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AMENDED AGENDA 
Wednesday, February 22, 2012 - 9:00 AM 

Board of Supervisors Chambers 
175 Fulweiler Avenue, Auburn, CA  95603 

 
 
A. Flag Salute  

   
B. Roll Call  

   
C. Approval of Minutes:  January 25, 2012 Action 

Pg.  1 
D. Agenda Review  

   
E. Public Comment  

   
F. Amended 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.  6 

 1. FY 2012/13 Local Transportation Fund (LTF) Revised 
Preliminary Apportionment 

Pg.  8 

 2. Actuarial Valuation Report of Other Post Employment Benefit 
(OPEB) Program – January 1, 2011 

 

 3. Asset Allocation Strategy for Other Post-Employment Benefit 
(OPEB) Funds Invested with the California Employers’ Retiree 
Benefit Trust (CERBT) 

 

 4. FY 2012/13 State Transit Assistance (STA) Preliminary Fund 
Allocation 

Pg.  10 

    
G. FY 2011/12 Unmet Transit Needs Findings For FY 2012/13  Action 

Pg.  11 
   
H. FY 2011/12 Overall Work Program (OWP) and Budget – 

Amendment #2 
Action 
Pg.  15 

   
I. I-80/SR 65 Interchange Improvement Project – SR 65 Viaduct 

Restriping 
Action 
Pg.  17 

   
J. State Legislative Program for 2012 Action 
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Pg.  21 
   
K. Placer Parkway Corridor Policy Info 

Pg.  24 
   
L. Executive Director’s Report  
   
M. Board Direction to Staff  
   
N. Informational Items Info 
 1. Revenues and Expenditures for December (under separate 

cover) 
 

 2, Quarterly Financial Statements (under separate cover)  
 3. TAC Minutes Pg. 26 
 4. Status Reports  
  a. PCTPA Pg.  29 
  b. Randle Communications Pg.  32 
  c. Federal Advocates, Inc. Pg.  34 
  d. Capitol Corridor Monthly Performance Report Pg.  36 
 5. Newspaper Articles Pg.  41 
    

 
 

Next Regularly Scheduled PCTPA Board Meeting 
April 11, 2012 

 (combined March and April meetings) 
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PLACER COUNTY TRANSPORTATION PLANNING AGENCY 
MINUTES 

JANUARY 25, 2012 
 
The Placer County Transportation Planning Agency met on Wednesday, January 25, 2012 at 
9:00 a.m. at the Board of Supervisors Chambers, 175 Fulweiler Avenue, Auburn, California. 
 
 ATTENDANCE: John Allard (arrived 9:03 a.m.) Celia McAdam 
    Sandra Calvert    Scott Aaron 
    Tom Cosgrove    Shirley LeBlanc 
    Steve Harvey    David Melko 
    Jim Holmes    Susan Sholtis 
    Keith Nesbitt    Stan Tidman 
    Kirk Uhler 
    Scott Yuill    
 
 
APPROVAL OF MINUTES 
Upon motion by Yuill and second by Holmes, the minutes of the December 14, 2011 PCTPA 
Board meeting were approved as submitted, with Nesbitt abstaining and Allard absent. 
 
AGENDA REVIEW 
Tom Cosgrove stated Item J, Placer Parkway Corridor Policy, was pulled from the agenda.  This 
item will come back before the Board at a later date.   
 
PUBLIC COMMENT 
None. 
 
CONSENT CALENDAR 
Upon motion by Yuill and second by Uhler, the Board unanimously approved the Consent 
Calendar as submitted, with Allard absent.   
 
WORKSHOP:  I-80/SR 65 INTERCHANGE IMPROVEMENT PROJECT 
COMMUNITY WORKSHOP #2 
Tom Cosgrove indicated after the presentation and public comment for this item, the public is 
welcome to meet with the consultant team and review the maps and information available in the 
lobby.   
 
Celia McAdam explained the purpose of this workshop was to provide the Board and the 
community a progress report on the ongoing activities and efforts in preparing the environmental 
document for the I-80/65 Interchange improvements.  McAdam recognized this project’s 
partners, gave an overview of the project, outlined the goals and objectives of the project, the 
draft purpose and need aspect of the environmental document, the current contract phase, project 
funding, and where we are now.   
 
McAdam stated more than 20 different ideas have been brainstormed which have been refined 
down to seven potential project concepts which will be discussed today.  McAdam introduced 
Leo Heuston, Project Manager from CH2M HILL.  Heuston discussed the process whereby the 
concepts were narrowed down, gave an overview of existing traffic and adjacent site conditions 
and discussed Caltrans’ Project Study Report (PSR).  Heuston summarized the seven refined 
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concepts - five of which are build concepts, with one utilizing alternative transportation methods 
and the no-build alternative.  Heuston outlined the common benefits of the concepts, summarized 
the differences, and outlined the benefits and concerns of each, noting Concept #4 is an add-on 
concept which may be added to others.  Heuston stated traffic data collection commences at the 
end of this month and with that detailed traffic analysis work the concepts will be able to be 
refined which will become the alternatives for the environmental process. 
 
Jim Holmes inquired whether Concept 6, Transportation Systems Management, would be the 
beginning of the first phase in our approach in improving this traffic situation.  McAdam replied 
the traffic studies will outline which improvements would improve traffic flows.  Concept 6 
could be a phase of the project or combined with another one of the alternatives. 
 
Keith Nesbitt commented it appeared Concept 2 would be the least expensive alternative, 
recognizing costs for the concepts have not yet been determined.  McAdam responded Concept 3 
could be a less expensive approach since it reuses some of the existing structures.  McAdam 
noted Concept 2 has a tunnel under I-80.   
 
Scott Yuill inquired whether Concept 6 will be decided before any other concept is approved, or 
is this something that is decided after a concept is approved.  McAdam replied it is typically an 
important concept to consider in environmental documents as an alternative.  Parts of Concept 6 
may be utilized with any of the other concepts.  Yuill asked when these issues will be discussed.  
McAdam noted we are looking to refine the concepts into alternatives that then go forward in the 
draft environmental document stage in 18 months, in mid-2013.  The traffic study will refine the 
concepts into alternatives but other environmental issues may arise that are not necessarily 
related to traffic.   
 
Sandra Calvert asked if there was any consideration given to the Eureka off ramp connecting 
better for motorists to find a back way to the Galleria Mall from Atlantic.  When the Douglas to 
Sunrise ramp was completed stops in that loop were alleviated.  Heuston responded the detail of 
traffic information needed to look at all those aspects is being developed in the next stage of this 
project.  Calvert mentioned in looking at Antelope Creek Drive and coming in that back way it 
would be less intrusive environmentally to connect from Eureka to Atlantic with a flyover. 
 
Kirk Uhler inquired whether there is existing width on the span of northbound 65 where 
westbound 80 meets where there are currently two lanes (westbound 80 merging onto 
northbound 65) having to merge with the two lanes that exist from the eastbound traffic, and was 
it engineered for the weight associated with three lanes as opposed to two on that span. McAdam 
responded it is her understanding that the span is engineered for the weight and there may be 
sufficient width.  This could be a very promising, early phase of this project by adding an 
auxiliary lane and eliminating that weaving movement.  Uhler suggested if the capacity exists in 
both width and structural integrity, working with Caltrans to restripe that area without 
conducting a study.  McAdam replied we would still be required to go through the environmental 
process and recognized the benefit at looking at splitting that off as a separate project.  Uhler 
suggested asking County staff to assist in moving this scenario forward and recommended 
contacting Michael Johnson to ascertain if his staff could assist in this effort.  McAdam will look 
into the possibility of splitting this off as a separate project and what that would entail and will 
bring her findings back to the Board. 
 
There was Board consensus to look at the capacity, both structurally and widthwise, to look at 
altering the lane structure configuration that would allow the westbound lane from I-80 that 
merges onto Highway 65 heading north to continue on to Galleria without having to merge into 
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lanes coming from the eastbound portion of I-80.  Scott Yuill asked for clarification whether 
utilizing County staff to work in this process is included in this motion.  Kirk Uhler stated his 
hope was that common sense would prevail on the length and breadth of environmental study 
associated with repainting a road and Placer County staff has good experience with mitigated 
negative declarations.  Cosgrove clarified each Board Member would work with their own 
jurisdiction to determine whether they would be willing to commit their jurisdiction’s staff time 
in working with PCTPA to move this process forward. 
 
Kirk Uhler recommended when we are studying the impacts, to study on what happens in our 
local roadway system particularly at Eureka Road and East Roseville Parkway should we look to 
close the off ramp from Eastbound 80 at Taylor Road and redefine that off ramp as the Eureka 
Road/Taylor Road off ramp, recognizing that Roseville is currently in the process of improving 
the intersection at the Eureka Road off ramp in order to provide for two through lanes onto 
Taylor Road where currently one lane exists currently.  Uhler stated that a lot of what we are 
currently dealing with on the eastbound 80 side would be solved by eliminating that off ramp 
that currently exists at Taylor Road, moving it back to the Eureka Road off ramp and providing 
the additional capacity on the northbound 65 that will allow those eastbound travelers getting off 
onto northbound 65 to continue on at a higher rate of speed.  McAdam noted Concept 5 is 
relocating the traffic that would be utilizing the eastbound Taylor Road off ramp onto Eureka 
and also includes relocating the traffic that is going from Taylor Road onto westbound I-80. 
 
John Allard expressed his support of Kirk Uhler’s suggestion on the auxiliary lane on the viaduct 
from westbound 80 to northbound Highway 65, adding the City of Roseville would be willing to 
help expedite that process.  Allard encouraged the possibility of an auxiliary lane on westbound 
I-80 from Douglas to Riverside which has become a bottleneck.  Allard would like to see this 
expedited, which should be able to be done at a reasonably small cost.  This would be a relatively 
inexpensive fix for this traffic issue. 
 
Rhon Herndon, Acting Public Works Director with the City of Roseville, augmented information 
provided by Leo Heuston.  The traffic flow currently is a 60/40 split coming from Sacramento 
going eastbound 80, in that 60% continues on I-80 and 40% peels off on Highway 65.  
Preliminary traffic numbers show this will flip flop, which emphasizes the importance of 
focusing on the improvement of the 80/65 Interchange to facilitate that traffic.  Roseville is in 
support of maintaining access to Taylor Road which is very important to businesses located in 
that area.   
 
Herndon asked Heuston how far up 65 will the study area for the traffic analysis go beyond the 
80/65 Interchange.  Heuston responded the study will go all the way to the Lincoln Bypass on 
Highway 65 and from Riverside Ave to Rocklin Road on I-80.  Herndon mentioned the study 
area is not going to focus just on the freeway system and will include local streets.  The Antelope 
Creek connections alternative is a novel idea, citing the benefit of getting traffic off of I-80 and 
to the Galleria area, while noting there is a land development proposal on the property where the 
Antelope Creek connection would go.   
 
Herndon stated Roseville is currently under construction to add an additional lane northbound 
onto Taylor Road at the Eureka Road off ramp.  Staff is looking forward to getting the traffic 
analysis to see how much that is going to help the backup onto eastbound 80.  Herndon clarified 
Roseville’s project is not widening the single lane bridge on that off ramp that travels over the 
bike trail.   Their project starts at the north end of that bridge and then widens out.   
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Herndon supported investigation of the idea of adding an auxiliary lane over the viaduct on SR 
65 at I-80, noting that while Caltrans was under the impression that it was the tight loop that 
caused the backup onto mainline, Roseville observes the backup is caused where the merge 
comes in and the traffic on the loop comes and they try to fit together.   
 
Peter Eckland, traffic engineer residing in Rocklin, stated his knowledge of the project is limited.  
Eckland said there is an issue on the flyover that needs to be addressed when traffic enters into 
65.  A lot of traffic is going to the Galleria and they won’t make it and that traffic will just move 
over on the freeway.  Eckland suggested looking at the percentage of HOV traffic that is 
traveling to the Galleria and to the Rocklin development to ascertain whether this will just create 
a new merge problem on 65 in advance of the Galleria interchange.  Weekend traffic also needs 
to be looked at, especially around the Galleria.  TSM should be included in all the alternatives.  
Eckland advised that there be a serious look at the traffic forecasts since a lot of growth may not 
be occurring, so we need to look at the credibility of all the land use and the traffic forecasts. 
 
Doug Milligan with the Auburn CHP office noted the bottleneck now is at the bridge over the 
Antelope Creek and inquired whether widening that was part of any of the proposed concepts.  
McAdam clarified westbound to northbound widening is included in all of the concepts.  
Milligan supported efforts that are cheap, fast and furious. 
 
Tom Cosgrove closed the public comment portion and urged anyone interested to view all the 
maps and materials displayed in the lobby area. 
 
FEDERAL LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM FOR 2012 
Celia McAdam asked the Board to adopt a Federal Legislative Program and to direct staff and 
federal advocates to represent these positions including during the Cap-to-Cap trip.  McAdam 
stated the current federal transportation bill expired in September 2009 which is a primary source 
for a lot of local and state transportation funding.  The current continuing resolution goes through 
March of 2012 and there is finally some movement on creating a reauthorization bill.  No 
earmarks, consolidating programs and streamlining are aspects of the current proposals.  
McAdam summarized proposed reauthorization proposals.  Staff is asking for continued support 
of the California Consensus Principles for Reauthorization.  Staff is suggesting making a request 
under the Projects of National and Regional Significance program for $25M for the Placer 
Parkway.  Staff suggests requesting $4M in High Priority Project funding through Congressman 
McClintock for improvements to the I-80/SR 65 Interchange.  Staff further suggests seeking 
federal rail funding for expansion of Capitol Corridor Rail Service through the Federal Railroad 
Administration. 
 
Keith Nesbitt inquired what McAdam’s sense of Congressman McClintock’s response would be 
to an ambiguous project description of the improvements to the 80/65 Interchange.  McAdam 
responded the request would not be ambiguous but rather a not overly detailed description of the 
specific aspect of the I-80/65 Interchange project, so that the funds can be used in a way that will 
build the project most cost-effectively.  Since I-80/SR65 Interchange is a federally critical 
highway, McAdam hoped Congressman McClintock would be supportive since his focus is on 
projects with a clear federal nexus. 
 
Upon motion by Holmes and second by Nesbitt, the Board unanimously adopted the Federal 
Legislative Program for 2012 as shown in Attachment 2 and directed staff and federal advocates 
to represent these positions, including participation in the Sacramento Metropolitan Chamber of 
Commerce’s Cap-to-Cap federal advocacy trip in April.   
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STATE BUDGET IMPACTS ON TRANSPORTATION 
Celia McAdam updated the Board on Governor Brown’s 2012/13 budget proposal which is good 
news in terms of transportation, with no proposal to take any further funding away from 
transportation.  There is a proposal to remove Caltrans from Business, Transportation and 
Housing and establish a new cabinet-level secretary position that would be over transportation 
which would include Caltrans, the Department of Motor Vehicles, California Highway Patrol, 
and related departments.  The benefit would be that it would provide a continuous allocation of 
transportation funds.   
 
McAdam apprised the Board of a resurfacing State bill AB441 which proposes health 
considerations to be part of regional transportation plans.  Adding this requirement with no 
funding attached, along with all the requirements currently in place, presents a challenge in 
serving a lot of masters in one document.  McAdam will be watching this proposal and may ask 
the Board to take a position on this bill. 
 
Sandra Calvert noted that Colorado Springs was listed as the healthiest town in America due to 
the fact 10% of their sales tax generates about $6M which is used to fund their trails thus keeping 
their community fit.   
 
NORTH LAKE TAHOE – TRUCKEE BICYCLE & TRAIL PLAN 
Stan Tidman provided background in the preparation of the Status Report and Guide for the 
Future – Creating a World Class Bicycle and Multi-Purpose Trail Community.  This document 
highlights bicycle and trail information in existing regional county and town master plans and 
also facilitates future funding for these types of facilities.  This document is an easy to read 
document which focuses on maps and tables of existing and proposed Class 1 bike facilities and 
multi-use paths which was completed last fall. 
 
Ron Treabess, representing several agencies in the North Lake Tahoe area, added the purpose of 
this document was to get a lot of different bike and pedestrian plans consolidated.  This plan will 
be used to go back to the League of American Cyclists to obtain a higher designation and be able 
to apply for funding for improvement of these facilities.  This document will also serve as a 
model for long range visions for all modes of transportation in the greater North Lake Tahoe 
area.  Treabess thanked the Board and expressed his appreciation of PCTPA’s participation in 
the preparation of this document. 
 
EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR’S REPORT 
Celia McAdam noted that our regularly scheduled April Board meeting conflicts with the Cap-
to-Cap trip and suggested consolidating our March and April Board meetings to Wednesday, 
April 11.  Staff will follow up with Board members to check their availability on that date. 
 
Tom Cosgrove thanked Kirk Uhler for his service as Board Chair in 2011.   
 
Meeting adjourned at 10:30 a.m. 
 
 
 
_________________________________  ____________________________________ 
Celia McAdam     Tom Cosgrove, Chair 
Executive Director 



MEMORANDUM
 

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

TO: Board of Directors DATE: February 14, 2012
  
FROM: Celia McAdam, Executive Director  
  
SUBJECT: AMENDED CONSENT CALENDAR 
 
 
Below are the Consent Calendar items for the February 22, 2012 amended agenda for your review 
and action. 

 
1. FY 2012/13 Local Transportation Fund (LTF) Revised Preliminary Apportionment 

The Local Transportation Fund (LTF) program was established through the Transportation 
Development Act (TDA) in 1972. Funds are allocated for specific purposes in priority order 
before claims for public transportation or other claims, such as streets and roads. The 
preliminary LTF apportionment is typically approved by the Board of Directors in February, 
and the final apportionment is typically approved in August. It is the preliminary LTF 
apportionment that is used by the cities and the County in developing their transportation 
budgets for the upcoming fiscal year. Actual revenue through December 2011 is tracking 
9.4 percent higher than the approved FY 2011/12 final apportionment. The preliminary 
apportionment for FY 2012/13 projects a small shortfall fairly large surplus carried over 
from FY 2011/12 and recommends a one (1) percent growth in LTF revenue over FY 
2011/12  year-end actual revenue, reflecting a modest continuing turnaround in the 
economic slowdown. Staff recommends that the Board approve the attached Revised 
Preliminary Findings of Apportionment for the LTF for FY 2012/13 for transmittal to local 
agencies and transit operators. The TAC concurred with this the original recommendation 
regarding the preliminary apportionment at its February 7, 2012 meeting. The revised 
preliminary apportionment was developed subsequent to the TAC meeting. 
  

2. Actuarial Valuation Report of Other Post Employment Benefit Program – January 1, 2011 
The Governmental Accounting Standards Board (GASB) Statement 45 requires state and 
local government employers to disclose financial information regarding “Other Post- 
Employment Benefits” (OPEB); primarily retiree health care. GASB 45 requires agencies to 
obtain an actuarial valuation for the OPEB obligation which includes valuing the liability 
and calculating the annual required contributions (ARC) to the trust. This report is provided 
under separate cover.  
 
