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A. Flag Salute  

   
B. Roll Call  

   
C. Approval of Minutes:  August 24, 2011 Action 

Pg.  1 
D. Agenda Review  

   
E. Public Comment  

   
F. Consent Calendar Action 
 These items are expected to be routine and non controversial.  They will 

be acted upon by the Board at one time without discussion.  Any Board 
member, staff member, or interested citizen may request an item be 
removed from the consent calendar for discussion. 

Pg.  4 

 1. Final Estimate FY 2011/12 Transit System Safety, Security, and 
Disaster Response Account (TSSSDRA) Jurisdiction Fund 
Allocation 

Pg.  5 

 2. FY 2011/12 Placer County Claims for Local Transportation 
Funds (LTF) - $3,992,729 

Pg.  6 

 3. FY 2011/12 Placer County Claim for State Transit Assistance 
(STA) Funds - $651,767 

Pg.  12 

    
G. I-80 Corridor Plan Update and Next Steps Action 

Pg.  18 
   
H. Final Short Range Transit Plans for Auburn Transit, Placer County 

Transit, and Roseville Transit 
Action 
Pg.  20 

   
I. “Way to Go” Week Designation Action 

Pg.  53 
   
J. Placer Parkway Jump Start:  Whitney Ranch Rd and SR 65 Discussion 

Pg.  56 
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K. Unmet Transit Needs 2011 Public Hearing Schedule Information 

Pg.  57 
   
L. Executive Director’s Report  
   
M. Board Direction to Staff  
   
N. Informational Items Info 
 1. Revenues and Expenditures for July and August (under separate 

cover) 
 

 2. Western Placer CTSA Quarterly Financial Statements (under 
separate cover) 

 

 3. TAC Minutes Pg. 58 
 4. Status Reports  
  a. PCTPA Pg.  60 
  b. Randle Communications  
   i. June 2011 Pg.  62 
   ii. July 2011 Pg.  66 
   iii. August 2011 Pg.  68 
  c. Federal Advocates, Inc. Pg.  70 
  d. Capitol Corridor Monthly Performance Report Pg.  74 
 5. Newspaper Articles Pg.  76 
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PLACER COUNTY TRANSPORTATION PLANNING AGENCY 
MINUTES 

AUGUST 24, 2011 
 
The Placer County Transportation Planning Agency met on Wednesday, August 24, 2011 at 9:00 
a.m. at the Board of Supervisors Chambers, 175 Fulweiler Avenue, Auburn, California. 
 
 ATTENDANCE: John Allard (arrived at 9:10 a.m.) Celia McAdam 
    Jim Holmes    Scott Aaron 
    Keith Nesbitt    Shirley LeBlanc 

Miguel Ucovich   David Melko 
    Kirk Uhler    Solvi Sabol 
    Scott Yuill    Sue Sholtis 
     
 
APPROVAL OF MINUTES 
Upon motion by Ucovich and second by Holmes, the minutes of the June 29, 2011 PCTPA 
Board meeting were unanimously approved as submitted. 
 
AGENDA REVIEW 
None. 
 
PUBLIC COMMENT 
None. 
 
CONSENT CALENDAR 
Upon motion by Holmes and second by Nesbitt, the Board unanimously approved the Consent 
Calendar as submitted.   
 
ADJOURN AS PLACER COUNTY TRANSPORTATION PLANNING AGENCY 
 
CONVENE AS WESTERN PLACER CONSOLIDATED TRANSPORTATION 
SERVICES AGENCY 
 
CONSENT CALENDAR 
Upon motion by Holmes and second by Yuill, the Board unanimously approved the Consent 
Calendar as submitted.   
 
ADJOURN AS WESTERN PLACER CONSOLIDATED TRANSPORTATION 
SERVICES AGENCY 
 
CONVENE AS PLACER COUNTY TRANSPORTATION PLANNING AGENCY 
 
STATEWIDE LOCAL STREETS AND ROADS NEEDS ASSESSMENT 
Celia McAdam asked the Board to approve Resolution No. 11-20 to make a contribution to the 
Statewide Local Streets and Roads Needs Assessment for 2011 through 2015.  McAdam noted 
the first report and 2010 update summarized local streets and roads needs including quantifiable 
numbers.  This data proved crucial in maintaining transportation funding in light of the state 
budget crisis, and needs to stay current to continue to illustrate the importance of transportation 
funding. 
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The California State Association of Counties (CSAC) and the League of California Cities 
(League) propose to fund half of the cost of a $500,000 updated report and are asking Regional 
Transportation Planning Agencies to contribute a share of our Regional Surface Transportation 
Program (RSTP) dollars.  PCTPA’s contribution would be $1,744 out of our of $2.3 million 
RSTP funds.   
 
Upon motion by Ucovich and second by Nesbitt, the Board unanimously approved Resolution 
No. 11-20 authorizing the use of $1,744 of PCTPA’s share of Regional Surface Transportation 
Program (RSTP) funds as our contribution to the Statewide Local Streets and Roads Needs 
Assessments for 2011 through 2015.  
 
TRANSIT CONSOLIDATION UPDATE 
Celia McAdam commented in March of 2009 the Board directed staff to pursue ideas for 
potential operational improvements or cost savings that could be derived from consolidation of 
the various transit operators.  At the conclusion of that effort, the Board determined 
consolidation measures were premature and directed staff to first focus on improving the 
coordination of existing transit systems. 
 
McAdam reported staff’s coordination efforts have resulted in the establishment of the South 
Placer Transit Information Center which is a single phone number in both 916 and 530 area 
codes to obtain transit information.  Another effort includes the Short Range Transit Plans which 
include strategies for improving and streamlining transfers between operators, coordinating 
schedules, eliminating duplication and moving towards a uniform fare; these reports will be 
presented to the Board for acceptance at our September meeting.  Staff has also been working on 
an updated systemwide transit map which will be completed in early 2012.   
 
McAdam noted there is an annual audit of each of the transit operators.  Lincoln Transit’s most 
recent audit has noted the City’s challenges in meeting fare box requirements, which is likely to 
be more challenging as the City of Lincoln becomes part of the urban area with the 2010 census 
and subject to even higher farebox requirements..  With efforts to remain in conformance with 
Transportation Development Act requirements, staff has suggested alternatives for the City of 
Lincoln, such as contracting out Lincoln’s transit services to Placer County Transit.  Staff will be 
pursuing these ideas through facilitated discussions, with the goal of assuring farebox 
requirements are met.  
 
Keith Nesbitt inquired whether PCTPA’s administrative role would increase as we move towards 
transit consolidation.  McAdam replied it would depend upon the agreement reached with all 
parties and what will work for all the transit operators.  We are looking for results, not 
bureaucracy.  It is possible that more administrative funds would come out of this effort.  Nesbitt 
expressed his appreciation of staff’s practical approach on Auburn’s Short Range Transit Plan. 
 
Miguel Ucovich questioned if Lincoln’s Transit is not meeting fare box requirements how 
consolidation would rectify this requirement.  McAdam responded reducing operating costs, as 
well as increasing ridership, are both ways of improving the farebox ratio.  Operating costs could 
be reduced with the sharing of facilities and having one transit entity with only one group of 
drivers.  Additionally, because transit ridership tends to reduce by 50% with every transfer, a 
single operator would reduce the number of transfers between systems and thereby reducing 
ridership losses.   
 
 



  Page 3 

 

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR’S REPORT 
Celia McAdam reported Assembly Bill 441 proposed by Monning would require adding health 
impacts to general plans and regional transportation plans.  This bill has the potential of making 
our regional transportation plan extremely expensive to produce by doing an assessment of 
health impacts of transportation modes.  McAdam noted this bill was recently put on a back 
burner.  Staff will continue to closely watch this bill.   
 
McAdam provided an update on the I-80 Bottleneck project utilizing a map of the project.  Phase 
1 of this project which is the auxiliary lane going eastbound from the Placer County line to 
Douglas Boulevard, was completed in August 2007.  Phase 2 goes from the Placer/Sacramento 
County line to approximately Miner’s Ravine just shy of the Eureka Road Interchange.  Phase 3 
is the remainder, going from Miners Ravine to .9 miles east of Highway 65.  McAdam outlined 
the different lanes of pavement on the east and westbound sides of this project.   
 
Phase 2 is currently being paved and will be striped and completed by mid September.  Phase 3’s 
sound walls and retaining walls are being constructed and should be completed by the end of the 
month.  They will complete the asphalt and striping in September and this phase should be 
completed by mid October.  There were concerns of construction delays due to inclement 
weather but McAdam is pleased to report this project is on time and on budget.   
 
Miguel Ucovich noted on the section westbound from 65 to Rocklin the rebar for the retaining 
wall has been up for several months and not being completed.  There is a safety lane to that rebar 
and we are paying extra to have work done during the night and Ucovich feels that work could 
be completed during the day.  McAdam noted this work should be completed by September 1. 
 
Keith Nesbitt noted that while a lot of the traffic peels off at Highway 65, on a holiday weekend 
or on a Friday wouldn’t the bottleneck just be moved a little further up the road.  McAdam 
replied one of next month’s agenda items will be a report on staff’s efforts to get a shelf-ready 
project utilizing some of the cost savings from the I-80 Bottleneck earmark to extend an 
auxiliary lane up to Rocklin Road.  Sierra College is very impactful on I-80 and the auxiliary 
lane off Rocklin Road backs up into the mixed flow lane.  Studies say that about 47% of traffic 
peels off at Highway 65 and only about 53% goes through.  We will need to keep an eye on 
continuing improvements to I-80 to the extent we have funds available. 
 
Miguel Ucovich mentioned it was his understanding that Caltrans did not perform landscaping in 
their projects and inquired about Caltrans’ landscaping efforts in the SR65 Corridor Master Plan 
mentioned in the Technical Advisory Committee minutes.  McAdam responded Caltrans is 
preparing a broad vision for landscaping on projects but ultimately the individual projects have 
to pay for the landscaping and comply with the master plan. 
 
Meeting adjourned at 9:32 a.m. to closed session.  Chair Uhler reconvened the meeting at 10:07 
a.m. and reported that during closed session there was a unanimous vote to continue the 
Executive Director’s employment agreement and Chair Uhler would execute Amendment No. 2 
to the employment agreement to document this action. 
 
Meeting adjourned at 10:09 a.m. 
 
 
_________________________________  ____________________________________ 
Celia McAdam     Kirk Uhler, Chair 
Executive Director 



MEMORANDUM
 

299 Nevada Street · Auburn, CA 95603 · (530) 823-4030 · FAX 823-4036 
www.pctpa.net 

TO: Board of Directors DATE:  September 13, 2011
  
FROM: Celia McAdam, Executive Director  
  
SUBJECT: CONSENT CALENDAR 
 
 
Below are the Consent Calendar items for the September 28, 2011 agenda for your review and 
action. 
 
1. Final Estimate FY 2011/12 Transit System Safety, Security, and Disaster Response Account 

(TSSSDRA) Jurisdiction Fund Allocation  
 The Transit System Safety, Security, and Disaster Response Account (TSSSDRA) 

Jurisdiction Fund Allocation is based on an estimate provided by the State Controller’s 
Office on August 3, 2011. Staff recommends approval of the FY 2011/12 TSSSDRA 
Jurisdiction Fund Allocation and designating the Executive Director as the authorized agent 
for TSSSDRA funds. 

 
2. FY 2011/12 Placer County Claims for Local Transportation Funds (LTF) - $3,992,729 

Placer County submitted claims for $3,992,729 in LTF funds for FY 2011/12 - $1,225,000 
for streets and roads purposes and $2,767,729 for transit. The County’s claims are in 
compliance with the approved LTF apportionment, and all transit needs that are reasonable 
to meet are being provided. Staff recommends approval, subject to the requirement that the 
County submit a complete Fiscal and Compliance Audit for the fiscal year ending June 30, 
2011, prior to issuance of instructions to the County Auditor to pay the claimant in full. 

 
3. FY 2011/12 Placer County Claim for State Transit Assistance (STA) Funds - $651,767 

Placer County submitted a claim for $651,767 in STA funds for FY 2011/12 for transit 
purposes. The County’s claim is in compliance with the approved STA apportionment and 
with all applicable STA requirements.  Staff recommends approval 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



$208,905
$20,838

Total FY 2010 / 2011 TSSSDRA $229,743

$15,000

$193,905

January FY 2011 / 2012
2011 Jurisdiction

Jurisdiction Population Allocation
Placer County 98,245 28.74% $55,728 $14,240 $69,968
Auburn 13,410 3.92% $7,607 $694 $8,301
Colfax 1,971 0.58% $1,118 $0 $1,118
Lincoln 43,248 12.65% $24,532 $233 $24,765
Loomis 6,475 1.89% $3,673 $0 $3,673
Rocklin 57,901 16.94% $32,843 $0 $32,843
Roseville 120,593 35.28% $68,404 $5,671 $74,075
TOTAL 341,843 100.00% $193,905 $20,838 $214,743
Notes:

GC = Government Code

TRPA Population 10,537 2.99024%
PCTPA Population 341,843 97.00976%
TOTAL 352,380              100.00000%

Sources:

9/13/2011

GC 8879.58 (a)(2) 
Population 
Allocation

Percent

Western Placer CTSA Allocation 

GC 8879.58 (a)(3) 
Fare Revenue 

Allocation

FY 2011 / 2012 Jurisdiction TSSSDRA Fund Allocation

Jan 1, 2011 DOF Population

2.  Table E-1: City / County Population Estimates January 1, 2010 to January 1, 2011, DOF, May 2011.
1.  FY 2011 / 2012 TSSSDRA Government Code 8879.58 Eligible Allocation, California State Controller, August 3, 2011.

1. The TOWG recommended on July 25, 2011 that beginning with FY 2011 / 2012, future TSSSDRA allocations to the WPCTSA be directed to the jurisdictions.

PLACER COUNTY TRANSPORTATION PLANNING AGENCY

Total FY 2011 / 2012 TSSSDRA Fund  Available to Jurisdictions

Government Code 8879.58(a)(2) Allocation
Government Code 8879.58(a)(3) Allocation

JURISDICTION FUND ALLOCATION (EXCLUDING TAHOE BASIN)
September 28, 2011

 Final Estimate FY 2011 / 2012 TRANSIT SYSTEM SAFETY, SECURITY, AND DISASTER RESPONSE ACCOUNT FUND (TSSSDRA)



CLAIM FOR LOCAL TRANSPORTATION FUNDS 
STREETS &ROADS PURPOSES 

TO:	 PLACER COUNTY TRANSPORTATION PLANNING AGENCY 

299 NEVADA STREET, AUBURN, CA 95603 

FROM: CLAIMANT: Placer County 

ADDRESS: 309' County Center Drive, Suite 220 

Auburn, CA 95603 

CONTACT PERSON: Cynthia Taylor 

Phone: 530-745-3999 Email: ctaylor@placer.ca.gov 

The ________C_o_u_n....<ty_o_f_PI_ac_e_r	 hereby requests, in accordance with the State of 

California Public Utilities Code commencing with Section 99200 and the California Code of Regulations 

commencing with Section 6600, that this claim for Local Transportation Funds be approved for Fiscal Year 

___2_0_'--,-'1_'2 , for street and road purposes (P.U.C. 99400a) in the amount of $ ',225,000 

to be drawn from the Local Transportation Fund deposited with the Placer County Treasurer: 

When approved, this claim will be transmitted to the Placer County Auditor for payment. Approval of the claim and payment by 
the County Auditor to the applicant is subject to such monies being available for distribution, and to the provisions that such 
monies will be used only in accordance with the terms of the approved annual financial plan and budget. Claimant must submit a 
complete Fiscal and Compliance Audit for the prior fiscal year prior to issuance of instructions to the County Auditor to pay the 
claimant. 

APPROVED: 

PLACER COUNTY APPLICANT 
TRANSPORTATION PLANNING AGENCY 
BOARD OF DIRECTORS 

BY: BY: 
(signature) (signature) 

Chairman, paPA	 Chairman, Board of SupervisorsTITLE:	 TITLE: 

DATE:	 DATE: 



CLAIM FOR LOCAL TRANSPORTATION FUNDS 
TRANSIT PURPOSES 

TO: PLACER COUNTY TRANSPORTATION PLANNING AGENCY 

299 NEVADA STREET, AUBURN, CA 95603 

FROM: CLAIMANT: Placer County 

ADDRESS: 3091 County Center Drive, Suite 220 

Auburn, CA 95603 

CONTACT PERSOI\J: Cynthia Taylor 

Phone: 530-745-3599 Email: ctaylor@placer.ca.gov 

The County of Placer hereby requests, in accordance with the State of 

California Public Utilities Code, commencing with Section 99200 and the California Code of Regulations 

commencing with Section 6600, that this claim for Local Transportation Funds be approved for Fiscal 

Year ___2_0~1~1/_12 , in the following amounts for the following purposes to be drawn from the Local 

Transportation Fund deposited with the Placer County Treasurer: 

P.U.C 99260a, Article 4, Transit Operations/Capital: $ 2,767,729 

P.U.C 99275, Article 4.5, Community Transit Services: $-----
P.U.C 99400c, Article 8c, Contracted Transit Services: $-----
C.C.R. 6648, Capital Reserve: $------
P.U.c. 99400e, Article 8e, Capital for Contracted Services: $-----

When approved, this claim will be transmitted to the Placer County Auditor for payment. Approval of the claim and payment by 
the County Auditor to the applicant is subject to such monies being available for distribution, and to the provisions that such 
monies will be used only in accordance with the terms ofthe approved annual financial plan and budget. Claimant must submit a 
complete Fiscal and Compliance Audit for the prior fiscal year prior to issuance of instructions to the County Auditor to pay the 
claimant. 

APPROVED: 

PLACER COUNTY APPLICANT 
TRANSPORTATION PLANNING AGENCY 
BOARD OF DIRECTORS 

BY: BY: 

(signature) (signature) 

Chairman, PCTPA Chairman, Board of SupervisorsTITLE: TITLE: 

DATE: DATE: 



--------------------

TDA ANNUAL PROJECT AND FINANCIAL PLAN 

This form will show the planned expenditures of all TDA funds claimed for the fiscal year in addition to 
any TDA funds carried over from previous years. Briefly describe all operational, capital and/or streets 
and roads projects which will be funded by TDA moneys. Please show BOTH prior year TOA funds (if 
any) and current year TOA funds to be used, provide the total cost of each project, and indicate all 
other sources of funding associated with each project. For capital projects, the projects listed and their 
associated costs and funding sources should be consistent with the budget developed in the TDA Claim 
Worksheet completed for the submittal of this claim. The total project cost and total funding source(s) 
listed below should balance for each project. See attached sample plan for additional guidance. 

