, the speed limit, and the presence of video enforcement,
and requires the City of Malibu to continue funding additional patrols by the
California Highway Patrol (CHP). The program can operate for five years or
until January 1, 2032, whichever is earlier.

3) Establishes a speed safety system pilot program in work zones on state
highways administered by the Department of Transportation (Caltrans).

This bill:

1) Establishes a speed safety system pilot program on PCH in the City of Long
Beach with the following provisions:

a) Allows up to six cameras on the highway, and requires enhanced signage
to alert drivers of their speed, the speed limit, and the presence of photo
enforcement;

b) Allows the program to operate for five years or until January 1, 2036,
whichever is earlier;

c) Requires the City of Long Beach to develop uniform guidelines on the
screening and issuance of notices of violation and storage of confidential
information;

d) Requires the city to administer a public information campaign which
identifies the location of the cameras and the timeframe when they will
be in use;

e) The program may only issue warning notices during the first 60 days of
enforcement, additionally a vehicle’s first violation for traveling 11 to 15

miles per hour (mph) over the speed limit shall be a warning notice;

f) Specifies privacy provisions related to the storage and usage of violation
records;

g) Specifies the civil penalties which may be assessed and diversion
requirements;

h) Limits how revenue from the speed safety system may be used;

1) Establishes an appeals process for ticketed drivers; and,
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j) Requires the city to report to the Legislature an evaluation of the speed
safety system.

COMMENTS:

)

2)

Purpose of the bill. According to the author, “For the last two years, six cities
throughout California, including Long Beach, have been rolling out a speed
camera pilot program, placing speed cameras in areas like high-injury
intersections and streets with elevated crash rates. These speed cameras are
already making streets safer — since activating speed cameras, San Francisco
has seen a 72% decrease in speeding. Unfortunately, current law regulating the
pilot program does not allow Long Beach to place speed cameras along the
City’s portion of Pacific Coast Highway (PCH), where over 20% of the City’s
speeding-related fatalities occur.

“While the PCH only accounts for 8 miles of Long Beach’s 217 miles of high-
capacity roadway, it accounts for 39 of its 192 crash fatalities since 2020. That
means that 20% of the City’s crash fatalities have occurred on less than 1% of
its roads. SB 1279 will give the City the authority it needs to place speed
cameras along the PCH and make this road safer for the community.”

What are speed safety systems? Speed safety systems are speed detecting
cameras that use speed measurement devices to detect speeding and capture
photographic or video evidence of vehicles that are violating a set speed
threshold. Research shows that speed cameras effectively reduce speed and
speed-related crashes. According to the Federal Highway Administration
(FHWA), fixed camera units can reduce crashes on urban principal arterials up
to 54% for all crashes and 48% for injury crashes.'

A 2016 analysis of an automated speed camera enforcement program in
Montgomery County, Maryland titled “Effects of automated speed enforcement
in Montgomery County, Maryland, on vehicle speeds, public opinion, and
crashes,” reported that, “[r]elative to comparable sites without cameras, sites
with cameras saw a decrease in mean speeds, a decrease in the likelihood that a
driver was driving at more than ten miles per hour above the speed limit, and a
reduction in the likelihood of a crash resulting in an incapacitating or fatal
injury.” As of January 2022, 171 communities in 18 states and the District of
Columbia used automated speed camera enforcement. However, opponents

! https://highways.dot.gov/sites/fhwa.dot.gov/files/Speed%20Safety%20Cameras_508.pdf

2 Hu, W., & McCartt, A. T. (2016). Effects of automated speed enforcement in Montgomery County, Maryland, on
vehicle speeds, public opinion, and crashes. Traffic Injury Prevention, 17(supl), 53-58.
https://doi.org/10.1080/15389588.2016.1189076
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raise concerns around the potential for these programs to inadvertently further
social inequities for those unable to pay. Additionally, some opponents raise
privacy concerns around the potential for unauthorized data sharing.

3) A brief history of speed cameras in California. In 2023, the Legislature passed
and the Governor signed AB 645 (Friedman, Chapter 808, Statutes of 2023),
which authorized the use of automated speed enforcement cameras in California
for the first time. The bill created a five-year pilot program to give local
transportation authorities in the cities of San Jose, Oakland, Los Angeles,
Glendale, Long Beach, and the City and County of San Francisco the authority
to install speed safety systems. Under the pilot, cities can issue civil penalties to
the registered owner of the ticketed vehicle as follows:

a) $50 for driving 11 to 15 mph over the posted speed limit.

b) $100 for driving 16 to 25 mph over the posted speed limit.

¢) $200 for driving 26 mph or more over the posted speed limit.
d) $500 for driving 100 mph or more.

The pilot also included numerous equity and privacy-related provisions. The
following year, in 2024, the Legislature passed and Governor Newsom signed
SB 1297 (Allen, Chapter 631, Statutes of 2024). This bill authorized the City of
Malibu to operate five speed cameras on PCH for five years or until January 1,
2032, whichever is earlier. This was the first time speed cameras were
authorized for use on a state highway. The expansion of the pilot was attributed
to Malibu’s uniquely high rate of fatal and serious injury crashes on the city’s
section of PCH.