Bickmore Risk Services completed the actuarial valuation as of January 1, 2011 and 
determined the GASB 45 Actuarial Accrued Liability (AAL), the amount required to fund 
all plan benefits for current and vested plan members to be $492,951.  The ARC, the annual 
amount an employer would contribute to an OPEB program, is calculated as $70,522 for the 
fiscal year ending June 30, 2012.  This 3rd payment in the 30-year amortization period is 
budgeted in the FY 2011/12 Overall Work Program, Amendment #2, pending your approval 
at this month’s meeting. 
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3. Asset Allocation Strategy for Other Post-Employment Benefit (OPEB) Funds Invested with 
the California Employers’ Retiree Benefit Trust (CERBT) 
PCTPA pre-funds the OPEB costs with the CERBT, which is administered by CalPERS.  
Employer assets (contributions and investment return) held in the CERBT are invested in 
public market securities using an asset allocation strategy approved by the CalPERS Board.  
In March 2011, the CERBT revised its investment policy and added new asset classes to 
improve portfolio diversification.  PCTPA is required to choose one of three asset allocation 
strategies which will be reflected in preparation of biannual OPEB actuarial valuation 
reports dated June 30, 2011 and later.  In addition, PCTPA’s actuarial consultant 
recommends a rounded downward discount rate at standard intervals for consistency.  
Strategy 1 is the asset allocation strategy most similar to the current CERBT strategy and 
assumes a discount rate (the long term assumed rate of invest return) of 7.61% (rounded to 
7.50%).  Strategy 2 assumes a discount rate of 7.06% (rounded to 7.00%) and Strategy 3 
assumes a discount rate of 6.39% (rounded to 6.25%).   

 
Given the long term nature of PCTPA’s CERBT investments, staff recommends assets 
allocation Strategy 1 with the rounded discount rate as it is the strategy most consistent with 
the pre-existing asset allocation strategy since PCTPA entered the CERBT program. 
 

4. FY 2012/13 State Transit Assistance (STA) Preliminary Fund Allocation  
 The State Transit Assistance (STA) program was established through the Transportation 

Development Act (TDA) in 1980 to provide support for local transit capital and operations. 
Unlike other programs under the TDA, funding for the STA is allocated through the state 
budget. The State Controller’s office has released a preliminary estimate of funds available 
for STA claimants in FY 2012/13. Staff recommends that the Board approve the attached 
Preliminary Fund Allocation for the STA for FY 2012/13 for transmittal to local agencies 
and transit operators. The TAC concurred with this recommendation at its February 7, 2012 
meeting. 
 
 



FY 2010/2011 FY 2011/2012 FY 2011/2012
Fund Balance Revenue Apportionment
Subtotal (1) Subtotal Total

$818,436 $15,550,313 $16,368,749

2.9902% $464,991 $464,991
$24,474 $24,474

TRPA TOTAL $464,991 $489,465
$216 $216

$489,249

97.0098% $15,085,322 $15,085,322
$793,962 $793,962

PCTPA TOTAL $15,085,322 $15,879,284
$6,994 $6,994

$400,000 $400,000
$15,879 $293,567 $309,446
$31,123 $575,390 $606,514

$0 $106,585 $106,585
$746,959 $13,702,786 $14,449,745

$1

PLACER COUNTY 98,245 28.74% $4,159,093 
AUBURN 13,410 3.92% $567,993 
COLFAX 1,971 0.58% $83,477 
LINCOLN 43,248 12.65% $1,825,439 
LOOMIS 6,475 1.89% $274,699 
ROCKLIN 57,901 16.94% $2,446,251 
ROSEVILLE 120,593 35.28% $5,092,793 
TOTAL 341,843 100.00% $14,449,745 

County Auditor Administrative Costs

FY 2011/2012
August 2011

County Auditor Administrative Costs

PCTPA Revenue Estimate

BALANCE AVAILABLE FOR APPORTIONMENT BY TRPA

PCTPA LTF Fund Balance

TRPA LTF Fund Balance

Pedestrian and Bicycle Allocation (4)

TRPA Revenue Estimate (2)

PCTPA Administrative and Planning Costs (3)

PLACER COUNTY LTF REVENUE ESTIMATE 

PLACER COUNTY TRANSPORTATION PLANNING AGENCY (PCTPA)

FINAL APPORTIONMENT
LOCAL TRANSPORTATION FUND (LTF)

Source: Table E-1: City/County Population Estimates January 1, 2010 to January 1, 2011, DOF, May 2011.

Apportionment of FY 2011/2012 PCTPA LTF Revenue Estimate by Jurisdiction

DOF Population January 
1, 2011

BALANCE AVAILABLE FOR APPORTIONMENT BY PCTPA

FY 2011/2012 
Revenue 

Apportionment (7)
Percent (%)Jurisdiction

Community Transit Service Article 4.5 Allocation (5)
South Placer Transportation Call Center - FY 2009/10 Unmet Transit Need (6)

PLACER COUNTY $4,159,093 ($166,364) $3,992,729 
AUBURN $567,993 ($22,720) $545,274 
COLFAX $83,477 ($3,339) $80,138 
LINCOLN $1,825,439 ($73,018) $1,752,421 
LOOMIS $274,699 ($10,988) $263,711 
ROCKLIN $2,446,251 ($97,850) $2,348,401 
ROSEVILLE $5,092,793 ($203,712) $4,889,081 
TOTAL $14,449,745 ($577,990) $13,871,755 

NOTES:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)
(5)

(6)

(7)
(8)

TRPA Population 10,537 2.9902%
PCTPA Population 341,843 97.0098%

TOTAL 352,380 100.00%

FY 2010/2011 LTF Balance based on July 14, 2011 fund balance provided by Placer County Auditor.

Planning       
Contribution (8)

FY 2011/2012 Revenue Apportionment Available to Claimant

Available to    
Claimant 

FY 2011/2012 Revenue 
Apportionment 

PCTPA receives 4% of apportionment for regional planning purposes and implementation of SAFETEA-LU planning requirements.

Establishment of a Centralized Call Center, Unmet Transit Needs (UTN) Final Report for FY 2009/10, PCTPA, May 27, 2009.

Jurisdiction

(from FY 2010/11 $300,000 final apportionment) plus $106,585 from the FY 2011/12 apportionment.
FY 2011/12 cost estimate to operate the Call Center is $289,705 funded as follows: $183,120 accrued as FY 2010/11 carryover

FY 2010/2011 carryover apportionment uses April 29, 2010 DOF population estimates (see next page).

Source: Table E-1: City/County Population Estimates January 1, 2010 to January 1, 2011, DOF, May 2011.

Tahoe Regional Planning Agency receives funds proportional to its population within Placer County  (see box below).

Pedestrian and Bicycle Allocation is 2% of the remaining apportionment, per PCTPA Board direction.
Community Transit Service Article 4.5 allocation is up to 5% of the remaining apportionment, per PCTPA Board direction.
FY 2011/12 Article 4.5 allocation is set at 4%.

Apportioned to PCTPA per Section 7.1 PCTPA Rules & Bylaws for FY 2011/12 Final Overall Work Program, May 2011. 

 January 1, 2011 DOF Population Estimates

Printed:8/9/2011 



Amount of FY 2010/2011 Carryover:

JURISDICTION 01-Jan-10 PERCENT ALLOCATION

PLACER COUNTY 98,564 29.53% $234,448 
AUBURN 13,578 4.07% $32,297 
COLFAX 1,993 0.60% $4,741 
LINCOLN 41,111 12.32% $97,788 
LOOMIS 6,743 2.02% $16,039 
ROCKLIN 56,019 16.78% $133,249 
ROSEVILLE 115,781 34.69% $275,401 
TOTAL 333,789 100.00% $793,962

28-Jul-11

Calculation of FY 2010/2011 Carryover Using 2010 Population - Western Slope

$793,962
POPULATION

Source: Table E-1: City/County Population Estimates January 1, 2009 to January 1, 2010, April 29, 2010,  DO

Printed:8/9/2011  ^̂Printed:8/9/2011  ^̂



Public Transportation Account Fund PUC 99313 Allocation $1,588,433
Public Transportation Account Fund PUC 99314 Allocation $272,504

$1,860,937

$63,537

$1,524,896
 

January PUC 99313 PUC 99314 Total
Jurisdiction 2011 Population Fare Revenue Jurisdiction

Population Percent Allocation Allocation Allocation
Placer County 98,245 28.74% $438,252 $219,949 $658,201
Auburn 13,410 3.92% $59,819 $1,632 $61,451
Colfax 1,971 0.58% $8,792 $0 $8,792
Lincoln 43,248 12.65% $192,921 $1,463 $194,384
Loomis 6,475 1.89% $28,884 $0 $28,884
Rocklin 57,901 16.94% $258,285 $0 $258,285
Roseville 120,593 35.28% $537,942 $49,460 $587,402
TOTAL 341,843 100.00% $1,524,896 $272,504 $1,797,400

Notes:

PLACER COUNTY TRANSPORTATION PLANNING AGENCY

February 2012
 FY 2012 / 2013 STATE TRANSIT ASSISTANCE (STA) PRELIMINARY FUND ALLOCATION (EXCLUDING TAHOE BASIN)

Total STA Allocation

FY 2012 / 2013  Jurisdiction STA Preliminary Fund Allocation 

(1)  4% of  unencumbered PUC 99313 Allocation goes to WPCTSA.

4 Percent  Allocation to WPCTSA (1)

Source: 2012 / 2013 State Transit Assistance Allocation  Preliminary Estimate, California State Controller Division of Accounting and Reporting, January 26, 2012.

Total PUC 99313 Allocation Available to Jurisdictions

 PUC = Public Utilities Code

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

2/7/2012

January 1, 2011 DOF Population

Source: Table E-1: City/County Population Estimates January 1, 2010 to January 1, 2011, California Department of Finance, May 2011
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TO: Board of Directors DATE:  February 7, 2012
  
FROM: David Melko, Senior Transportation Planner  
  
SUBJECT: FY 2011/12 UNMET TRANSIT NEEDS FINDINGS FOR FY 2012/13 
 
 
ACTION REQUESTED 
Adopt Resolution No. 12-03 making findings and recommendations regarding unmet transit needs 
that are reasonable to meet as required by the Transportation Development Act (TDA). 
 
BACKGROUND 
As the Regional Transportation Planning Agency for Placer County, PCTPA is responsible for the 
administration of TDA funds.  This responsibility includes the annual unmet transit needs process, 
which has four key components:  

1) Soliciting testimony on unmet transit needs that may exist in Placer County;  
2) Analyzing transit needs in accordance with adopted definitions of “unmet transit needs” 

and “reasonable to meet;”  
3) Consultation with the Social Services Transportation Advisory Council (SSTAC); and  
4) Adoption of a finding regarding unmet transit needs that may exist for implementation in 

the next fiscal year.   
 
Unmet transit needs may include establishing, contracting for, or expanding public transportation, 
in addition to services or measures required to comply with the Americans with Disabilities Act.  
If, based on the adopted definition and criteria, any unmet transit needs are determined to be 
reasonable to meet by the PCTPA Board; they must be funded in the next fiscal year prior to any 
TDA funds being allocated for non-transit purposes.   
 
DISCUSSION 
The FY 2011/12 Unmet Transit Needs Analysis and Recommendations Final Report for FY 
2012/13 is provided under separate cover.  The analysis was conducted in accordance with the 
definitions of “unmet transit needs” and “reasonable to meet” amended by the PCTPA Board of 
Directors in September 2006.  The analysis relied upon the recently approved Short Range Transit 
Plans (SRTPs), the Long Range Transit Master Plan, the South Placer Dial-a-Ride Study,  and 
SACOG’s Public Transit Human Services Transportation Coordinated Plan.  
 
FY 2011/12 Unmet Transit Needs Process 
This year PCTPA reviewed 129 comments submitted by the public as part of the FY 2011/2012 
unmet transit needs process; 22 comments lie outside of PCTPA’s jurisdiction (with the majority 
focused on improving and expanding transit services and specialized transportation within the 
North Lake Tahoe Basin and the Town of Truckee) and twelve comments are for requests that do 
not pertain to the unmet transit needs process. Of the remaining 95 comments analyzed, there are 
no new unmet transit needs that are reasonable to meet for implementation in FY 2012/13. 
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Of the comments addressing unmet transit needs, the list below summarizes the more prominent 
themes: 

• New service or service extensions (this was the dominant comment category). 
• More direct routes, with fewer transfers. 
• More consistent service hours among the different operators to provide better connectivity. 
• More frequent service, especially during commute periods. 
• More weekend service, with longer service hours. 
• Later evening and night service consistent with employer work schedules, particularly in 

North Lake Tahoe. 
• Various facility improvements, including shelters, stops and sidewalk improvements. 

 
In FY 2004/05 the Board approved a finding that year-round service between Truckee and Kings 
Beach on SR 267 is reasonable to meet on a conditional basis. Subsequent unmet transit needs 
processes continue to support that prior finding.  
 
In accordance with TDA requirements, the SSTAC met on January 31, 2012 to review the draft 
report.  The group recommended approval, inclusive of the comments presented at the meeting as 
well as those comments subsequently submitted by the February 7 deadline. The final report 
incorporates all SSTAC comments and are included in Appendix “E” of the Report. 
  
In addition, the draft report was reviewed by the Transit Operator’s Working Group (TOWG) and 
PCTPA’s Technical Advisory Group (TAC) on February 7, 2012. These committees had no 
comments. The SSTAC, TOWG, and TAC concur with the recommended finding identified 
below. 
 
It should be noted that many public comments identify issues that require further study in order to 
address their feasibility. These issues are currently beyond the planning analysis included within 
the approved SRTPs; and would therefore require pursuit of grant funding in order to conduct any 
studies. In addition, several recommendations in the final report require the applicable transit 
operator to develop service plans and implementation schedules to support the service 
enhancements and route improvements identified in their SRTPs. These plans do not include 
implementation schedules and service plans. 
 
Recommended Findings 

1) There are no new unmet transit needs in FY 2011/12 that are reasonable to meet for   
  implementation in FY 2012/13. 
2) The following finding from FY 2004/05, as amended in FY 2009/10, is considered a   
  continuing unmet transit need on a conditional basis: 

•   Year-round service between Truckee and Kings Beach on SR 267 provided by 
TART via a new or combined route that connects Truckee, Northstar-at Tahoe 
and Kings Beach continues to be an unmet transit need that is reasonable to meet 
on a conditional basis due to adopted TART Systems (Short Range Transit) Plan 
recommendations. Implementation of year-round service is contingent upon 
development of a multi-year funding plan, which demonstrates a financial 
commitment toward the service by jurisdictions and partners, including those 
outside of PCTPA’s purview.  



 
 PLACER COUNTY TRANSPORTATION PLANNING AGENCY  
 
 
 
IN THE MATTER OF:  A RESOLUTION  RESOLUTION NO. 12-03 
MAKING FINDINGS REGARDING UNMET 
TRANSIT NEEDS IN PLACER COUNTY 
THAT ARE REASONABLE TO MEET 
 
 
The following resolution was duly passed by the Placer County Transportation Planning 
Agency at a regular meeting held February 22, 2012 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, pursuant to California Government Code, Title 7.91, Section 67910, PCTPA was 
created as a local area planning agency to provide regional transportation planning for the area 
of Placer County, exclusive of the Lake Tahoe Basin; and  
 
WHEREAS, California Government Code Section 29532.1(c) identifies PCTPA as the 
designated Regional Transportation Planning Agency for Placer County, exclusive of the Lake 
Tahoe Basin; and 
 
WHEREAS,  pursuant to Public Utilities Code, Section 99401.5(d), the PCTPA must adopt by 
resolution a finding on unmet transit needs prior to allocating Transportation Development Act 
(TDA) funds for non-transit purposes in the next fiscal year; and 
 
WHEREAS,  PCTPA has solicited testimony regarding unmet transit needs from social service 
agencies, transit users, and the general public through advertisements, flyers, press releases, the 
PCTPA web-page, e-mail distribution, public workshops, and a public hearing; and 

 



 
WHEREAS, each item of testimony received was analyzed and compared with the definitions 
of “unmet transit need” and “reasonable to meet” as adopted by the PCTPA in September 2006, 
and is documented in the FY 2011/12 Unmet Transit Needs Analysis and Recommendations 
Final Report for FY 2012/13; and  

 
WHEREAS, PCTPA consulted with the Social Services Transportation Advisory Council 
(SSTAC) on January 31, 2012 regarding unmet transit needs in accordance with Public Utilities 
Code, Section 99238(c). 
 
THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the Placer County Transportation Planning Agency: 
 
1) That there are no new unmet transit needs in FY 2011/12 that are reasonable to meet 
 for implementation in FY 2012/13. 
 
2) That the following finding from FY 2004/05, as amended in FY 2009/10, is 
 considered a continuing unmet transit need on a conditional basis: 

• Year-round service between Truckee and Kings Beach on SR 267 provided 
 by TART via a new or combined route that connects Truckee, Northstar-at 
 Tahoe and Kings Beach continues to be an unmet transit need that is 
 reasonable to meet on a conditional basis due to adopted TART Systems 
 (Short Range Transit) Plan recommendations. Implementation of year-
 round service is contingent upon development of a multi-year funding plan, 
 which demonstrates a financial commitment toward the service by 
 jurisdictions and partners, including those outside of PCTPA’s purview.  
 

3) That the FY 2011/12 Unmet Transit Needs Analysis and Recommendations Final 
Report for FY 2012/13 is accepted as complete. 
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UNMET TRANSIT NEEDS SUMMARY AND FINDINGS 
 
 
Summary 
 
As the Regional Transportation Planning Agency for Placer County, the Placer County 
Transportation Planning Agency (PCTPA) is responsible for the administration of Transportation 
Development Act Funds (TDA) funds.  This responsibility includes the annual unmet transit 
needs process, which has four key components:  

1) Soliciting testimony on unmet transit needs that may exist in Placer County;  
2) Analyzing transit needs in accordance with adopted definitions of “unmet transit needs” 

and “reasonable to meet;”  
3) Consultation with the Social Services Transportation Advisory Council (SSTAC); and  
4) Adoption of a finding regarding unmet transit needs that may exist for implementation in 

the next fiscal year.   
 
Unmet transit needs may include establishing, contracting for, or expanding public 
transportation, in addition to services or measures required to comply with the Americans with 
Disabilities Act.  If, based on the adopted definition and criteria, any unmet transit needs are 
determined to be reasonable to meet by the PCTPA Board of Directors; they must be funded in 
the next fiscal year prior to any TDA funds being allocated for non-transit purposes.   
 
The unmet transit needs analysis was conducted in accordance with the definitions of “unmet 
transit needs” and “reasonable to meet” amended by the PCTPA Board of Directors in 
September 2006.  The analysis relied upon the recently approved Short Range Transit Plans 
(SRTPs), the Long Range Transit Master Plan, the South Placer Dial-a-Ride Study,  and the 
Sacramento Area Council of Government’s (SACOG’s) Public Transit Human Services 
Transportation Coordinated Plan.  
 
This year PCTPA reviewed 129 comments submitted by the public as part of the FY 2011/2012 
unmet transit needs process; 22 comments lie outside of PCTPA’s jurisdiction (with the majority 
focused on improving and expanding transit services and specialized transportation within the 
North Lake Tahoe Basin and the Town of Truckee) and twelve comments are for requests that do 
not pertain to the unmet transit needs process. Of the remaining 95 comments analyzed, there are 
no new unmet transit needs that are reasonable to meet for implementation in FY 2012/13. 
 
Of the comments addressing unmet transit needs, the list below summarizes the more prominent 
themes: 

• New service or service extensions (this was the dominant comment category). 
• More direct routes, with fewer transfers. 
• More consistent service hours among the different operators to provide better 

connectivity. 
• More frequent service, especially during commute periods. 
• More weekend service, with longer service hours. 
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• Later evening and night service consistent with employer work schedules, particularly in 
North Lake Tahoe. 

• Various facility improvements, including shelters, stops and sidewalk improvements. 
 
In accordance with TDA requirements, the SSTAC met on January 31, 2012 to review the draft 
report and had until February 7, 2012 to complete its review. At the January 31 meeting the 
SSTAC recommended approval of the draft report, inclusive of the comments presented at the 
meeting as well as those comments subsequently submitted by the February 7 deadline. The final 
report incorporates all SSTAC comments and are included in Appendix “E” of the Report. 
  