Claimant: County of Placer 
---------~----------

Fiscal Year: 201112012 

Brief Project Description 

PCT Operations 

PCTCapital 

Tahoe Area Regional Transit Operations 
2011/20112 

Road Maintenance 

a 

Project Cost 

$5,316,300 

2 Buses $1,000,000 
CNG Phase 3 $ 576,900 
Zonar $ 70,000 
Passenger Info AVL $ 168,700 
On-Board Surveillance $ 115,000 
TOTAL $1,930,600 

TART $3,155,700 

Roads $16,124,495 

Placer County Transportation Planning Agency 

Source of Funding & 
Amount 

Carry over of Prior Year LTF = $0 

LTF $2,267,729
 
STA $560,271
 
Fares $680,300
 
FTA $500,000
 
Other Agencies $1,092,300
 
Other Funds $65,000
 
Interest $50,000
 
Reserves $100,700
 
TOTAL $5,316,300
 

a 

FTA $1,293,100 
Prop lB $571,300 
Reserves $66,200 
Total $1,930,600 

LTF - TRPA $ 462,348 
LTF-PCTPA 500,000 
STA- TRPA 163,023 
STA-PCTPA 91,496 

FTA5311 409,100 
Fares 429,800 
Other 1,099,933 

TOTAL TART $ 3,155,700 

Roads: LTF: $1,225,000 
Other Revenue: $14,899,495 

a 

Revised 08- 77- 77 



Before the Board of Supervisors 
County of Placer, State of Califor~ia 

In the matter of: A RESOLUTION APPROVING & Resol. No: . 
AUTHORIZING THE CHAIRMAN OF THI; BOARD OF
 
SUPERVISORS TO EXECUTE A CLAIM IN THE
 Ord. No: ..
AMOUNT OF $3,992,729 FOR 2011/2012 LOCAL 

. TRANSPORTATION FUND (LTF) TO THE PLACER 
COUNTY TRANSPORTATION PLANNING AGENCY 

First Reading: .. 

The following RESOLUTION was duly passed by the Board of Supervisors 

of the County of Placer at a regular meeting held ~--

by the following vote on roll call: 

Ayes:
 

Noes:
 

Absent:
 

Signed and approved by me after its passage. 

Attest: Chairman, Board of Supervisors 
Clerk of said Board 

WHEREAS, the California Public Utilities Code Commencing with Section 99200 and the 
California Code of Regulations commencing with Section 6600 authorizing local 
transportation funding available through the Local Transportation Fund established by 
the Transportation Development Act; and 

WHEREAS, the Placer County Transportation Planning Agency is responsible for 
reviewing and approVing annual transportation claims, and for making allocations from 
the Local Transportation Fund. 

Be it hereby resolved by the Board of Supervisors. of the County of Placer, State of 
California, that the Chairman of the Board of Supervisors is authorized and directed to 
execute the 2011/2012 Local Transportation Fund Claim to the Placer County Transit 
Planning Agency, in the amount of: . 



---
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Resolution

$2,267,729 of Local Transportation Funds for transit purposes as authorized by 
Article 4, commencing with Section 99260 of the California Public Utilities Code 
for {Placer County Transit for Fiscal Year 2011/2012; and 

$500,000 of Local Transportation Funds for transit purposes as authorized by 
Article 4, commencing with Section 99260 of the California Public Utilities Code 
for operating and capital assistance for Tahoe Area Regional Transit for Fiscal 
Year 2011/2012; and 

$1,225,000 of Local Transportation Funds for streets and roads purposes 
authorized "by Article 8, commencing with Section 99400 for annual street/road 
maintenance for Placer County for Fiscal Year 2011/2012. 
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PLACER COUNTY TRANSPORTATION PLANNING AGENCY
 

IN THE MATTER OF: ALLOCATION OF RESOLUTION NO. 11-22 
LOCAL TRANSPORTATION FUNDS TO THE 
COUNTY OF PLACER 

The following resolution was duly passed by the Placer County Transportation Planning
 
Agency at a regular meeting held September 28,2011 by the following vote on roll call:
 

Ayes:
 

Noes:
 

Absent:
 

Signed and approved by me after its passage.
 

Placer County Transportation Planning Agency 
Chair 

Executive Director 

WHEREAS, the Placer County Transportation Planning Agency has been designated by the 
Secretary as the transportation planning agency for Placer County, excluding the Lake Tahoe 
Basin, in accordance with the Transportation Development Act, as amended; and 

WHEREAS, it is the responsibility of the Agency to review the annual transportation claims 
and to make allocations from the Local Transportation Fund. 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Agency has reviewed the claims and has 
made the following allocations from the 2011112 fiscal year funds. 

1. To the County of Placer for projects conforming to 
Article 8(a) of the Act: $1,225,000 

2. To the County of Placer for projects conforming to 
Article 4 of the Act $2,767,729 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that allocation instructions are hereby approved for the County 
Auditor to pay the cl~imants. Claimant must submit a complete Fiscal and Compliance Audit 
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 2011, prior to issuance of said instructions to the County 
Auditor to pay the claimant. 



-------

CLAIM FOR STATE TRANSIT ASSISTANCE FUNDS 

TO: PLACER COUNTY TRANSPORTATION PLANNING AGENCY 

299 NEVADA STREET, AUBURN, CA 95603 

FROM: CLAIMANT: Placer County 

ADDRESS: 3091 County Center Drive, Suite 220 

Auburn, CA 95603 

CONTACT PERSOI\I: Cynthia Taylor 

Phone: 530-745-3599 Email: ctaylor@placer.ca.gov 

The ________C_o_u_n....:.ty_o_f_PI_ac_e_r hereby requests, in accordance with the State 

of California Public Utilities Code commencing with Section 99200 and the California Code of Regulations 

commencing with Section 6600, that this claim for State Transit Assistance be approved in the amount of 

$ 651,767 for Fiscal Year 2011/12 

fund deposited with the Placer County Treasurer. 

When approved, this claim will be transmitted to the Placer County Auditor for payment. Approval of the claim and payment by 
the County Auditor to the applicant is subject to such monies being available for distribution, and to the provisions that such 
monies will be used only in accordance with the terms of the approved annual financial plan and budget. 

APPROVED: 

PLACER COUNTY APPLICANT 
TRANSPORTATION PLANNING AGENCY 
BOARD OF DIRECTORS 

BY: BY: 
(signature) (signature) 

Chairman, PCTPA Chairman, Board of SupervisorsTITLE: TITLE: 

Sep 13,2011DATE: DATE: 



--------------------

TDA ANNUAL PROJECT AND FINANCIAL PLAN 

This form will show the planned expenditures of all TDA funds claimed for the fiscal year in addition to 
any TDA funds carried over from previous years. Briefly describe all operational, capital and/or streets 
and roads projects which will be funded by TDA moneys. Please show BOTH prior year TDA funds (if 
any) and current year TDA funds to be used, provide the total cost of each project, and indicate all 
other sources of funding associated with each project. For capital projects, the projects listed and their 
associated costs and funding sources should be consistent with the budget developed in the TDA Claim 
Worksheet completed for the submittal of this claim. The total project cost and total funding source{s) 
listed below should balance for each project. See attached sample plan for additional guidance. 

Claimant: County of Placer 
---------~----------

Fiscal Year: 2011/2012 

Brief Project Description 

PCT Operations 

PCTCapital 

Tahoe Area Regional Transit Operations 
2011/20112 

Road Maintenance 

0 

Project Cost 

$5,316,300 

2 Buses $1,000,000 
CNG Phase 3 $ 576,900 
Zonar $ 70,000 
Passenger Info AVL $ 168,700 
On-Board Surveillance $ 115,000 
TOTAL $1,930,600 

TART $3,155,700 

Roads $16,124,495 

Placer County Transportation Planning Agency 

Source of Funding & 
Amount 

Carry over of Prior Year LTF =$0 

LTF $2,267,729
 
STA $560,271
 
Fares $680,300
 
FTA $500,000
 
Other Agencies $1,092,300
 
Other Funds $65,000
 
Interest $50,000
 
Reserves $100,700
 
TOTAL $5,316,300
 

0 

FTA $1,293,100 
Prop 1B $571,300 
Reserves $66,200 
Total $ 1,930,600 

LTF - TRPA $ 462,348 
LTF-PCTPA 500,000 
STA- TRPA 163,023 
STA-PCTPA 91,496 

FTA 5311 409,100 
Fares 429,800 
Other 1,099,933 

TOTAL TART $ 3,155,700 

Roads: LTF: $1,225,000 
Other Revenue: $14,899,495 

Revised 08-11-11 

0 



Before the Board of Supervisors
 
County of Placer, State of California
 

In the matter of: A RESOLUTION APPROVING
 
AND AUTHORIZING THE CHAIRMAN OF THE Resol. No:
 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS TO EXECUTE THE Ord No.:
 
CLAIM FOR 2011/12 STATE TRANSIT First Reading:
 
ASSISTANCE FUNDS
 

The following RESOLUTION was duly passed by the Board of Supervisors 
of County of Placer at a regular meeting held September 13, 2011 by the 
following vote on roll call: 

Ayes: 

Noes: 

Absent: 

Signed and approved by me after its passage. 

Chairman, Board of Supervisors 

Attest:
 

Clerk of said Board
 

WHEREAS, the California Public Utilities Code Commencing with Section 99200 and the 
California Code. of Regulations commencing with Section 6600 authorizing local 
transportation funding available through the State Transit Assistance Fund established 
by the Transportation Development Act; and 

WHEREAS, the Placer County Transportation Planning Agency is responsible .for 
reviewing and approving annual transportation claims, and for making allocations from 
the State Transit Assistance Funds. 

Be it hereby resolved by the Board of Supervisors of the County of Placer, State of 
California, that the Chairman of the Board of Supervisors is authorized and directed to 
execute the 201.1/2012 State Transit Assistance Fund Claim to the Placer County 
Transportation Planning Agency, in the amount of: . 

$651,767 of StateTransit Assistance Funds for transit operations, as authorized 
by Section 99313 and Section 99314 of the California Public Utilities Code, 
Chapter 4, Article 6.5. . 31eJ. 
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PLACER COUNTY TRANSPORTATION PLANNING AGENCY
 

IN THE MATTER OF: ALLOCATION OF RESOLUTION NO. 11-23 
STATE TRANSIT ASSISTANCE FllNDS TO 
THE COUNTY OF PLACER 

The following resolution was duly passed by the Placer County Transportation Planning
 
Agency at a regular meeting held September 28, 2011 by the following vote on roll call:
 

AYES:
 

NOES:
 

ABSENT:
 

Signed and approved by me after its passage
 

Chair 
Placer County Transportation Planning Agency 

Executive Director 

WHEREAS, the Placer County Transportation Planning Agency has been designated by the 
Secretary of the State of California, Business and Transportation Agency, as the transportation 
planning agency for Placer County excluding that portion of the County in the Lake Tahoe 
Basin, pursuant to the provisions of the Transportation Development Act of 1971, Chapter 
1400, Statutes of 1971; and Chapters 161 and 1002, Statutes of 1990; and Chapters 321 and 
322, Statutes of 1982; and 

WHEREAS, it is the responsibility of the Placer County Transportation Planning Agency, 
under the provisions of the Act, to review transportation claims and to make allocations of 
money from the State Transit Assistance Fund based on the claims; and 

WHEREAS,the Auditor of each county is required to pay monies in the fund to the claimants 
pursuant to allocation instructions received from the Placer County Transportation Planning 
Agency; and 
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WHEREAS, the Placer County Transportation Planning Agency has reviewed the claim for 
funds established to be available in the State Transit Assistance fund of Placer County and has 
made the following findings and allocations: 

1.	 The claimant's proposed expenditures are in conformity with the Regional 
Transportation Plan. 

2.	 The level of passenger fares and charges is sufficient to enable the operator or transit 
service claimant to meet the fare revenue requirements of Public Utilities Code Sections 
99268.2, 99268.3, 99268.4, 99268.5, and 99268.9, as they may be applicable to the 
claimant. 

3.	 The claimant is making full use of federal funds available under the Urban Mass 
Transportation Act of 1964, as amended. 

4.	 The sum of the claimant's allocations from the State Transit Assistance Fund and from 
the Local Transportation Fund does not exceed the amount the claimant is eligible to 
receive during the fiscal year. 

5.	 Priority consideration has been given to claims to offset reductions in federal operating 
assistance and the unanticipated increase in the cost of fuel, to enhance existing public 
transportation services, and to meet high priority regional, countywide, or areawide 
public transportation needs. 

6.	 The regional entity may allocate funds to an operator for the purposes specified in 
Section 6730 only if, in the resolution allocating the funds, it also fmds the following: 

a)	 The operator has made a reasonable effort to implement the productivity 
_.	 improvements recommended pursuant to Public Utilities Code Section 99244. 

This finding shall make specific reference to the improvements recommended 
and to the efforts made by the operator to implement them. 

b)	 For an allocation made to an operator for its operating cost, the operator is not 
precluded by any contract entered into on or after June 28, 1979, from 
employment of part-time drivers or from contracting with common carriers of 
persons operating under a franchise or license. 

c)	 A certification by the Department of the California Highway Patrol verifying 
that the operator is in compliance with Section 1808.1 of the Vehicle Code, as 
required in Public Utilities Code Section 99251. The certification shall have 
been completed within the last 13 months, prior to filing claims. 

d)	 The operator is in compliance with the eligibility requirements of Public Utilities 
Code Section 99314.6. 

Allocation to the County of Placer of $$651,767 in State Transit Assistance Funds (PUC 99313 
& 99314) for transit capital purposes. 
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NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that allocation instructions have been prepared in 
accordance with the above and are hereby approved and that the Chairman is authorized to sign 
said allocation instructions and to issue the instructions to the County Auditor to pay the 
claimants in accordance with the above allocations. 

IT IS FURTHER RESOLVED that the claimant be notified of the Placer County 
Transportation Planning Agency's action on their claim. 
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299 Nevada Street · Auburn, CA 95603 · (530) 823-4030 · FAX 823-4036 
www.pctpa.net 

TO: Board of Directors DATE:  September 16, 2011
  
FROM: Celia McAdam, Executive Director  
  
SUBJECT: I-80 CORRIDOR PLAN UPDATE AND NEXT STEPS 
 
ACTION REQUESTED 
Board approval of updated approach on redesignation of savings from Phase 1 of the I-80 
Bottleneck project to environmental and design of an eastbound auxiliary lane on I-80 between 
SR 65 and Rocklin Road. 
 
BACKGROUND 
The I-80 Capacity and Operational Improvements in Roseville (the “Bottleneck”) project 
consists of three phases: 

• Phase 1:  Auxiliary lane on eastbound I-80 from the Auburn Blvd. onramp to the 
Douglas Blvd. offramp.  Fully funded at cost of $9.5 million.  Completed three months 
ahead of schedule in August 2007. 

 
• Phase 2:  High occupancy vehicle (HOV) and auxiliary lanes in both directions from the 

Sacramento/Placer County line to Miners Ravine (near Eureka Road).  Fully funded at 
previous cost estimate of $80.2 million; actual cost is $47.9 million.  Construction 
contract was awarded to Teichert Construction and began in May 2008. 

 
• Phase 3:  HOV and auxiliary lanes in both directions from Miners Ravine (near Eureka 

Road) to .9 miles east of SR 65.   Original estimate of project in two phases was $115 
million; fully funded at final cost of $49.4 million.  Construction contract was awarded to 
Flatiron Inc and began work in September 2009. 
 

A significant portion of the funding for these projects comes from Proposition 1B Corridor 
Mobility Improvement Account (CMIA) funding; the remainder comes from a Federal earmark 
of $61.1 million designated to PCTPA for use in the Bottleneck.  Bid savings on Phases 2 and 3 
were split proportionately between the two funding sources. 
 
DISCUSSION 
I-80 Bottleneck Phases 2 and 3 
Pavement and striping has been completed on Phase 2 and the segment opened September 16.  
There is a delay on the carpool lane signage, which should be completed by the end of 
September.   
 
Final paving and striping on Phase 3 began in early September and is scheduled to be complete 
on or around October 11.  Staff will provide the latest schedule information to the Board at your 
meeting.   
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Final savings from Phases 2 and 3 closeout will not be available for several years as landscaping 
and mitigation monitoring is established, construction claims are settled, and final accounting 
performed. 
 
I-80/Eureka Road Interchange 
At your January 2010 meeting, the Board designated $5.74M of PCTPA’s share of the bid 
savings for the construction of improvements to the I-80/Eureka Road Interchange.  The City of 
Roseville is the lead agency on this project, and recently awarded the construction contract.  
Work is set to begin in October 2011 with completion around October of 2012. 
 
I-80/SR 65 Interchange 
Work is moving forward on narrowing down the range of alternatives to be studied in the 
environmental document for the I-80/SR 65 Interchange.  The Project Development Team, 
including member jurisdictions, Caltrans, and Federal Highway Administration are meeting 
regularly to move this forward, concurrent with public outreach, focus groups, and meetings with 
key local officials.  A public workshop to review the narrowed list of alternatives will be held in 
late October/early November. 
 
Next Steps:  I-80 Eastbound Auxiliary Lane between SR 65 and Rocklin Road 
The project’s construction claims have finally been settled on Phase 1 of the Bottleneck and 
there is approximately $768,000 savings for PCTPA to reallocate to another project that meets 
the description of the earmark designation.     
 
In October 2009, the Board approved the redesignation of this savings to preconstruction of this 
eastbound auxiliary lane and the I-80/Rocklin Road Interchange.   Since that time, the Federal 
Highway Administration has determined that the I-80/Rocklin Road Interchange does not fit the 
definition of the Federal earmark as part of the I-80 Bottleneck; staff has indicated, however, that 
there is a nexus for the auxiliary lane.  
 
As the Board has discussed, the challenges to I-80 do not end at SR 65 and improvements further 
east will be needed.  One key example of that is the I-80/Rocklin Road interchange which, due to 
capacity constraints, results in traffic backups on the mainline of I-80 eastbound that ultimately 
affect the Bottleneck area. 
 