A year later in 2025 the Legislature passed and the Governor signed AB 289
(Haney, Chapter 684, Statutes of 2025), which authorized Caltrans to use speed
cameras to enforce reduced speed limits in works zones on state highways.
Under this pilot, Caltrans can install 35 speed cameras in varying locations in
construction or maintenance areas across the state.

4) Status of the current pilots. Of the numerous jurisdictions authorized to use
speed cameras, only San Francisco and Oakland have launched their programs.
The City of Los Angeles is expected to launch their program later this year. The
City of Long Beach anticipates beginning their 60-day warning period this
summer at 18 locations across the city.
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The San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency (SFMTA) Speed Safety
Camera program launched in March 2025, and all 33 cameras were issuing
warnings as of June 6, 2025. The program began issuing citations on

August 5, 2025. A six-month analysis of the program examined speeding at 15
key sample locations before and after SFMTA installed the cameras. It showed
that speeding decreased by 72% on average at these locations.’ SFMTA also
reported approximately 20,000 fewer vehicles were speeding at these locations
every single day. Furthermore, before speed cameras were installed, 12 of these
15 locations had average speeds higher than the posted speed limit. Today,
average speed is below the posted speed limit at all 15 locations.

SFMTA reported the number of warnings and citations issued to drivers who
were observed travelling 11 mph or more over the posted speed limit at 33
locations across the city as follows:

e June 2025: 66, 887 warnings only
e July 2025: 149,506 warnings only
e August 2025: 43,749 warnings and 16,555 citations

SFMTA reported that, so far, two-thirds of vehicles that have received a
violation warning or citation have not received a second. Each week since July
2025, they have issued fewer violations than the week before.

In Oakland, cameras have been issuing warnings as of January 14, 2026, and
began issuing speeding tickets on March 15, 2026. The Oakland Department of
Transportation (OakDOT) identified 18 locations utilizing the High-Injury
Network (HIN)—the 6% of Oakland’s streets that account for 60% of severe
and fatal collisions in Oakland. OakDOT collected data on vehicle speeds at
over 40 locations before narrowing down to 18 candidate locations. Locations
were prioritized based on observed speeding as well as proximity to sensitive
land uses such as schools, senior centers and commercial districts.*

5) Malibu’s PCH speed camera program. This bill would establish a speed camera
program in Long Beach nearly identical to the program created under SB 1297
(2024) for the City of Malibu. According to the City of Malibu, collisions
occurring on the stretch of PCH within the Malibu’s borders make up 81% of
Malibu’s total collision volume.®> Malibu city staff report that the city is
currently finishing up the permitting process for the camera infrastructure.
Unlike the other local camera programs, Malibu’s cameras will be placed on a

3 Our Speed Cameras are Working: Initial Evaluation Shows Drivers are Slowing Down | SEMTA
4 Speed Safety Cameras Background & Frequently Asked Questions | City of Oakland, CA
5 20250609---Malibu-Impact-Report



https://www.sfmta.com/blog/our-speed-cameras-are-working-initial-evaluation-shows-drivers-are-slowing-down
https://www.oaklandca.gov/Public-Safety-Streets/Traffic-Safety/Speed-Safety-Cameras-Pilot-Program/Speed-Safety-Cameras-Background-Frequently-Asked-Questions
https://www.malibucity.org/DocumentCenter/View/36035/20250609---Malibu-Impact-Report
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state highway, which necessitates encroachment permits from Caltrans. The city
plans to bring a proposed camera vendor contract to the city council for
approval this year. Malibu is required to publish a comprehensive report on the
implementation and impacts of the program on or before March 1 of the fifth
year in which the system has been implemented. The Committee may wish to
consider waiting to receive the report from the City of Malibu on their camera
program before expanding authority to use speed cameras on PCH.

6) Pacific Coast Highway in Long Beach. Under the current pilot program
authorized through AB 645, the City of Long Beach cannot deploy any of its 18
speed systems along state highways. AB 645 only allowed speed cameras to be
installed on local streets and roads. PCH is a state highway and thus not eligible
for camera placement under AB 645. According to the City of Long Beach,
PCH constitutes only 8 miles of the City’s 217 miles of arterial roads, yet it has
accounted for 39 speed-related fatalities of the 192 in the City since January
2020. That means, according to Long Beach, that this less than 1% stretch of
highway accounts for over 20%, or 1 in 5, of the City’s traffic deaths.

7) Specifics of the program authorized under this bill. This bill allows the City of
Long Beach to install and operate six speed cameras on the city’s portion of
PCH. The photographs may capture only the rear of the license plate, not the
windshield or face of driver. Footage may only be retained for five days if no
violation is issued, and 60 days if a violation is issued. Footage may not be
shared or used for any other purpose. The fine structure is identical to that of
previous speed camera bills detailed above. Citations are non-moving
violations, meaning points may not be added to a driver's license.

8) Double Referral. This bill has been double referred to the Senate Privacy,
Digital Technologies, and Consumer Protection Committee.

RELATED/PREVIOUS LEGISLATION:

AB 289 (Haney, Chapter 684, Statutes of 2025) — This bill authorized Caltrans to
establish a five-year work zone speed safety pilot program to enforce speeding
violations in highway maintenance and construction work zones using speed safety
systems.

SB 1297 (Allen, Chapter 631, Statutes of 2024) — This bill authorized the City of
Malibu to establish a speed safety system pilot program of up to five cameras on
PCH.
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AB 645 (Friedman, Chapter 808, Statutes of 2023) — This bill established a
speed safety system pilot program in six specified cities.