In addition, the draft report was reviewed by the Transit Operator’s Working Group (TOWG) 
and PCTPA’s Technical Advisory Group (TAC) on February 7, 2012. These committees had no 
comments. The SSTAC, TOWG, and TAC concur with the recommended findings.  
 
It should be noted that many public comments identify issues that require further study in order 
to address their feasibility. These issues are currently beyond the planning analysis included 
within the approved SRTPs; and would therefore require PCTPA to pursue grant funding in 
order to conduct any studies. In addition, several recommendations in the final report require the 
applicable transit operator to develop service plans and implementation schedules to support the 
service enhancements and route improvements identified in their SRTPs. These plans do not 
include implementation schedules and service plans. 
 
Recommended Findings 
 

1) There are no new unmet transit needs in FY 2011/12 that are reasonable to meet for 
implementation in FY 2012/13. 

2) The following finding from FY 2004/05, as amended in FY 2009/10, is considered a 
continuing unmet transit need on a conditional basis: 

• Year-round service between Truckee and Kings Beach on SR 267 provided by 
TART  via a new or combined route that connects Truckee, Northstar-at Tahoe 
and Kings Beach continues to be an unmet transit need that is reasonable to 
meet on a conditional basis due to adopted TART Systems (Short Range 
Transit) Plan recommendations. Implementation of year-round service is 
contingent upon development of a multi-year funding plan, which demonstrates 
a financial commitment toward the service by jurisdictions and partners, 
including those outside of PCTPA’s purview.  
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INTRODUCTION 
 
 
Background 
 
This report presents an analysis of the recent public testimony on unmet transit needs in Placer 
County.  This annual process fulfills the requirements of the Transportation Development Act 
(TDA) regarding uses of the Local Transportation Fund (LTF).  The LTF consists of ¼ cent of 
the sales taxes collected in Placer County.  Transit needs are the highest priority for funds 
received under the TDA. The legislative intent for the use of the LTF funds is stated in the Public 
Utilities Code: 
 

It is in the interest of the state that funds available for transit development be fully 
expended to meet the transit needs that exist in California.  Such funds are to be 
expended for physical improvement to improve the movement of transit vehicles, the 
comfort of the patrons, and the exchange of patrons from one transportation mode to 
another. 
 

The Placer County Transportation Planning Agency (PCTPA) Board of Directors has adopted a 
definition of an unmet transit need and criteria for determining whether needs are reasonable to 
meet.  The adopted definition of an unmet transit need is as follows: 
 

An unmet transit need is an expressed or identified need, which is not currently being met 
through the existing system of public transportation services.  Unmet transit needs are 
also those needs required to comply with the requirements of the Americans with 
Disabilities Act. 

 
The adopted criteria for determining whether or not an unmet transit need is reasonable to meet 
(assuming all of the criteria prevail) are as follows: 
 

• Service, which if implemented or funded, would result in the responsible service 
meeting the fare box recovery requirement specified in California Code of 
Regulations Sections 6633.2 and 6633.5, and Public Utilities Code 99268.2, 99268.3, 
99268.4, and 99268.5. The minimum required fare box recovery is 10 percent for 
Lincoln Transit, Tahoe Area Regional Transit (TART) and the Western Placer 
Consolidated Transportation Services Agency (WPCTSA), 13.3 percent for Placer 
County Transit (PCT), 15 percent for Auburn Transit and Roseville Transit.  

• Notwithstanding the criterion above, an exemption to the required fare box recovery 
requirement is available to the claimant for extension of public transportation 
services, as defined by California Code of Regulations Section 6633.8, and Public 
Utilities Code 99268.8. 

• Service, which if implemented or funded, would not cause the responsible operator to 
incur expenditures in excess of the maximum amount of Local Transportation Funds, 
State Transit Assistance Funds, Federal Transit Administration Funds, and fare 
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revenues and local support, as defined by Sections 6611.2 and 6611.3 of the 
California Administrative Code, which may be available to the claimant.  

• Community support exists for the public subsidy of transit services designed to 
address the unmet transit need, including but not limited to, support from community 
groups, community leaders, and community meetings reflecting a commitment to 
public transit. 

• The need should be in conformance with the goals included in the Regional 
Transportation Plan. 

• The need is consistent with the intent of the goals of the adopted Short Range Transit 
Plan for the applicable jurisdiction. 

 
If the PCTPA Board of Directors finds that there are unmet transit needs that are reasonable to 
meet, LTF funds must be spent to meet those needs before funds can be spent for streets and 
roads purposes.  However, if no needs meet the reasonable-to-meet criteria, jurisdictions can 
implement service changes or other improvements as long as transit operators continue to meet 
the TDA-required fare box recovery minimum. 
 
American with Disabilities Act (ADA) Requirements 
 
The Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) requires that all public transit buses be accessible to 
individuals with disabilities.  Currently, all buses used by transit providers in Placer County meet 
this requirement.  In addition, the ADA requires transit authorities to provide complementary 
paratransit or other special transportation services to individuals with disabilities who cannot use 
fixed-route bus service.  This service must be demand-response and curb-to-curb service 
provided within a ¾-mile boundary around all fixed-route transit services.  Placer County transit 
operators fulfill this requirement in one of two ways: Dial-A-Ride paratransit service or deviated 
fixed-route service.   
 
Any trips that are currently not provided according to these requirements are considered 
violations of ADA regulations.  According to the PCTPA definition, an unmet transit need can 
include those trips (and measures) required to comply with the requirements of the ADA.  
 
Existing Transit Operations 
 
There are five public transit providers, including the Western Placer Consolidated Transportation 
Services Agency, serving the western portion of Placer County, and one transit operator, the 
Tahoe Area Regional Transit Service, serving the northern and western shores of Lake Tahoe. 
 
Auburn Transit 
The City of Auburn Department of Public works operates Auburn Transit.  Auburn Transit 
provides two deviated fixed routes weekdays from 6:00 am to 6:30 pm, and one deviated fixed 
route on Saturdays from 9:00 am to 5:00 pm. These interlinking routes will deviate from the 
scheduled route up to ¾ of a mile upon a reservation request, scheduled at least two hours in 
advance. This deviated fixed-route service fulfills the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) 
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requirement for complementary paratransit service.  The vehicles are equipped with a cellular 
phone, which allows passengers to contact the drivers directly for demand-response service.  
   
Auburn Transit is based around the Auburn Multi-Modal Station located on Blocker Drive near 
Nevada Street.  The Auburn Multi-Modal Station provides a transfer point from Auburn Transit 
to Placer County Transit and Nevada County’s Gold County Stage service. 
 
Lincoln Transit 
The City of Lincoln Department of Public Services operates Lincoln Transit. Lincoln Transit 
provides fixed-route and demand response public transit services.  The service includes two fixed 
routes: the Downtown Circulator and Lincoln Loop.  
 
The Downtown Circulator operates throughout historic Downtown Lincoln and along SR 65; 
with stops near City Hall, commercial retail centers, Twelve Bridges library, Twelve Bridges 
Medical Center, and Kaiser Permanente. Service hours are Monday through Friday (except 
holidays) from 6:30 am to 5:30 pm. The Downtown Circulator also connects with Placer County 
Transit’s Lincoln/Rocklin/Sierra College route. Placer County Transit service is available during 
evening hours and Saturday at Third and F Streets. 

The Lincoln Loop operates throughout north of the Auburn Ravine, with stops at many schools, 
parks, community centers, and other points of interest. Service hours are Monday through Friday 
(except holidays) from 7:00 am to 6:00 pm. 

Lincoln Transit offers complementary paratransit service to ADA-certified individuals and 
seniors (age 60 and above). The program, which operates as a shared-ride, reservation-based 
service, provides curb-to-curb service to any location within a ¾-mile radius of any Lincoln 
Transit route as well as the Del Webb community. With respect to ride requests, priority will be 
given to ADA-certified individuals followed by seniors (defined as persons age 60 and above). 
Use of the dial-a-ride service by the general public is available solely on a space-available basis. 
The service operates Monday through Friday, from 7:00 am to 6:00 pm. 
 
Placer County Transit (PCT) 
Placer County Transit directly operates fixed route service between 1) Alta, Colfax and Auburn, 
2) Auburn and the Watt-I-80 Light Rail, 3) Dry Creek Road in North Auburn to Downtown 
Auburn, and 4) Lincoln, Rocklin and Sierra College.  This service operates Monday through 
Friday, 5:00 am to 9:00 pm; and on Saturdays from 8:00 am to 7:00 pm. 
 
PCT contracts Dial-A-Ride service and the Taylor Road Shuttle to PRIDE Industries. Dial-A-
Ride provides service based on reservations directly to requested destinations within the service 
area.  Dial-A-Ride is provided in Auburn in the Highway 49 Corridor, Loomis, Rocklin and 
Granite Bay.   The Taylor Road Shuttle provides service to Newcastle, Penryn and Loomis from 
Auburn to Sierra College in Rocklin. 
 
PCT provides connections with Auburn Transit, Gold Country Stage (Nevada County), Lincoln 
Transit, Roseville Transit, and the Sacramento Regional Transit District (RT) at designated 
transfer points within respective jurisdictions.  



FY 2011/2012 Unmet Transit Needs  Placer County Transportation  
Analysis and Recommendations Planning Agency 
Final Report for FY 2012/2013 February 22, 2012 
 

8 

The Placer Commuter Express (PCE) service begins in Colfax and stops at Clipper Gap, Auburn, 
Penryn, Loomis, Rocklin and Roseville, and ends in downtown Sacramento.  This service 
operates Monday through Friday from 5:00 am to 8:00 am and from 4:00 pm to 7:00 pm. 
 
The Placer County vanpool program is administered by PCT.  The vanpools are leased from a 
private firm and driven by one of the commuters in the vanpool.  Currently there are ten 
vanpools originating from Placer County to various employers in Sacramento and Davis.  The 
vanpool program is supported with County subsidy. 
 
Roseville Transit 
The City of Roseville Department of Public Works is responsible for providing transit service 
within the City of Roseville. The City owns and maintains the bus fleet and contracts with a 
transit provider for the daily operation of Roseville Transit. 
 
Roseville Transit is comprised of three modes: a fixed route service with thirteen local routes 
operated throughout the City, as well as a peak hour employee shuttle; Dial-A-Ride, a city-wide 
demand-response service open to the general public; and a weekday peak-period commuter 
service from park-and-ride facilities within Roseville to downtown Sacramento and to the 
Highway 50 corridor (as well as a reverse commuter service using the same commuter buses).  
All services operate weekdays, from 6:00 am to 7:00 pm., except the Commuter service, which 
operates from 5:00 am to 9:00 am and from 3:30 pm to 7:00 pm. The fixed-route service (except 
for the peak hour employee shuttle) operates on Saturdays, while the Dial-A-Ride operates on 
Saturdays and Sundays. Dial-A-Ride services operate on Saturday and Sunday from 8:00 am to 
6:00 pm.   
 
Roseville Transit provides connections with Placer County Transit (PCT) and the Sacramento 
Regional Transit District (RT) at designated transfer points in Roseville.  Commuter services 
also have selected transfer points with light rail services provided by RT and with bus service 
provided by Yolobus to the Sacramento International Airport. 
 
Tahoe Area Regional Transit (TART) 
Transit services in the North Tahoe area are primarily provided by Tahoe Area Regional Transit 
(TART) which is operated by the Placer County Department of Public Works.  TART service 
differs from other transit services operated in Placer County, as it operates within the 
jurisdictions of multiple planning agencies including the Nevada County Transportation 
Commission (NCTC), the Tahoe Regional Planning Agency (TRPA), and the Placer County 
Transportation Planning Agency (PCTPA).   
 
TART operates public bus transit service in North Tahoe.  TART’s “mainline” route runs year-
round between Tahoma on the Westshore to the Hyatt in Incline Village.  The route serves Tahoe 
City, Kings Beach and all of the other communities along this route.  TART also operates route 
service between Tahoe City, Squaw Valley and Truckee.  In the summer time, TART adds the 
Tahoe Trolley service, which increases daytime service and adds nighttime service.  In the winter 
and summer TART adds runs on SR 267 between Truckee, Northstar and Kings Beach.  
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In general, TRPA is responsible for analyzing unmet transit needs within the Tahoe Basin, and 
PCTPA is responsible for the unmet transit needs outside the Basin, but within Placer County.  
NCTC performs the required unmet transit needs analysis within the Town of Truckee, where 
TART also provides a level of transit service.  For purposes of this report, PCTPA focuses only 
on transit services located within its jurisdiction - State Routes 89 and 267 corridors.     
 
Western Placer Consolidated Transportation Services Agency (WPCTSA) 
In FY 2008/2009, the Placer County Transportation Planning Agency (PCTPA) designated the 
Western Placer Consolidated Transportation Services Agency (WPCTSA) to replace PRIDE 
Industries as the new Consolidated Transportation Service Agency (or CTSA) to serve western 
Placer County. The new CTSA is a joint powers authority, consisting of Placer County and all of 
the cities within the County. The WPCTSA became effective October 13, 2008, and new the 
service went into effect on January 2, 2009. 
 
On January 2, 2009, two PRIDE Industries transportation programs – the I-Med program (or the 
non-emergency medical transportation program) and the transportation voucher program 
transferred their administration to a new public / private partnership between the WPCTSA and 
Seniors First, Inc.  The private partners financially supporting the non-emergency medical 
transportation program, branded as “Health Express,” are:  Seniors First, Inc, Sutter Auburn 
Faith Hospital, Sutter Roseville Medical Center, Kaiser Permanente, Placer Collaborative 
Network and Placer Independent Resource Services.  
 
Transit Expenditures 
 
Public transit services in western Placer County are funded by a variety of local, state, and 
federal sources. The primary source of local transit funds is the Transportation Development Act 
(TDA). While all transit operators in Placer County use TDA funds to operate their respective 
services, other federal, state and local funds are also used for capital and operations, other which 
help conserve TDA dollars. 
 
The TDA provides funding under two separate programs called the Local Transportation Fund 
(LTF) and the State Transit Assistance (STA) fund. The LTF is derived from ¼ percent of the 
statewide sales tax collected in Placer County. Each jurisdiction in Placer County receives LTF 
funds according to a formula apportioned on the basis of population. Population estimates come 
from the California Department of Finance (DOF).  
 
The Unmet Transit Needs process relates only to the use of the LTF for transit expenditures and 
the use of those funds to fulfill any unmet transit need that is found to be reasonable to meet by 
this process.   
  
The table below shows for FY 2010/2011 Local Transportation Fund (LTF) expenditures by 
jurisdiction within Placer County for transit and for streets and roads purposes. For the western 
slope of Placer County, transit expenditures comprise 65 percent and street expenditures 
comprise 35 percent of the LTF in FY 2010/2011. 
 
 



FY 2011/2012 Unmet Transit Needs  Placer County Transportation  
Analysis and Recommendations Planning Agency 
Final Report for FY 2012/2013 February 22, 2012 
 

10 

 
 

Local Transportation Fund (LTF) Expenditures 
by Placer County Jurisdiction for Western Slope – FY 2010/2011 

 
LTF 

Transit $ 
LTF 

Transit % 

LTF 
Transit $ 

Per 
Capita1 

LTF 
Streets $ 

LTF 
Streets % 

LTF 
Streets $ 

Per 
Capita1 

Total LTF 

Auburn $     350,702 66.72 $       25.83 $    174,946 33.28 $       12.88 $     525,648 

Call Center2 $     116,880 100.00 0.005 $               0 0.00 $         0.00 $     116,880 

Colfax $         3,712 4.83 $         1.86 $      73,186 95.17 $       36.72 $       76,898 

WPCTSA $     572,906 100.00 $        2.075 $               0 0.00 $         0.00 $     572,906 

Lincoln $     838,835 52.76 $       20.40 $    751,030 47.24 $       18.27 $  1,589,865 

Loomis $       62,846 24.07 $         9.32 $    198,215 75.93 $       29.40 $     261,061 

Placer 
County3 $  2,610,000 68.41 $       26.48 $ 1,205,195 31.59 $       12.23 $  3,815,195 

Rocklin $     550,701 25.41 $         9.83 $ 1,616,153 74.59 $       28.85 $  2,166,854 

Roseville4 $  3,726,225 83.24 $       32.18 $    750,000 16.76 $         6.48 $  4,476,225 

Western 
Slope Total $  8,832,807 64.94 $       26.46 $ 4,768,725 35.06 $       14.29 $13,601,532 

 
Sources:  
FY 2010/2011 Final LTF Apportionment, August 2010; & FY 2010/2011 jurisdiction TDA Claims under Article 4, 
Article 4.5, Articles, 8a, and 8. 
 
Notes:  
1. Per capita figures based on California Department of Finance City/County Population Estimates Table E-1: 

January 1, 2009 to January 1, 2010. 
2. South Placer Transit Information (Call Center). 
3. LTF Transit $ includes $500,000 in Article 4 funds allocated toward Tahoe Area Regional Transit (TART) 

operations. 
4. Roseville Street and Road funds used for ridesharing, TSM, and bikeway programs (i.e., planning, 

implementation and capital projects). 
5. LTF Transit $ Per Capita for both the Call Center and WPCTSA are combined and shown under WPCTSA. 
 
Assuming the LTF currently allocated in FY 2010/2011 to streets and roads was re-allocated 
toward transit operations as recommended in the Transit Master Plan, approximately 14 new bus 
routes could be implemented within western Placer County – each operating daily (12 hours), 
with annual operating cost of about $350,000 per route. 
 
The table below reviews the prior four-year trend in the percentage of LTF devoted toward 
transit and LTF spent on transit per capita for each jurisdiction. As can be seen from this table, 
LTF allocated to transit has historically averaged about 62 percent; while LTF allocated to streets 
and roads has averaged about 38 percent. In FY 2009/2010, however, LTF allocated toward 
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transit increased significantly to about 73 percent; while LTF allocated to streets and roads 
declined to 27 percent. These allocations vary widely depending upon current economic 
conditions, and whether the jurisdiction directly provides transit service vs. contracting for such 
services. 
 

Four Year Trend – LTF Devoted by Jurisdictions Toward Transit 
 FY 2006/2007 FY 2007/2008 FY 2008/2009 FY 2009/2010 

 
LTF 

Transit % 
LTF Transit 
$ per Capita1 

LTF 
Transit 

% 

LTF Transit 
% 

LTF 
Transit $ 

per 
Capita1 

LTF Transit 
% 

LTF 
Transit $ 

per 
Capita1 

LTF Transit 
% 

 
 
Auburn 25.0% $15.80 39.3% 25.0% $15.80 39.3% $24.42 92.0% 
 
Colfax 5.2% $3.26 12.3% 5.2% $3.26 12.3% $5.99 18.7% 
 
WPCTSA3 100.0% NA 100.0% 100.0% NA 100.0% NA 100.0% 
 
Lincoln 27.1% $15.11 30.3% 27.1% $15.11 30.3% $18.70 58.5% 
 
Loomis 0.0% $0.0 8.0% 0.0% $0.0 8.0% $11.87 37.2% 
Placer 
County4 52.0% $32.53 50.9% 52.0% $32.53 50.9% $21.38 77.2% 
 
Rocklin 6.3% $3.95 15.9% 6.3% $3.95 15.9% $16.92 53.0% 
 
Roseville2 96.4% $60.10 100.0% 96.4% $60.10 100.0% $25.67 80.2% 
Western 
Slope Total 56.7% $36.90 59.7% 56.7% $36.90 59.7% $23.20 72.6% 
 
Sources:  
FY 2006/07, FY2007/08, FY 2008/09 & FY 2009/10 TDA Claims. 
 
Notes: 
1. Per capita figures based on California Department of Finance City/County Population Estimates Table E-1: 

January 1, 2006 to January 1, 2007; January 1, 2007 to January 2008; January 1, 2008 to January 1, 2009; 
and January 1, 2009 to January 1, 2010. 