At the same time, recent proposals in Washington, DC indicate there may be another opportunity 
for Federal funding for shelf-ready infrastructure projects.  If the I-80 Eastbound Auxiliary Lane 
project can be readied quickly, we would be in a unique position to capture a portion of this 
competitive funding. 
 
Staff recommends that the Board redesignate the Phase 1 savings to the I-80 Eastbound 
Auxiliary Lane between SR 65 and Rocklin Road.  TAC has reviewed and concurs with this 
approach. 
 
CM:ss 
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299 Nevada Street · Auburn, CA 95603 · (530) 823-4030 · FAX 823-4036 
www.pctpa.net 

TO: Board of Directors DATE:  September 14, 2011
  
FROM: David Melko, Senior Transportation Planner  
  
SUBJECT: FINAL SHORT RANGE TRANSIT PLANS FOR AUBURN TRANSIT, 

PLACER COUNTY TRANSIT, AND ROSEVILLE TRANSIT 
 
 
ACTION REQUESTED 
Accept as complete the final Short Range Transit Plans (SRTPs) for Auburn Transit, Placer 
County Transit and Roseville Transit.  
 
BACKGROUND 
Since the Short Range Transit Plans (SRTPs) were last updated in 2004, all of the transit 
operators have made significant changes to their services, including areas served, frequency and 
span of hours. The existing plans provide a blueprint for each transit operator’s service and 
capital needs through 2012.  
  
PCTPA contracted with Moore and Associates to prepare new SRTPs for three public transit 
operators in Placer County – Auburn Transit, Placer County Transit, and Roseville Transit. 
Lincoln Transit’s SRTP was updated and adopted by the City Council in 2009. A new SRTP for 
the Western Placer Consolidated Transportation Services Agency (WPCTSA) is occurring 
through a concurrent process and will be presented as a separate agenda item to the WPCTSA 
Board in October 2011. 
 
DISCUSSION 
At the June 2011 Board meeting, PCTPA staff and the consultant briefed Board members on the 
key recommendations contained in each of the three draft plans. Board members and public 
comments have all been incorporated in these final plans. The plans have also been thoroughly 
reviewed by transit operator staff. 
 
The final SRTPs and the Executive Summaries will be available for public review starting on 
September 21, 2011 by downloading the document or individual chapters at www.pctpa.net. 
Executive Summaries of the final plans are included in the Board’s agenda package. 
 
Staff recommends that the Board accept these plans as final. The next step will be for the transit 
operators to take their SRTPs to their respective governing bodies for further review and final 
approval. It should be noted that minor changes and/or corrections may be made to the plan 
documents as a result of this approval process.  
 
 



CITY OF AUBURN – SHORT RANGE TRANSIT PLAN 

MOORE & ASSOCIATES , INC.                                                                                                  PAGE 1 

 1.    EXECUTIVE 

  SUMMARY 



CITY OF AUBURN – SHORT RANGE TRANSIT PLAN 

MOORE & ASSOCIATES , INC.                                                                                                  PAGE 2 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

PAGE INTENTIONALLY BLANK 



CITY OF AUBURN – SHORT RANGE TRANSIT PLAN 

MOORE & ASSOCIATES , INC.                                                                                                  PAGE 3 

CHAPTER 1.0 – EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 

The goal of the Short Range Transit Plan (SRTP) is three-fold: objectively and comprehensively 

evaluate the City of Auburn’s public transit program performance, identify and quantify demand for 

transit service, and identify strategies for enhancing community mobility.   

 

Moore & Associates was retained by the Placer County Transportation Planning Agency (PCTPA) in 

2010 to complete SRTPs for the cities of Auburn and Roseville, and the County of Placer.  By 

conducting the three SRTPs concurrently, PCTPA sought to improve regional coordination among 

the transit operators while also leveraging transportation resources within Western Placer County in 

an efficient and effective manner.   

 

The City of Auburn administers Auburn Transit, a deviated fixed-route transit service.  Auburn 

Transit consists of two route alignments which operate on weekdays (Monday through Friday) and 

one route on Saturday (no service is offered on Sunday).  Each route has established time-points 

similar to a fixed-route service, yet the “deviated” component allows call-ins and deviation requests.  

Deviation requests are accommodated up to three-quarters of a mile from an established route 

alignment.  In addition, some “call-in” stops, or deviation points, are incorporated into the published 

schedule.  At the time of the Short Range Transit Plan, the service operated from 6:00 a.m. to 6:00 

p.m. Weekdays, and from 9:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m. on Saturday.  Auburn Transit provides connections 

with four Placer County Transit routes at the Auburn Conheim Station.   

 

Title VI Compliance 

As part of the six-county region governed by the Sacramento Council of Governments, investments 

made by the City of Auburn must be consistent with federal Title VI requirements.  Title VI prohibits 

discrimination on the basis of race, color, income, and national origin in programs and activities 

receiving federal financial assistance.  Public outreach to and involvement of individuals in low 

income and minority communities covered under Title VI of the Civil Rights Act and subsequent Civil 

Rights Restoration Act, and series federal statutes enacted pertaining to environmental justice, are 

critical to regional planning and programming decisions.  The fundamental principles of 

environmental justice include: 

• Avoiding, minimizing or mitigating disproportionately high and adverse health or 

environmental effects on minority and low-income population;  

• Ensuring full and fair participation by all potentially affected communities in the 

transportation decision-making process; and  

• Preventing the denial, reduction or significant delay in the receipt of benefits by minority 

populations and low-income communities.   
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The decision process by which new projects are selected for inclusion in the Short Range Transit Plan 

must consider equitable solicitation of project candidates in accordance with federal Title VI 

requirements.1 

 

Short Range Transit Plan Process 

On July 15, 2010 Moore & Associates conducted a kick-off meeting with PCTPA and representatives 

from each public transit operators.  The kick-off meeting included review of the project schedule, 

discussed project expectations, defined project success, and presented schedule of deliverables.   

 

Our project team conducted customer surveys and ride checks onboard Auburn Transit between 

August 19 and 21, 2010.  Community workshops were convened on November 2 and 3, 2010 in 

conjunction with PCTPA’s TDA Article 8 “unmet transit needs” public process.  In total, five meetings 

were held throughout the county: in Auburn, Lincoln, Loomis, Roseville, and Rocklin.  These 

meetings provided an opportunity for community residents to participate in the transit service 

planning process.   

 

In identifying and quantifying demand for transit service, our project team reviewed demographic 

and population data (Census Bureau data), economic data (California Department of Finance), rider 

and non-rider (community) survey data, and information gathered during community meetings.  

Throughout, the goal was to objectively identify mobility needs, evaluate access to public transit, 

and analyze community perceptions regarding Auburn Transit.  In addition, operations and 

performance data was provided by the City and through field observations was used to assess 

quantitative performance based on established indicators such as Operating Cost/Passenger.  

 

The Short Range Transit Plan report is divided into seven chapters presenting primary data, current 

service analysis, and recommendations for providing and enhancing future transit services.  The 

following narrative presents a brief summary and findings of each chapter.   

 

The Performance Measurement System serves as the foundation for crafting the Short Range Transit 

Plan.  It provides the City with a mission statement framework for providing service throughout 

Auburn.  In this case, it assesses the actual performance of the public transit program sponsored by 

the City within the framework performance standards and goals. 

 

The cornerstone goal of the Existing Conditions chapter is to assess performance existing service 

conditions by quantifying actual performance while also analyzing recent data (i.e., on-time 

performance and boarding and alighting data) collected during ride checks and field observations.  

This chapter is divided into three sections: Demographic Analysis, Service Evaluation, and Ride Check 

Analysis.  Presented below is a summary of key findings from each report section.  

                                                           
1
Sacramento Area Council of Governments. 2010.  Metropolitan Transportation Improvement Program 2011/14.  

September 9, 2010.   
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3.1 Demographic Analysis  

• A high concentration of ride-dependent persons reside in the northern portion of Auburn. 

• Senior and low-income populations have grown significantly since Census 2000, and are 

forecast to continue to increase throughout the decade ahead.  

• There is a growing demand for school-related transit service. 

• The majority of employed residents drive alone to work; few utilize public transit. 

• Most trip generators (non-residential land-uses) are located in the southern or downtown 

areas of Auburn.  

 

3.2 Service Evaluation  

• Operating Cost/VSM and VSH declined modestly in FY 2009/10. 

• Operating Cost/Passenger increased 11 percent in FY 2009/10. 

• Passengers/VSH increased across the evaluation period until FY 2009/10, at which time it 

declined 12 percent. 

• Passengers/VSM fluctuated throughout the evaluation period. 

• Farebox Recovery peaked in FY 2009/10 at approximately 14 percent slightly below the 

PCTPA threshold (15 percent).  

• Fare/Passenger increased in FY 2007/08.  Thereafter this metric declined due to decreasing 

ridership and fare revenue. 

 

3.3 Ride Check Analysis  

• On-time performance was gauged using the following metrics:  

o On-time, defined as trip departure occurring within five minutes after the published 

schedule time. 

o Early, defined as any departure from an established time-point occurring in advance 

of the published schedule time. 

o Late, defined as any departure from an established time-point occurring five or 

more minutes after the published schedule time. 

• On-time performance data reveals 16.2 percent of surveyed trips “ran hot” (early), while 18 

percent departed after than the published schedule time. 

• More than 14 percent of surveyed trips were deviations (i.e., flag stops or rider requested 

trips). 

• Highest boarding and alighting activity occurred during the early-morning and late-

afternoon day-parts. 

• Only six published “call-in” stops were requested throughout the ride check. 

• Bowman Elementary and Boys & Girls Club had the highest number of deviations requests. 

• The greatest boarding and alighting activity occurred at the Auburn Conheim Station. 

• Requests to 39 unique locations occurred during the ride check. 

• The greatest incidence of boardings (deviation) occurred at South McDaniel Street. 

• The greatest incidence of alightings (deviation) occurred at the Boys & Girls Club. 
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The Public Input chapter includes findings from various outreach methods.  The chapter is divided 

into the three sections: Onboard Survey Analysis, Community Survey Analysis, and Public 

Workshops.  The following presents the key findings from each outreach activity.   

 

4.1 Onboard Survey Analysis  

The onboard surveys revealed customer perceptions, desired service changes, customer travel 

patterns, and customer demographics.  The following is a summary of key findings: 

• Most survey respondents are ride-dependent (low-income and/or limited access to personal 

vehicle).  

• Majority of trip purposes were for non-work related activities such as accessing healthcare 

and shopping. 

• Most survey respondents ride Auburn Transit at least twice per week. 

• Most respondents are ride-dependent and state they would either walk, bike, or not make 

the trip if Auburn Transit was not available. 

• The vast majority of respondents have been riding Auburn Transit for at least one year. 

• Nearly 60 percent of respondents use cash or pay their fare versus a multiple-ride pass. 

• Respondents who indicated being employed full-time ride the bus more frequently than any 

other employment category. 

• Auburn Transit received extremely high marks with respect to customer satisfaction. 

• Expanded evening service was the most popular (potential) service enhancement. 

• Nearly 56 percent of respondents would support a fare increase of twenty-five cents to 

realize their preferred service enhancement. 

 

4.2 Community Survey Analysis  

• Public transit attracts a relatively small share of total trips made within the city of Auburn. 

Few respondents indicate riding the bus for shopping.  

• Among Auburn Transit riders, work was usually the top destination with the exception of 

those respondents who indicated riding less often than one to three times per week. 

• Nearly 60 percent of respondents indicated an excellent experience on Auburn Transit. This 

mirrors the findings from the Onboard Survey. 

• The most popular reason cited for using Auburn Transit was saving money (about 47 

percent). 

• Respondents categorized as “most-frequent” riders were split evenly (i.e., 50-50) regarding 

saving money and lack of access to a personal vehicle as their main reason for using Auburn 

Transit.  

• Nearly 51 percent of those respondents who cited not riding transit indicated the primary 

barrier as “prefer to drive”. 

• Riders and non-riders alike indicated expansion of transit to currently un-served locations as 

an “enhancement opportunity” (aka opportunity to grow ridership). 
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4.3 Public Workshop  

The workshops revealed several important findings specific to Auburn Transit operations and 

services including: 

• Recommend “after care” bus stop/service at Boys & Girls Club.  

• New Mercy Housing 62-unit senior living complex located on the Sisters of Mercy property 

will need access to transit - construction anticipated to begin March 2011.  

• Desire for bus stop at Bell Rd. and Rock Creek Rd. (Note: it is not feasible to serve this stop 

given it is lies outside the current Auburn Transit service boundaries).  

 

5.0 Service Plan   

The Service Plan chapter presents our recommendations reflective of the above cited findings as 

well as various public involvement activities.  The Service Plan chapter is divided into four sections: 

highlighting proposed service enhancement alternatives, capital and financial implications of each, 

funding scenarios, and implementation tactics.  Four service alternatives were developed including 

the status quo along with minor improvements (Alternative A), operational and capital 

improvements to the current transit program (Alternative B), and two alternatives wherein the 

service is completely restructured (Alternatives C and D).  Each alternative includes varying degrees 

of operational, administrative, capital, and marketing enhancements.  

 

Alternative A presents a low-cost, status quo scenario, reflecting minor changes to the Auburn 

Transit’s schedule and/or route alignments, includes minor operational, administrative, and 

marketing enhancements intended to address the customer and community input and 

staff/consultant recommendations. Alternative A recommendations include:  

• Implement a fare increase,  

• Adopt a policy limiting the number of “call-in” requests per run,   

• Establish turn-by-turn directions to guide Auburn Transit drivers,    

• Enhanced marketing of fare passes/media, and  

• Develop a marketing campaign with new and improved marketing collateral (i.e., 

brochures and bus stop signs) and the redesign of the City’s transit webpage.  

 

There are advantages and disadvantages to every change implemented within a transit program.  

Disadvantages typically include the cost of the enhancement and the possibility of short-term 

ridership decline.  For this alternative, the disadvantages are chiefly an increase in marketing 

and short-term administrative costs.   Anticipated advantages include:  

• Increased community awareness of Auburn Transit,  

• Improved on-time performance,  

• Increase in fare revenue,  

• High probability of ridership growth,   

• Low-cost in comparison with the other service scenarios, and  

• Increased customer satisfaction.  
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All in all, we believe the advantages clearly outweigh potential disadvantages. 

 

Alternative B is more capital-intensive than Alternative A.  This alternative incorporates the 

recommendations proposed within Alternative A plus additional capital/infrastructure and 

schedule improvements.  This alternative seeks to enhance bus stops through more visible and 

identifiable signage.  Improvements would be made based on priority, addressing high activity 

stops first, and then completing stops in which signs are poorly placed minimizing visibility from 

the street.  Alternative B recommendations include:  

• Implement a fare increase,  

• Adopt a policy limiting the number of “call-in” requests per run,   

• Establish turn-by-turn directions for all drivers to follow,    

• Enhanced and more visible marketing of fare passes/media,  

• Develop a marketing campaign with new and improved marketing collateral (i.e., 

brochures and bus stop signs) and the redesign of the City’s transit webpage,  

• Designate under-utilized published stops as “call-ins”,  

• Undertake transit infrastructure improvements such as bus stop enhancements,  

• Add two new evening service stops,  

• Expand weekday evening service hours to mirror Placer County Transit lines connecting 

at Auburn Conheim Station, and  

• Modify of published schedule.  

 

Similar to Alternative A, the short-term disadvantages include increased marketing cost, 

increased short-term administrative costs, increased operating costs (i.e., Vehicle Service Hours.  

The advantages of Alternative B include:  

• High probability of ridership growth, especially during the evening; 

• Increased community awareness of Auburn Transit,  

• Improved on-time performance, 

• Increase in fare revenue, 

• Increase in service connectivity and coordination, 

• Increased customer satisfaction, and  

• Possible decrease in annual Vehicle Service Miles.  

  

Alternative C addresses system growth and recommends a service restructure to the fixed-route 

service along with a separate ADA-complementary demand-response service.  Alternative C is the 

most capital-intensive and addresses the perceived need (via rider and community survey) for an 

expanded level of transit service.  This alternative is aimed at increasing not only the usage by 

current riders, but also expanding Auburn Transit’s customer base to include “non-dependent” 

riders.   The alternative also includes all recommendations presented in Alternative B.   

 

Alternative D closely resembles Alternative C, the primary difference being the two new fixed routes 

are interlined to reduce cost.  This alternative is aimed at increasing not only the usage by current 
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riders, but also expanding Auburn Transit’s customer base to include “non-dependent” riders.   The 

alternative includes all recommendations presented in Alternative B.   

 

6.0 Preferred Alternative   

Following decision with the community, stakeholders, and staff at the City and PCTPA, Moore & 

Associates developed a Preferred Alternative representing the most desirable elements from the 

service alternatives detailed in Section 5.1.  The following feedback was received:  

• The route structure detailed in Alternative C represents an improvement over existing 

alignments, 

• The cost associated with Alternative C is too high, and 

• The transition to a true two-tiered system with a fixed-route service and complementary 

Dial-A-Ride represents too drastic a change for the City at this time, though such a change 

could be feasible in the future.  

 

As a result, a new alternative, the Preferred Alternative, was developed to address these concerns.  

It maintains the existing deviated fixed-route structure, but realigns the route alignments to reflect 

those in Alternatives C and D.  

 

7.0 Implementation Plan   

The Implementation Plan provides a schedule of those tasks anticipated to support introduction of 

the service recommendations provided in the Preferred Alternative chapter (Chapter 6).  Each step 

offers a brief narrative detailing the required resources and probable allocation of the resources.  

The proposed implementation plan only provides the steps to be taken during the first three years 

of implementation.  Implementation of the Preferred Alternative would occur in FY 2013/14. 
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CHAPTER 1.0 – EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 

The purpose of the Short Range Transit Plan (SRTP) is to objectively and comprehensively evaluate 

Placer County Transit’s performance, identify and quantify transit demand, and identify strategies 

for enhancing community mobility. This plan is primarily a guideline for service development 

decisions for Placer County Transit and the communities it is responsible for serving (i.e., Colfax, 

Lincoln, Loomis, and Rocklin).  All recommendations and accompanying financial implications are 

forecasts and subject to change. 

 

Moore & Associates was retained by the Placer County Transportation Planning Agency (PCTPA) in 

2010 to conduct SRTPs for the western Placer County cities of Roseville and Auburn, as well as Placer 

County Transit.  Through conducting the three SRTPs concurrently, PCTPA seeks to enhance regional 

coordination among the transit operators and focus transportation resources throughout the region 

in an efficient and effective manner.   