FISCAL EFFECT: Appropriation: No Fiscal Com.: Yes Local: No

POSITIONS: (Communicated to the committee before noon on Wednesday,
April 1, 2026.)

SUPPORT:

City of Long Beach (sponsor)

AAA Northern California, Nevada & Utah
Associated General Contractors, California Chapters
Auto Club of Southern California (AAA)

Car-lite Long Beach

City of Long Beach Councilmember, Daryl Supernaw
City of Long Beach Councilmember, Roberto Uranga
City of Signal Hill

Los Angeles County Sheriff's Department

Streets are for Everyone (SAFE)

Streets for All

OPPOSITION:

National Motorists Assoc

—END --
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SB 1279 (Gonzalez)

Version: March 25, 2026
Hearing Date: April 13, 2026
Fiscal: Yes

Urgency: No

CK

SUBJECT
City of Long Beach Pacific Coast Highway speed safety system pilot program

DIGEST

This bill establishes an automated traffic enforcement program for the stretch of the
Pacific Coast Highway (PCH) running through the City of Long Beach.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

To this point, California has taken an incremental approach to phasing in automated
enforcement of certain laws. In 1994, the Legislature authorized automated rail crossing
enforcement systems, recognizing the potential fatal consequences of the relevant
violations. Over the years that followed, California has passed laws authorizing red-
light cameras, cameras on public transit vehicles and street sweeping vehicles, and
automated enforcement of parking violations. A series of bills has authorized
automated speed enforcement in various jurisdictions.

Automated enforcement can provide more thorough enforcement of certain laws and
reduce the need for employees conducting such enforcement, a cost savings measure.
However, with these benefits come concerns regarding privacy and equity. Furthering
the reach of automated surveillance should arguably be gradual, thoughtful, and done
with an understanding of, and countermeasures to prevent, potential unintended
consequences. Such enforcement gathers a vast amount of data, may reduce the
judicious enforcement of parking laws, and has the ability to create a perverse incentive
for governments that stand to financially benefit from increased citations.

This bill authorizes automated speed enforcement systems to be deployed in the City of
Long Beach along the PCH. The program closely mirrors those authorized in pilot
programs across six cities in California and along the PCH in the City of Malibu. The
program is authorized for up to 9 years until a sunset on January 1, 2036. The bill is
sponsored by the City of Long Beach. It is supported by a coalition of advocacy
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organizations and elected officials, including Streets for All. It is opposed by the
National Motorist Association. The bill passed out of the Senate Transportation
Committee on a 10 to 1 vote.

PROPOSED CHANGES TO THE LAW

Existing law:

1)

Establishes a “basic speed law” that prohibits a person from driving a vehicle
upon a highway at a speed greater than is reasonable or prudent, having due

regard for weather, visibility, the traffic on, and the surface and width of, the

highway, and in no event at a speed which endangers the safety of persons or
property. (Veh. Code § 22350.)

Authorizes the cities of Los Angeles, San Jose, San Francisco, Oakland,
Long Beach, and Glendale to establish a five-year speed safety system pilot
program. (Veh. Code § 22425.)

Authorizes the City of Malibu to establish a five-year speed safety system pilot
program on the PCH. (Veh. Code § 22435.)

Authorizes the use of an automated enforcement system for enforcement of red
light violations by a governmental agency, subject to specific requirements and
limitations. (Veh. Code § 21455.5.)

Establishes the Active Transportation Program (ATP), a grant program
administered by the California Transportation Commission (CTC) to encourage
increased use of active modes of transportation, such as walking and biking. (Sts.
& High. Code § 2380.)

Authorizes the designation of “safety corridors” for up to one-fifth of a local
jurisdiction’s streets with the highest number of injuries and fatalities, with a
definition to be determined by the California Department of Transportation
(Caltrans) in the next revision of the California Manual on Uniform Traffic
Control Devices. Authorizes jurisdictions to lower speed limits in safety
corridors by 5 mph from the existing speed limit established by an engineering
and traffic survey. (Veh. Code § 22358.7.)

Provides that a person is “indigent” for purposes of parking violations if the
person meets specified income criteria or the person receives specified public
benefits. (Veh. Code § 40220(c).)

Authorizes a public transit operator to install automated forward facing parking
control devices on city-owned or district-owned public transit vehicles for the
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purpose of video imaging parking violations occurring in transit-only traffic
lanes and at transit stops. Existing law defines a “transit-only traffic lane” to
mean any designated transit-only lane on which use is restricted to mass transit
vehicles, or other designated vehicles, including taxis and vanpools, during
posted times. (Veh. Code § 40240(a), (h).)

States that citations shall only be issued for violations captured during the posted
hours of operation for a transit-only traffic lane. Existing law requires designated
employees to review video image recordings for the purpose of determining
whether a parking violation occurred in a transit-only traffic lane, and permits
alleged violators to review the video image evidence of the alleged violation
during normal business hours at no cost. (Veh. Code § 40240(a), (c), (d).)

10) Requires automated forward facing parking control devices to be angled and

focused so as to capture video images of parking violations and not
unnecessarily capture identifying images of other drivers, vehicles, and
pedestrians. Existing law requires the devices to record the date and time of the
violation at the same time video images are captured, and provides that video
image records are confidential and shall not be used or accessed for any
purposes not related to the enforcement of parking violations occurring in
transit-only traffic lanes. (Veh. Code § 40240(a), (f).)