2. Remaining Roseville LTF $ spent on ridesharing, TDM, bikeway programs in FY 2006/07, FY 2007/08, FY 
2008/09, and FY 2009/10. 

3. WPCTSA funding is for community transit purposes only. During FY 2007/08, PRIDE Industries functioned 
as the CTSA for six months; remaining six months PCTPA functioned as Interim CTSA. 

4. Includes $35,000 Article 4.5 funds converted to Article 4.0 funds from PCTPA Interim CTSA in FY 2007/08. 
   
Involvement of the Social Services Transportation Advisory Council (SSTAC) 
 
The Transportation Development Act requires that the Placer County Social Service 
Transportation Advisory Council (SSTAC) annually participate in the identification of transit 
needs in Placer County, including unmet transit needs that may exist.  The SSTAC, established 
by the PCTPA, includes members representing the following constituencies: 

• Transit users age 60 and older; 
• Transit users who have a disability; 
• Local social service providers who serve seniors, persons with disabilities, and persons of 

limited means; 
• Social service transportation providers; 
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• The designated consolidated transportation services agency; and, 
• Additional members as appropriate. 

 
The SSTAC’s responsibilities include: 

• Participation in the process of identifying unmet transit needs; 
• Recommending whether or not there are any unmet transit needs that are reasonable to 

meet; and, 
• Advising on any other major transit issues, including the coordination and consolidation 

of specialized transportation services. 
 
The SSTAC met on January 31, 2012 to review the FY 2011/2012 Unmet Transit Needs Draft 
Report and had until February 7, 2012 to complete its review. At the January 31 meeting the 
SSTAC recommended approval of the draft report, inclusive of the comments presented at the 
January 31 meeting as well as those comments subsequently submitted by the February 7 
deadline. The final report includes all of these comments from the SSTAC, which are included in 
Appendix “E” of this report. 
 
Short Range Transit Plans 
 
Short range transit plans (SRTP) are prepared for each of the transit operators in Placer County.  
These plans look at countywide demographics, review operating histories of each transit 
operator, analyze demand for transit services, present a series of goals, objectives and 
performance standards, analyze a series of service alternatives, identify operating, maintenance 
and capital program needs, address the requirements of the ADA, the FTA and the TDA, and 
present the steps that each transit operator will take over the seven year plan period to improve 
and enhance transit services.  Because these documents represent a focused and calculated 
approach to improve each transit system, the PCTPA Board of Directors requires that any unmet 
transit need that is identified to be consistent with the applicable SRTP before it can be 
considered “reasonable to meet.” 
 
In 2011, SRTPs were updated for Auburn Transit, Placer County Transit, Roseville Transit, and 
the Western Placer CTSA.  Lincoln Transit’s SRTP was updated in 2009. These plans contain a 
long list of service enhancements to fill identified gaps and needs for route improvements, 
including extension of hours of service and frequency changes. These plans, however, are 
contingent upon funding. While it is a priority to implement these various transit service 
improvements, funding uncertainties in the current economy continues to be an important 
constraint. 
 
Status of Prior Year Unmet Transit Needs Recommendations 
 
The following findings are based on analysis conducted in accordance with the definitions and 
criteria adopted by the Placer County Transportation Planning Agency Board in September 2006, 
as amended.  
 
FY 2004/05 Unmet Transit Needs Process Approved Finding 
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In FY 2004/2005 the PCTPA Board approved a finding that year-round service between 
Truckee and Kings Beach on SR 267 provided by TART via a new or combined route that 
connects Truckee, Northstar-at Tahoe and Kings Beach is a continuing unmet transit need that 
is reasonable to meet on a conditional basis. Subsequent annual unmet transit needs processes 
continued to find that year round service along SR 267 to be reasonable to meet on a conditional 
basis. The PCTPA Board amended the original finding on February 24, 2010 to read as 
follows: 

• Year-round service between Truckee and Kings Beach on SR 267 provided by 
TART via a new or combined route that connects Truckee, Northstar-at Tahoe and 
Kings Beach continues to be an unmet transit need that is reasonable to meet on a 
conditional basis due to adopted TART Systems (Short Range Transit) Plan 
recommendations. Implementation of year-round service is contingent upon 
development of a multi-year funding plan, which demonstrates a financial 
commitment toward the service by jurisdictions and partners, including those 
outside of PCTPA’s purview. 

 
Analysis 
TART began transit service along the SR 267 corridor in the winter 2007. This service runs only 
during the winter months between the Town of Truckee (Nevada County) and Kings Beach 
(Placer County), with service to the Northstar-at-Tahoe Ski Resort. 
   
The TART Systems (Short Range Transit) Plan suggests that the projected fare box recovery of 
several service alternatives along SR 267 operated by TART would meet the minimum 
requirement to be considered as an unmet transit need that is reasonable to meet.  The Plan 
recommended that the current winter-only service along SR 267 remain unchanged until the 
Community Service Areas for Martis Valley are established, generating the funding needed to 
implement a new TART route along this corridor year-round. The year round service when 
implemented is expected to incrementally cost about $400,000 annually to add the off-season 
(summer service).  
 
There are about 13 separate Community Service Areas (CSAs) to be created within Martis 
Valley.  Six have been created by the Placer County Board of Supervisors.  The existing CSA’s 
are raising about $20,000 per year.  The total CSA contribution toward transit service is expected 
to be $210,000 per year. 
 
The jurisdictions outside of the PCTPA jurisdiction – Nevada County, Town of Truckee and 
TRPA - do not have sufficient funding at this point to contribute to their fair share of year-round 
service along this corridor.  These jurisdictions currently commit all of their LTF funds toward 
transit services, either to TART or the Town of Truckee transit service.  
TART does not currently have a policy that requires a minimum amount of operating dollars 
needed to initiate a new service.  As a practice, TART would like to see three years of fund set 
aside for the SR 267 service before making a commitment to the public to initiate new service.  
 
For year round SR 267 service to occur, jurisdictions and partners outside of PCTPA’s purview 
would need to commit toward their fair share cost of the service, whether through the use of LTF 
or another fund source(s).  
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FY 2010/11 Unmet Transit Needs Process Approved Finding 
There were no new unmet transit needs that were reasonable to meet in FY 2010/2011. However, 
several comments were submitted requesting specialized transportation to serve non-emergency 
medical / health trip purposes within the North Lake Tahoe / Truckee area. The recommendation 
to address these potential unmet transit needs was as follows: 

• PCTPA, NCTC and TRPA should jointly pursue grant funding opportunities to assess 
whether this potential unmet transit need can be found reasonable to meet or not. 

 
Analysis 
During the 2011 unmet transit needs process, TRPA agreed to take the lead on pursuing grant 
funding opportunities to determine whether requests for specialized transportation to serve non-
emergency medical / health trip purposes within the North Lake Tahoe / Truckee area could be 
found reasonable to meet or not. Unfortunately, TRPA staff did not follow-up on this 
recommendation. 
 
2011/2012 Unmet Transit Needs Comments: Compilation and Distribution 
 
As in previous years, the comments analyzed for this year’s Unmet Transit Needs report were 
compiled through telephone calls, web site access, email communication, letters, and fax 
messages. Public comments for the unmet transit needs process were accepted from September 
14, 2011 until November 28, 2011; however, late comments were accepted up to the publication 
of this draft report. 
 
The Unmet Transit Needs public hearing was held on October 26, 2011, 9:15 a.m., at the 
regularly scheduled PCTPA Board of Directors meeting.  In addition to the public hearing, 
public workshops were held in the following jurisdictions: 

• Wednesday, October 5 
Loomis Train Depot – 10:00 -11:00 a.m. 
Lincoln City Hall – 4:00 -5:00 p.m. 

• Tuesday, October 18 
Roseville Civic Center – 5:00-6:30 p.m. 

• Thursday, October 20 
Auburn City Hall – 10:00 -11:00 a.m. 
Rocklin City Council Chambers – 1:30-3:00 p.m. 

• Thursday, November 3, 2011  
North Lake Tahoe Conference Center, Kings Beach – 1:30-2:30 p.m. 

 
Each of the public workshops and the public hearing was advertised in local newspapers, along 
with flyers distributed by the transit operators (including versions available in Spanish). All of 
the locations for each public workshop and the public hearing were considered transit accessible, 
and jurisdiction and transit operator staffs were encouraged to attend all meetings. 
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The graph below shows the percent distribution (by category) of the total amount of comments 
received during this year’s unmet transit needs public comment period. 
 

 
Note: *All comments received, including those that are duplicative of other comments, are counted. 

 
Many of the comments received during the unmet transit needs public comment period are 
duplicative or are very similar in nature to comments received.  Therefore, some consolidation of 
the comments received has been made for purposes of avoiding duplicative analysis in the 
Analysis and Recommendations section of the report.  In many cases, the comment addressed 
may represent two or more comments received. In total, this year’s Analysis and 
Recommendations section of the report review 127 consolidated unmet transit comments. 
 
PCTPA TOWG and TAC Comments 
 
In conjunction with the SSTAC, the Transit Operators Working Group (TOWG) met on January 
31, 2012 to review the Draft Report. The Draft Report was also reviewed by the PCTPA’s 
Technical Advisory Committee on February 7, 2012. The TOWG and the TAC concurred with 
the recommendations included in the Report. 
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ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
 
Categories of Unmet Transit Need Requests 
 
The unmet transit needs analysis is organized by categories of unmet transit need requests 
commonly expressed during the public comment period. These categories are further defined 
below. Within each of these categories, the unmet transit needs are sorted by jurisdiction.  Each 
request is accompanied by an analysis as appropriate, and a recommendation is offered for 
PCTPA Board consideration.   
 
Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA)  
The Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) is a civil rights law passed by Congress in 1990, 
which makes it illegal to discriminate against people with disabilities in employment, services 
provided by state and local governments, public and private transportation, public 
accommodations and telecommunications. 
 
Fares 
Fares refer to the fee paid by a passenger allowing the person to make use of a public transit 
system.  
 
New Service / Route Extensions  
A new route is a specified path taken in a previously unserved or underserved area by a transit 
vehicle, along which passengers are picked up or discharged. Usually, the route is designated by 
a number or a name.  Route extensions typically involve greater than 25 percent of an existing 
route’s miles or service hours. 
 
Other Requests 
Many comments cover operational, customer service, bus stops / transit shelters and park-and-
ride facilities, fares, and miscellaneous issues.  They do not meet the PCTPA definition of an 
unmet transit need.  These comments do indicate areas where changes if implemented by the 
transit operators, could contribute to improved customer service, increased ridership, 
convenience, safety, and overall comfort. Therefore, they are included here as valued customer 
input regarding existing public transit services, and will be forwarded to the transit operators in 
Placer County for their consideration. Responses to these requests have been provided where 
pertinent information is available. 
 
Service Area 
Service area is defined as a geographic area, which is provided with public transit services. 
Service area is typically defined to be consistent with ADA requirements; i.e., service that can be 
provided up to ¾ mile of a bus route.  Individual service area descriptions for Placer transit 
operators are described in the section “Existing Transit Operations” of this report. 
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Service Frequency 
Service frequency refers to the amount of time scheduled between consecutive buses (or trains) 
on a given route segment; in other words, how often the bus (or train) comes (also referred to as 
Headway). 
 
Service Schedule 
Service schedule refers an existing time table by which an individual route of transit system 
operates.  The schedule typically shows days of the week (weekday vs. weekend), time of day, 
frequency, and time points for key bus stop locations, and a route map over which the route 
operates, with key locations / activity centers served indicated by the map. 
 
Service Span 
Service span refers to the approximate starting and ending hours of transit service operated; for 
example, 6:00 a.m. to 10:00 p.m.  Typically, service span does not include deadhead time. 
Service span often varies by weekday, Saturday, or Sunday; or by type of service provided. 
 
FY 2011/2012 Unmet Transit Needs Public Comments Received, Analysis, and 
Recommendations for FY 2012/13 
 
The unmet transit needs analysis and recommendations for FY 2012/2013 are presented on the 
following table.   
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Unmet Transit Needs Public Comments Received, Analysis, and Recommendations for FY 2012/2013 
Jurisdiction Public Comments Analysis Recommendation 

Americans with Disabilities Act 
Auburn  The Conheim Station does not have connecting sidewalks 

for persons walking to and  from the station safely.  I am 
in  a  wheelchair  and  cannot  get  anywhere  near  the 
station  without  having  to  be  in  the  busy  streets  of 
Fullwieler  and  Nevada  Streets.  Request  the  City  of 
Auburn to make this a safety priority as there are many 
people who walk to and from this station. 

This  comment  concerns  a  community  infrastructure 
(sidewalks)  need  that will  be  forwarded  to  the  City  of 
Auburn to address. 

This is not an unmet transit need. 

Placer County  How can  I ride your buses to and from Sacramento as a 
wheelchair  or  electric  scooter  commuter  boarding  in 
either  Auburn  or  Rocklin?  I  have  tried  to  ride  the  bus 
several  times  in  the past  two years and was sent  to  the 
train by one bus driver.  I got  the  feeling  that using  the 
disabled lift removes too many seats for one rider and it 
takes an amazing amount of time to convert the seats so 
the disabled  lift works.  It has caused me to not ride the 
bus because  it was not  inviting and  causes  riders  to be 
late. Please help the disabled commuters. 

All Placer County Transit buses are accessible for use by 
people with  disabilities,  including wheelchair  use.    This 
comment  reflects  an  operational  (staff  training)  issue 
that  will  be  forwarded  to  Placer  County  Transit  to 
address. 
 

This is not an unmet transit need. 

Roseville  Needs bus benches at Lead Hill Wal‐Mart stop and at the 
Sierra Gardens Transfer Point Route “L” stop for disabled 
riders. 

This  comment  reflects  a  transit  infrastructure  (bus 
benches) need that will be forwarded to Roseville Transit 
to address. 

This is not an unmet transit need. 

Fares 
Regional  Placer  transit operators should consider selling pre‐paid 

day passes. 
This  comment  reflects  an  operational  (method  of  fare 
payment) issue that will be forwarded to PCTPA’s Transit 
Operator Working Group (TOWG) to address. 

This is not an unmet transit need. 

Regional  Placer  transit  operators  need  to  be  part  of  SACOG’s 
Connect Card. 

The  Connect  Card  is  a  proposed  regional,  electronic 
transit  fare  system. The  system when  implemented will 
allow  seamless  transfers  between  transit  systems.  A 
Consortium  has  been  formed  between  six  different 
transit  operators  (Sacramento  Regional  Transit  District, 
Yolo County Transportation District, Yuba‐Sutter Transit, 
Elk Grove  Transit,  El Dorado  Transit,  and  Folsom  Stage 
Lines) and SACOG. The Memorandum of Understanding 
governing the Consortium was executed on May 4, 2011. 
The transit agencies of Placer County have deferred their 
decision to join the Consortium until a later time and will 
have an opportunity to exercise a contract option during 
implementation of the Connect Card. 

This is not an unmet transit need. 

Roseville  Roseville Transit  riders  that  use  dial‐a‐ride  are  not 
offered monthly bus passes. Roseville Transit  riders can 
ride  free on Spare  the Air days,  library days, Earth Day, 
but dial‐a‐ride users are not allowed to take part of this. 
Roseville Transit fares were pulled off the last meeting of 
City  Council.   It  has  been  over  a  year  since  the  City 
Council  told  us  that  the  monthly  fares  for  dial‐a‐ride 
would  be  "looked”  into.  It's  a  shame  that  we  are 
"discriminated" against especially on  the  Spare Air days 
(we  are  required  to  be waiting  outside  for our pickups 
anyway). What  about  a lower  fare  not  a  free  ride  on 

Roseville Transit does not currently offer a monthly pass 
for  dial‐a‐ride  users  because  the  City  offers  a  large 
discount  on  its  dial‐a‐ride  fares.  As  the  commenter 
noted,  dial‐a‐ride  service  incurs  higher  operating  costs 
(and  subsidies)  per  passenger  trip.  This  is  the  primary 
reason  why  Roseville  Transit  encourages  its  dial‐a‐ride 
passengers to use local fixed route transit services when 
available.  A  discounted  dial‐a‐ride  fare would  not  help 
Roseville Transit achieve this service objective. 

This is not an unmet transit need. 
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Unmet Transit Needs Public Comments Received, Analysis, and Recommendations for FY 2012/2013 
Jurisdiction Public Comments Analysis Recommendation 

those days we take dial ride since we have been told we 
can't  be included  for  free  rides  due  to  the  costs to  run 
dial‐a‐ride? 

Roseville  Need  to be  able  to exchange dial‐a‐ride  fare media  for 
fixed route fare media. 

This  comment  reflects  an  operational  (method  of  fare 
payment)  issue  that  will  be  forwarded  to  Roseville 
Transit to address. 

This is not an unmet transit need. 

Roseville  Offer  a  24‐hour  pass  like  Placer  County  Transit  offers 
rather than the daily pass currently offered. 

This  comment  reflects  an  operational  (method  of  fare 
payment)  issue  that  will  be  forwarded  to  Roseville 
Transit to address. 

This is not an unmet transit need. 

Roseville  Suggest reducing the $7.50 No Show fee to $5.00.  This  comment  reflects  an  operational  (method  of  fare 
payment)  issue  that  will  be  forwarded  to  Roseville 
Transit to address. 

This is not an unmet transit need. 

Roseville  Bring back transfers for the local Roseville bus routes.  This  comment  reflects  an  operational  (method  of  fare 
payment)  issue  that  will  be  forwarded  to  Roseville 
Transit to address. 

This is not an unmet transit need. 

New Service / Route Extensions 
Colfax  Commenter’s  would  like  a  timely  trip  down  in  the 

morning  that would  reliably  get  them  to work,  school, 
appointments  or  connecting  transit  services  at  a 
predictable time, with a midday round trip for returns up 
the hill and others needing to come down the hill; then a 
return  trip  in  the  evening  commute  timeframe.  The 
current  schedule  is  not  conducive  to  enabling 
commuters,  seniors  and  individuals  with  disabilities  to 
travel to their  jobs or appointments  in a timely manner.  
Some  commenter’s  have  expressed  issues  with  the 
unexpected  and  lengthy  deviations  around  Meadow 
Vista on the existing schedule, which make them late for 
work  or  appointments  or  connections  to  transfer  to 
other transit services.  

PCTPA has recently completed a SRTP on behalf of Placer 
County  Transit.  This  plan  contains  a  long  list  of  service 
enhancements to fill  identified gaps and needs for route 
improvements,  including  the  need  for  developing  rural 
transit service(s). 

During FY 2012/2013, PCTPA  to pursue grant  funding 
to  study  the  potential  of  providing  rural  transit 
service(s). 

Placer County  It  is my understanding  that dial‐a‐ride  is a door‐to‐door 
service for the disabled in Loomis and in Auburn but the 
door‐to‐door  service  is  not  available  for  Penryn  and 
Newcastle  disabled  residents.  In  the  past when  I  have 
called to try and access dial‐a‐ ride I have been informed 
that I need to walk from my home to English Colony and 
Taylor  Road.  If  I  could  walk  that  far  independently,  I 
wouldn't be making this comment. My request is this ‐ if 
these services are provided  in neighboring communities, 
why  would  these  services  not  be  offered  to  those  in 
Penryn? Can you please address this matter so that I can 
gain equal access to their services and have the potential 
of  being  independent  rather  than  a  continued  shut  in, 
which  is dependent on  family  and  volunteers  for  every 
need? 