 

The County of Placer operates Placer County Transit, a fixed-route transit service, Placer County 

Dial-A-Ride program, vanpool program, and Placer Commuter Express.  These services are funded in 

part through Memoranda of Understanding with the Cities of Colfax, Lincoln, and Rocklin as well as 

the Town of Loomis. Placer County Transit consists of five route alignments which during the 

weekdays (Monday through Friday) and one route alignment on Saturday (no service is offered on 

Sunday).  The service currently operates from 6:00 a.m. to 8:00 p.m. during weekdays, and from 

9:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m. on Saturday.  Placer County Transit routes make connections with Auburn 

Transit, Roseville Transit, and Lincoln Transit at various transfer points in western Placer County.  It 

also connects with Sacramento Regional Transit at the Louis Lane/Orlando Blvd transfer point and 

provides service into Sacramento with both the fixed route and commuter service.   It is the intent 

of Placer County Transit to continue to improve and enhance its connections with all transit 

operators providing service within western Placer County (i.e., Auburn Transit, Lincoln Transit, 

Roseville Transit, and Sacramento Regional Transit). 

 

Placer County Transit serves both unincorporated Placer County and the incorporated cities within 

the County.  It operates in both the urbanized and non-urbanized portions of the County and is 

therefore a recipient of both types of Federal Transit Administration funds.  PCT is operated with 

funding from Rocklin, Lincoln, Loomis, Colfax, the Western Placer CTSA and Placer County.  Placer 

County Transit has an operating agreement with the Cities of Auburn and Roseville and Sacramento 

Regional Transit District.  The County relies on the coordination and collaboration with these entities 

to make service related decisions.  While this plan is for Placer County Transit services, the ultimate 

implementation measures will need approvals from various City/Town Councils as well as the Board 

of Supervisors. 
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Productivity versus Coverage  

Placer County is comprised of 1,404 square miles with public transit serving 59 percent of the total 

land area.  With communities dispersed throughout the county (eastern and western portions), 

providing direct linkages between densely populated cities and unincorporated low-density 

residential areas, especially in western Placer County, can be challenging. Like many similarly-sized 

transit providers, the challenge remains in finding a balance between two competing goals: 

coverage and productivity. 

 

Through focusing on enhancing productivity, frequency of service improves which in turn can 

potentially increase ridership.  However the tradeoff of increasing frequency of service is it often 

concentrates service in more densely-populated areas limiting its coverage or reach to low-density 

communities in isolated locations.  If the county shifts its focus onto coverage, service is extended to 

a larger portion of the county providing residents not typically served by transit the opportunity in 

accessing key destinations outside their community.  Consequently, longer travel times often 

translates into reduced service frequency, single-seat trips, and fewer passengers utilizing the 

service in spite of potential demand for the service.   

 

Ultimately service expansion will require an increase in operating costs to provide enhanced services 

and connections.  With this in mind, the County seeks to provide the most efficient service possible 

through increasing productivity and frequency, while extending coverage into unserved areas when 

warranted (i.e., actual demand exists, increased ridership, etc.). 

 

Title VI Compliance 

As part of the six-county region governed by the Sacramento Council of Governments, investments 

made by Placer County must be consistent with federal Title VI requirements.  Title VI prohibits 

discrimination on the basis of race, color, income, and national origin in programs and activities 

federal financial assistance.  Public outreach to and involvement of individuals in low income and 

minority communities covered under Title VI of the Civil Rights Act and subsequent Civil Rights 

Restoration Act, and series of federal statutes enacted pertaining to environmental justice, are 

critical to regional planning and programming decisions. The fundamental principles of 

environmental justice include: 

 Avoiding, minimizing or mitigating disproportionately high and adverse health or 

environmental effects on minority and low-income populations; 

 Ensuring full and fair participation by all potentially affected communities in the 

transportation decision-making process; and  

 Preventing the denial, reduction or significant delay in the receipt of benefits by minority 

populations and low-income communities. 
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The decisions process by which new projects are selected for inclusion in the Short Range Transit 

Plan must consider equitable solicitation and selection of project candidates in accordance with 

federal Title VI requirements.1 

 

Short Range Transit Plan Process 

On July 15, 2010 Moore & Associates conducted a kick-off meeting with PCTPA and representatives 

from each transit operator.  The kick-off meeting identified and outlined the project schedule, 

project expectations, defined project success, and schedule of deliverables.  Our project team 

conducted customer surveys and ride checks onboard Placer County Transit between August 28 and 

31, 2010, with additional onboard surveying conducted April 21 to April 23, 2011. 

 

Community workshops were held on November 2 and 3 in 2010 in conjunction with the County’s 

unmet transit needs public hearings.  In total, five meetings were held throughout the county; in 

Auburn, Lincoln, Loomis, Rocklin, and Roseville.  These meetings served as an opportunity for 

residents to participate in the transit service planning process and to provide input.   

 

Our project team evaluated transit through reviewing demographic and population data (Census 

Bureau data), economic data (California Department of Finance), rider and non-rider (community) 

survey data, and information gathered from community meetings to identify service gaps in mobility 

needs, accessibility, and community perception.  In addition, operations and performance data was 

provided by the County and through field observations to assess transit performance based on 

specific indicators such as operating cost per passenger.  

 

The Short Range Transit Plan is divided into five chapters focused on presenting collected data, 

insightful analysis, and potential recommendations for providing and enhancing those transit 

services managed by the County of Placer.  The following narrative presents a brief summary and 

findings of each chapter. 

 

The Performance Measurement System is the foundation for developing the Short Range Transit 

Plan.  It provides the County with a governing mission and goal for providing service throughout the 

county.  In this case, it assesses the actual performance of the public transit programs (i.e., fixed-

route, dial-a-ride, vanpool, and commuter service) provided by Placer County within the framework 

performance standards and goals. 

 

The cornerstone goal of the Existing Conditions chapter is to assess Placer County Transit’s existing 

service conditions by quantifying actual performance and analyzing recent data (i.e., on-time 

performance and boarding and alighting data) collected during ride checks and field observations.  

                                                           
1
 Sacramento Area Council of Governments. 2010.  Metropolitan Transportation Improvement Program 2011/14.  

September 9, 2010.   
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This chapter is divided into three sections: Demographic Analysis, Service Evaluation, and Ride Check 

Analysis.  Below is a list of key findings from each of these sections. 

 

3.1 Demographic Analysis 

 The number of seniors and low-income persons has grown significantly since Census 2000 

and now represent a significant share of the total county population.  

 The highest concentration of ride-dependent populations reside in Western Placer County.  

 Existing PCT fixed-route alignments serve the majority of locations where ride-dependent 

persons reside.  

 The Foresthill and Granite Bay areas have the largest concentrations of ride-dependent 

persons not currently served by PCT fixed-route service.  

 Lincoln has seen substantial residential growth areas in the past decade, possibly requiring 

additional fixed-route connections to/from Roseville.  

 Placer County residents appear to have a higher level of education and income the state and 

nationally.  

 

3.2 Service Evaluation 

 PCT ridership increased 26 percent across the evaluation period. However, total ridership 

decreased 15.5 percent between FY 2008/09 and FY 2009/10 (Exhibit 3.2.4). 

 System Operating Cost steadily increased across the evaluation period, with the largest 

jump occurring in FY 2007/08. 

 System Fare Recovery remained below 15 percent across the evaluation period (3.2.12), yet 

above the established 10-percent threshold. 

 Fixed-Route Operating Cost/Passenger dramatically increased in FY 2009/10 to $9.97 from 

its lowest in FY 2008/09 ($7.92) (Exhibit 3.2.22). 

 Placer Commuter Express (PCE) ridership increased 146 percent across the evaluation period 

(Exhibit 3.2.26). 

 PCE Farebox Recovery continues to rise, reaching nearly 60 percent in FY 2009/10 (Exhibit 

3.2.32). 

 Vanpool ridership averaged 32,669 across the evaluation period, with a modest decrease in 

FY 2009/10 (Exhibit 3.2.35) 

 DAR Operating Cost/VSH and VSM posted substantial increases across the evaluation 

period. 

 

3.3 Ride Check Analysis 

 PCT is well below the industry standard for on-time performance, with system on-time 

performance under 60 percent.  

 PCT’s Auburn to Light Rail Route service had the best on-time performance, approximately 

71 percent.  

 PCT’s North Auburn Loop had the lowest on-time performance, just above 26 percent.  

 The County should focus both on reducing late arrivals and eliminating early departures.   
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 Placer County Transit has its highest productivity during the early afternoon day-part (12:01 

p.m. to 3:00 p.m.).  

 PCT’s Auburn to Light Rail Route, followed by the Lincoln to Sierra College Route, had the 

highest observed ridership of all PCT fixed-route services.  

 The Roseville Galleria generated a significant number of boardings and alightings.   

 The ride check data reveals many trips originate and end at Auburn Station.  

 PCT’s Highway 49 Loop has relatively low productivity.   

 

The Public Input chapter presents the analysis and findings collected from a variety of public 

involvement activities conducted across a three-month period.  These activities garnered input from 

both the general community at-large and the current riders of Placer County Transit.  The ultimate 

goal is community-driven recommendations for Placer County Transit.  The following is a list of 

findings revealed from our community outreach activities. 

 

4.1 Onboard Survey Analysis  

 Nearly 54 percent of respondents indicated they did not possess a valid driver license. 

 Only 30 percent indicated having access to a personal vehicle.  

 More than 60 percent indicated earning less than $20,000 per year.   

 Traveling to work was the most frequently-cited trip purpose (31 percent), with 

recreation/social as the second most-frequent response (29 percent).  Shopping generated 

the smallest share at nearly six percent. 

 Approximately 25 percent transferred from another bus line.  Among respondents who 

indicated walking to the bus stop, 26 percent indicated a distance of three block or less walk 

versus 20 percent citing walked more than three blocks.  Only six percent accessed the bus 

stop using a bicycle. 

 There was a fairly even distribution between PCT customers who indicated riding for less 

than one year, 1 to 3 years, and those riding for more than three years. Only three percent 

identified themselves as first-time riders. 

 Approximately 60 percent paid cash fare for the surveyed trip.   

 While infrequent riders preferred to use the cash fare option, frequent riders tend to use 

the various passes and ticket books based on belief they realize cost savings available 

(versus single cash fare). 

 Approximately 52 percent of all respondents indicated being very satisfied with PCT service 

quality while 33 percent cited satisfied.   

 More frequent service (nearly 30 percent) was the top-ranked service enhancement.  The 

second most preferred service enhancement was later evening service (approximately 20 

percent). 

 Most respondents indicated a willingness to pay an additional twenty-five cents in order to 

realize the preferred service improvement (58 percent).  Another 15 percent indicated they 

would pay fifty cents more than the current base fare.  
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4.2 Community Survey Analysis 

 Most survey respondents were non-riders. 

 Work and school generated the most frequent trips with medical/social services generating 

the least. This is likely due to the non-regular scheduling of healthcare visits for example. 

 PCT received high marks regarding overall service from survey respondents (even among 

non-riders). 

 Saving money was the most frequently citied reason for selecting PCT.  

 While it is clear the attractiveness of public transit as a travel option is tied closely to local 

economic conditions (e.g., increases in gasoline prices), no single service improvement was 

identified which would result in significant increases in PCT ridership. 

 

4.3 Public Workshop 

 Connectivity between Roseville Transit and Placer County Transit needs to be marketed 

more effectively. 

 Taylor Road Shuttle trial service is slated to end December 2011.  

 The County should expand PCE services based on positive ridership growth.  

 There is a desire for more service between Auburn and Roseville.  

 There is a desire for regular bus services to/from Granite Bay and Folsom and between 

Auburn Folsom and Douglas Blvd., and Sierra College Blvd.  

 Request were made for transit service linking Auburn with Truckee (with stops at ski 

resorts), with possible connections with TART or Truckee Transit.  

 There is a desire for fixed-route service along the main arterials within Rocklin.  

 Requests were made for better time coordination with morning and evening Sacramento RT 

buses at PCT transfer points.  

 

Service Plan   

The purpose of the Service Plan chapter is to present our recommendations based on the 

abovementioned findings as well as other performance data revealed through public involvement 

activities.  The Service Plan chapter is primarily intended to be a guideline for service development 

versus a strict prescription and is divided into three sections: highlighting enhancement alternatives, 

capital and financial impacts with each funding scenarios, and implementation of proposed 

enhancement scenarios.  Two recommendation scenarios were developed presenting a status quo 

scenario with minor improvements (Alternative A) and the service with additional operational and 

capital improvements to the existing transit network (Alternative B). Each alternative includes some 

level of operational, administrative, capital, and marketing enhancements. 

 

Alternative A presents a low-cost scenario recommending the implementation of minor operational 

and administrative enhancements. This alternative is meant to address the customer and 

community input and observations made in the most cost-effective manner.  Alternative A seeks to 

improve the experience and image of Placer County Transit for both riders and non-riders.  

Alternative A recommendations include:  
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 Develop a no-show and trip cancellation policy for dial-a-ride. 

 Develop a College Transit Pass Program. 

 Raise farebox recovery standard from 10 percent to 13.3 percent. 

 Reduce number of time points published in transit schedule.  

 Extend service hours on the Lincoln/Sierra College route. 

 Seek grant funding to support service enhancements. 

 

There are advantages and disadvantages to every change implemented within a transit program.  

Disadvantages will typically include the cost of the enhancement and increases to Vehicle Service 

Miles and Vehicle Service Hours.  For this alternative, the disadvantages mainly include an increase 

in marketing and short-term administrative costs.   Foreseeable advantages include:  

 

Advantages 

 High probability of ridership growth, especially during the evening. 

 Retain familiarity to current riders. 

 Improved on-time performance. 

 Increase in ridership. 

 Increase in fare revenue. 

 Increase in service connectivity and coordination. 

 Low-cost relative to the other service scenario. 

 Increased customer satisfaction. 

 Increase student ridership on PCT service.  

 Enhance coordination between Sierra College route and Auburn/Light Rail route. 

 

Alternative B incorporates the recommendations made in Alternative A plus additional 

capital/infrastructure and schedule improvements.  This alternative seeks to enhance the existing 

service through introduction of new routes to provide transportation options to underserved areas, 

elimination and extensions of existing routes/route segments, as well as improvement of bus stop 

visibility through recommending the replacement of all bus stop signs with more visible and 

identifiable signage.  The following are all the recommendations under Alternative B include:  

 Convert Highway 49 Loop to on-call service. 

 Reduce number of vehicles operating on Highway 49. 

 Launch “Foresthill deviated fixed-route” pilot program. 

 Convert Rocklin DAR into a deviated fixed-route. 

 Introduce commuter bus service along Highway 65 in Lincoln. 

 Increase frequency on Auburn Light Rail service. 

 Extend service hours on the Lincoln/Sierra College service. 

 Extend Taylor Road Shuttle service to Sierra Gardens. 

 Develop a route to/within Meadow Vista. 

 Enhance Taylor Road Shuttle service by incorporating two round trips into the baseline 

schedule and formalizing the daily schedule. 
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 Develop a Highway 193 service. 

 

For this alternative, the disadvantages include an increase in capital, operational, and marketing 

costs, with possible short-term drop in farebox recovery while new services take root.   Foreseeable 

advantages include:  

 

Advantages 

 High probability of ridership growth, especially during the evening. 

 Retain familiarity to current riders. 

 Improved on-time performance. 

 Increase in ridership. 

 Increase in fare revenue. 

 Increase in service connectivity and coordination. 

 Low-cost relative to the other service scenario. 

 Increased customer satisfaction. 

 Increase student ridership on PCT service.  

 Enhance coordination between Sierra College route and Auburn/Light Rail route 
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CHAPTER 1.0 – EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 

The purpose of the Short Range Transit Plan (SRTP) is to objectively and comprehensively evaluate 

the City of Roseville’s public transit program’s performance, identify and quantify transit demand, 

and identify strategies for enhancing community mobility.   

 

Moore & Associates was retained by the Placer County Transportation Planning Agency (PCTPA) in 

2010 to conduct SRTPs for the western Placer County cities of Roseville and Auburn, as well as Placer 

County Transit.  Through conducting the three SRTPs concurrently, PCTPA seeks to enhance regional 

coordination among the transit operators and focus transportation resources throughout the region 

in an efficient and effective manner.   

 

The City of Roseville operates Roseville Transit which includes a fixed-route service, commuter 

service, and Dial-A-Ride program. Roseville Transit consists of 10 fixed-route alignments serving 

Roseville weekdays, between 6:00 a.m. and 7:00 p.m. and Saturday, between 8:00 a.m. and 5:00 

p.m.  The City has four main transfer points (Sierra Garden, Civic Center, Louis Lane/Orlando 

Avenue, and Roseville Galleria Mall) which provide opportunities for connections between Roseville 

Transit and various transit operators (Auburn Transit, Placer County Transit, Sacramento Regional 

Transit, and Lincoln Transit).  The Dial-A-Ride program complements the fixed-route service in 

coverage and service hours. Roseville’s commuter service provides nine morning and evening trips 

respectively to/from downtown Sacramento during peak-commute hours.  

 

Title VI Compliance 

As part of the six-county region governed by the Sacramento Council of Governments, investments 

made by the City of Roseville must be consistent with federal Title VI requirements.  Title VI 

prohibits discrimination on the basis of race, color, income, and national origin in programs and 

activities receiving federal financial assistance.  Public outreach to and involvement of individuals in 

low income and minority communities covered under Title VI of the Civil Rights Act and subsequent 

Civil Rights Restoration Act, and series federal statutes enacted pertaining to environmental justice, 

are critical to regional planning and programming decisions.  The fundamental principles of 

environmental justice include: 

 Avoiding, minimizing or mitigating disproportionately high and adverse health or 

environmental effects on minority and low-income population;  

 Ensuring full and fair participation by all potentially affected communities in the 

transportation decision-making process; and  

 Preventing the denial, reduction or significant delay in the receipt of benefits by minority 

populations and low-income communities.   
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The decision process by which new projects are selected for inclusion in the Short Range Transit Plan 

must consider equitable solicitation of project candidates in accordance with federal Title VI 

requirements.1 

 

Short Range Transit Plan Process 

On July 15, 2010 Moore & Associates conducted a project initiation meeting with PCTPA and 

representatives from each public transit operators.  The kick-off meeting included review of the 

project schedule, discussed project expectations, defined project success, and presented schedule of 

deliverables.   