This bill:

)

Authorizes the City of Long Beach to establish a program for speed enforcement
that utilizes up to six speed safety systems, to be operated by the local
department of transportation, on the Pacific Coast Highway.

Imposes specified requirements for the program, including enhanced signage to
alert drivers of their speed, the speed limit, and the presence of photo
enforcement, and the development of uniform guidelines on the screening and
issuance of notices of violation and storage of confidential information.

Requires the City of Long Beach to administer a public information campaign
which identifies the location of the cameras and the timeframe when they will be
in use.

Provides that the program may only issue warning notices during the first 60
days of enforcement; additionally, a vehicle’s first violation for traveling 11 to 15
miles per hour over the speed limit shall be a warning notice.

Provides that photographic or administrative records made by the system shall
be confidential. Public agencies shall use and allow access to these records only
for the purposes authorized or to assess the impacts of the system. Data about
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the number of violations issued is not an administrative record prohibited from
disclosure hereby and is subject to disclosure under applicable law. Strict
retention guidelines must be abided by.

Specifies the specific civil penalties which may be assessed. It establishes an
appeal process for ticketed drivers. The City of Long Beach must offer a
diversion program for indigent speed safety system violation recipients to
perform community service or complete an educational program in lieu of
paying the penalty for a speed system violation.

Requires the City of Long Beach to offer the ability for indigent speed safety
system violation recipients to pay applicable fines and penalties over a period of
time under a payment plan with monthly installments of no more than $25 and
shall limit the processing fee to participate in a payment plan to $5 or less.
Applicable fines and penalties must be reduced by 80 percent for indigent
persons, and by 50 percent for individuals up to 250 percent above the federal
poverty level.

Places limitations on what the revenue from the program can be used for.

Requires the City to report to the Legislature an evaluation of the speed safety
system. This must include a racial and economic equity impact analysis,
developed in collaboration with local racial justice and economic equity
stakeholder groups. The analysis shall include the number of notices of
violations issued to indigent individuals, the number of notices of violations
issued to individuals of up to 250 percent above the poverty line, and the number
of violations issued to each ZIP Code.

10) Sunsets the authorization on January 1, 2036.

1.

COMMENTS

The history of automated enforcement

While some counties may have installed automated traffic enforcement systems at an
earlier date, legislative authorization for automated enforcement procedures relating to
traffic violations began in 1994 with SB 1802 (Rosenthal, Ch. 1216, Stats. 1994). That bill
authorized the use of “automated rail crossing enforcement systems” to enforce
prohibitions on drivers from passing around or under rail crossings while the gates are
closed. (Veh. Code § 22451.) Those systems functioned by photographing the front
license plate and the driver of vehicles who proceeded around closed rail crossing gates
in violation of the Vehicle Code provisions. The drivers of photographed vehicles, in
turn, received citations for their violations.
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In 1995, the Legislature authorized a three-year trial for red light camera enforcement
programs. (SB 833, Kopp, Ch. 922, Stats. 1995.) Using similar technology, that program
used sensors connected to cameras to take photographs of the front license plate and
driver upon entering an intersection on a red light. That program was permanently
extended in 1998 by SB 1136 (Kopp, Ch. 54, Stats. 1998).

In 2007, the Legislature authorized a four-year pilot project where San Francisco was
authorized to install video cameras on city-owned public transit vehicles for the
purpose of video imaging parking violations occurring in transit-only traffic lanes. (AB
101, Ma, Ch. 377, Stats. 2007.) Three years later, the Legislature authorized a five-year
statewide pilot project to allow local public agencies to use automated parking
enforcement systems for street sweeping-related violations. (AB 2567, Bradford, Ch.
471, Stats. 2010.) In 2011, the Legislature extended San Francisco’s automated transit-
only lane enforcement program for an additional year and required the City and
County to provide a report to the Transportation and Judiciary Committees of the
Legislature no later than March 1, 2015, describing the effectiveness of the pilot
program and its impact on privacy. (AB 1041, Ma, Ch. 325, Stats. 2011.) Following the
receipt of that report, San Francisco’s transit-only lane enforcement program was
permanently extended in AB 1287 (Chiu, Ch. 485, Stats. 2015).

The following year, AB 1051 (Hancock, Ch. 427, Stats. 2016) authorized AC Transit to
operate an automated transit-only lane enforcement program similar to San Francisco’s,
with a sunset on January 1, 2022. AC Transit was required to provide to the
Transportation, Privacy and Consumer Protection, and Judiciary Committees of the
Legislature an evaluation report of the enforcement system’s effectiveness, impact on
privacy, cost to implement, and generation of revenue, no later than January 1, 2021.
(Veh. Code § 40240.5.) AB 917 (Bloom, Ch. 709, Stats. 2021) expanded automated
enforcement of parking violations using forward-facing cameras on transit vehicles to
include both transit-only lanes and transit stops and extended the authorization
statewide until January 1, 2027.