Based on the address, the commenter’s home  is  located 
about two miles from the intersection of Taylor Road and 
English  Colony  Road.    Placer  County  Transit’s  Taylor 
Road  Shuttle  is  the  only  transit  service  close  to  this 
address.  This  service  is  limited  to  serving  passengers 
within  ¾  mile  of  Taylor  Road.  The  address  is  located 
outside of the existing dial‐a‐ride service area  for Placer 
County  Transit.  At  the  present  time,  Placer  County 
Transit  is  not  able  to  serve  many  of  the  less  densely 
populated areas of the County, including the community 
of  Penyrn.  Placer  County  Transit  targets  its  limited 
resources  in  the  County’s  larger  communities  where 
demand is expected to be greatest; rather than spread its 
resources more thinly over larger less densely populated 
areas of  the County at much greater  cost and  at  lower 
productivity levels.  
 
For  non‐emergency  related  medical  appointments, 
Health  Express  and  the  Volunteer  Door‐to‐Door  Rides 

During FY 2012/2013, PCTPA  to pursue grant  funding 
to  study  the  potential  of  providing  rural  transit 
service(s). 
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Program are available alternative to serve the address.  
 
PCTPA has recently completed a SRTP on behalf of Placer 
County  Transit.  This  plan  contains  a  long  list  of  service 
enhancements to fill  identified gaps and needs for route 
improvements,  including  the  need  for  developing  rural 
transit service(s). 

Placer County  Several  Placer  employees would  like  to  use  the  transit 
system to get from the Auburn area to Cirby Hills Drive. 

Currently, Placer employees  can  take  the Placer County 
Transit Auburn to Light Rail bus route to the Galleria and 
transfer  to  Roseville  Transit  Route  “A”  or  “B,”  with  a 
transfer to Route “C” to get to this location. 

This is not an unmet transit need. 

Placer County  Can  Placer  Commuter  Express  stops  be  added  to  the 
park‐and‐rides in Colfax, Auburn  and SR 193? 

Currently,  the  Placer  Commuter  Express  stops  both  at 
Colfax and Auburn. 
 
There is inadequate turnaround circulation for the Placer 
Commuter  Express  bus  to  serve  the  SR  193  park‐and‐
ride. 

This is not an unmet transit need. 

Placer County  Need alternative transportation from Donner Summit to 
Town of Truckee, not only  for  recreation but necessary 
trips. 

During  2012,  the  Town  of  Truckee will  be  preparing  a 
Mobility Needs Assessment that will outline existing and 
projected  transit  demand  over  the  next  five  years; 
evaluate  existing  transportation  services;  and  develop 
potential strategies to address community needs, service 
gaps,  and  ways  to  enhance  existing  transportation 
services. The final Study is anticipated to be presented to 
the Truckee Town Council in May 2012. 

This  area  lies  outside  of  PCTPA’s  jurisdiction.    This 
comment  will  be  forwarded  to  the  Nevada  County 
Transportation Commission (NCTC) for analysis as part 
of their unmet transit needs processes. 

Placer County  Residents  of  Donner  Summit would  like  to  see  people 
park remotely and use shuttles to get to ski resorts. 

During  2012,  the  Town  of  Truckee will  be  preparing  a 
Mobility Needs Assessment that will outline existing and 
projected  transit  demand  over  the  next  five  years; 
evaluate  existing  transportation  services;  and  develop 
potential strategies to address community needs, service 
gaps,  and  ways  to  enhance  existing  transportation 
services. The final Study is anticipated to be presented to 
the Truckee Town Council in May 2012. 

This  area  lies  outside  of  PCTPA’s  jurisdiction.    This 
comment  will  be  forwarded  to  the  Nevada  County 
Transportation Commission (NCTC) for analysis as part 
of their unmet transit needs processes. 

Placer County  Cannot take the SR 49 dial‐a‐ride to the Welcome Center 
on Bell Road. 

Placer  County  Transit’s  SR  49  dial‐a‐ride  is  the  only 
transit service close to this address. This service is limited 
to serving passengers within ¾ mile of SR 49. The address 
is  located outside of  the existing dial‐a‐ride service area 
for  Placer  County  Transit.  At  the  present  time,  Placer 
County  Transit  is  not  able  to  serve  many  of  the  less 
densely  populated  areas  of  the  County,  including  the 
Welcome Center  location. Placer County Transit  targets 
its  limited  resources  in  the County’s  larger communities 
where  demand  is  expected  to  be  greatest;  rather  than 
spread  its resources more thinly over  larger  less densely 
populated areas of the County at much greater cost and 
at lower productivity levels.  
 
PCTPA has recently completed a SRTP on behalf of Placer 
County  Transit.  This  plan  contains  a  long  list  of  service 

During FY 2012/2013, PCTPA  to pursue grant  funding 
to  study  the  potential  of  providing  rural  transit 
service(s). 
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enhancements to fill  identified gaps and needs for route 
improvements,  including  the  need  for  developing  rural 
transit service(s). 

Placer County  Need for SR 49 dial‐a‐ride service beyond Dry Creek and 
Joeger Road. 

Placer  County  Transit’s  SR  49  dial‐a‐ride  is  the  only 
transit service close to this address. This service is limited 
to serving passengers within ¾ mile of SR 49. The address 
is  located outside of  the existing dial‐a‐ride service area 
for  Placer  County  Transit.  At  the  present  time,  Placer 
County  Transit  is  not  able  to  serve  many  of  the  less 
densely populated areas of the County, including the Dry 
Creek  and  Jaeger  Road  location.  Placer  County  Transit 
targets  its  limited  resources  in  the  County’s  larger 
communities where demand  is expected  to be greatest; 
rather  than spread  its resources more  thinly over  larger 
less  densely  populated  areas  of  the  County  at  much 
greater cost and at lower productivity levels.  
 
PCTPA has recently completed a SRTP on behalf of Placer 
County  Transit.  This  plan  contains  a  long  list  of  service 
enhancements to fill  identified gaps and needs for route 
improvements,  including  the  need  for  developing  rural 
transit service(s). 

During FY 2012/2013, PCTPA  to pursue grant  funding 
to  study  the  potential  of  providing  rural  transit 
service(s). 

Placer County 
(Alta/Dutch Flat) 

Senior Living Group interested in starting a pilot mileage 
reimbursement program that would connect with Health 
Express or Placer County Transit in Colfax. 

PCTPA has  recently  completed  a  SRTP on behalf of  the 
Western  Placer  CTSA.  This  plan  contains  a  long  list  of 
service  enhancements  to  fill  identified  gaps  and  needs 
for  route  improvements,  including  the  need  for 
developing a rural mileage reimbursement program. 

During  FY  2012/2013,  the  Western  Placer  CTSA  to 
implement pilot rural mileage reimbursement program 
in association with a non‐profit organization. 

Placer County 
(Foresthill) 

Head Start facility located at Church Street needs service 
to/from Auburn one/two times per week. 

PCTPA has  recently  completed  a  SRTP on behalf of  the 
Western  Placer  CTSA.  This  plan  contains  a  long  list  of 
service  enhancements  to  fill  identified  gaps  and  needs 
for  route  improvements,  including  the  need  for 
developing a rural mileage reimbursement program. 

During  FY  2012/2013,  the  Western  Placer  CTSA  to 
implement pilot rural mileage reimbursement program 
in association with a non‐profit organization. 

Placer County 
(Foresthill) 

Need daily  service  to/from  Foresthill  at  8:00  and  12:00 
am and return service at 3:00 and 5:00 pm. 

PCTPA has recently completed SRTPs on behalf of Placer 
County Transit and the Western Placer CTSA. These plans 
contain  a  long  list  of  service  enhancements  to  fill 
identified  gaps  and  needs  for  route  improvements, 
including the need for developing rural transit and Health 
Express service(s). 

During FY 2012/2013, PCTPA  to pursue grant  funding 
in association with  the Western Placer CTSA  to  study 
the  potential  of  providing  rural  transit  service  to  the 
Foresthill community. 

Placer County 
(Kings Beach) 

Need connectivity from Kings Beach to Auburn. Residents 
are unable  to get  to Placer County  services. Could be a 
single trip per day, or several days per week/month. 

PCTPA has  recently  completed  a  SRTP on behalf of  the 
Western  Placer  CTSA.  This  plan  contains  a  long  list  of 
service  enhancements  to  fill  identified  gaps  and  needs 
for  route  improvements,  including  the  need  for 
developing a rural mileage reimbursement program. 

During  FY  2012/2013,  the  Western  Placer  CTSA  to 
implement pilot rural mileage reimbursement program 
in association with a non‐profit organization. 

Placer County 
(Kings Beach) 

Need year round fixed route bus service on SR 267.  This  is an unmet transit need found reasonable to meet 
in 2004, and continues to remain a priority of the PCTPA 
Board. 

Year‐round  service  between  Truckee  and  Kings 
Beach  on  SR  267  provided  by  TART  via  a  new  or 
combined route that connects Truckee, Northstar‐at 
Tahoe  and  Kings  Beach  continues  to  be  an  unmet 
transit  need  that  is  reasonable  to  meet  on  a 
conditional  basis  due  to  adopted  TART  Systems 
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(Short  Range  Transit)  Plan  recommendations. 
Implementation  of  year‐round  service  is  contingent 
upon  development  of  a  multi‐year  funding  plan, 
which demonstrates a financial commitment toward 
the  service  by  jurisdictions  and  partners,  including 
those outside of PCTPA’s purview. 

Placer County 
(Sheridan) 

Request  Yuba  Sutter  Transit  commuter  bus  to  stop  in 
Sheridan.  It was  pointed  out  by  a  resident  of  Sheridan 
who  spoke  at  the  public  hearing  that  there  is  new 
residential  development  slated  to  be  built  in  the 
relatively  near  future,  increasing  the  need  for  transit 
service. 
 

Yuba Sutter Transit does not currently provide commuter 
bus  service  along  the  SR  65  corridor.    The  closest  YST 
service to Sheridan is the Wheatland Route, which offers 
two  round‐trips  each  Tuesday  and  Thursday  from 
Wheatland to Linda and Marysville. YST service could be 
extended  to  Sheridan  via  an  arrangement  with  Placer 
County  Transit.  This  type  of  service  improvement, 
however, is not included in Placer County Transit’s SRTP. 

This is an unmet transit need that is not reasonable to 
meet. 

Placer County 
(Sheridan) 

Need dial‐a‐ride  to serve Sheridan and  to get  to Lincoln 
to access social service needs.  

PCTPA has recently completed SRTPs on behalf of Placer 
County Transit and the Western Placer CTSA. These plans 
contain  a  long  list  of  service  enhancements  to  fill 
identified  gaps  and  needs  for  route  improvements, 
including the need for developing rural transit and Health 
Express service(s). 

During FY 2012/2013, PCTPA  to pursue grant  funding 
in association with  the Western Placer CTSA  to  study 
the  potential  of  providing  rural  transit  service, 
including potentially the Sheridan community. 

Placer County and 
Truckee 

School kids on Donner Summit are facing possible school 
bus  transportation  cuts.  There will be  a need  for  these 
kids  to have public  transportation options  to get  to and 
from Truckee High School and after school activities. 

In  addition,  during  2012,  the  Town  of  Truckee will  be 
preparing a Mobility Needs Assessment that will outline 
existing and projected transit demand over the next five 
years;  evaluate  existing  transportation  services;  and 
develop  potential  strategies  to  address  community 
needs,  service  gaps,  and  ways  to  enhance  existing 
transportation services. The  final Study  is anticipated  to 
be presented to the Truckee Town Council in May 2012. 

This  area  lies  outside  of  PCTPA’s  jurisdiction.    This 
comment  will  be  forwarded  to  the  Nevada  County 
Transportation Commission (NCTC) for analysis as part 
of their unmet transit needs processes. 

Placer County and 
Roseville  

Need  for  Placer  County  Transit  to  stop  at  the  Santucci 
Justice Center. Also, can PCE include the Santucci Justice 
Center as part of the commuter route? 

Roseville  Transit  Route  “S”  serves  the  Santucci  Justice 
Center pursuant to an agreement between Placer County 
and the City of Roseville. Route “S” connects with Placer 
County Transit at the Galleria transfer point. 

This is not an unmet transit need. 

Regional  Need  a  fixed  route  or  route  deviation  service  along  SR 
193  from  Lincoln  to  Auburn.  The  mobile  home  park 
located  at  771  Gold  Hill  Road  is  located  along  SR  193 
beyond  the  3/4  mile  corridor  from  the  junction  with 
Taylor  Road  at  Newcastle.    This  mobile  home  park 
provides  affordable  housing  for  many  seniors  and 
individuals  with  disabilities,  as  well  as  others.    One 
resident, who  is blind,  is a  recent graduate of Cal State 
and  pursuing  a  business  and  marketing  career  needs 
access  to  transit  in  order  to  secure  employment  and 
meet  his  other  personal  needs.    Neighbors  have  also 
similarly expressed an interest in having access to public 
transit. 

PCTPA has recently completed a SRTP on behalf of Placer 
County  Transit.  This  plan  contains  a  long  list  of  service 
enhancements to fill  identified gaps and needs for route 
improvements, including service along SR 193. 

During FY 2012/2013, Placer County Transit to develop 
an  analysis,  including  identification  of  costs,  funding 
and  fare  revenues,  to  determine  the  feasibility  to 
implement SR 193 service. 

Regional  Consider  the  feasibility of establishing a bus  route  from 
Roseville  to  Marysville.  Currently  I  participate  in  a 
vanpool along with 25 other people in different vans, all 
going from Roseville to Marysville. 

The  commenter  currently  participates  in  a  vanpool 
program. Vanpool programs typically provide service at a 
lower  cost  than  could be offered by  the existing Placer 
public transit operators. 

This is an unmet transit need that is not reasonable to 
meet. 
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Regional  There  is no bus  service  from Marysville  to Roseville  for 
students attending Heald College in Roseville. 

The  commenter  is  correct;  there  is no bus  service  from 
Marysville  to  Roseville.  The  commenter  should  contact 
Yuba‐Sutter  Transit  to  make  them  aware  of  college 
student unmet transit needs.  
 
Students  could  catch  Placer  County  Transit’s 
Lincoln/Rocklin/Sierra College bus at  the Twelve Bridges 
Library,  which  goes  to  the  Galleria  transit  center.  The 
Placer  County  bus  runs  hourly  on  this  route  from  7:00 
a.m. to 8:00 p.m. At the Galleria, students would transfer 
to  the  appropriate Roseville  Transit bus  to  go  to Heald 
College. 

This  area  lies  outside  of  PCTPA’s  jurisdiction.    This 
comment will  be  forwarded  to  the  Sacramento  Area 
Council of Governments (SACOG) for analysis as part of 
their unmet transit needs processes. 

Regional  Sierra  College  and  Hazel  Avenue  corridor  should  be 
considered  for  a  bus  rapid  transit  (BRT)  connection  to 
light rail. This could cut commute times in half. 

PCTPA’s  2035  Regional  Transportation  Plan  (RTP) 
includes  a  Bus  Rapid  Transit  route  along  Sierra  College 
and Hazel Avenue as part of  its  long‐term  improvement 
program.  It  is anticipated  that  the service would not be 
implemented before year 2020.  
 
Currently,  Roseville  Transit  operates  a  commuter  route 
to  the  SR  50  corridor,  serving  the  Butterfield  light  rail 
station. 

This is not an unmet transit need. 

Regional  Extend light rail system to Antelope and to Roseville from 
Sacramento. 

In lieu of extending light rail  into Placer County, PCTPA’s 
2035 Regional  Transportation Plan  (RTP)  includes  a Bus 
Rapid  Transit  (BRT)  program  as  part  of  its  long‐term 
improvement program. Previous studies have concluded 
that  BRT  service would  prove more  cost‐effective  than 
extending light rail to Placer County. It is anticipated that 
the BRT service would not be  implemented before year 
2020.  

This is not an unmet transit need. 

Regional  Lincoln  residents  are  in  need  of  commuter  bus  service 
to/from Sacramento. 

Currently,  an  individual  could  take  the  Placer  County 
Transit Lincoln / Rocklin / Sierra College bus route to the 
Roseville Galleria  transit  center and  connect  to  the PCT 
Auburn to Light Rail bus, which would connect to the RT 
light  rail  system  at Watt  Avenue.  This  trip would  take 
about 90 minutes one‐way to downtown Sacramento (8th 
and O Street).  

This is not an unmet transit need. 

Regional  Add  a  route  stop  in  Lincoln  to  the  Placer  Commuter 
Express  (PCE)  to  link  directly  to  Lincoln‐Downtown 
Sacramento.  Many  Lincoln  residents  commute  to 
Sacramento  on  a  daily  basis.  Adding  PCE  service  in 
Lincoln would be beneficial  to  lots of people and  there 
would  not  be  so many  traffic  jams  coming  in  to  town 
daily.  This  service would  save  lots  of  Lincoln  resident’s 
money and be profitable to the city and the county. 

Currently,  an  individual  could  take  the  PCT  Lincoln  / 
Rocklin  /  Sierra  College  bus  route  from  the  Twelve 
Bridges Library to the Roseville Galleria transit center and 
connect to the PCT Auburn to Light Rail bus, which would 
connect to the RT  light rail system at Watt Avenue. This 
trip would take about an hour to get to the Watt Avenue 
light  rail  system.  From  this  point  to  downtown 
Sacramento at 8th and O Street is another thirty minutes. 
Total commute time is about 90 minutes. 

This is not an unmet transit need. 

Rocklin  Consider adding small buses that connect neighborhoods 
to  transit  hubs  such  as  the Rocklin Amtrak  Station  and 
Sierra  College.  Many  transit  commuters  are  forced  to 
drive or ride short distances whereas small buses would 

The Rocklin train station and Sierra College are currently 
served by Placer County Transit’s Rocklin dial‐a‐ride and 
the  Lincoln  /  Sierra  College  bus  route.    The  Placer 
Commuter  Express  also  serves  the  train  station  during 

During FY 2012/2013, PCTPA  to pursue grant  funding 
in association with Rocklin and Placer County Transit to 
study Rocklin service alternatives. 
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prevent this polluting behavior.   commute hours.  
 
PCTPA has recently completed a SRTP on behalf of Placer 
County  Transit.  This  plan  contains  a  long  list  of  service 
enhancements to fill  identified gaps and needs for route 
improvements,  including  several  service alternatives  for 
the City of Rocklin.  

Rocklin  We have train service but little or no local transit service 
to the Rocklin rail station. Since 70% of the Amtrak riders 
use  cars  to  arrive  at  the  station why  can’t we  provide 
more  timely  local  transit  to  match  the  train  arrivals? 
Perhaps,  small  buses  that  serves  the  local 
neighborhoods. Spending transit funds on parking  lots  is 
not efficient. 

The  Rocklin  train  station  is  currently  served  by  Placer 
County  Transit’s  Rocklin  dial‐a‐ride  and  the  Lincoln  / 
Sierra College bus  route.   The Placer Commuter Express 
also serves the station during commute hours.  
 
PCTPA has recently completed a SRTP on behalf of Placer 
County  Transit.  This  plan  contains  a  long  list  of  service 
enhancements to fill  identified gaps and needs for route 
improvements,  including  several  service alternatives  for 
the City of Rocklin.  

During FY 2012/2013, PCTPA  to pursue grant  funding 
in association with Rocklin and Placer County Transit to 
study Rocklin service alternatives. 

Roseville and 
Placer County 

Surprised  that  the  bus  routes  to  Sierra  College  are  not 
serving many  areas  such  as  Secret  Ravine  Parkway  or 
even  the  corner  of  Sierra  College  and  East  Roseville 
Parkway. It seems that one has to transfer to three buses 
in  a  big  loop  just  to  go  forward  a  few  miles  to  the 
College.  It seems silly  that  I now have  to purchase a car 
just because a bus is not available. 