 

Our project team conducted customer surveys and ride checks onboard Roseville Transit between 

September 28, 2010 and October 2, 2010.  Community workshops were held on November 2 and 3 

in 2010 in conjunction with PCTPA’s “unmet transit needs" public hearings.  In total, five meetings 

were held throughout the county; in Auburn, Lincoln, Loomis, Rocklin, and Roseville.  These 

meetings served as an opportunity for residents to participate in the transit service planning process 

and to provide input.   

 

Moore & Associates utilized demographic and population data (Census Bureau data), economic data 

(California Department of Finance), rider and non-rider (community) survey data, and information 

gathered from community meetings to identify service gaps in mobility needs, accessibility, and 

community perception. Our project team analyzed the existing transit system to generate 

recommendations which sought to find a balance of productivity and coverage.   In addition, 

operations and performance data were provided by the City and collected through field 

observations to assess transit performance based on specific indicators such as operating cost per 

passenger.  

 

The Short Range Transit Plan is divided into three chapters (i.e., Executive Summary; Goals, 

Objectives, and Performance Standards; and Service Plan) and an Appendix includes three sections 

(i.e., Existing Conditions, Public Input, and Peer Review) focused on presenting collected data, 

insightful analysis, and recommendations intended to enhance the transit services managed by the 

City of Roseville.  The following narrative presents a brief summary and findings of each chapter or 

section. 

 

The Performance Measurement System is the foundation for developing the Short Range Transit 

Plan.  In addition to the Performance Measurement System, we developed regional and local goals 

for Roseville.  These goals assess the actual performance of the public transit programs (i.e., fixed-

route, dial-a-ride, and commuter service) provided by the City within the framework performance 

standards and goals. 

 

                                                           
1
Sacramento Area Council of Governments. 2010.  Metropolitan Transportation Improvement Program 2011/14.  

(September 9, 2010).   
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3.0 Service Plan   

The purpose of the Service Plan chapter is to present our recommendations based on the key 

finding generated from our assessment of the service as well as other performance data revealed 

through public involvement activities.  The Service Plan chapter is divided into three sections: 

highlighting enhancement alternatives, capital and financial impacts with each funding scenarios, 

and implementation of proposed enhancement scenarios.  Two scenarios were developed – a status 

quo scenario with minor improvements (Alternative A) and scenario including additional operational 

and capital improvements to the existing transit network (Alternative B). Each alternative includes 

some level of operational, administrative, capital, and marketing enhancements. 

 

Alternative A presents a low-cost scenario recommending the implementation of minor operational 

and administrative enhancements to maximize the effectiveness of service within existing resources. 

This alternative is meant to address the customer and community input and observations made in 

the most cost-effective manner.  Alternative A seeks to improve the experience and image of 

Roseville Transit for both riders and non-riders.  Alternative A recommendations include:  

 Adjust wait/transfer times. 

 Extend hours of operation. 

 Modify operating schedules. 

 Enhance connections with Placer County Transit 

 Introduce “new route” policy. 

 Conduct Park & Ride Feasibility study. 

 Conduct Transfer Point Locational study. 

 Conduct Service Optimization study. 

 Conduct annual Community Survey. 

 Enhance Route G connection to PCT Taylor Road Shuttle extension. 

 Increase farebox recovery ratio standard. 

 

There are advantages and disadvantages to every change implemented within a transit program.  

Disadvantages will typically include the cost of the enhancement and increases to Vehicle Service 

Miles and Vehicle Service Hours.  For this alternative, the disadvantages mainly include an increase 

in marketing and short-term administrative costs.   Foreseeable advantages include:  

 

Advantages 

 High probability of ridership growth, especially during evening hours. 

 Retain familiarity to current riders. 

 Improved on-time performance. 

 Increase in ridership. 

 Increase in fare revenue. 

 Increase in service connectivity and coordination. 

 Low-cost relative to the other service scenario. 

 Increased customer satisfaction. 



CITY OF ROSEVILLE – SHORT RANGE TRANSIT PLAN 

MOORE & ASSOCIATES, INC.             PAGE 6 

 Increase student ridership on Roseville Transit service.  

 

Alternative B incorporates the recommendations made in Alternative A plus additional 

capital/infrastructure and schedule improvements.  This alternative seeks to enhance the existing 

service through expansion of existing services through introduction of new routes to provide 

transportation options to underserved areas, elimination and extensions of existing routes/route 

segments, as well as improvement of bus stop visibility through recommending the replacement of 

all bus stop signs with more visible and identifiable signage.  The following are all the 

recommendations under Alternative B include:  

 Establish new stops along Route S. 

 Increase off-peak hour frequencies on select routes. 

 Reduce Route G and I runs during the late afternoon. 

 Assume operation of Placer County Transit Dial-A-Ride services. 

 Expand service to new and existing developments. 

 Consider Extending Service South Along the I-80 Corridor 

 Include Louis Lane/Orlando Blvd stop as a West Roseville Shuttle stop. 

 Modify Route M.  

 Extend Route R. 

 Introduce Western Roseville route. 

 Enhance bus stop amenities and transfer points. 

 

For this alternative, the disadvantages include an increase in capital, operational, and marketing 

costs, with possible short-term drop in farebox recovery while new services take root.   Foreseeable 

advantages include:  

 

Advantages 

 Ridership and revenue growth. 

 Improved on-time performance. 

 Increased customer satisfaction. 

 Increase service connectivity and coordination. 

 Enhanced awareness and ridership in previously “underserved” areas. 

 Increased customer awareness of Roseville Transit. 

 Reduction in service overlap. 

 Increased student ridership. 

 Enhanced amenities at customer wait areas. 

 Reduced transfer penalty/wait times. 

 

Appendix A:  Existing Conditions 

The cornerstone goal of the Existing Conditions section is to assess the current climate by 

quantifying actual performance and analyzing recent data (i.e., on-time performance and boarding 

and alighting data) collected during ride checks and field observations.  This chapter – presented in 
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as Appendix A – is divided into five sections: Demographic Analysis, Service Evaluation, Ride Check 

Analysis, Transfer Analysis, and Marketing Assessment.  Below is a list of key findings from these 

sections. 

 

A.1 Demographic Analysis 

 Residents living within the more densely populated areas are served by Roseville Transit 

Lines R, S, M, D, and I; while communities located further north of these lines – Blue Oaks, 

Quail Glen, and Sun City – are beyond reasonable walking distance of Roseville Transit 

alignments (Exhibit A.1.8).   

 The greatest concentration of youth resides within the highest populated area north of 

Junction Blvd, east of Washington Street, west of Fiddyment Road, and north of Baseline 

Road (Exhibit A.1.10). 

 The highest concentration of seniors resides in Sun City near the Sun City Roseville Golf 

Course and alongside Del Webb Blvd, also known as an “active adult community (55+)” 

specifically tailored to the senior population (Exhibit A.1.12) 

 Similar to the senior population, the highest concentration of persons with disabilities reside 

in Sun City developments parallel to Baseline Road extending eastward to Washington Blvd 

and northward to Pleasant Grove Blvd (Exhibit A.1.14) 

 The City’s low-income population grew 82.3 percent between 2000 and 2009, likely 

influenced by to the economic downturn experienced across the past two years (A.1.15). 

 The highest concentrations of households lacking access to a personal vehicle (351 or more) 

are located in the communities of Maidu and Enwood, parallel to Interstate 80 (A.1.18). 

 

A.2 Service Evaluation 

 The City continues to meet the TDA farebox recovery ratio of 15 percent. 

 Despite the economic recession, ridership has remained relatively stable. 

 Fixed-route service dropped by 11.3 percent in FY 2009/10, the greatest decline across the 

evaluation period. 

 The City should consider reallocating Vehicle Service Hours to more productive lines to 

improve cost-effectiveness. 

 Commuter Service had excellent farebox recovery throughout the evaluation period, but 

was below the farebox recovery ratios observed in the prior Short Range Transit Plan. 

 Performance metrics point to the Commuter Service reaching market saturation in FY 

2007/08.  The City may wish to consider assigning resources to other programs or reducing 

fares to attract additional riders. 

 High operating costs are the greatest threat to cost-effectiveness for the Commuter Service. 

 The Dial-A-Ride Service has a much higher farebox recovery rate than other providers in 

Placer County. 

 In spite of lower ridership across the system, operating costs which are a primary concern of 

the City of Roseville stayed relatively stable.  Such may point to administrative costs being 

the main cause of rising system costs. 
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 The variety of fare options as well as the unrestricted use of the Dial-A-Ride Service provide 

great flexibility and should be the focus of marketing campaigns supporting the Dial-A-Ride 

service. 

 

A.3 Ride Check Analysis 

 Early departures or arrivals occurred approximately 12 percent of the time, rising to 13 

percent during the late afternoon.   

 Roseville Transit was on-time 81.1 percent of the time during ride checks. 

 Route M had the best on-time performance compared to other Roseville routes, exceeding 

the 90 percent on-time performance standard across all day-parts. 

 Route M achieved 100 percent on-time performance during early morning, late morning, 

and late afternoon trips. 

 The highest system averages of early departures or arrivals occurred during the late morning 

and late afternoon day-parts. 

 Overall on-time performance was highest during the beginning of each trip gradually 

decreasing in reliability as the trip approached its end (Exhibit A.3.4). 

 Late departures occurred on Route D during 50 percent of trips in the early afternoon 

(A.3.6). 

 Routes A, G, and S had more early arrivals than other Roseville routes.  Boarding averages 

dropped during the late afternoon.   

 Route B had the highest boarding average (13 boardings per trip) compared with all other 

Roseville Transit routes.   

 The second-highest boarding activity occurred on Route R (Exhibit A.3.7) 

 The service experienced a gradual increase in system alighting activity between late morning 

and early afternoon day-parts, dropping to about four alightings per trip during the late 

afternoon day-part (Exhibit A.3.8).   

 Routes G, I, and S produced the fewest number of boardings and alightings. 

 Routes A and B were the next highest in alighting activity, considerably more productive 

during the late morning and early afternoon than any other day part.   

 Routes A, B, C, D, G, I, and L had higher alighting averages during the late morning and early 

afternoon (off-peak hours), with the exception of routes C, L, M, R, and S; which experienced 

high alighting averages during other day-parts.   

 The highest boarding average (11.1 boardings per trip) on Route A occurred during the early 

afternoon, while the highest alighting (11.0 alightings per trip) occurred between 9:31 a.m. 

and 12:30 p.m. 

 Route B experienced the greatest activity during the late afternoon and early morning trips.  

 Route C’s boarding and alighting trends differed from overall system trends as the busiest 

day-parts were in the late afternoon in addition to the late morning day-part.   

 Route D experienced more boardings during all day-parts than alightings.   

 Route G’s stop activity (1.6 boardings per trip and 2.5 alightings per trip) was far less than 

the system’s average for boardings and alightings.   
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 As illustrated in Exhibits A.3.37 and A.3.38, the greatest stop activity occurred at the Civic 

Center transfer point. 

 Route L had a similar route average as the system boarding and alighting average (5.5 

boardings per trip and 5.3 alightings per trip).    

 Route M as one of the more productive routes. 

 Ridership remains relatively low on Route R. 

 Ride check data show Route S had higher boardings in the morning than any other day-part. 

 

A.4 Transfer Analysis 

 The highest transfer activity occurred during midday or off-peak hours (between 10:00 a.m. 

and 2:00 p.m.).   

 The majority of riders prefer to use Roseville Routes A, B, and D and Placer County Transit 

for their regional connections.   

 Route A and PCT connections vary from five minutes at the Roseville Galleria to 37 minutes 

at the Louis/Orlando transfer point.   

 PCT to Roseville Transit connections averaged 7.6 transfers, while connections from 

Roseville Transit to PCT averaged 5.8 transfers. 

 Transfer data reveal no activity on Routes G, I, L, and the Commuter Service. 

 The greatest percentage of transfers at the Civic Center transfer point occurred between 

routes A and D (28.6 percent). Transfer data reveal more than 50 percent of riders 

transferred from another Roseville route, namely Route D.   

 SacRT to Roseville Transit route connections comprised more than 35 percent of transfers at 

the Louis Lane/Orlando Blvd transfer point. 

 Nearly 60 percent of transfers at the Sierra Gardens transfer point occurred on Route C as 

the origin route.  Interestingly, Route L and Route B were used more often as destination 

routes than other Roseville routes. 

 Transfers with PCT as the origin route comprised more than 41 percent of Roseville Galleria 

transfers, while connections between Roseville Transit and PCT (as destination trips) 

comprised 48 percent of transfers.   

 

Appendix B: Public Input 

The Public Input chapter presents the analysis and findings collected from a variety of public 

involvement activities conducted across a three-month period.  These activities garnered input from 

both the general community at-large and the current riders.  The ultimate goal is community-driven 

recommendations for Roseville Transit.  The following is a list of findings revealed from our 

community outreach activities. 

 

B.1 Onboard Survey Analysis  

 The 17 to 25 years and 26 to 44 years categories had the highest share of survey 

respondents at approximately 32 percent each.   
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 Approximately 36 percent of Roseville Transit riders were employed, either full-time or part-

time, while nearly 24 percent indicated being a full-time student.   

 A relatively large portion of Roseville Transit riders indicated they were not currently 

employed, yet seeking work.   

 Nearly 79 percent indicated not having ready access to a private automobile. 

 Those earning less than $20,000 make up the majority of patrons for both frequent and non-

frequent riders.  This is a reflection of low-income individuals being a dominant rider group 

for Roseville Transit.  

 The majority of Roseville Transit riders, more specifically everyday riders, use the service for 

commuter-related trips (i.e., home-to-work and home-to-school).  

 Nearly 44 percent of respondents indicated they used the service for their trip due to a lack 

of other travel options, while approximately 30 percent indicated they used the service out 

of convenience.  

 More than 80 percent of riders indicated using Roseville Transit at least twice a week.   

 Approximately 67 percent of the respondents have patronized Roseville Transit for at least 

one year. 

 More than 40 percent of transfers were cited occurring between Roseville Transit and Placer 

County Transit.   

 Nearly 70 percent stated their trip would require at least two buses to complete, meaning 

they would need to transfer either to another Roseville Transit bus or another service.    

 The most frequent travel alternative was to walk or bicycle if Roseville Transit was not 

available 

 Approximately 64 percent of all respondents fell within the general public fare category.  

 More than half (58 percent) of the riders surveyed stated they paid for their trip using a 

single cash fare.    

 Frequency of use corresponded with type of fare used.  Frequent riders were more likely to 

use the monthly pass than cash fare and the daily pass when riding Roseville Transit. 

 When aggregated, 85 percent of respondents held a positive view of Roseville Transit. 

 The top-ranked service changes were later evening service (33 percent) and more frequent 

service (26 percent).  Two other service enhancements drew considerable interest: Sunday 

service (16 percent) and more routes/extended service area (14 percent).  

 Among “frequent riders,” Sunday service is the most preferred enhancement while “less 

frequent riders” desire additional Saturday service.   

 If the City implemented later evening service, (see Exhibit 2.1.20), approximately 4 percent 

of respondents who cited this improvement would make at least three additional trips per 

week.   

 Forty-four percent of respondents indicated a willingness to pay an additional twenty-five 

cents.  However, 38 percent indicated they wouldn’t support any fare increase.   

 The two most popular information sources were bus drivers and information at the bus stop.   
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B.2 Community Survey Analysis 

 While more than 98 percent of the respondents indicated an unaided awareness of the 

City’s public transit service, only 16 percent cited riding Roseville Transit within the 90 days 

prior to survey contact. 

 Roseville and Sacramento are the two primary work sites for the residents of Roseville.  As 

such, Roseville Transit’s service (fixed-route and commuter service) is appropriate in 

meeting potential travel demand. 

 Survey results reveal the majority of respondents did not utilize Roseville Transit to access 

their destination. 

 The majority of respondents indicated preferring to drive themselves to their prospective 

destinations (50 percent to 100 percent). 

 Over 62 percent of survey respondents had an excellent experience on Roseville Transit with 

more than 37 percent citing a good experience. No respondent held unfavorable views of 

Roseville Transit. 

 The primary motivation to of those who frequently use (defined as four or more times per 

week) Roseville Transit is save money. 

 The primary barrier to using the service is a preference for driving their own car (74 

percent). 

 Over half of non-riders stated nothing would change their minds with regard to service 

improvements. This suggests Roseville Transit will have great difficulty attracting “choice 

riders.” 

 The high proportion of non-riders who would not switch modes no matter the service 

improvement suggests Roseville Transit would be better served focusing on improving 

service for existing riders. 

 The most frequent riders (four or more times per week) cited more weekend service as the 

preferred service improvement. 

 Only the 95747 ZIP had an equal number of respondents stating no service improvement 

would change their mind and more frequent service. 

 Based on survey findings, implementation of the preferred service improvement by those 

residing 95747 zip code could yield between two or three additional trips per week. 

 The 17 to 24 years old cohort represents a potentially receptive market to Roseville Transit 

especially for commuting to school and/or work. 

 Based on Exhibits B.2.15 and B.2.16, Roseville Transit should consider more frequent service 

on key routes to boost ridership. 

 In terms of those employed outside the home (i.e., commuters), more frequent service and 

more service on weekends were the most favored service improvements. 

 

B.3 Public Workshop 

 There is a desire for Dial-A-Ride service to go to Department of Motor Vehicles (DMV) or 

Health & Human Services in Rocklin. 
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 Concern arose regarding Dial-A-Ride driver wait times – a patron was left at their doctor’s 

appointment by Dial-A-Ride driver. 

 There is a desire to expand Roseville Transit service to Eskaton Village, a 48-unit affordable 

senior (ages 62 and older) housing community located in Roseville.  It was noted that Route 

M used to service this area but has since been re-routed to service Fairway.  With respect to 

the Lassen County example mentioned by a public workshop attendee, the request was for 

a service which served this area one to three times per week. 

 Review bus stop placement to ensure customers are able to access transit within a walkable 

distance. 

 

Appendix E: Peer Review and Fare Analysis 

In this section we compared Roseville Transit’s performance with selected transit operators (i.e., 

Thousand Oaks Transit, City of Folsom, and Fairfield and Suisun Transit) through a performance peer 

review. In most categories, Roseville Transit performed relatively well, nearly matching each 

indicator (of the peer average) with often lower operating cost per performance indicator reflecting 

the service efficiency.        