More recently, AB 645 (Friedman, Ch. 808, Stats. 2023) authorized six localities to
deploy speed safety systems in designated roadways, including official “safety
corridors,” school zones, and streets a local authority has determined to have had a high
number of incidents for motor vehicle speed contests or motor vehicle exhibitions of
speed. Last session, SB 1297 (Allen, Ch. 631, Stats. 2024) established a speed safety
system pilot project for the PCH that was substantially similar to the one in AB 645. Just
last year, AB 289 (Haney, Ch. 684, Stats. 2025) authorized the California Department of
Transportation (Caltrans) to establish a five-year work zone speed safety pilot program
to enforce speeding violations in highway maintenance and construction work zones
using speed safety systems.
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2. Expanding automated speed enforcement

This bill again authorizes an automated speed safety pilot program, this time for a
section of the PCH running through the City of Long Beach. It is nearly identical to
recent laws, specifically AB 645 and AB 1297.

According to the author:

For the last two years, six cities throughout California, including Long
Beach, have been rolling out a speed camera pilot program, placing speed
cameras in areas like high-injury intersections and streets with elevated
crash rates. These speed cameras are already making streets safer - since
activating speed cameras, San Francisco has seen a 72% decrease in
speeding. Unfortunately, current law regulating the pilot program does
not allow Long Beach to place speed cameras along the City’s portion of
Pacific Coast Highway (PCH), where over 20% of the City’s speeding-
related fatalities occur.

While the PCH only accounts for 8 miles of Long Beach’s 217 miles of
high-capacity roadway, it accounts for 39 of its 192 crash fatalities since
2020. That means that 20% of the City’s crash fatalities have occurred on
less than 1% of its roads. SB 1279 will give the City the authority it needs
to place speed cameras along the PCH and make this road safer for the
community.

3. Privacy, equity, due process, and effectiveness versus revenue generation

Various concerns have previously been raised about these sorts of programs, including
privacy, equity, due process, and the balance of effective enforcement of safety laws
against perverse financial incentives.

As to privacy, there have been concerns about automated imaging that records not only
vehicles, but also individuals on sidewalks and commercial and residential property
adjacent to the roadway. To provide a layer of protection, the information being
collected as part of these programs is deemed confidential and not subject to disclosure
under the California Public Records Act. In addition, there are retention limitations:
information that a vehicle has been cited and fined for a violation may be kept for up to
three years, but other records may only be kept for up to 60 days. Photographic
evidence that does not result in a violation must be destroyed within five business days.
The bill also requires the speed safety system, to the extent feasible, to be angled and
focused so as to only capture photographs of speeding violations and shall not capture
identifying images of other drivers, vehicles, or pedestrians.
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There are also use limitations placed on the evidence, allowing public agencies to use or
allow access to the information collected and maintained through a speed safety system
only as needed to administer the program or measure its impacts. The bill prohibits
disclosure of information collected to any other persons, including any other state or
federal government agency or official, for any other purpose, except as required by state
or federal law, court order, or in response to a subpoena in an individual case or
proceeding. These are all protections that were negotiated into the previous automated
speed enforcement programs.

Additional concerns have been expressed over the use of automated enforcement
programs not as a means to promote roadway safety, but as a mechanism for revenue
generation, and how that might affect the fairness and equity of the program.
Ultimately, there is concern that those paying for whatever revenue generation there is
will be disproportionately low-income communities who tend to bear the brunt of the
cost of citations. Depending on how authorized local agencies administer this new
power, it could lead to an unreasonable or inflexible mode of enforcement that would
not necessarily be the case with enforcement by officers present to witness a speeding
violation.

Photographic evidence necessarily limits the field of view of an observer and prevents
consideration of relevant facts that would otherwise be available to an officer who sees
an event transpire in person. In addition, the holistic assessment that can be performed
by an actual person on the ground allows for more thoughtful and judicious
enforcement of speeding violations. Ultimately, the technology and process will
inevitably lead to errors. For these reasons, people may be less likely to identify errors
in the technology or process that led to their notice of violation. The bill also provides
that photographic evidence stored by a speed safety system does not constitute an out-
of-court hearsay statement by a declarant.

To address concerns of equity, the bill does provide for some notice to affected
communities. It requires a 30-day public information campaign before a system can be
deployed. Additionally, the bill provides that only warning notices may be issued for
the first 60 days, and thereafter, a vehicle’s first violation may only be issued a warning
notice where the violation is for traveling 11 to 15 miles per hour over the limit.

The civil penalties are also capped depending on the severity of the violation, $50 for
violations of 11 to 15 miles per hour above the posted speed limit, up to $500 for driving
100 miles per hour or more. In addition, the bill requires Long Beach to offer violation
recipients who are indigent the option to pay applicable fines and penalties over a
period of time under a payment plan with monthly installments not to exceed $25. Any
processing fee to participate in a payment plan is prohibited from exceeding $5. In
addition, the designated jurisdiction must offer a diversion program for indigent
violators to perform community service or complete an education program in lieu of
paying the penalty.
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To ensure accountability and oversight, Long Beach is required to submit a report that
evaluates its impacts, particularly on street safety and the economic impact on the
communities where the system is utilized.

4. Stakeholder positions

The City of Long Beach, the sponsor of the bill, writes:

Assembly Bill 645 (AB 645) authorized a limited pilot program for use of
automated speed safety systems in six California cities, including the City
of Long Beach, to address excessive speeding on high-injury corridors.
However, AB 645 explicitly prohibits speed safety system devices from
being operated on any California state routes, including PCH. SB 1279
addresses this limitation by allowing up to six speed safety systems along
the limited section of PCH within the City's limits.