The  comment  regarding  routes  generally  from  east 
Roseville  to Sierra College  is accurate. A  resident would 
need  to  take  three  separate bus  routes  to get between 
East Roseville  Parkway  and  Sierra  College  Campus:  one 
would  take  Roseville  Transit  Route  G  to  the  Sierra 
Gardens Transfer Point;  from  there  take Route B  to  the 
Galleria; and from the Galleria take Placer County Transit 
to Sierra College. 
 
PCTPA has recently completed SRTPs on behalf of Placer 
County Transit and Roseville Transit. Both plans contain a 
long  list  of  service  enhancements  to  fill  identified  gaps 
and  needs  for  route  improvements,  including  a  more 
direct connection to Sierra College from east Roseville.  

Increased  coordination of  service delivery will have a 
substantial  impact  on  the  quantity  and  quality  of 
transit  service  in  the  east  Roseville  area.  During  FY 
2012/13, Placer County Transit and Roseville Transit to 
jointly develop a schedule to implement Sierra College 
bus route improvements. 

Roseville  Introduce Sierra Gardens to Sierra College route.  PCTPA  has  recently  completed  a  SRTP  on  behalf  of 
Roseville Transit. This plan contains a  long  list of service 
enhancements to fill  identified gaps and needs for route 
improvements,  including  a  more  direct  connection  to 
Sierra College from Sierra Gardens. 
 
 

The  City  of  Roseville  currently  uses  all  available  TDA 
funds  to provide public  transportation  in  the City and 
for commuters traveling from Roseville to Sacramento.  
PCTPA’s  unmet  transit  needs  criteria  specify  that  a 
jurisdiction  cannot  be  required  to  spend  more  TDA 
funds than it has available for transit service. This is an 
unmet transit need that is not reasonable to meet. 

Roseville  Request local service on Washington Boulevard between 
Pleasant Grove and Blue Oaks. 

The nearest Roseville Transit bus stop  to  this  location  is 
at Pleasant Grove and Washington Boulevard. 
 
 

The  City  of  Roseville  currently  uses  all  available  TDA 
funds  to provide public  transportation  in  the City and 
for commuters traveling from Roseville to Sacramento.  
PCTPA’s  unmet  transit  needs  criteria  specify  that  a 
jurisdiction  cannot  be  required  to  spend  more  TDA 
funds than it has available for transit service. 

Roseville  Please bring back at  least one stop on Champion Oaks. I 
know  I  am  not  the  only  one who  needs  a  bus  stop  on 
Champion Oaks. There  is a senior citizen complex at the 
end of Champion Oaks and  I am sure could use a closer 
bus stop as well. 

Roseville  Transit Route  “C’  at  one  time  stopped  at  this 
location; however, the bus stop was lightly used. 
 
This  is  an  operational  issue  that  will  be  forwarded  to 
Roseville Transit to address. 

This is not an unmet transit need. 
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Roseville  Need  Roseville  dial‐a‐ride  service  8423  O'Reilly  Place, 
Antelope.  Objects  to  having  to  transfer  from/to 
Paratransit to complete her trip. 

This  destination  is  located  outside  Placer  County  and 
Roseville Transit’s dial‐a‐ride service area. 
 

This is an unmet transit need that is not reasonable to 
meet. 

Roseville  Please add a bus stop at the Creekside Shopping Center 
and the Fountains. 

There  is  an  existing  Roseville  Transit  bus  stop  at  the 
Creekside Shopping Center and the Fountains. 

This is not an unmet transit need. 

Roseville  Extend Route “M” to begin at Fiddyment to West Park.  There  is no  time  in  the existing Route  “M”  schedule  to 
accommodate this service extension. 

This is an unmet transit need that is not reasonable to 
meet. 

Roseville  Extend  local  service  to  the Woodcreek Oaks/Blue Oaks 
Boulevard area.  

PCTPA  has  recently  completed  a  SRTP  on  behalf  of 
Roseville Transit. This plan contains a  long  list of service 
enhancements to fill  identified gaps and needs for route 
improvements,  including  a  more  direct  connection  to 
Sierra College from Sierra Gardens. 
 

The  City  of  Roseville  currently  uses  all  available  TDA 
funds  to provide public  transportation  in  the City and 
for commuters traveling from Roseville to Sacramento.  
PCTPA’s  unmet  transit  needs  criteria  specify  that  a 
jurisdiction  cannot  be  required  to  spend  more  TDA 
funds than it has available for transit service. This is an 
unmet transit need that is not reasonable to meet. 

Roseville  Request  the  Route  D/I  to  service  Junction/Woodcreek 
Oaks/McNally  left  to  right.  Currently  both  routes  are 
right to left. 

This  is  an  operational  issue  that  will  be  forwarded  to 
Roseville Transit to address. 

This is not an unmet transit need. 

Roseville  We live at Vernon and Cirby. We catch the bus on Vernon 
and Hyacinth. We then transfer twice and eventually end 
up  at  Oakmont.   We  had  a  routine  which  worked  out 
great until school started when we found out the Route 
“K”  bus  stop  had  been  eliminated.  Please  reconsider 
walking  distance  the  kids  have  to  walk  to  get  to  the 
closest bus stop.  Please add another stop around where 
we live so the kids in this area can ride the bus to school. 

Roseville  Transit  Route  “K”  at  one  time  served  this 
location; however, the bus stop was only lightly use. 
 
This  is an operational  issue  (tripper service)  that will be 
forwarded to Roseville Transit to address. 

This is not an unmet transit need. 

Roseville  Local  service  is needed  for  low  income  seniors  living at 
Eskaton Manor at 1725 Pleasant Grove Boulevard. 

PCTPA  has  recently  completed  a  SRTP  on  behalf  of 
Roseville Transit. This plan contains a  long  list of service 
enhancements to fill  identified gaps and needs for route 
improvements,  including  a  more  direct  connection  to 
Sierra College from Sierra Gardens. 
 

The  City  of  Roseville  currently  uses  all  available  TDA 
funds  to provide public  transportation  in  the City and 
for commuters traveling from Roseville to Sacramento.  
PCTPA’s  unmet  transit  needs  criteria  specify  that  a 
jurisdiction  cannot  be  required  to  spend  more  TDA 
funds than it has available for transit service. This is an 
unmet transit need that is not reasonable to meet. 

Roseville  A reverse Commuter Route  is needed to arrive at Sierra 
Gardens  Transfer  Point  between  7:20  and  7:25  am  to 
connect to Route “C” to get to Oakmont. 

Riders would need  to  go  to  the  Louis/Orlando  Transfer 
Point to make the requested connection. 
 

This is not an unmet transit need. 

Roseville  Please add a bus stop at East Roseville Parkway at Stone 
Ridge. 

PCTPA  has  recently  completed  a  SRTP  on  behalf  of 
Roseville Transit. This plan contains a  long  list of service 
enhancements to fill  identified gaps and needs for route 
improvements,  including  a  more  direct  connection  to 
Sierra College from Sierra Gardens. 
 

The  City  of  Roseville  currently  uses  all  available  TDA 
funds  to provide public  transportation  in  the City and 
for commuters traveling from Roseville to Sacramento.  
PCTPA’s  unmet  transit  needs  criteria  specify  that  a 
jurisdiction  cannot  be  required  to  spend  more  TDA 
funds than it has available for transit service. This is an 
unmet transit need that is not reasonable to meet. 

Roseville  Request that a smaller van  follow Commuter Route 6  in 
the PM for commuters left over. 

This  is an operational  issue  (tripper service)  that will be 
forwarded to Roseville Transit to address. 

This is not an unmet transit need. 

Roseville  Request  one  or  two  buses  stop  in West  Roseville  first 
before stopping at I‐80 and Taylor Road. 

West  Roseville  is  a  specific  plan  area  currently  under 
development. The City of Roseville has a commitment to 
provide shuttle service to this specific plan area and the 
Watt/I‐80 light rail station soon after the 3000th building 
permit.  This is expected to occur by 2013. Transit service 

This is not an unmet transit need. 
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will subsequently be  implemented  in phases as the area 
continues to develop. 
 
Currently,  Roseville  Transit  commuter  buses  stop  at 
Mahany Park. 

Roseville  Additional service is needed to alleviate crowding on PM 
Route 1. 

There are 12 combined commuter bus trips provided by 
Placer  County  Transit  and  Roseville  Transit.    These 
services are scheduled to meet the majority of commuter 
needs for those riders working in downtown Sacramento. 

This is not an unmet transit need. 

Roseville  Request  a  mid‐day  commuter  bus  to  downtown 
Sacramento. 

There are 12 combined commuter bus trips provided by 
Placer  County  Transit  and  Roseville  Transit.    These 
services are scheduled to meet the majority of commuter 
needs for those riders working in downtown Sacramento. 

This is not an unmet transit need. 

Roseville  Request a second commuter bus for the PM Route 6 for 
overflow riders. 

There are 12 combined commuter bus trips provided by 
Placer  County  Transit  and  Roseville  Transit.    These 
services are scheduled to meet the majority of commuter 
needs for those riders working in downtown Sacramento. 

This is not an unmet transit need. 

Roseville  Request Bus 51 to have a pickup at Sunrise and Coloma 
in Rancho Cordova to the Franchise Tax Board. 

This  is  an  operational  issue  that  will  be  forwarded  to 
Roseville Transit to address. 

This is not an unmet transit need. 

Roseville  Request PM reverse stop at CCTP instead of Saugstad 
Park. 

The  two  bus  stop  locations  are  relatively  close  to  one 
another.  
 
This  is  an  operational  issue  that  will  be  forwarded  to 
Roseville Transit to address. 

This is not an unmet transit need. 

Roseville  There  is  an  unmet  commuter  need  between  Roseville 
and the many office parks located in the Natomas area of 
Sacramento: North Market and North Freeway between 
Northgate  and  Truxel on  the west  side of  I‐80;  and off 
Natomas Park drive closer  to  the Sacramento River and 
off I‐5 and on the other side of I‐80. 

There are 12 combined commuter bus trips provided by 
Placer  County  Transit  and  Roseville  Transit.    These 
services are scheduled to meet the majority of commuter 
needs for those riders working in downtown Sacramento. 
Once downtown, a commuter would transfer to Regional 
Transit service to the Natomas area. 

This is not an unmet transit need. 

Roseville  Request  fixed  route  service  from Woodcreek Oaks  and 
Pleasant Grove up to Blue Oaks then to Lone Tree.  

A previous attempt by Roseville Transit to serve this area 
has generated low ridership.  
 
 

The  City  of  Roseville  currently  uses  all  available  TDA 
funds  to provide public  transportation  in  the City and 
for commuters traveling from Roseville to Sacramento.  
PCTPA’s  unmet  transit  needs  criteria  specify  that  a 
jurisdiction  cannot  be  required  to  spend  more  TDA 
funds than it has available for transit service. This is an 
unmet transit need that is not reasonable to meet. 

Roseville   West Roseville needs service to Louis/Orlando or Watt/I‐
80. 

West  Roseville  is  a  specific  plan  area  currently  under 
development. The City of Roseville has a commitment to 
provide shuttle service to this specific plan area and the 
Watt/I‐80 light rail station soon after the 3000th building 
permit.  This is expected to occur by 2013. Transit service 
will subsequently be  implemented  in phases as the area 
continues to develop. 
 
Currently,  Roseville  Transit  commuter  buses  stop  at 
Mahany Park. 

This is not an unmet transit need. 

TART  The  bus  stop  on  Estates  Drive  is  not  safe  for  Seniors. 
Please  consider  altering  the  route  to  include  coming 

This comment would require TART to deviate off route to 
serve  the  Truckee  Donner  Senior  Apartments.    Any 

TART  service  operates  within  the  Lake  Tahoe  Basin, 
which  is  outside  PCTPA’s  jurisdiction.  This  comment 
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down to pick up seniors from the Truckee Donner Senior 
Apartments.  

deviation off  route would  require additional equipment 
and  funding  for  TART  to  cover  the  cost  to maintain  its 
schedule and connections. 

will be forwarded to TRPA for analysis as part of their 
unmet transit needs process. 

TART  There are no TART buses that come into Granlibakken.  It 
is ½ mile to TART service. Customers want to go to Tahoe 
City, Emerald Bay and Crystal Bay. 

This comment would require TART to deviate off route to 
serve  Granlibakken.    Any  deviation  off  route  would 
require  additional  equipment  and  funding  for  TART  to 
cover the cost to maintain its schedule and connection in 
Tahoe City. 

TART  service  operates  within  the  Lake  Tahoe  Basin, 
which  is  outside  PCTPA’s  jurisdiction.  This  comment 
will be forwarded to TRPA for analysis as part of their 
unmet transit needs process. 

TART  TART needs to operate neighborhood shuttles.  This comment would require TART to deviate off route to 
serve  various  neighborhoods.    Any  deviation  off  route 
would  require  additional  equipment  and  funding  for 
TART  to  cover  the  cost  to  maintain  its  schedule  and 
connections. 

TART  service  operates  within  the  Lake  Tahoe  Basin, 
which  is  outside  PCTPA’s  jurisdiction.  This  comment 
will be forwarded to TRPA for analysis as part of their 
unmet transit needs process. 

TART  TART  needs  to  serve  North  Tahoe Middle  School  and 
North Tahoe High School. 

This comment would require TART to deviate off route to 
serve  these  schools.    Any  deviation  off  route  would 
require  additional  equipment  and  funding  for  TART  to 
cover the cost to maintain its schedule and connections. 

TART  service  operates  within  the  Lake  Tahoe  Basin, 
which  is  outside  PCTPA’s  jurisdiction.  This  comment 
will be forwarded to TRPA for analysis as part of their 
unmet transit needs process. 

TART  TART needs to serve Rideout Community Center.  This comment would require TART to deviate off route to 
serve the Rideout Community Center.   Any deviation off 
route would  require  additional  equipment  and  funding 
for TART  to cover  the cost  to maintain  its schedule and 
connection in Tahoe City. 

TART  service  operates  within  the  Lake  Tahoe  Basin, 
which  is  outside  PCTPA’s  jurisdiction.  This  comment 
will be forwarded to TRPA for analysis as part of their 
unmet transit needs process. 

TART   TART needs to directly serve Sierra College.  Currently, TART operates bus service along SR 89, with a 
bus stop at the college driveway entrance. Neither TART 
nor  the  Town  of  Truckee  has  plans  to  provide  service 
onto the Sierra College campus.  
 
This comment would require TART to deviate off route to 
serve  the  community  college.    Any  deviation  off  route 
would  require  additional  equipment  and  funding  for 
TART  to  cover  the  cost  to  maintain  its  schedule  and 
connection in Tahoe City. 
 
In  addition,  during  2012,  the  Town  of  Truckee will  be 
preparing a Mobility Needs Assessment that will outline 
existing and projected transit demand over the next five 
years;  evaluate  existing  transportation  services;  and 
develop  potential  strategies  to  address  community 
needs,  service  gaps,  and  ways  to  enhance  existing 
transportation services. The  final Study  is anticipated  to 
be presented to the Truckee Town Council in May 2012. 

This  area  lies  outside  of  PCTPA’s  jurisdiction.    This 
comment  will  be  forwarded  to  the  Nevada  County 
Transportation Commission (NCTC) for analysis as part 
of their unmet transit needs processes. 

Truckee  Town of Truckee Transit service needs to serve Tahoe 
Donner or Glenshire. 

During  2012,  the  Town  of  Truckee will  be  preparing  a 
Mobility Needs Assessment that will outline existing and 
projected  transit  demand  over  the  next  five  years; 
evaluate  existing  transportation  services;  and  develop 
potential strategies to address community needs, service 
gaps,  and  ways  to  enhance  existing  transportation 
services. The final Study is anticipated to be presented to 
the Truckee Town Council in May 2012. 

This  area  lies  outside  of  PCTPA’s  jurisdiction.    This 
comment  will  be  forwarded  to  the  Nevada  County 
Transportation Commission (NCTC) for analysis as part 
of their unmet transit needs processes. 
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WPCTSA  Need  additional Health  Express  service  from Auburn  to 
Mather  Veterans  Hospital  for  doctor  visits,  outpatient 
services,  etc.  Currently,  Seniors  First  offers  service  on 
Wednesdays. Sometimes Mather  retains persons  longer 
than  is  anticipated  or  is  unable  to  accommodate  the 
Wednesday schedule. 

PCTPA has  recently  completed  a  SRTP on behalf of  the 
Western  Placer  CTSA.  This  plan  contains  a  long  list  of 
service  enhancements  to  fill  identified  gaps  and  needs 
for Health Express service improvements. 
 
 

During  FY  2012/2013,  the  Western  Placer  CTSA  to 
study  the  potential  of  providing  additional  service  to 
Sacramento area medical facilities. 

WPCTSA  Need for a targeted shuttle service meeting non‐medical 
social service needs.  

PCTPA has  recently  completed  a  SRTP on behalf of  the 
Western  Placer  CTSA.  This  plan  contains  a  long  list  of 
service  enhancements  to  fill  identified  gaps  and  needs 
for non‐medical service improvements. 
 
 

The Western Placer CTSA SRTP  recommendations are 
contingent  upon  funding.  While  it  is  a  priority  to 
implement many of the improvements recommended, 
current funding levels continue to be a constraint. This 
is  an  unmet  transit  need  that  is  not  reasonable  to 
meet. 

Service Area 
Roseville  Need Roseville to serve Watt/I‐80 light rail station.  Roseville  Transit  connects with  Regional  Transit  service 

at the Louis / Orlando Transfer Point. 
This is not an unmet transit need. 

Roseville  Need summer service to Folsom Lake.  Roseville Transit does not provide service to Folsom Lake. 
Folsom  Lake  is  located  near  the  unincorporated  Placer 
County  community,  Granite  Bay.  Placer  County  Transit 
offers  dial‐a‐ride  service  within  Granite  Bay,  Monday 
through Friday, which could be used to access the Lake. 

This is not an unmet transit need. 

Roseville  Need Roseville dial‐a‐ride service to serve the “Food 
Source” on Stanford Ranch Road in Rocklin. 

The Food Source establishment is out‐of‐business. There 
are  several  options  to  travel  to  this  location.  Roseville 
residents  could  travel  on  Roseville  Transit,  with  a 
scheduled transfer to the PCT Rocklin dial‐a‐ride to get to 
this  location.  Placer  County  Transit’s  Lincoln  /  Sierra 
College route has travels close to this retail location. 

This is not an unmet transit need. 

Truckee and 
Tahoe 

Need  non‐emergency  medical  and  social  service 
transportation  for  seniors  and  disabled  for  in‐area  and 
out‐of‐area basin travel needs. 

Currently,  there  is  no  cross  county  transit  service  that 
addresses  Truckee  and  Tahoe  out‐of‐area  travel  needs. 
Placer County previously  looked at the cost of providing 
service  to  ski  resorts  from  western  Placer  County  and 
found  it prohibitive  to  implement  transit  service  to  the 
resorts.   It  is  not  clear  whether  there  is  a  market  for 
specialized transportation service.  
 
In addition, the PCTPA Board found on December 6, 2007 
that  trips  that  originate  outside  of  PCTPA’s  jurisdiction 
within  the  North  Lake  Tahoe  basin  fall  within  the 
jurisdiction  of  TRPA.  Therefore,  the  responsibility  for 
arranging  for  transit  services  for  trips  that  originate 
within the basin lies with TRPA.  
 
During  2012,  the  Town  of  Truckee will  be  preparing  a 
Mobility Needs Assessment that will outline existing and 
projected  transit  demand  over  the  next  five  years; 
evaluate  existing  transportation  services;  and  develop 
potential strategies to address community needs, service 
gaps,  and  ways  to  enhance  existing  transportation 
services. The final Study is anticipated to be presented to 
the Truckee Town Council in May 2012. 