 

Lastly, we analyzed Roseville Transit’s existing fare structure and compared it with other transit 

operators located within northern California.  The fare analysis concludes Roseville Transit’s fares 

are competitive with its peers, providing categories and pricing similar to other northern California 

providers, yet higher than the County’s and Auburn’s public transit programs.   
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299 Nevada Street · Auburn, CA 95603 · (530) 823-4030 · FAX 823-4036 
www.pctpa.net 

TO: Board of Directors DATE:  September 9, 2011
  
FROM: Solvi Sabol, TDM Manager/FSP Coordinator  
  
SUBJECT: “WAY TO GO” WEEK DESIGNATION  
 
 
ACTION REQUESTED 
Adopt Resolution #11-21 declaring October 3 - 7, 2011 as Placer County’s Way to Go week. 
 
BACKGROUND 
For the past ten years, the Placer County Transportation Planning Agency in partnership with the 
City of Auburn and Safe Kids Placer County has worked with area schools in implementing the 
Way to Go program.  The goal of the program is to improve traffic circulation and air quality in 
and around area schools by promoting alternative ways to get to and from school.  These 
alternatives include walking, biking, carpooling and taking the bus to school. 
 
Originally structured around International Walk to School Week, the Way to Go program 
includes walk to school events at area schools with a focus on alternative transportation, safety, 
health, and the environment.  Children meet at a designated location in close proximity to the 
school, yet away from the general flow of traffic, and walk to school escorted by staff, Safe Kids 
Placer County, City of Auburn Police, California Highway Patrol (CHP), Placer County Sheriff, 
Auburn and Loomis Fire Departments, and volunteer parents.  Last year, over 650 students 
participated in the walk to school events. 
 
DISCUSSION 
This year, PCTPA will be coordinating with partners at four schools in implementing the Way to 
Go program which will include walk to school events.   Additionally, we are working toward 
conducting special assemblies with a focus on pedestrian safety at Auburn Elementary, Rock 
Creek Elementary (Auburn), and H. Clarke Powers Elementary (Loomis).  The goal of the Safe 
Kids program and Way to Go are complementary – to reduce the number of cars in and out of 
school parking lots and provide a safe route for students to walk and bike to school.   
 
In addition to the walk to school and assembly events, a brochure (provided) is given to all 
parents and provides information on the alternative ways to get to school.  This brochure and 
information on establishing a carpool is available to all schools through the PCTPA website. 
 
As a demonstration of support in this collaborative effort, staff requests the Board adopt 
Resolution #11-21, declaring October 3 - 7, 2011 as Way to Go week in Placer County.  
 



 
 PLACER COUNTY TRANSPORTATION PLANNING AGENCY 
 
 
IN THE MATTER OF:  DECLARING THE WEEK           RESOLUTION NO.  11-21 
OF OCTOBER 3, 2011 AS PLACER COUNTY’S  
“WAY TO GO” WEEK 
 
The following resolution was duly passed by the Placer County Transportation Planning 
Agency at a regular meeting held September 28, 2011 by the following vote on roll call: 
 
AYES: 
 
NOES: 
 
ABSENT: 
 
 
Signed and approved by me after its passage 
 
            
     _______________________________________ 
     Chair 
     Placer County Transportation Planning Agency 
 
_________________________________ 
Executive Director 
 
 
WHEREAS, Placer County Transportation Planning Agency is supporting the Way to Go 
Program, in conjunction with the globally recognized International Walk to School program 
which occurs in October, to encourage and promote alternative ways to get to school including 
walking, bicycling, carpooling, and taking the school bus, and  
 
WHEREAS, the convergence of vehicles in and around school parking lots during student drop 
off and pick up times contributes to poor traffic circulation, compromises the safety of students, 
and negatively impacts air quality, and  
 
WHEREAS, the Agency values the safety of children and respects the neighboring 
communities that surround schools, and 
 
WHEREAS, promoting the Way to Go program is an opportunity for parents to evaluate and 
consider alternative ways to get to school to help improve traffic circulation and air quality in 
and around schools and neighboring communities, as well as increase the safety of students, and  
 
WHEREAS, the Agency supports efforts to teach children about pedestrian and bicycle safety 
and become aware of the difficulties and dangers that students face on their journey to and from 
school each day, and  
 
 



 
WHEREAS, enabling children to travel to school through alterative modes such as walking, 
bicycling, carpooling, or taking the school bus has a positive affect on traffic circulation, air 
quality, and the safety of children, and  
 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE BOARD OF DIRECTORS OF THE 
PLACER COUNTY TRANSPORTATION PLANNING AGENCY THAT we do hereby 
proclaim the week of October 3, 2011 as Placer County’s Way to Go week and encourage 
parents and caregivers to consider alternative transportation choices this week and throughout 
the school year.  
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299 Nevada Street · Auburn, CA 95603 · (530) 823-4030 · FAX 823-4036 
www.pctpa.net 

TO: Board of Directors DATE:  September 14, 2011
  
FROM: Celia McAdam, Executive Director  
  
SUBJECT: PLACER PARKWAY JUMP START: WHITNEY RANCH RD AND SR 65 
 
ACTION REQUESTED 
None.  For information and discussion only. 
 
BACKGROUND 
As part of the adopted Overall Work Program for FY 2011/12, the Board directed staff to assist 
jurisdictions in pursuing opportunities for important local transportation projects, such as the I-
80/SR 174/UPRR rail crossing and Nelson Lane bridge.  The City of Rocklin has approached 
staff to assist in their effort to connect Whitney Ranch Road to SR65.  Notably, Whitney Ranch 
Road is the eastern side of an SR 65 connection which will ultimately become the eastern 
terminus of the Placer Parkway. 
 
DISCUSSION 
In exploring the possibilities for starting work on the Whitney Ranch Road connection, it has 
become clear that the effort has the potential to not only be beneficial to the City of Rocklin’s 
plans, but also to jump start the Placer Parkway and improvements to SR 65.   
 
Specifically, a Whitney Ranch Road connection to SR 65 would provide the access needed to 
spur development, which would in turn generate developer impact fees, such as those for SPRTA 
and for the Tier 2 fees designated for the Placer Parkway.  As fees come in, those can be 
accumulated to further progress on the Placer Parkway and SR 65 widening. 
 
With dollars for projects being scarce, a key to this discussion has been the importance of any 
new access to be phase of the ultimate Placer Parkway interchange and incorporated into the 
future design.  Also, because of the access to the state highway system, Caltrans will be a key 
partner in coming up with an approach that will not only be feasible, but practical and effective.   
 
PCTPA/SPRTA staff, along with representatives from the City of Rocklin, will be meeting with 
Caltrans District 3 on September 26 to begin exploring creative approaches to this challenging 
situation.  Staff will provide a verbal update on the outcome of that meeting at your Board 
meeting.    
 
CM:ss 
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299 Nevada Street · Auburn, CA 95603 · (530) 823-4030 · FAX 823-4036 
www.pctpa.net 

TO: Board of Directors DATE:  September 14, 2011 
  
FROM: David Melko, Senior Transportation Planner  
  
SUBJECT: UNMET TRANSIT NEEDS 2011 PUBLIC HEARING SCHEDULE 
 
 
ACTION REQUESTED 
None.  For information only. 
  
BACKGROUND 
One of the key responsibilities for Regional Transportation Planning Agencies (RTPAs) such as 
PCTPA is the unmet transit needs process.  State law requires that prior to making any allocation 
of Transportation Development Act (TDA) funds not directly related to public transportation 
services, specialized transportation services, or facilities for the exclusive use of pedestrians and 
bicycles, PCTPA must annually hold at least one public hearing to obtain comments on the 
unmet transit needs that exist within Placer jurisdictions and that might be reasonable to meet. 
 
DISCUSSION 
For 2011, the Unmet Transit Needs public hearing will be held on October 26, 2011 at the 
regularly scheduled PCTPA Board of Directors meeting.  In addition to the public hearing, 
public workshops may be held in member jurisdictions. Staff is working with jurisdiction staff to 
develop the workshop schedule and to identify suitable locations accessible to public transit 
service. Staff will present the workshop schedule at the October Board meeting. 
 
Each of the public workshops and the public hearing will be advertised in local newspapers, 
along with flyers in English and Spanish distributed by the transit operators.  The public 
comment period for this year’s unmet transit needs process will conclude on November 28, 2011.  
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PLACER COUNTY TRANSPORTATION PLANNING AGENCY 
Technical Advisory Committee Meeting Minutes 

September 13, 2011 
 
 

ATTENDANCE: Megan Siren, City of Auburn 
Brian Fragiao, Town of Loomis 
Richard Moorehead, Placer County Public Works 
Dave Palmer, City of Rocklin 
Scott Gandler, City of Roseville (via phone) 
Rhon Herndon, City of Roseville (via phone) 
Dianira Soto, Caltrans 
 
Celia McAdam, PCTPA 
David Melko, PCTPA 
Sue Sholtis, PCTPA 
Steve Propst, PCTPA 

 
CMAQ and RSTP Actual 2010/11 Apportionments 
Celia McAdam noted we have received the actual 2010/11 apportionments for CMAQ and RSTP 
which are higher than the estimates received previously but do not include takedown for 
obligational authority.  McAdam recommended we continue moving forward with programmed 
projects as planned.  Eventually, this may affect the next estimates, so in the future we should 
program at 90% to capture the obligational authority.  We are currently programmed through 
2014.  There were no objections from TAC members to this recommended course of action. 
 
2012 Project Delivery Plan 
David Melko provided a handout of SACOG’s proposed 2012 delivery plan process that is 
advancing the plan schedule.  Melko asked TAC members to review this list to ensure their 2012 
projects will be moving forward and check to see if any 2014 projects need to be advanced since 
this process is starting much earlier than normal.  Once projects are put on the plan staff needs to 
work on the request for authorization and the plan may need to be updated. 
 
WPCTSA Short Range Transit Plan (SRTP) 
Melko indicated the Short Range Transit Plans (SRTPs) for Auburn Transit, Placer County 
Transit and Roseville Transit will be brought before the PCTPA Board at their September 
meeting to be accepted as complete.  The next step in this process will be for the transit operators 
to take their plans to their Boards for adoption.  Further updates or changes would be up to the 
discretion of the operators and their Boards. 
 
Melko added the Consolidated Transportation Services Agency (CTSA) plan will go before 
PCTPA Board for acceptance, then the CTSA Board for adoption in October.  The Transit 
Operators Working Group (TOWG) met on September 7 and discussed the plan.  The meeting 
focused on the seven-year budget and principal revenue sources.  Both 4% and 5% scenarios 
were presented through 2018.  TOWG members were pleased with the changes to the plan and 
the decision to stay at 4% for several years. 
 
While noted that it is an implementation issue rather than a planning issue, there was some 
concern raised over potential fraud with the Rural County Mileage Reimbursement program.  
The TOWG will arrange for conference calls with other agencies in the state regarding this issue 
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and to establish rules for this program.  There is a meeting tomorrow with social service 
providers and Health Express funding partners later this month to discuss the CTSA SRTP. 
 
I-80 Next Steps:  Auxiliary Lane EB between SR 65 and Rocklin Road 
Celia McAdam noted the I-80 Bottleneck Project is almost complete.  Phase 2 should be 
completed in a week and a half and Phase 3 should be completed by mid October.  It became 
obvious that we need to look at an auxiliary lane between SR65 and the Rocklin Road exit since 
the eastbound lanes drop from five lanes to three and Sierra College students can block the right 
hand lane. McAdam recommended utilizing the $768,000 savings from Phase 1 for the 
preconstruction of the eastbound auxiliary lane.   
 
McAdam conveyed the bad news that Gary Sidhu is no longer working at Caltrans and we may 
not get the same level of innovative thinking that we’ve enjoyed with Sidhu.  McAdam has 
contacted Sidhu’s interim replacement, Brenda Schimpf, and offered to update her on our 
projects.   
 
McAdam asked TAC members for their concurrence on the approach and, if so, whether they 
have any thoughts about having Caltrans to do the work versus contracting out.  Brian Fragiao 
recommended we ask Sierra College administration to encourage students to use the Sierra 
College Boulevard I/C, which is actually closer to the campus.  Dave Palmer advised traffic 
studies are currently being conducted at Rocklin Road Interchange.  Rich Moorehead inquired 
whether we could use the savings towards the I-80/SR65 I/C, to which McAdam said yes.  Steve 
Propst commented that Caltrans staff is already looking at this project and has the necessary 
environmental staff, and noted that we might need to move sound walls and retaining walls.  
McAdam wondered if we needed to do a Project Initiation Document (PID).  Propst indicated 
this could be completed simply by Caltrans.  Rhon Herndon indicated things seem to go 
smoothly when the local entity spearheads the contract and then hands it over to Caltrans for 
construction.  Moorehead and Palmer agreed.  There was group consensus to move forward with 
reallocation of the savings to the I-80 Eastbound Auxiliary Lane between SR 65 and Rocklin 
Road project.   
 
Placer Parkway Jump Start: Whitney Ranch Blvd. IC 
Celia McAdam indicated the City of Rocklin was looking to provide access to SR65 at Whitney 
Ranch Road as a way to spur local economic development.  Their staff is exploring options for 
access that is affordable, one being a phased interchange.  McAdam will report to the Board at 
the September Board meeting after a scheduled September 26 meeting with Caltrans staff which 
will hopefully include some creative thinking. 
 
Other Issues/Upcoming Deadlines 
Celia McAdam mentioned we combine our November and December Board meetings so they 
don’t interfere with the Thanksgiving and Christmas holidays.  After discussion with our Board 
chair, it was determined we would move forward with a combined December 14 Board meeting 
date.  Our combined November/December TAC meeting will be conducted on November 29. 
 
David Melko noted our annual Unmet Transit Needs process has commenced.  The Public 
Hearing will be conducted at our October 26 Board meeting and staff will be contacting 
jurisdictions about scheduling voluntary public workshops. 
 
Meeting adjourned at 3:40 p.m. 
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www.pctpa.net 

TO: Board of Directors DATE:  September 13, 2011
  
FROM: Stan Tidman, Senior Planner  
  
SUBJECT: STATUS REPORT 
 
 
1. I-80/SR 65 Interchange Improvements Project – PA&ED Phase 

• Public Outreach.  Two stakeholders’ focus group meetings were held on August 23.  
The morning meeting was at Cattlemen’s Restaurant and the afternoon one at the 
Roseville Civic Center.  Participants included: 
o California Trucking Association 
o Cattlemen’s Restaurant 
o Hewlett-Packard 
o Hilton Garden Inn 
o Pan Pacific RV 
o Regal Cinemas UA Theater 
o Rocklin Chamber of Commerce 
o The Fountains 
o Kathy Lund (former Rocklin City Council member and PCTPA Board member) 

 
Objectives were to 1) recap the project, 2) introduce the process and initial criteria to 
screen and identify the project design alternatives, and 3) encourage representative 
vicinity stakeholder input.  During the project recap, traffic data (collected to date) 
was used to show where and when traffic congestion occurs on the I-80/SR 65 
corridors and along local streets.  This visual aid helped to describe the transportation 
problem.  Meeting participants generally agreed that the following were important 
project components:  preserve Taylor Road access, avoid reducing emergency 
services accessibility, avoid more I-80 congestion, create access to businesses on the 
I80/SR 65 corridors, and create safe traffic flow. 

 
Additional discussion items were I-80 and SR 65 corridor capacity problems; the 
effect of the interchange improvement project on the surrounding transportation 
system; traffic modeling and local general plan land use assumptions; Caltrans’ role; 
screening criteria weighting, community impacts  and construction costs, and 
eventual construction impacts on vicinity businesses. 
 

• Preliminary Design – Alternatives Screening & Identification.  On August 16, 20 
initial alternative concepts were reviewed by local jurisdictions, PCTPA, Caltrans, 
and the CH2M HILL consultant team.  The concepts included the three alternatives 
outlined in Caltrans’ 2009 Project Study Report and ones contained in the proposals 
prepared for the 2010 consultant selection process.  This early pre-screening exercise 
was designed to winnow out concepts based on the draft Problem Statement 
(specifically how each concept would accommodate major traffic movements and 
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address weaving concerns), preliminary traffic forecast information, and any potential 
“fatal flaws”, which could preclude the project.   The exercise also helped to identify 
several design features, which will be considered in subsequent screening exercises.  
Seven concepts were retained for further discussion.   

 
On August 30, these seven concept alternatives and some design features were 
evaluated using primarily traffic considerations.  Preliminary traffic data (existing 
conditions and year 2035) was used to illustrate ‘real time’ effects on the corridors, 
their interchanges, and vicinity streets.  A number of possible design ideas were 
discussed including maintaining, closing or relocating the existing Taylor Road 
interchange; improving the I-80 eastbound Eureka Road off-ramp; creating a potential 
Antelope Creek Drive connection; considering an I-80 interchange at Sunset 
Boulevard, and introducing a transit concept for commuter bus and BRT.  

 
Five concept alternatives and two new ones using the existing loop connector along 
with several common design features were identified for further discussion.  These 
will be shared with Caltrans geometricians.  The CH2M Hill consultant team will 
further refine these for review in early October.  Stakeholder focus group input will 
be sought in late September or early October.  At the second community workshop 
(late October or early November), the potential alternatives will be presented and 
public input encouraged.  

 
2. Airport Land Use Commission (ALUC) 

Three consultant proposals were submitted in response to the July 26 Request for 
Proposals for the Placer County Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan (PCALUCP) 
Update.  An evaluation committee will review them on September 15.  The committee 
will consist of planning, public services, and airport operation representatives from 
Auburn, Lincoln, and Placer County.  September 27 is the tentative date for consultant 
interviews.   
 

 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
MEMORANDUM 
 
TO:  Celia McAdam 
  
FROM: Randle Communications    
 
DATE:  July 14, 2011  
 
RE:  June 2011 Monthly Report  
  
 
The following is a summary of public information work performed by Randle 
Communications (Randle) on behalf of the Placer County Transportation 
Planning Agency (PCTPA) in June, 2011.  
 
Randle continued working with Caltrans and the City of Lincoln to draft and 
distribute construction activity advisories updating residents of work being 
performed on the State Route 65 Lincoln Bypass (SR 65 Bypass).   
 