The additional speed safety systems authorized by SB 1279 will be subject
to the same privacy and equity considerations established by AB 645. The
system is designed to capture only the rear license plate of the violating
vehicle and will not record the faces of drivers, passengers, or bystanders.
No individual citation information will be shared with the Long Beach
Police Department or other enforcement agencies.

Automated enforcement systems like those authorized by AB 645 are a
critical tool in advancing local Safe Streets and Vision Zero goals, as speed
is the most significant factor in determining the severity of a crash. Data
from the National Traffic Speeds Survey, administered by the U.S.
Department of Transportation, shows that at 20 miles per hour (MPH),
there is only a 13% likelihood of a pedestrian fatality or severe injury,
compared to 40% at 30 MPH and 73% at 40 MPH. By encouraging reduced
speeds, automated enforcement directly lowers the risk of death and life-
altering injuries, particularly for pedestrians and bicyclists who are most
vulnerable and prevalent on this highly urbanized segment of the
highway. Automated speed enforcement systems also utilize warning and
speed feedback signage to focus on prevention rather than punishment,
creating safer streets for all users and ensuring more consistent
compliance with speed limits than traditional enforcement methods alone.

This approach also allows valuable law enforcement resources to be
dedicated to higher-priority safety needs, while providing an equitable
and transparent alternative to discretionary traffic stops. Importantly,
automated systems complement, rather than replace, road design and
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education efforts, helping to address speeding on corridors where
engineering changes may be cost-prohibitive or take years to implement.

Writing in opposition, the National Motorists Association argues that there is no
demonstrated safety need for the bill and that there are more effective methods,
namely, traffic engineering countermeasures, that could further the stated goal of the
author. The association also argues that despite previous assertions, the expansion of
these types of programs continues unabated:

The Speed Ticketing Camera Pilot Program authorized under AB-645
resulted from extensive negotiations over multiple legislative sessions.
The agreement set forth a maximum number of six participant cities, each
allotted a specific number of camera installations. Numerous stakeholder
groups negotiated in good faith with the bill’s author, Assemblymember
Friedman, to determine the number of cities and cameras authorized to
participate in the pilot program. Parties to these negotiations relied on the
terms of these agreements when deciding how to expend their efforts
during the legislative process.

Before the pilot program even began, legislators approved an expansion of
the pilot program to PCH in Malibu. Now legislators are attempting to
add another city to the pilot program. One may ask, “What is the harm of
adding an additional city at this time?” The answer is simple - agreements
negotiated in good faith must be honored. If not, how can the public trust
the legislative process in the future? What incentive will there be to
negotiate with legislators if they can nullify any resulting agreements in
the next legislative session? Trust in our institutions is at an all-time low.
When legislators renege on agreements, it further erodes the public’s trust
- and we are all the worse off for it. It is distressing that legislators now
wish to void prior agreements. If SB-1279 is approved, in every future
year, there will undoubtedly be more cities requesting authorization to be
added to the pilot. At what point does this end? Will we just continue
adding more cities each year? At what point is it enough?

In order to address some concerns that have been raised about the length and scope of
the program, the author has agreed to the following amendments:

e States the intent of the Legislature is for this expansion of speed safety systems to
be a one-time expansion to increase safety in the relevant high-injury corridor.

e Shortens the authorization for the program to a sunset of January 1, 2032.

e Limits the program to only five speed safety systems instead of six.
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SUPPORT

City of Long Beach (sponsor)

Car-lite Long Beach

City of Long Beach Councilmember, Daryl Supernaw
City of Long Beach Councilmember, Roberto Uranga
City of Long Beach Councilmember, Suely Saro

City of Signal Hill
PeopleForBikes
Streets are for Everyone (SAFE)
Streets for All
OPPOSITION
National Motorists Association
RELATED LEGISLATION

SB 1292 (Richardson, 2026) authorizes a local agency, as defined, to establish an
enhanced curb management system that records images of vehicles for the purpose of
enforcing parking violations or automating parking payments if certain requirements
are met. It requires a local agency that automates parking payments by charging
vehicles a fee for access to outline the fee, and any adjusted rates, in an ordinance or
resolution. SB 1292 is currently in the Senate Transportation Committee.

SB 1297 (Allen, Ch. 631, Stats. 2024) See Comment 1.

AB 645 (Friedman, Ch. 808, Stats. 2023) See Comment 1.

AB 917 (Bloom, Ch. 709, Stats. 2021) See Comment 1.

AB 1051 (Hancock, Ch. 427, Stats. 2016) See Comment 1.

AB 1287 (Chiu, Ch. 485, Stats. 2015) See Comment 1.

AB 1041 (Ma, Ch. 325, Stats. 2011) See Comment 1.

AB 2567 (Bradford, Ch. 471, Stats. 2010) See Comment 1.

AB 101 (Ma, Ch. 377, Stats. 2007) See Comment 1.

SB 1136 (Kopp, Ch. 54, Stats. 1998) See Comment 1.
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SB 833 (Kopp, Ch. 922, Stats. 1995) See Comment 1.
SB 1802 (Rosenthal, Ch. 1216, Stats. 1994) See Comment 1.