This  area  lies  outside  of  PCTPA’s  jurisdiction.    This 
comment  will  be  forwarded  to  the  Nevada  County 
Transportation  Commission  (NCTC)  and  the  Tahoe 
Regional Planning Agency (TRPA) for analysis as part of 
their unmet transit needs processes. 
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WPCTSA  Need  Health  Express  service  to  Alta  and  Dutch  Flat 
communities. 

PCTPA has  recently  completed  a  SRTP on behalf of  the 
Western  Placer  CTSA.  This  plan  contains  a  long  list  of 
service  enhancements  to  fill  identified  gaps  and  needs 
for  route  improvements,  including  the  need  for 
developing a rural mileage reimbursement program. 

During  FY  2012/2013,  the  Western  Placer  CTSA  to 
implement pilot rural mileage reimbursement program 
in association with a non‐profit organization. 

Service Frequency 
Lincoln  It  takes me  three  buses  and  two  hours  to  go  from my 

home near Lakeview Drive north Lincoln to the Roseville 
Galleria Mall where I work. There used to be a dial‐a‐ride 
that picked me up at my home and dropped me off at 
the Galleria Mall in a half hour for $2. 

Lincoln Transit provides a connection with Placer County 
at  the Twelve Bridges  Library. There  is a  timed  transfer 
with  the  Placer  County  Transit  Lincoln  /  Sierra  College 
route.  This  route  takes  30  minutes  from  the  Twelve 
Bridges Library to the Galleria.  

This is not an unmet transit need. 

Lincoln  Very  frustrated  by  the  lack  of  timely  bus  routes  in  the 
Lincoln  area. Current  transit  system  does  not  provide 
timely connections to other transit providers. 

Currently,  Lincoln  Transit  and  Placer  County  Transit 
operate  on  an  hourly  basis.  Both  transit  systems 
coordinate  their  services  to  ensure  timed  transfer 
connections. Although a timed transfer with each system 
is the goal, there are  instances of delays – primarily due 
to increasing traffic congestion ‐ resulting in some missed 
connections. 

This is not an unmet transit need. 

Lincoln and Placer 
County 

Transferring between Lincoln and Placer County Transit is 
inordinately time consuming 

Currently,  Lincoln  Transit  and  Placer  County  Transit 
operate  on  an  hourly  basis.  Both  transit  systems 
coordinate  their  services  to  ensure  timed  transfer 
connections. Although a timed transfer with each system 
is the goal, there are  instances of delays – primarily due 
to increasing traffic congestion ‐ resulting in some missed 
connections. 

This is not an unmet transit need. 

Loomis   Our community day program is located at 6125, King Rd. 
in Loomis.  Learning how to use the bus system is one of 
our  goals  for  community  integration.   Due  to  the 
infrequent  times we  can  connect with  a  bus  on  Taylor 
Road, we are forced into taking cars to Sierra College and 
then catching a bus to access the community.  We would 
love to see more opportunities to catch the bus on Taylor 
Road.   

As a result of the 2009/10 Unmet Transit Needs process, 
the  PCTPA  Board  agreed  to  increase  the  Taylor  Road 
Shuttle from a two hour schedule to an hourly schedule 
from 7:30 am to 1:30 pm on Tuesdays and Thursdays as a 
two  year  Western  Placer  Consolidated  Transportation 
Services Agency (WPCTSA) pilot project. At that time, the 
hourly schedule was seen as an important transportation 
option  for  Placer  County  Office  of  Education’s  (PCOE) 
special  needs  students when  going  from  the  classroom 
into the local community. 
 
The  Placer  County  Office  of  Education  (PCOE)  Special 
Education  class  is  no  longer  in  operation  in  Loomis. 
Further,  the pilot project’s overall productivity was  low; 
not meeting adopted performance standards established 
for  such  service.  For  these  reasons  the  pilot  project 
terminated as of June 30, 2012. 

This is an unmet transit need that is not reasonable to 
meet. 

Placer County   Placer County Transit  takes over  two hours one‐way  to 
get to Auburn from Lincoln. 

The  Placer  County  Transit  Auburn  to  Light  Rail  route 
takes 30 minutes from Auburn to the Galleria. There is a 
timed  transfer with  the  Lincoln  /  Sierra  College  route.  
This  route  takes  30  minutes  from  the  Galleria  to  the 
Twelve  Bridges  Library.  Connections  to  Lincoln  Transit 
occur  at  this  location.  Depending  on  the  destination 
within  the  City,  the  total  trip  time  can  add  up  to  two 

This is not an unmet transit need. 
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hours. 
Regional  The Auburn to Light Rail route should operate every half 

hour between 5:00 and 9:00 am and 3:00 and 7:00 pm. 
PCTPA has recently completed a SRTP on behalf of Placer 
County  Transit.  This  plan  contains  a  long  list  of  service 
enhancements to fill  identified gaps and needs for route 
improvements,  including  the  need  for  more  frequent 
Auburn to Light Rail service. 

During  FY  2012/2013  PCTPA  to  develop  an  analysis, 
including  identification  of  costs,  funding  and  fare 
revenues, to determine the feasibility of schedule and 
frequency changes for the Auburn to Light Rail route. 

Regional  Request that Placer County Transit improve service on its 
day  time Placer County Transit schedule and add  to  the 
Placer  County  Commuter  Express  (PCE)  schedule.  The 
current  one  hour  schedule  to  the  Watt/I‐80  light  rail 
station is inadequate and would benefit from at least half 
hour  service.  Similarly,  the  PCE  service  includes  only 
three buses at 5:43, 5:52, and 6:35 am. I recently had the 
opportunity  to use El Dorado Transit and was  surprised 
at what a diverse and superior level of service is provided 
between  Sacramento  and  Placerville.  The  commute 
service  runs  every  half  hour  or  even  shorter  times 
between  3:30  and  7:00  pm  and  much  later  in  the 
morning.  There  is  also  mid‐day  service  available.  El 
Dorado is a county comparable in size to Placer. Similarly, 
the  Yuba‐Sutter  transit  system  is much more  frequent 
and more  extensive  in  the morning  and  evening.  Yolo 
County  has  the  most  superior  service  available  in  the 
region. Usage and  timing are  critical  to use. Unless you 
increase  the  time  frame  for  available  rides,  people 
cannot use your system. For example, I come to work at 
8:00  am  but  frequently  have  to  stay  past  5:30  or  6:00 
pm. Nothing  is  available  for me  to  return  home  in  the 
evening. Similarly, people on a 10‐10‐40 schedule cannot 
use  the  PCE  because  it  assumes  an  eight  hour  work 
schedule.  The  one  hour  time  frame  for  the  light  rail 
connection  is also excessive and the route  is tortuous. It 
doesn't  connect  to Kaiser Hospital at Cirby and  it  stops 
for  15  minutes  at  the  Galleria  Mall.  But  all  of  these 
problems  would  disappear  if  the  schedule  increased 
during  commute  hours. Why  can  El  Dorado  and  Yuba‐
Sutter provide better transit service? 

There are 12 combined commuter bus trips provided by 
Placer  County  Transit  and  Roseville  Transit.    These 
services are scheduled to meet the majority of commuter 
needs for those riders working in downtown Sacramento. 
 
The Placer Commuter Express service currently operates 
four buses. Two of  the morning buses, however, depart 
from select bus stops only. 
 
PCTPA has recently completed a SRTP on behalf of Placer 
County  Transit.  This  plan  contains  a  long  list  of  service 
enhancements to fill  identified gaps and needs for route 
improvements, including commuter services.  

During  FY  2012/2013  PCTPA  to  develop  an  analysis, 
including  identification  of  costs,  funding  and  fare 
revenues, to determine the feasibility of schedule and 
frequency  changes  for Placer County  Transit  and PCE 
routes. 

TART  Need bus service to operate every half hour at least from 
7:00 a.m.  till 7:00 p.m.  then perhaps  just once an hour 
afterwards. 

As a top priority, the TART Systems (Short Range Transit) 
Plan  recommends  doubling  the  existing  one‐hour 
frequency  of  the mainline  service  to  30‐minute  service 
year during  the summer months  followed eventually by 
30‐minute  mainline  service  year‐round  on  the  North 
Shore.   
 
TART buses are  currently  scheduled  to operate  till 6:00 
p.m.  (or  soon  thereafter),  and  during  winter  months 
about  an  hour  later.  The  TART  SRTP  examined  service 
alternatives that would expand evening transit service on 
the mainline  route,  and  noted  that  TART  could  expand 

This  area  lies  outside  of  PCTPA’s  jurisdiction.    This 
comment  will  be  forwarded  to  the  Tahoe  Regional 
Planning  Agency  (TRPA)  for  analysis  as  part  of  their 
unmet transit needs processes. 
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service  into  the  evening  hours  if  sufficient  operating 
funds became available. This service alternative was not 
however included as part of the adopted SRTP. 

TART  Need 30 minute headways year round or at  least  in  the 
winter season. 

As a top priority, the TART Systems (Short Range Transit) 
Plan  recommends  doubling  the  existing  one‐hour 
frequency  of  the mainline  service  to  30‐minute  service 
year during  the summer months  followed eventually by 
30‐minute  mainline  service  year‐round  on  the  North 
Shore.   

This  area  lies  outside  of  PCTPA’s  jurisdiction.    This 
comment  will  be  forwarded  to  the  Tahoe  Regional 
Planning  Agency  (TRPA)  for  analysis  as  part  of  their 
unmet transit needs processes. 

Service Schedule 
Lincoln Transit   Lincoln  Transit  bus  left  the  transfer  point  ten minutes 

before the Placer County bus from the Galleria got there. 
The Placer County bus only runs once per hour. 

Currently,  Lincoln  Transit  coordinates  its  service  with 
Placer County  Transit. Both  transit  systems  can directly 
communicate with one another via  radio. Both  systems 
have  procedures  in  place  to  hold  for  a  reasonable 
amount of time, approximately three minutes. Although 
a timed transfer with each system  is the goal,  there are 
instances  of  delays  – primarily  due  to  increasing  traffic 
congestion ‐ resulting in some missed connections.  

This is not an unmet transit need. 

Placer County   Add  one  Placer  Commuter  Express  bus  that  arrives  in 
downtown  Sacramento  just  before  9:00  am.  I  believe 
there  is  a  significant  population  of  riders  who  would 
rather arrive downtown at 9:00 am rather than 8:00 am. 

There are 12 combined commuter bus trips provided by 
Placer  County  Transit  and  Roseville  Transit.    These 
services are scheduled to meet the majority of commuter 
needs for those riders working in downtown Sacramento. 

This is not an unmet transit need. 

Placer County   Placer  Commuter  Express  service  to  downtown  fails  to 
serve  working  parents  with  school  age  children. 
Roseville’s elementary schools begin at 8:05, but the last 
Roseville  Transit  commuter  bus  leaving  Saugstad  Park 
departs at 7:30 am. The only alternative is to ride Placer 
County  to  the  light  rail  and  transfer,  which  is  really 
cumbersome and time consuming and expensive. 

There are 12 combined commuter bus trips provided by 
Placer  County  Transit  and  Roseville  Transit.    These 
services are scheduled to meet the majority of commuter 
needs for those riders working in downtown Sacramento. 
 
Roseville  Transit  previously  tried  a  later  morning 
commuter  run;  however,  the  commuter  run  did  not 
achieve ridership levels needed to continue the service. 

This is not an unmet transit need. 

Regional  All  schedules  should  coincide  with  transfer  point 
contacts. 

Currently,  transit operators  in Placer County  coordinate 
their  services  with  one  another.  Although  a  timed 
transfer with each system is the goal, there are instances 
of delays – primarily due to increasing traffic congestion ‐ 
resulting in some missed connections. 

This is not an unmet transit need. 

Roseville  Since Roseville only allows up  to seven days  in advance 
when I schedule my dial‐a‐ride for Rocklin, I am not able 
to  schedule  my  transfer  to  Roseville  dial‐a‐ride  until 
seven days in advance.  If nothing is available, then I have 
to  cancel my  Rocklin  appointment  and  everything  else 
that  is  in  Roseville.  I  have  not  been  able  to  take  any 
Roseville volunteer positions because of this.  I don’t feel 
like  I  can  make  those  commitments  to  those  jobs 
because  I  cannot  guarantee  I  will  have  the 
transportation. 

Currently, Roseville Transit dial‐a‐ride will  schedule  ride 
reservations  a  day  in  advance  to  up  to  14  days  in 
advance. 

This is not an unmet transit need. 

Roseville  Route “A” runs five minutes late from Louis/Orlando.  This  is  an  operational  issue  that  will  be  forwarded  to 
Roseville Transit to address. 

This is not an unmet transit need. 

Roseville  Route  “R” misconnects with Route  “A”.   Need  to move 
the  Route  R  schedule  forward  by  seven  minutes  and 

This  is  an  operational  issue  that  will  be  forwarded  to 
Roseville Transit to address. 

This is not an unmet transit need. 
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require the Route "A" operator to be alerted of pending 
Route “R” transfers. 

Roseville  The  afternoon  commuter  routes needs  to be  looked  at 
and adjusted  for  the  large number of people  riding  the 
afternoon  Route  2.  Many  people  are  forced  to  stand 
because all those heading to Mahany Park are forced to 
take that bus. This is due to the fact that the other times 
to  that  location  are  hours  later.  Please  look  into 
optimizing the afternoon route schedule. 

Roseville  Transit  implemented  several  changes  to  its 
commuter  service  schedule,  effective  November  14, 
2012, which may address this request. 
 
In addition,  there are 12  combined  commuter bus  trips 
provided by Placer County Transit and Roseville Transit.  
These  services  are  scheduled  to meet  the majority  of 
commuter needs  for  those  riders working  in downtown 
Sacramento.  

This is not an unmet transit need. 

Roseville  Please  add  another bus  at  about  the  same  time  as  the 
Commuter  Route  1.   Perhaps  the  afternoon  Commuter 
Route 2 or 3 could be moved to an earlier time. 

Roseville  Transit  implemented  several  changes  to  its 
commuter  service  schedule,  effective  November  14, 
2012, which may address this request. 
 
In addition,  there are 12  combined  commuter bus  trips 
provided by Placer County Transit and Roseville Transit.  
These  services  are  scheduled  to meet  the majority  of 
commuter needs  for  those  riders working  in downtown 
Sacramento. 

This is not an unmet transit need. 

Roseville  Schedule  a  second  early  commuter  route.   Have  one 
early  route go  straight  to Taylor and  I‐80.  Re‐route  the 
current Route 1, so it stops first at Taylor and I‐80, where 
most of the current customers get off, then have it go to 
Maidu Park, etc. Send a second vehicle (like a dial‐a‐ride 
bus) for overflow purposes. 

Roseville  Transit  implemented  several  changes  to  its 
commuter  service  schedule,  effective  November  14, 
2012, which may address this request. 
 
In addition,  there are 12  combined  commuter bus  trips 
provided by Placer County Transit and Roseville Transit.  
These  services  are  scheduled  to meet  the majority  of 
commuter needs  for  those  riders working  in downtown 
Sacramento. 

This is not an unmet transit need. 

Roseville  Please  switch  PM  Commuter  Routes  2  and  3  in  the 
afternoon. A lot of people in the afternoon end up having 
to  stand because people will not wait  the  five minutes 
for  the next bus.  I am  tired of  standing everyday when 
riders could take the Route 3 instead of the Route 2. 

Roseville  Transit  implemented  several  changes  to  its 
commuter  service  schedule,  effective  November  14, 
2012, which may address this request. 
 
In addition,  there are 12  combined  commuter bus  trips 
provided by Placer County Transit and Roseville Transit.  
These  services  are  scheduled  to meet  the majority  of 
commuter needs  for  those  riders working  in downtown 
Sacramento. 

This is not an unmet transit need. 

Roseville  PM Commuter Route schedules should allow more  time 
to get back  to Roseville  to avoid drivers  rushing so  that 
they aren't late, especially for Routes 1 and 7. 

This  is  an  operational  issue  that  will  be  forwarded  to 
Roseville Transit to address. 
 
In addition,  there are 12  combined  commuter bus  trips 
provided by Placer County Transit and Roseville Transit.  
These  services  are  scheduled  to meet  the majority  of 
commuter needs  for  those  riders working  in downtown 
Sacramento.  

This is not an unmet transit need. 

Roseville  Request  Commuter  Bus  to  arrive  at  Saugstad  between 
the PM Route 1 and PM Route 4. Currently 40 minutes 
separates the two buses. 

This  is  an  operational  issue  that  will  be  forwarded  to 
Roseville Transit to address. The current service  focus  is 
at the Taylor Road / I‐80 park‐and‐ride lot due to limited 

This is not an unmet transit need. 
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commuter parking available at Saugstad. 
 
It  should  be  noted  that  Roseville  Transit  implemented 
several  changes  to  its  commuter  service  schedule, 
effective  November  14,  2012,  which may  address  this 
request. 

Roseville   Route  “R”  should  operate  all  day  and  same  hours 
consistent with all other Roseville routes. 

This  is  an  operational  issue  that  will  be  forwarded  to 
Roseville Transit to address. 

This is not an unmet transit need. 

TART  Work at Tahoe Forest Hospital in Truckee and need to be 
there between 7:15 am to 7:30 am.  It doesn’t seem like 
the bus gets there early enough. 

TART’s    SR  89  first  morning  run  arrives  at  the  Tahoe 
Forest hospital at 7:03 a.m. 

This is not an unmet transit need. 

TART  Eliminate service between 10:00 am and 2:00 pm.  The TART SRTP examined service alternatives that would 
expand transit service on the mainline route, and noted 
that TART could expand service into the evening hours if 
sufficient operating funds became available. This service 
alternative  was  not  however  included  as  part  of  the 
adopted SRTP. 

This  area  lies  outside  of  PCTPA’s  jurisdiction.    This 
comment  will  be  forwarded  to  the  Tahoe  Regional 
Planning  Agency  (TRPA)  for  analysis  as  part  of  their 
unmet transit needs processes. 

TART  Resort  community  needs  bus  service  to  operate 
employee  shift  times. TART  is not  currently  suitable  for 
employees.  Don’t  need  bus  service  between  10:00  am 
and 2:00 pm, need it before 6:30 am. 

The TART SRTP examined service alternatives that would 
expand transit service on the mainline route, and noted 
that TART could expand service into the evening hours if 
sufficient operating funds became available. This service 
alternative  was  not  however  included  as  part  of  the 
adopted SRTP. 

This  area  lies  outside  of  PCTPA’s  jurisdiction.    This 
comment  will  be  forwarded  to  the  Tahoe  Regional 
Planning  Agency  (TRPA)  for  analysis  as  part  of  their 
unmet transit needs processes. 

Truckee  Town  of  Truckee  service  starts  at  9:00  am.  It  needs  to 
start earlier and end later. 

During  2012,  the  Town  of  Truckee will  be  preparing  a 
Mobility Needs Assessment that will outline existing and 
projected  transit  demand  over  the  next  five  years; 
evaluate  existing  transportation  services;  and  develop 
potential strategies to address community needs, service 
gaps,  and  ways  to  enhance  existing  transportation 
services. The final Study is anticipated to be presented to 
the Truckee Town Council in May 2012. 

This  area  lies  outside  of  PCTPA’s  jurisdiction.    This 
comment  will  be  forwarded  to  the  Nevada  County 
Transportation Commission (NCTC) for analysis as part 
of their unmet transit needs processes. 

Service Span 
Lincoln   Lincoln Transit should operate on Saturdays.  Lincoln Transit  recently  completed a SRTP  in 2009. This 

plan  contains a  long  list of  service enhancements  to  fill 
identified  gaps  and  needs  for  route  improvements, 
including the need for Saturday service. 

During  FY  2012/2013,  Lincoln  Transit  to  develop  an 
analysis,  including  identification of  costs,  funding and 
fare  revenues,  to  determine  the  feasibility  to 
implement Saturday service. 