Randle also worked with PCTPA to draft and pitch a news release announcing 
the award of Corridor Mobility Improvement Account (CMIA) funds for Lincoln 
Bypass Phase 2a.   
 
In addition, Randle also supported PCTPA staff on outreach efforts for the “Rails 
to Sales” event, aimed at promoting Capitol Corridor ridership to the Bay Area.  
 
Finally, Randle worked closely with PCTPA Executive Director Celia McAdam 
(McAdam) to develop the public information plan for 2011-12, and present that 
plan to the PCTPA Board at the June 29 Board Meeting.  
 
Following is a capsule summary of activities:  
 

Media Relations  
 
Funding Award for Lincoln Bypass Phase 2a 
 
Randle worked closely with McAdam to prepare a news release announcing 
the California Transportation Commission’s (CTC) award of $20 million in CMIA 
monies to fund Phase 2a of the Lincoln Bypass. Phase 2a is the construction of 2 
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more lanes, making the SR 65 Bypass a full 4 lane road from Industrial Avenue to 
Wise Road. 
 
Lincoln Bypass Information Outreach  
  
Throughout June, Randle worked with Caltrans staff to draft and distribute the 
following construction advisories for work performed on the Lincoln Bypass: 
 

• “Traffic Shift on Southbound Route 65 Postponed Indefinitely” was 
distributed June 1, updating residents about the postponement of the 
upcoming realignment and traffic shift as the Lincoln Bypass enters Stage 
4. 
 

•  “Traffic Shift on Southbound Route 65 Starts Wednesday, June 22” was 
distributed on June 16, detailing the change in start date for the 
realignment and traffic shift for the Lincoln Bypass Stage 4. 
 

• “Lincoln Bypass Traffic Shift Starts June 25” was distributed on June 22, 
updating residents on the new start date for the Stage 4 traffic shift.   

 
Randle distributed each advisory to applicable Gold Country media outlets and 
the City of Lincoln to ensure that Placer residents were receiving timely 
information on Bypass construction. 
 
South Placer Transit Agencies Telephone Number Consolidation 
 
Following up on outreach begun in May, Randle worked with PCTPA staff 
member David Melko to distribute a news release detailing the consolidation of 
all South Placer transit agencies’ telephone numbers into one new telephone 
number. Randle continued aggressive outreach to media and secured 
placement of the news release in an effort to ensure that community members 
were informed of the telephone number change.  
 
Rails to Sales  
 
Randle worked with PCTPA staff member Solvi Sabol to conduct a final round of 
media outreach to local broadcast stations for the Rails to Sales event, in an 
effort to raise awareness and drive attendance. The promotion was aimed at 
increasing Capitol Corridor ridership from Placer County to the Bay Area.  
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Media Coverage 
 
The following is a summary of media coverage for the month of June: 
 

• Roseville Press Tribune – Published the article, “Two area codes- one 
number for dial a rides,” on June 3, 2011, informing residents of the transit 
service phone number consolidation.  
Circulation: 27,700 
 

• Lincoln News Messenger – Published the article, “Highway 65 detour at 
Sterling Parkway to open Wednesday”, on June 16, informing residents of 
the upcoming detour for motorists.  
Circulation: 6,500  

 
• News10 – Aired the segment, “Multiple road projects underway in the 

region,” on June 16, 2011, detailing current infrastructure projects in the 
area.  
Circulation: N/A 

 
• PlacerCountyOnline – Published the article, “South Placer Transit agencies 

consolidate phone numbers,” on June 17, 2011, informing residents of the 
change to the call-in number for residents that utilize local transit agency 
services.  
Circulation: N/A 
 

• Placer Herald – Published the article “Traffic shift on southbound Route 65 
starts Wednesday”, on June 17, 2011, informing residents of the upcoming 
detour for motorists.  
Circulation: 15,200 
 

• PlacerCountyOnline – Published the article, “Traffic Shift on Southbound 
Route 65 Starts Wednesday, June 22,” on June 20, 2011, informing 
residents of the upcoming detour for motorists.  
Circulation: N/A 
 

• News10 Online – Posted the news release, “Capitol Corridor Rails to Sales 
Event for SF Shopping Fun”, on June 24, 2011, in their online “My 
Neighborhoods” page for Auburn.  
Circulation: N/A 
 

• News10 Online – Posted the news release, “Capitol Corridor Rails to Sales 
Event for SF Shopping Fun”, on June 24, 2011, in their online “My 
Neighborhoods” page for Roseville.  
Circulation: N/A 
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• News10 Online – Posted the news release, “Capitol Corridor Rails to Sales 

Event for SF Shopping Fun”, on June 24, 2011, in their online “My 
Neighborhoods” page for Rocklin. 
Circulation: N/A 
 

• Lincoln News Messenger – Published the article, “California Transportation 
Commission approves $20 million for next phase of Lincoln Bypass” on 
June 28, 2011, announcing the CMIA award funding for the Lincoln Bypass 
project.   
Circulation: 6,500 

 
• Sacramento Bee - Published the article, “Lincoln Bypass wins more funding 

- second phase can begin”, on June 28, 2011, announcing the CMIA 
award funding for the Lincoln Bypass project.  
Circulation: 273,609 
 

Media Monitoring  
 

• Randle continued to monitor industry and local news in an effort to 
identify outreach opportunities as well as support the Agency’s efforts to 
address local transportation and transit issues.  

 
Public Information Planning 2011-12 

  
Randle worked closely with PCTPA to finalize the 2011-12 Public Information Plan 
that seeks to build upon current activities, including: conducting SR 65 Bypass 
information outreach, harnessing affordable technologies to communicate with 
those that “opt-in”, communicate directly with community leaders and inform 
the public about ongoing efforts to advocate for transit and transportation 
solutions. Randle presented the plan to the PCTPA Board of Directors on June 29, 
and the board approved the plan. 

### 



 
 
 
 
MEMORANDUM 
 
TO:  Celia McAdam 
  
FROM: Randle Communications    
 
DATE:  August 3, 2011  
 
RE:  July 2011 Monthly Report  
  
 
The following is a summary of public information work performed by Randle 
Communications (Randle) on behalf of the Placer County Transportation 
Planning Agency (PCTPA) in July, 2011.  
 
Randle continued working with Caltrans and the City of Lincoln to draft and 
distribute construction activity advisories updating residents of work being 
performed on the State Route 65 Lincoln Bypass (SR 65 Bypass).   
 
Randle also worked closely with PCTPA to draft and distribute the July edition of 
“Planning Ahead”, the agency’s email newsletter.   
 
Following is a capsule summary of activities:  
 

Media Relations  
 
Lincoln Bypass Information Outreach  
  
Throughout July, Randle worked with Caltrans staff to draft and distribute the 
following construction advisories for work performed on the Lincoln Bypass: 
 

• “Nicolaus Road Traffic Shift to Begin Friday, July 8,” was drafted on July 2, 
and then held for distribution due to a start date postponement.   
 

• “Nicolaus Road Traffic Shift to Begin Tuesday, July 12,” was drafted and 
distributed on July 12, updating residents about the traffic shift from the 
Nicolaus Road detour to the Lincoln Bypass’s new bridge and roadway.  
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Randle distributed the advisory to applicable Gold Country media outlets and 
the City of Lincoln to ensure that Placer residents were receiving timely 
information on Bypass construction. Due to late notice on the July 12 start date, 
Randle was unable to secure media coverage of this traffic shift start.  
 

Media Monitoring 
 
Randle continued to monitor industry and local news in an effort to identify 
outreach opportunities as well as support the Agency’s efforts to address local 
transportation and transit issues.  
 

Public Information Outreach  
 
“Planning Ahead” Newsletter  
 
Randle worked with PCTPA to finalize content for the July 2011 edition of 
“Planning Ahead,” the E-newsletter created to keep stakeholders updated 
regarding state and local transportation issues.  
 
The July edition discussed the California Transportation Commission’s award of 
$20 million in funding for Lincoln Bypass Phase 2A, detailed the grant received 
from the Indian Gaming Commission for PCTPA’s Freeway Service Patrol, 
provided details about South Placer County Transit Agencies telephone number 
consolidation, and lastly reviewed recent activity at the federal level over the 
nation’s transportation funding allocations.  
 
The newsletter received a 33 percent open rate, which is well above the industry 
standard.  
 

### 



 
 
 
 
MEMORANDUM 
 
TO:  Celia McAdam 
  
FROM: Randle Communications    
 
DATE:  September 12, 2011  
 
RE:  August 2011 Monthly Report  
  
 
The following is a summary of public information work performed by Randle 
Communications (Randle) on behalf of the Placer County Transportation 
Planning Agency (PCTPA) in August, 2011.  
 
Randle worked closely with PCTPA staff to prepare a public and media 
outreach plan for the completion of the I-80 expansion project.   
 
Randle also continued working with Caltrans and the Cities of Lincoln, Roseville 
and Rocklin to draft and distribute construction activity advisories updating 
residents of work being performed on the State Route 65 Lincoln Bypass (SR 65 
Bypass) and Interstate-80 Expansion.   
 
Following is a capsule summary of activities:  
 

Media Relations  
 
Lincoln Bypass Information Outreach  
  
Randle worked with Caltrans staff to draft and distribute the following 
construction advisories for work performed on the Lincoln Bypass: 
 

• “Traffic Shift on Northbound Route 65 Starts Friday, August 5,” was 
distributed on August 3, updating residents about the upcoming traffic 
shift on the north end of the Lincoln Bypass project, where the new Lincoln 
Bypass connects to existing Route 65 just north of Twelve Bridges Drive.   
  

Randle distributes each construction advisory to applicable Gold Country 
media outlets and the City of Lincoln to ensure that Placer residents receive 
timely information on Bypass construction.  
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Interstate-80 Ramp Closures  
 
Randle worked with Caltrans staff to alert local residents, cities, chambers of 
commerce and media of the following construction activity:  
 

• “Taylor Road on-ramp to westbound Interstate 80 scheduled for closure,” 
was distributed on August 17, updating residents of construction activity 
and closure schedules.  
 

• “Update – Taylor Road on-ramp to westbound Interstate 80 scheduled for 
closure starting August 20,” was re-distributed on August 18, informing 
residents of the change in the construction schedule.  

 
Interstate-80 Expansion Completion Planning  
 
Randle worked with McAdam to begin planning for media outreach 
announcing the completion of the Interstate 80 Expansion project. Randle 
participated on planning calls with McAdam to develop on-site and in-studio 
media interview opportunities. The media collateral will focus on the benefits the 
project has brought to the region, and will also highlight the importance of the 
partnerships between local, state and federal officials that collaborated to 
make the project a reality.  
 
Media Inquiries  
 
Throughout August, Randle received the following media inquiries and 
facilitated interviews with McAdam:  
 

• Associated Press requested to interview McAdam about funding for the 
SR 65 Lincoln Bypass.  The story was about the local impact of the federal 
debt ceiling debate and wanted to use a local project that receives 
federal funding to help illustrate certain issues.   
 

• Roseville Press Tribune requested to interview McAdam regarding the 
completion of the Interstate-80 Expansion project, including the potential 
impact on traffic collisions in the region.  

 
Media Monitoring 

 
Randle continued to monitor industry and local news in an effort to identify 
outreach opportunities as well as support the Agency’s efforts to address local 
transportation and transit issues.  

### 



 
1701 Pennsylvania Avenue 

Suite 300 
Washington, DC 20006 
Phone: (202) 351-6855 
Fax: (202) 351-6855 

www.federaladvocates.com 
 

August 31, 2011 
 
To: Celia McAdam 
From: Federal Advocates 
Subject: August 2011 Monthly Report 
 
Budget Deal/Debt Ceiling 
 
As part of the recent deal to increase the debt ceiling and cut spending, Congress agreed to create 
a deficit reduction "Supercommittee" made up of three House Republicans and three Democrats 
and three Senate Republicans and three Democrats. The committee is tasked with identifying 
additional specific spending cuts or revenue increases worth at least $1.5 trillion byNovember 
23. If the Committee fails to produce the cuts or Congress does not approve them by December 
23, then about $1.2 trillion in additional spending reductions will be taken in automatic across-
the-board cuts with 50% coming from defense programs and 50% coming from domestic 
programs, including many key infrastructure programs. 
 
This week the House and Senate leadership announced the members of the new Joint Special 
Committee. They include: 
 

• Senator Patty Murray (D-WA) - Chair of the Democratic Senatorial Campaign 
Committee (DSCC) and more importantly, Chair of the Senate THUD (DOT) 
Appropriations Subcommittee.  

• Senator Max Baucus (D-MT) - Chair of the Senate Finance Committee and member of 
the Environment & Public Works Committee (has jurisdiction over highway 
authorization legislation). 

• Senator John Kerry (D-MA) - Chair of the Senate Foreign Relations Committee and 
member of the Commerce and Finance Committees. 

• Senator Jon Kyl (R-AZ) - Senate Minority Whip who is retiring at the end of this term.  
• Senator Pat Toomey (R-PA) - a freshman and member of the Banking and Commerce 

Committees, which have jurisdiction over transit, rail, safety and aviation legislation, and 
the Budget Committee. He voted against the debt ceiling increase.  

• Senator Rob Portman (R-OH) - a freshman and member of the Budget and other 
committees and former OMB director in the Bush Administration. 



• Rep. Jeb Hensarling (R-TX) - Chair of the House Republican Conference. 
• Rep. David Camp (R-MI) - Chair of the House Ways & Means Committee. 
• Rep. Fred Upton (R-MI) - Chair of the House Energy & Commerce Committee. 
• Rep. Chris Van Hollen (D-MD) - Ranking Democrat on the House Budget Committee. 
• Rep. Jim Clyburn (D-SC) - Assistant Democratic Leader and most senior House African 

American. 
• Rep. Xavier Becerra (D-CA) - Vice Chair of the House Democratic Caucus and member 

of Ways & Means Committee.  
 

Murray and Hensarling have been named co-chairs of the Joint Special Committee. Interestingly, 
none of the Senate "Gang of Six" was named to the committee.  
 
In one piece of good news, the non-security discretionary spending caps for FY'12 and FY'13 
established in the Budget Control Act of 2011 are actually higher than the spending levels 
previously set in the Ryan House FY'12 Budget Resolution. The Budget Act provides $34.8B 
over the Ryan budget level for FY'12. In the Senate, the higher spending cap was automatically 
deemed to substitute for the Senate FY'12 Budget Resolution since the Senate never passed one 
of its own.  
 
Surface Transportation Reauthorization 
 
Contrary to published reports, Senator Max Baucus (D-MT), chair of the Senate Finance 
Committee, is not yet prepared to identify a source for the additional $12B needed to fund the 
Senate Environment & Public Works Committee's two-year surface transportation authorization 
bill. Discussions are still underway to find additional funding which committee Republicans 
would be willing to support and that would permit Chairman Barbara Boxer (D-CA) to move 
forward with her bill which would keep highway and transit programs funded at approximately 
current levels for two years - FY'12 and FY'13.  
 
At this point it appears to be impossible to pass a multi-year bill by the September 30 expiration 
of the short-term SAFETEA-LU extension. Further complicating matters, Congress will have 
only 12 legislative days in September to pass a new extension. While the previous seven 
extensions have been non-controversial and free of extraneous policy provisions, the recent 
disastrous experience with the extension of the short-term FAA bill has surface transportation 
supporters very concerned that the extension bill could become highly politicized.  
 
In fact, House T&I Committee Chairman John Mica (R-FL), who continues to insist he will only 
support a six-year authorization bill that lives within the existing Trust Fund revenues, vowed 
recently to "… use every lever possible, on the FAA bill, on the highway bill, on the Coast 
Guard bill - whatever it takes to get a long-term authorization bill. I'm hoping similar 
controversy [to the FAA debate] can be avoided, but again my responsibility is to pass a long-
term bill".  
 
Of additional concern are recent comments by tax activist Grover Norquist who indicated that he 
is considering whether to lead a Tea Party effort to block the extension of the federal gas tax, 



claiming it is a tax increase. Norquist has strong support among House Republicans, particularly 
the 87 freshmen, for his "no new taxes" pledge.  
 
Also of concern is a bill that fourteen Republican Senators have introduced, S. 1446, which 
would allow state DOTs to "opt-out" of the federal-aid highway and transit programs. States that 
opted-out would no longer pay a federal gas tax and would not be required to comply with 
federal mandates or restrictions. Support for "devolution" of the surface transportation program 
by some members of Congress, particularly those from "donor" states who pay more into the 
Trust Fund than they receive in return, is not new, but it could take on more significance in light 
of the bitter tax and spending debate going on in Congress.  
 
On July 29, the Obama Administration announced new fuel economy standards for cars and light 
trucks in an effort to reduce carbon emissions. However, according to ARTBA, raising the fuel 
standard to 54.5mph will mean the loss of more than $65B to the Highway Trust Fund between 
2017 and 2025. This announcement puts even more urgency on identifying new sources of 
revenue for the Trust Fund and moving away from dependence on the gas tax.  
 
Lastly, inclusion of Members' projects in the final SAFETEA-LU reauthorization bill (as 
opposed to the introduced bills) remains an unresolved issue. The leadership of the Senate EPW 
Committee has said that they want to include Members' individual projects as well as projects of 
national and regional significance. In the House, Republicans on the T&I Committee are pushing 
back their leadership in support of including projects. The Dems on the Committee have always 
strongly supported the inclusion of projects. Monitoring/following the "money trail" provided by 
the final bill, whatever form that takes, will be key to securing project funding.  
 
To review, PCTPA is seeking Federal funding for the following in SAFETEA-LU 
reauthorization: under Projects of National and Regional Significance through Congressman 
Herger and Senators Feinstein and Boxer for the Placer Parkway, $25M; and via High priority 
Project funding through Congressman McClintock for the Lincoln Bypass Phase 2, $4M. A letter 
of support for the Parkway project was sent to the congressional delegation on behalf of Placer 
County, PCTPA, Sutter County, and the Cities of Roseville, Rocklin, and Lincoln. 
 
FY12 Appropriations 
 
Congress left for its August break without making much progress on the FY'12 federal agency 
funding bills. Most action, particularly in the Senate, was put on hold while the debt ceiling 
debate raged. Given how far behind schedule Congress is in completing the annual 
appropriations bills, it is likely that it will have to pass a short-term Continuing Resolution (CR) 
to keep federal government programs funded as of October 1. 
 