PRIOR VOTES:

Senate Transportation Committee (Ayes 10, Noes 1)
O o o o o o o o o e e e



Attachment C

SENATE COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS

Senator Sabrina Cervantes, Chair
2025 - 2026 Regular Session

SB 1279 (Gonzalez) - City of Long Beach Pacific Coast Highway speed safety
system pilot program

Version: April 15, 2026 Policy Vote: TRANS. 10-1,P.,,D.T., &
CP.7-2

Urgency: No Mandate: No

Hearing Date: April 27, 2026 Consultant: Mark McKenzie

Bill Summary: SB 1279 would authorize the City of Long Beach to establish a speed
safety system pilot program that utilizes up to five speed safety systems on the Pacific
Coast Highway (PCH) until January 1, 2032, as specified.

Fiscal Impact:

e Unknown court workload cost pressures for superior courts to hear and adjudicate
appeals of hearing officer determinations that are brought under the provisions of
this bill. These costs would be partially offset by the $25 fees for filing appeals. See
Staff Comments. (Trial Court Trust Fund, General Fund).

e Unknown, significant local costs for the City of Long Beach to establish and
administer additional automated speed enforcement systems on the PCH, including
adopting and amending specified policies and guidelines prior to implementing a
program, conducting a public information campaign, identifying sites, installing
signage and infrastructure, adjudicating violations, establishing a diversion program
for indigent violation recipients, and evaluating and reporting the systems’ impacts.
Staff notes that any costs incurred by the City of Long Beach to establish and
administer an expanded automated speed enforcement system would not be state-
reimbursable because those costs would be attributable to a discretionary action,
rather than a state mandated local program. In addition, any local costs are likely to
be fully offset by revenue gains from civil penalties paid by violators of speed laws in
enforcement zones. (local funds)

Background: Existing law establishes a “basic speed law” that prohibits a person from
driving a vehicle upon a highway at a speed greater than is reasonable or prudent
having due regard for weather, visibility, the traffic on, and the surface and width of, the
highway, and in no event at a speed which endangers the safety of persons or property.
Existing law authorizes the designation of “safety corridors” for up to one-fifth of a local
jurisdiction’s streets with the highest number of injuries and fatalities, and requires the
Department of Transportation to formally define the term in the next revision of the
California Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices. Once a local agency designates
a safety corridor, existing law authorizes the jurisdiction to lower speed limits in those
corridors by 5 mph from the existing speed limit established by an engineering and
traffic survey.

Existing law, as enacted by AB 645 (Friedman), Chap. 808/2023, authorizes the cities of
Los Angeles, San Jose, Oakland, Glendale, Long Beach, and San Francisco to
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establish an automated sped enforcement pilot program for five years until January 1,
2032. Existing law specifies the number of cameras that may be installed in each
jurisdiction, and limits their use to school zones, streets that local authorities have
determined to have a high number of incidents of speed contests or exhibitions of
speed, and streets that are safety corridors, as specified. Existing law, as enacted by
SB 1297 (Allen), Chap. 631/2024, authorized the City of Malibu to establish a speed
safety system pilot program of up to five cameras on the PCH under the same
parameters as the pilot program authorized by AB 645. Existing law requires a
participating jurisdiction to do the following:

e Adopt a specified Speed Safety System Use Policy and Speed Safety System
Impact Report prior to implementing the program.

e Engage in a specified public information campaign at least 30 days prior to
implementation, as specified.

e Issue warning notices rather than notices of violation for the first 60 days of the
program.

e Develop uniform guidelines for the screening and issuing of notices of violation and
for the processing and storage of confidential information.

e Impose a specified graduated scale of civil penalties for violations, depending on the
speed recorded over the established speed limit, provide for an appeals process,
and offer a specified diversion program for indigent persons who receive a notice of
violation.

e Use revenues from automated enforcement violation penalties to first recover
program costs, including installation of cameras, adjudication of violations, reporting
requirements, and the construction of traffic calming measures.

e Submit an evaluation of the program to its local governing body and the Legislature
to determine the system’s impact on street safety and the economic impact on the
communities where the system is utilized, as specified.

Under the current pilot program established by AB 645, the City of Long Beach is
authorized to deploy 18 cameras on local streets and roads, but installations along state
highways within Long Beach’s city limits are prohibited. The City maintains 206
centerline miles of arterial roadways, while Caltrans maintains approximately 11 miles
within the city limits, including 8 miles of the PCH. According to Long Beach, there have
been 192 fatalities from vehicle-related crashes in the City since 2020, with 39 fatal
crashes on the PCH alone. As such, this stretch of state highway accounts for less than
1% of Long Beach’s arterial roadways, but accounts for about 20% of vehicle-related
fatalities.

Proposed Law: SB 1279 would authorize the City of Long Beach to establish an
automated speed enforcement program for five years until January 1, 2032.
Specifically, this bill would:

e Authorize the City of Long Beach to establish a program for speed enforcement that
uses up to five automated cameras to enforce speed limits on the PCH if the
program meets all of the following requirements:

o The City continues to fund the additional traffic enforcement on the PCH
provided by the California Highway Patrol.
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o Identifies the presence of a speed safety system by signs stating “Photo
Enforced,” along with speed limit signs with flashing beacons and speed
feedback, within 500 feet of the placement of the system, as specified.

o ldentifies the street or portions of the street approved for automated
enforcement and the hours of enforcement on the City’s website.

o Ensures that the system is regularly inspected at least every 60 days and
certified as properly installed and operating, and calibrated at least once each
year, as specified. Documentation of regular inspection, operation, and
calibration must be retained for at least 180 days after the system has been
permanently removed.

o Utilizes fixed or mobile systems that provide real-time notification to the driver
when violations are detected.

e Require Long Beach’s governing body to adhere to the adopted Speed Safety
System Use Policy, as specified. The policy must be available for public review,
including by posting it on the local agency’s website.

e Require Long Beach’s governing body to approve an addendum to its existing
Speed Safety System Impact Report prior to implementing the program. The
addendum must be made available for public review at least 30 calendar days prior
to adoption at a public hearing.

e Require that a public information program be commenced for at least 30 days prior
to the implementation of the camera program and that for the first 60 days of
enforcement only warning notices be issued. A vehicle’s first violation for traveling
11-15 miles per hour over the posted speed limit would also be a warning notice.

e Require the City of Long Beach to establish guidelines for the screening and issuing
of notices of violation and for the processing and storage of confidential information.
The notice shall include a clear photograph of the license plate and rear of the
vehicle only, the name and address of the vehicle owner, the vehicle license
number, the Vehicle Code violation, the sped of the vehicle, posted speed limit, the
date, time, and location of the violation, verification of the most recent calibration of
the system, a statement that payment is required within 30 days, the amount of civil
penalty that is due, a specified affidavit of nonliability, and a specified proof of
service. Notices must not include images of the rear window area of the vehicle.

e Specify a violation of speed laws captured by an automated speed enforcement
system is subject to a civil penalty assessed to the registered owner of the vehicle in
the amount of $50 for a speed violation from 11 to 15 miles per hour over the posted
speed limit, $100 for a speed violation from 16 to 25 miles per hour over the posted
speed limit, $200 for a speed violation of 26 miles per hour or more over the posted
speed limit, and $500 for traveling at a speed of 100 miles per hour or greater. The
penalty would not result in a loss of the driving privilege or in a violation point being
assessed against the violator.

e Require Long Beach to: (1) offer a diversion program for specified indigent persons,
to perform community service or complete an educational program in lieu of paying a
civil penalty for an automated speed system violation; (2) offer a payment plan to
pay fines in monthly installments of no more than $25 with a processing fee of no
more than $5; and (3) reduce the applicable fines and penalties by 80% for indigent
persons and by 50% for persons up to 250% above the federal poverty level.

e Require revenues from automated enforcement violation penalties to first be used to
recover program costs, including installation of cameras, adjudication of violations,
and reporting requirements.
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e Require Long Beach to maintain existing commitments of local funds for traffic
calming measures and annually expend not less than the average annual
expenditures for those purposes, as specified, to retain authorization to participate in
the program.

e Establish that the photos and administrative records shall be confidential, and that
Long Beach shall use and allow access to these records only for the purposes of the
automated speed enforcement system. Limits on how long records can be retained
are established and disclosures to others prohibited.

e Prescribe a process for contesting a violation, including requesting an initial review
of the notice of violation by the issuing agency, conducting an administrative
hearing, and authorization for a violator to file an appeal with the superior court if the
person is not satisfied with the results of the administrative hearing, as specified.

e Require Long Beach to submit an evaluation of the program to its local governing
body and the Legislature by March 1 of the fifth year in which the system has been
implemented to determine the system’s impact on street safety and the economic
impact on the communities where the system is utilized, as specified.

e Sunset the provisions of the bill on January 1, 2032.

Related Legislation: AB 289 (Haney), Chap. 684/2025, authorized Caltrans to
establish a five-year work zone speed safety pilot program to enforce speeding
violations in highway maintenance and construction work zones using specified safety
systems for automated enforcement.

SB 1297 (Allen), Chap. 631/2024, authorized the City of Malibu to establish a five-year
Speed Safety System Pilot Program that utilizes up to five speed safety systems for
automated enforcement on the Pacific Coast Highway until January 1, 2032.

AB 645 (Friedman), Chap. 808/2023, authorized the Cities of Glendale, Long Beach,
Los Angeles, Oakland, San Francisco, and San Jose to establish a Speed Safety
System Pilot Program, which provides for automated speed enforcement on specified
streets for up to five years until January 1, 2032

Staff Comments: It is unknown how many additional actions will be brought in superior
court to appeal hearing officer determinations as a result of this bill. Staff notes that it
generally costs about $10,500 to operate a courtroom for one eight-hour day. If civil
cases brought as a result of this bill take an additional 40 hours of court time in the
aggregate in a given year, the cost pressures to the courts would surpass the Suspense
File threshold. Although courts are not funded on the basis of workload, increased staff
time and resources resulting from additional case filings may result in delayed court
services and create a need for enhanced support from the General Fund to fund court
operations. Staff notes that trial court operations have cumulatively received over $1
billion from the General Fund over the last five Budget Acts to improve service levels.
The Governor’s Proposed 2026-27 Budget includes $70 million in ongoing support from
the General Fund to continue to backfill the fund imbalance in the Trial Court Trust Fund
and help pay for trial court operations. The Proposed Budget includes total funding of
$5.3 billion ($3.3 billion General Fund and $2 billion other funds) in 2026-27 for the
Judicial Branch, of which $3 billion is provided to support trial court operations.

--END --
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