TIGER III FY11 Funding 
 
US DOT posted a Final Notice of Funding Availability (NOFA) for the $528M in FY'11 TIGER 
funding. The FY'11 program does not include any funding for planning grants. The criteria will 
be similar to the $600M TIGER II program and it is expected that DOT will continue to spread 
funding around geographically, both by region and population. DOT would like to find a way to 



reduce the huge number of applications they have been receiving and to address this it might 
institute a two-step process that includes an initial letter of interest to eliminate projects that do 
not appear competitive. DOT encourages states and regions to prioritize and limit the number of 
applications they submit. Pre-applications are due October 3 and final applications are due 
October 31. 
 
Federal Grants 
 
With the potential shift of project funding from the appropriations process (Capitol Hill) to the 
grant selection process (agencies), the Firm works aggressively to proactively pursue Federal 
discretionary and non-discretionary grant opportunities. In doing so, the Firm has created a 
sophisticated grant research. The Firm monitors grant announcements from all 26 Federal 
agencies (over 1,000 individual grant programs) and provides a nexus between a grant 
opportunity and a potential City project. Once a grant opportunity has been identified, the Firm 
utilizes a proven strategy that allows the client to engage several key Washington, D.C. contacts 
to support a specific grant request. In doing so, the Firm has successfully secured over $200 
million in discretionary and non-discretionary Federal agency grant funding for its clients. 
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Capitol Corridor Joint Powers Authority 
 

Service Performance Results – August 2011 
 

Standard Aug. 2011 vs. Aug. 2010 YTD vs. Prior YTD vs. FY11 Plan
Ridership 153,085 10.3% 1,562,724 7.9% 2.5%
Revenue $2,453,422 16.2% 24,865,602$      11.2% -1.7%
Operating Ratio 42% 45% 49% 47% 49%
OTP 94% 96% 95% 93% 90%
Notes: Ridership up 8% over last 12 months with revenue up 11% during the same period; 
closely monitoring  escalating diesel fuel prices.

 
 

Transportation 
• Caltrain Santa Clara Station:  Agreements are under development with Caltrain in response to 

 CCJPA Board approval for Capitol Corridor trains to serve the station. 
• Despite some host railroad delays in early August, on-time performance (OTP) rebounded to 94% 

for the month, keeping the Capitol Corridor as the most reliable service in the Amtrak system. 
 

Mechanical 
• Equipment Performance: Overall mechanical delays were down compared to July 2011   
• Equipment Overhaul:  Door operating systems upgrades are complete on 80% of coaches; improved 

emissions on State-owned F-59 locomotives are proceeding (~60% complete) 
 
Engineering 
• Yolo Crossover Project:  Staff is completing the agreements with UPRR and FRA to obligate the funds 

for the project; upon obligation, the project will start in early 2012 and be complete by Fall 2012.  
• Sacramento Railyards Project: Staff has applied for an air quality grant to add 4 more power cabinets at 

new center-island platforms so that locomotives will not idle, burn fuel during layovers; project team 
has begun discussions on the transition plan for the trains to serve the new platforms (in May 2012).  

 
Safety/Security 
 Security Cameras at Unstaffed Stations: Installation underway; complete by fall 2011.  
 Fence Projects: Advancing fence projects in Solano County and Hayward to prevent access onto 

tracks in response to numerous trespasser incidents. 
 Police Patrols: Expanded security patrols to support 10th anniversary of 9-11 terrorist attacks.  

 
Planning/Projects 
• High Speed Intercity Passenger Rail (HSIPR) Capital Grants: With FRA funds obligated, staff is 

working with Caltrans Rail to get RFP bid package for new rail cars prepared for early 2012.  
• Sacramento-Roseville 3rd Track Environmental Review/Preliminary Design: Kick-off meeting in 

early September; expected to be 30-month effort 
• Wireless Network: Installation to be complete by early October; testing through October with a 

soft launch planned for November 2011.  
 
Marketing/Communications 
•  Promotions: Ringling Bros. and Oakland Raiders currently running; Enhanced outreach to 

college market (Student Advantage Discount) to promote train travel; Kids Ride Free on 
Weekends, Seniors Ride Half Off mid-week through October.  

• Public Relations: Rail Safety Month in September, Wi-Fi Launch in November  
 

  Administrative/Budget/Other 
• Completing budget negotiations on Amtrak FY2012 operating budget.  
• Congress has begun deliberations on FY2012 budget; outlook is dim for HSIPR capital grants 

and PTC (both programs were “zeroed out” in FY2011)   

                                                                                                                                                                               Page 1 of 2 
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Ridership On-time Performance System Operating Ratio (b)
Month Actual Business Plan Actual Actual Actual Business Plan

October-10 141,350 141,275 96.0% 49.9% $2,120,627 $2,121,000

November-10 142,961 133,227 92.9% 46.1% $2,397,272 $2,225,000

December-10 128,895 126,380 97.4% 44.8% $2,216,664 $2,142,000

January-11 130,863 121,445 96.7% 48.4% $2,070,062 $1,969,000

February-11 125,201 113,635 95.7% 53.6% $1,985,812 $1,837,000

March-11 148,198 138,063 93.9% 55.5% $2,214,492 $2,099,000

April-11 152,781 142,065 95.3% 53.0% $2,323,280 $2,193,000

May-11 152,128 150,513 96.1% 52.5% $2,371,547 $2,649,000

June-11 145,495 153,038 91.7% 45.4% $2,303,439 $2,633,000

July-11 141,767 153,613 95.3% 43.0% $2,408,985 $2,812,000

August-11 153,085 150,691 93.8% 42.0% $2,453,422 $2,624,000

September-11 143,056 $2,496,000

Total YTD 1,562,724 1,523,945 95.0% 49% $24,865,602 $25,304,000
Previous YTD 1,448,870  - - 92.7% 47% $22,365,993  - -
YTD Change 7.9% 2.5% 2.3% 1.6% 11.2% -1.7%

Annual Standard/Measure 1,667,000 90% 49% $27,800,000

Revenues

b)  This standard measures total revenues (farebox and other operating credits) divided by total operating expenses adjusted against the f ixed price operating contract.

State Perfomance Standards (a)

a)  Standard developed by CCJPA in annual business plan update and approved by Business Transportation and Housing Agency  

Other Performance Measures
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Highway 65 Bypass progress update
 
T

o begin, I believe it is impor
tant to address a rumor that 

. pops up periodically that work 
on the Highway 65 Bypass has 
stopped. 

Let me assure you that work on 
the Highway 65 Bypass is continu
ing and the project funding, which 
comes from the state, is intact. 

The first phase of the bypass 
project is expected to be finished 
about the middle of next year at 
which time the bypass will be 
opened to traffic. 

Next, over the past few weeks, 
you may have' noticed that the 
Highway 65 Bypass project and the 
existing Highway 65 route have 
undergone some changes. 

For residents who use Nicolaus 
Road to travel west oftown, there is 
now a bridge that crosses over the 
bypass alignment. At the apex of 
the bridge, travelers can see a vista 
of the area that is quite interesting. 

With the Nicolaus Road bridge 
now open to traffic and the detour 
gone, the road builders have been 
able to connect the completed 
bypass sections south and north of 
the bridge. 

There have also been significant 
changes at the rodeo grounds sec-

Tom 
Cosgrove 
Guest 
Columnist 

These changes can be 
annoying and inconvenient 
but are necessary for the 
bypass to be finished and 
opened next year. And 
please keep in mind that 
they are temporary. 

tion of Highway 65; Both south
bound and northbound sections of 
the existing Highway 65 are now 
routed under the new overcross
ing, reconnecting to the existing 
Highway 65 at the Sterling inter
section. 

The rerouting is needed to allow 
construction materials to be 
moved along the bypass alignment 
and for work to be done on the 

connection between the existing 
Highway 65 route and the new' 
bypass route. 

Speed-limit warnings are posted 
and travelers should use caution. 
These changes are expected to be 
in place until the new route for the 
Highway 65 Bypass is completed. 

These changes can be annoying 
and inconvenient but are neces
sary for the bypass to be finished 
and opened next year. And please 
keep in mind that they are tempo
rary, as was the Nicolaus !load 
detour. 

Lastly, funding for phase 2A"of: 
the bypass has been approved:: 
This funding will allow the four- : 
lane section of the bypass project: 
to be extended to north of Wise' 
Road. . 

This additional work will begin; 
next year, following the opening of 
the first phase of the bypass. Then: : 
should be no impact to local traffic: 
and minimal impact along the new: 
bypass route during the construc~ : 
tion of this phase. ' 

I will continue to keep the com-' : 
munity posted as work on the' 
bypass progresses. 

Tom Cosgrove is a Lincoln councilman. 
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CAPITOL CORRIDOR 

Region on track for share offed
 
rail funds, newpassenger car
 
BY GUS THOMSON 
GOLD COUNTRY NEWS SERVICE 

Placer County's intercity 
passenger rail link with 
Sacramento is tapping 
into a U.S. Department of 
Transportation funding 
boost. 

The department 
announced this past week 
its.GOmm~tment to award 
,$336.?niillion for state-of
'the~a:H, American-made 
passenger rail cars to run 
on intercity passenger 
train routes in five states. 

Part of the funding is 
going to Caltrans' Division 
of Rail to buy 15 bi-level 
train cars and four clean
er-running locomotives. 

Capitol Corridor Joint 
Powers Authority, which 
runs one train daily to and 
fromAuburn, will be order
ing 10 passenger cars as 
part ofthe funding and one 
of the cars will be added to 
the Auburn-Sacramento 
route, Managing Director 
David Kutrowsky said. 

That should help ease 

Capitol Corridor 
Joint Powers 

Authority. which 
mns one train daily 
to and from Atdmrn, 
will be ordering 1() 

pas~enger (a~~.a5 

part of,the fWlding 
and one of the cars 

will be added to the 

Auburn-Sacwamernto 

!'Oute. 

demand when the first 
delivery takes place in 
2015, Kutrowsky said. 

The Auburn-to-Sacra
mento train now has a 
five-car set, with a food 
service car, three coaches 
and a cab car. The addi
tion will boost the number 
of cars taking off in the 
morning from Auburn 

and returning in the 
evening from Sacramento 
to six, Kutrowsky said. As 
well as providing each of 
the Capitol Corridor's 
eight routes with one 
more car each, funding 
will also add two spare 
cars to the service to pro
vide spares during main
tenance or repair time. 

Bob Franklin, Capitol 
Corridor chairman, said 
the authority is grateful to 
the Obama administra
tion for its support of the 
national intercity rail sys
tem. In all, nearly three
quarters of a billion dol
lars has been secured for 
passenger rail with the 
commitment to the new 
train-car manufacturing 
initiative. 

"The additional Ameri
can-made rail cars will 
help to create much
needed jobs, accommo
date our growing rider
ship and increase revenue 
and service efficiency," 
Franklin said. 
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CAPITOL I In brief 

Steinberg pushes fuel·fee measure 
Senate President Pro Tern Darrell 

Steinberg is pushing last-minute 
legislation to give local governments 
power to seek new fuel surcharges to 
fund certain transit projects. 

Senate Bill 791 would allow local 
transportation agencies to seek voter 
approval for a "regional transporta
tion congestion reduction charge" on 
gasoline or diesel. 

Revenues raised by the fees, which 
would require approval of a majority 
of voters in the impacted region, 
would fund transit proposals devel
oped by the local transportation 
planning agencies to reduce vehicle . 
congestion. 

'The state does not have the finan
cial capacity to adequately fund tran
sit·and road improvements, and ifwe 
can't afford it we ought to at least 
give the regions of this state the abil
ity to go to the voters and raise 
money for important priorities like 
transit and road improvements," 
Steinberg,·D-Sacramento, said TUes
day. 

- Torey Van Dot, 
Bee Capitol Bureau 
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Transit funding

proposal needs
 
more vetting 

. ITS UNWISE TO RUSH BIll IN WANING DAYS· 

~ 
worthwhile Idea.? Probably. 
An awkward process? Abso
utely. .. 

That sums up a proposal that has 
popped up in the legislative ses
sion's last days. Itwould let regional 
transportation agencies seek voter 
approval to levy new surcharges on 
gas and diesel fuel to fund plans to 
reduce traffic congestion. It would 
allow a corresponding registration 
charge on electric vehicles. 

Under Senate Bill 791, introduced 
by Senate President Pro Tern Dar
rell Steinberg of Sacramento, the 
money could be used to buy buses 
and light-rail cars, repair roads and 
bridges and add bicycle and pedes
trian lanes. Money could also be 
used to run transit systems, includ
ing subsidizing fares. 

The fee could be imposed for as 
long as 30 years. While there is no 
limit on the surcharge, supporters 
sayitwouldlikelybeafewcentsper 
gallon offuel since amajorityofvot

ers would be unwilling to support 
anything more.

Travel in most places in Califor

nia, and it's obvious that traffic con
gestion is bad and there's a growing 
backlog of needed road repairs. 
Transit agencies could use more 
cash; since 2000, more than $4 bil
lion in state transit funding has 
been slashed. Last year, Regional 
Transit in Sacramento made its 

fees are in place around the state, . 
the Legislature, in a perennial bud
get crunch, will divert existing tran
sit funding.· Steinberg's office says 
while that's not the intent, there's 
no way to bind what future legisla
tures do. 

Supporters say the blll has been 
crafted to comply with Proposition 
26, the ballot measure approved 
last November that requires a two
thirds vote of the Legislature to ap
prove many more fees. Because the 
bill only authorizes a fee but doeS 
not require one, its backers say.only 
a simple majorityvote in the Legisla
ture is needed. 

That's disputed by the California 
Taxpayers Association, which says 
the m~eis clearlyan attemptto 
skirt Proposition 26. No matterhow 
supporters try to dress it up, the as
sociation says, since motorists 
would pay higher taxes at the 
pump, this bill requires a two
thirds vote·of legislators.

These are all issues that need to 
be fully vetted, not glossed over in a 

rush to pass the bill beforeadjourn
ment. 

Politically, if not logistically, re
gional transportation authorities in 
the Sacramento area and elsewhere 
aren't ready to go to the ballot next 
year anyway. 

Anotherproblem is thatthis mea
sure was done as a "gut-and
amend" - the noxious legislative ma

deepest service cuts ever, ending . neuver oftaking a completely unre
bus routes and cutting off light-rail 
service after 9 p.m. 

While the need is clear, soine of 
the specifics in the bill are murky. 

One provision would allow pro
ceeds to be used to convert carpool 
lanes into toll express lanes. The the
ory is that would push motorists off 
some very congested highways and 
into mass transit, but giving more 
affluent commuters a faster ride on 
public roads is a controversial idea 
thatdeserves full debate on its own. 

Another obvious concern is the 
old bait-and-switch - that once the 

lated bill introduced earlier in the 
session (this one on the California . 
Transportation Commission's an
nual report) and putting the pro
posal inside it. 

Supporters would be better 
served to push the bill first thing 
next session, when there's more 
time to build support and answer 
criticism. 

The last thing California needs is 
another complicated revenue mea
sure.thathasn'tbeen thoroughlyex
amined and that has to be over
hauled later. . 
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Could it happen here?
 
Typically, 25 trains aday 
travel through Auburn 
BY GUS THOMSON 
JOURNAL STAFF WRITER 

T
he blaring sound of a 
freight-train horn is a 
familiar one for Auburn 

residents. 
According to Union Pacific, 

an average of 25 trains a day 
travel on the two tracks that 
run through the Auburn area 
on the Sierra route over the 
Donner Summit. 

For Auburn City Fire Chief 
Mark D'Ambrogi, the presence 
ofengines on the tracks pulling 
tanker cars laden with propane 
and other hazardous materials 
is a fact of life. 

"We are not immune from 
any type of catastrophic inci
dent and not knowing what 
form it could be in, including a 
train derailment," D'Ambrogi 
said Wednesday. 

But the scenario Lincoln 
experienced this week that 
precipitated a major emer
gency response and a mass 

"We are not immune 

from any type of 

catastrophic incident and 

not knowing what form 

it could be in, including a 

train derailment." 
Mark D'Ambrogi, Auburn City Fire 
Chief 

evacuation of businesses and 
homes can't occur in Auburn, 
D'Ambrogi said. 

The Lincoln fire occurred on 
a spur line offthe Union Pacific 
tracks owned by the Gladding
McBean business in that city. 
The spur line provided 
propane business Northern 
Propane Energy with a means 
to offload the gas from a 29,000 
gallon rail tanker car to holding 
tanks. 

D'Ambrogi said that, unlike 
Lincoln, Auburn has no spur 
lines for offloading fuel from 
rail cars. Instead, storage facil
ities are usually served by 
smaller-capacity trucks. 

• SEE COULD PAGE A2 

COULD: Auburn, too, faces rolling stockrisk
 
continued from A1 

D'Ambrogi added that the 
Uncoln offloading facility is reg
ulated and normally safe. 

"It's not an unsafe practice 
but offloading does allow more 
of an opportunity for some
thing to happen than the trains 
moving through Auburn daily," 
the chiefsaid. 

D'Ambrogi said Auburn Fire 
trains for incidents involving 
hazardous fuels and "takes a 
step further" by working with 
Union Pacific, the Western 
Pacific Gas Association, Pacific 
Gas & Electric and local fuel dis
tributors. The purpose is to 
make firefighters more familiar 
with their equipment and oper

ations to better mitigate an 
accident or derailment that 
could spark a fire or explosion, 
he said. 

Union Pacific spokesman 
Aaron Hunt said rail lines 
unlike truck companies - are 
required by federal law to ship 
hazardous materials. Those 
materials range anywhere from 
fertilizer used in farming to 
chemicals used to sanitize 
water supplies. In large 
amounts, many can be poten
tiallyexplosive, he said. 

"It's safer to ship hazardous 
materials by rail than any other 
way and we have an excellent 
safety record," Hunt said. "We're 
shipping things the American 

economy has come to count 
on." 

Lesley Garland, Western 
Pacific Gas Association spokes
woman, said that speculating 
on whether a rail catastrophe 
could occur in Auburn or any 
other community would be like 
speculating "whether planes 
would drop out of the sky." 

"The propane industry goes 
to great lengths to ensure 
employees and the public are· 
safe in the transportation of 
propane throughout the U.S.," 
Garland said. "An event like this 
(Lincoln) is extremely rare." 

Reach Gus Thomson at gust@goldcoun
trymedia.com. 
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