Placer County  Need bus  service  to 9:00 pm between  the Galleria  and 
Sierra College. 

PCTPA has recently completed a SRTP on behalf of Placer 
County  Transit.  This  plan  contains  a  long  list  of  service 
enhancements to fill  identified gaps and needs for route 
improvements, including the need for bus service to 9:00 
pm between the Galleria and Sierra College. 

During FY 2012/2013 Placer County Transit to develop 
an  analysis,  including  identification  of  costs,  funding 
and  fare  revenues,  to  determine  the  feasibility  to 
adjust  hours  of  operation  for  bus  service  Lincoln  / 
Sierra College route. 

Placer County   Extend  Lincoln  /  Sierra  College  route  hours  until  90 
minutes past Mall closing. 

PCTPA has recently completed a SRTP on behalf of Placer 
County  Transit.  This  plan  contains  a  long  list  of  service 
enhancements to fill  identified gaps and needs for route 
improvements,  including  the  need  to  extend  Lincoln  / 
Sierra  College  route  hours  until  90  minutes  past Mall 
closing 

During FY 2012/2013 Placer County Transit to develop 
an  analysis,  including  identification  of  costs,  funding 
and  fare  revenues,  to  determine  the  feasibility  to 
adjust  hours  of  operation  for  bus  service  Lincoln  / 
Sierra College route. 

Placer County and 
Roseville 

Placer  County  Transit  and  Roseville  Transit  should 
provide fixed route service on Sundays. 

PCTPA has recently completed SRTPs on behalf of Placer 
County Transit and Roseville Transit. These plans contain 

This is not an unmet transit need that is reasonable to 
meet. 
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a long list of service enhancements to fill  identified gaps 
and needs  for  route  improvements.  Fixed  route  service 
on Sundays is not a recommended service enhancement. 

Regional  Need Saturday 7:00 a.m. Auburn to trip and 8:00 am light 
rail to Auburn trip. 

PCTPA has recently completed a SRTP on behalf of Placer 
County  Transit.  This  plan  contains  a  long  list  of  service 
enhancements to fill  identified gaps and needs for route 
improvements,  including  the  need  for  earlier  Saturday 
Auburn to Light Rail service. 

During FY 2012/2013 Placer County Transit to develop 
an  analysis,  including  identification  of  costs,  funding 
and  fare  revenues,  to  determine  the  feasibility  to 
implement  Saturday  service  span  changes  for  the 
Auburn to Light Rail route. 

Regional  Transit operators should collaborate to see  if they could 
offer service as late as 10:00 pm.  

PCTPA has recently completed SRTPs on behalf of Placer 
County Transit and Roseville Transit. Lincoln Transit SRTP 
was completed in 2009. These plans contain a long list of 
service  enhancements  to  fill  identified  gaps  and  needs 
for route improvements, including later evening hours. 

Increased  coordination of  service delivery will have a 
substantial  impact  on  the  quantity  and  quality  of 
transit  service  in  the  south  Placer  County. During  FY 
2012/13,  Lincoln  Transit,  Placer  County  Transit, 
Roseville  Transit  and  PCTPA  to  jointly  develop  a 
schedule  to  implement  extension  of  hours  of 
operation.  

Regional  Need  to consider  transit  service hours  to accommodate 
the “closing shift” retail worker, with bus service at least 
to 10:00 pm. 

PCTPA has recently completed SRTPs on behalf of Placer 
County Transit and Roseville Transit. Lincoln Transit SRTP 
was completed in 2009. These plans contain a long list of 
service  enhancements  to  fill  identified  gaps  and  needs 
for route improvements, including later evening hours. 

Increased  coordination of  service delivery will have a 
substantial  impact  on  the  quantity  and  quality  of 
transit  service  in  the  south  Placer  County. During  FY 
2012/13,  Lincoln  Transit,  Placer  County  Transit, 
Roseville  Transit  and  PCTPA  to  jointly  develop  a 
schedule  to  implement  extension  of  hours  of 
operation. 

Roseville  Extend  local  fixed route service to the Galleria  into 8:00 
to 9:00 p.m. evening. 

PCTPA  has  recently  completed  a  SRTP  on  behalf  of 
Roseville Transit. This plan contains a  long  list of service 
enhancements to fill  identified gaps and needs for route 
improvements,  including  extended  hours  of  evening 
service.  
 
Roseville  Transit  may  consider  this  service  request  as 
part of its next FTA Jobs Access/Reverse Commute grant 
application. 

The  City  of  Roseville  currently  uses  all  available  TDA 
funds  to provide public  transportation  in  the City and 
for commuters traveling from Roseville to Sacramento.  
PCTPA’s  unmet  transit  needs  criteria  specify  that  a 
jurisdiction  cannot  be  required  to  spend  more  TDA 
funds than it has available for transit service. 

Roseville  Roseville Transit ought to run on weeknights until 10:00 
pm. 

PCTPA  has  recently  completed  a  SRTP  on  behalf  of 
Roseville Transit. This plan contains a  long  list of service 
enhancements to fill  identified gaps and needs for route 
improvements,  including  extended  hours  of  evening 
service.  
 
 

The  City  of  Roseville  currently  uses  all  available  TDA 
funds  to provide public  transportation  in  the City and 
for commuters traveling from Roseville to Sacramento.  
PCTPA’s  unmet  transit  needs  criteria  specify  that  a 
jurisdiction  cannot  be  required  to  spend  more  TDA 
funds than it has available for transit service. This is an 
unmet transit need that is not reasonable to meet. 

Roseville  Roseville  Transit  on  Saturdays  should  run  until  90 
minutes past Mall closing. 

PCTPA  has  recently  completed  a  SRTP  on  behalf  of 
Roseville Transit. This plan contains a  long  list of service 
enhancements to fill  identified gaps and needs for route 
improvements,  including  extended  hours  of  Saturday 
evening service.  
 
 

The  City  of  Roseville  currently  uses  all  available  TDA 
funds  to provide public  transportation  in  the City and 
for commuters traveling from Roseville to Sacramento.  
PCTPA’s  unmet  transit  needs  criteria  specify  that  a 
jurisdiction  cannot  be  required  to  spend  more  TDA 
funds than it has available for transit service. This is an 
unmet transit need that is not reasonable to meet. 

Roseville  Roseville  Dial‐a‐Ride  on  Sundays  should  run  until  90 
minutes past Mall closing. 

PCTPA has recently completed SRTPs on behalf of Placer 
County Transit and Roseville Transit. These plans contain 
a long list of service enhancements to fill  identified gaps 
and needs for route  improvements. Extended dial‐a‐ride 

This is not an unmet transit need that is reasonable to 
meet. 
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service hours on Sundays  is not a recommended service 
enhancement. 

TART  Would  like  to express  the need  for a dependable public 
bus system in Tahoe area; one that runs 24 hours. 

TART buses are  currently  scheduled  to operate  till 6:00 
p.m.  (or  soon  thereafter),  and  during  winter  months 
about  an  hour  later.  The  TART  SRTP  examined  service 
alternatives that would expand evening transit service on 
the mainline  route,  and  noted  that  TART  could  expand 
service  into  the  evening  hours  if  sufficient  operating 
funds  became  available.  Initially,  the  expansion  would 
include  one  additional  hour  of  evening  service  and 
ultimately service  till 10:00 p.m. This service alternative 
was not however included as part of the adopted SRTP. 

This is an unmet transit need that is not reasonable to 
meet. 

TART  TART  is  confusing  to  ride  because  it  is  broken  into  so 
many seasonal services that it is inconsistent for riders. 

This  is  an  operational  (marketing)  issue  that  will  be 
forwarded to TART to address. 

This is not an unmet transit need. 

TART  Difficult  for  community  members  to  access  classes  at 
Sierra College due to TART service hours. 

TART buses are  currently  scheduled  to operate  till 6:00 
p.m.  (or  soon  thereafter),  and  during  winter  months 
about  an  hour  later.  The  TART  SRTP  examined  service 
alternatives that would expand evening transit service on 
the mainline  route,  and  noted  that  TART  could  expand 
service  into  the  evening  hours  if  sufficient  operating 
funds became available. This service alternative was not 
however included as part of the adopted SRTP. 

This  area  lies  outside  of  PCTPA’s  jurisdiction.    This 
comment  will  be  forwarded  to  the  Tahoe  Regional 
Planning  Agency  (TRPA)  for  analysis  as  part  of  their 
unmet transit needs processes. 

Truckee  Town of Truckee  transit service  for Spring, Summer and 
Fall doesn't operate early enough  for majority of  Town 
workers. 

During  2012,  the  Town  of  Truckee will  be  preparing  a 
Mobility Needs Assessment that will outline existing and 
projected  transit  demand  over  the  next  five  years; 
evaluate  existing  transportation  services;  and  develop 
potential strategies to address community needs, service 
gaps,  and  ways  to  enhance  existing  transportation 
services. The final Study is anticipated to be presented to 
the Truckee Town Council in May 2012. 

This  area  lies  outside  of  PCTPA’s  jurisdiction.    This 
comment  will  be  forwarded  to  the  Nevada  County 
Transportation Commission (NCTC) for analysis as part 
of their unmet transit needs processes. 

Truckee  Town  of  Truck  buses  need  to  operate  on  Sundays  and 
evenings.  It  is difficult  to  schedule a  ride after 3:00 pm 
weekdays.  

During  2012,  the  Town  of  Truckee will  be  preparing  a 
Mobility Needs Assessment that will outline existing and 
projected  transit  demand  over  the  next  five  years; 
evaluate  existing  transportation  services;  and  develop 
potential strategies to address community needs, service 
gaps,  and  ways  to  enhance  existing  transportation 
services. The final Study is anticipated to be presented to 
the Truckee Town Council in May 2012. 

This  area  lies  outside  of  PCTPA’s  jurisdiction.    This 
comment  will  be  forwarded  to  the  Nevada  County 
Transportation Commission (NCTC) for analysis as part 
of their unmet transit needs processes. 

WPCTSA  Health Express needs  to be expanded  to weekends and 
Sundays. 

PCTPA has  recently  completed  a  SRTP on behalf of  the 
Western  Placer  CTSA.  This  plan  contains  a  long  list  of 
service  enhancements  to  fill  identified  gaps  and  needs 
for  route  improvements,  including  the  need  for Health 
Express span of service improvements. 

The Western Placer CTSA SRTP  recommendations are 
contingent  upon  funding.  While  it  is  a  priority  to 
implement many of the improvements recommended, 
current funding levels continue to be a constraint. This 
is  an  unmet  transit  need  that  is  not  reasonable  to 
meet. 

Other Requests 
Placer County  Placer  County  Transit  bus  drivers  need  appropriate 

restroom facilities at the Watt/I‐80 light rail station. 
This  comment  reflects  an operational  issue  that will be 
forwarded to Placer County Transit to address. 

This is not an unmet transit need. 

Placer County  Seniors  First does not have Meals on Wheels  route  for 
the Penryn area yet this service is available to Newcastle, 

Meals on Wheels  is a homebound senior program.    It  is 
not a public transportation service. The nearest available 

This is not an unmet transit need. 
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Loomis, and Auburn communities.  public  transportation  is  the Placer County Transit Taylor 
Road  Shuttle.  The  Taylor  Road  Shuttle  serves  residents 
within  ¾  mile  of  Taylor  Road.  Because  the  Penyrn 
community is less densely populated it is not possible for 
Placer  County  Transit  to  serve  the  area  cost  effectively 
with dial‐a‐ride service or further expansion of the Taylor 
Road Shuttle. 
 
In  addition,  Seniors  First  does  not  have  a  Meals  on 
Wheels  route  for  the Penyrn  community due  to  lack of 
funding.  Seniors  First  does  offer  a  Volunteer  Door‐to‐
Door  Rides  Program  that  is  an  alternative  to Meals  on 
Wheels  service.  The  Rides  Program  could  provide  a 
Penyrn  resident  transportation  to  one  of  Seniors  First 
“Senior  Cafes.”  There  are  nine  such  cafes  operating  in 
Placer County.  

Regional  How  do  multi‐jurisdictional  unmet  transit  needs 
comments get addressed? 

Comments  regarding  multi‐jurisdictional  unmet  transit 
needs  that  are  outside  of  PCTPA’s  jurisdiction  are 
forwarded  to  the  appropriate  Regional  Transportation 
Planning  Agency  (RTPA)  for  analysis  as  part  of  that 
agency’s unmet transit needs processes. 

This is not an unmet transit need. 

Rocklin  Parking at the Rocklin train station is inadequate.  The City has recently completed construction of 24+ new 
angled parking spaces and sidewalks accessing  the  train 
station and bus loading area, replacing parking previously 
located on  an unimproved dirt  lot.    The City of Rocklin 
will  also  expand  the  station  parking  adjacent  to  the 
existing multimodal  station  parking  lot.  Construction  of 
this  expansion  parking  will  be  funded  under  State 
Proposition 1B PTMISEA bond  fund allocations awarded 
to  the  City  by  PCTPA.    It  should  be  noted  that  the 
PTMISEA  program  is  not  receiving  bond  funding  in  a 
timely  manner.  Completion  of  additional  parking  lot 
expansion projects will occur in phases and is dependent 
upon PCTPA receiving PTMISEA funds. 

This is not an unmet transit need. 

Rocklin  The Rocklin  train station needs some kind of shelter  for 
riders on  the west  (Track 1) platform, especially during 
inclement weather. 

The City  is currently seeking permission  from  the Union 
Pacific Railroad to allow installation of this shelter. 

This is not an unmet transit need. 

Roseville  Not all Roseville Transit dial‐a‐ride pickup  locations offer 
covered enclosed waiting areas, so our health is put even 
further to the challenge, on poor air quality days. 

This comment  reflects a  transit  infrastructure need  that 
will be forwarded to Roseville Transit to address.  
 
It should be noted that many dial‐a‐ride pick‐up locations 
occur on private property. Roseville Transit attempts  to 
identify  pick‐up  locations  that  provide  some  level  of 
protection from outdoor elements. 

This is not an unmet transit need. 

Roseville  My wife  uses  the  commuter  bus  service  and  get  off  at 
Mahany Park and  there are no  lights  in  that parking  lot 
at. This is a very dangerous spot for people. 

Lights  have  been  installed  by  the  City  of  Roseville  at 
Mahany Park. 

This is not an unmet transit need. 

TART  Put  bus  stops  where  there  is public  parking  available 
since most of TART riders are located a mile or two from 

This  is an operational  (bus  stop  location)  issue  that will 
be forwarded to TART to address. 

This is not an unmet transit need. 
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the bus route.     
It  should  be  noted  that  the  Tahoe  City  Transit  Center 
currently under  construction will provide approximately 
100 parking spaces for use by transit riders. 

TART  Need a park‐and‐ride  lot at corner of SR 267 and North 
National. 

This is a transit infrastructure (parking) need that will be 
forwarded to TART to address. 

This is not an unmet transit need. 

TART  Need  to  account  for  dual  languages  in  transit 
materials/schedules. 

California Government Code Section 7290 was enacted in 
1973 to eliminate language barriers that preclude people 
who do not speak or write English because their primary 
language is other than English, from having equal access 
to public services.     Section 7295 of the Act states: “Any 
materials explaining services available shall be translated 
into  any  non‐English  language  spoken  by  a  substantial 
number  of  the  public  served  by  the  agency.”  Section 
7296.2 of the Act defines for purposes of implementation 
by  State  agencies,  a  substantial  number  of  non‐English 
speaking peoples as members of a group who comprise 
5.0 percent or more of people served by any facility of a 
State agency.   The Act  is  silent on a  threshold  for  local 
agencies. According  to census data provided by SACOG, 
persons  of  Hispanic  or  Latino  origin  comprise  12.9 
percent of the population in all of Placer County. Persons 
of  Asian  descent  comprise  5.7  percent.  At  the  present 
time TART publishes service information in Spanish.  

This is not an unmet transit need. 

TART  Schools and TART should share bus shelters.  This  is  an  operational  issue  that  will  be  forwarded  to 
TART to address. 

This is not an unmet transit need. 

  Truckee Dial‐a‐Ride needs a call‐back service.  During  2012,  the  Town  of  Truckee will  be  preparing  a 
Mobility Needs Assessment that will outline existing and 
projected  transit  demand  over  the  next  five  years; 
evaluate  existing  transportation  services;  and  develop 
potential strategies to address community needs, service 
gaps,  and  ways  to  enhance  existing  transportation 
services. The final Study is anticipated to be presented to 
the Truckee Town Council in May 2012. 

This  area  lies  outside  of  PCTPA’s  jurisdiction.    This 
comment  will  be  forwarded  to  the  Nevada  County 
Transportation Commission (NCTC) for analysis as part 
of their unmet transit needs processes. 

Truckee and 
Tahoe 

Develop a regional Social Service Transportation Advisory 
Committee (SSTAC) which addresses Resort Area Triangle 
social service transportation issues. 

The North Lake Tahoe Basin lies within the jurisdiction of 
three regional transportation planning agencies (RTPAs): 
NCTC, PCTPA and TRPA. All three RTPA’s are required to 
have a SSTAC  in place as a requirement under the State 
TDA.  

The Resort Triangle Transportation Planning Coalition 
could provide a  forum  for Resort Area Triangle  social 
service  transportation  issues.  This  is  not  an  unmet 
transit need. 

 
Acronyms 

• BRT – Bus Rapid Transit 
• CTSA – Consolidated Transportation Services Agency 
• FTA – Federal Transit Administration 
• LRT – Light Rail Transit 
• NCTC – Nevada County Transportation Commission 
• PCT – Placer County Transit 
• PCTPA – Placer County Transportation Planning Agency 
• RTPAs – Regional Transportation Planning Agencies 

• SRTPs – Short Range Transit Plans 
• TART – Tahoe Area Regional Transit 
• TOWG – Transit Operator Working Group 
• TRPA – Tahoe Regional Transportation Planning Agency 
• YST – Yuba Sutter Transit 
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APPENDIX A 

PLACER COUNTY TRANSPORTATION PLANNING AGENCY
 
TDA DEFINITIONS - ADOPTED UNMET TRANSIT NEEDS POLICY
 

Pursuant to PUC Section 99401.5(c)
 
Adopted 11/8/92
 
Amended 3/23/94
 
Amended 9/22/99
 
Amended 9/27/06
 

Dnmet Transit Need 
An unmet transit need is an expressed or identified need, which is not currently being met 
through the existing system of public transportation services. Unmet transit needs are also 
those needs required to comply with the requirements of the Americans with Disabilities Act. 

Reasonable To Meet 
Unmet transit needs may be found to be "reasonable to meet" if all of the following criteria 
prevail: 

1)	 Service, which if implemented or funded, would result in the responsible service 
meeting the farebox recovery requirement specified in California Code of Regulations 
Sections 6633.2 and 6633.5, and Public Utilities Code 99268.2, 99268.3, 99268.4, and 
99268.5. 

2)	 Notwithstanding Criterion 1) above, an exemption to the required farebox recovery 
requirement is available to the claimant for extension of public transportation services, 
as defined by California Code of Regulations Section 6633.8, and Public Utilities Code 
99268.8. 

3)	 Service, which if implemented or funded, would not cause the responsible operator to 
incur expenditures in excess of the maximum amount of Local Transportation Funds, 
State Transit Assistance Funds, Federal Transit Administration FUl1ds, and fare revenues 
and local support, as defined by Sections 6611.2 al1d 6611.3 of the California 
Administrative Code, which may be available to the claimant. 

4)	 Community support exists for the public subsidy of transit services designed to address 
the unmet transit need, including but not limited to, support from community groups, 
community leaders, and community meetings reflecting a commitment to public transit. 

5)	 The need should be in conformance with the goals included in the Regional 
Transportation Plan. 

6)	 The need is consistent with the intent of the goals of the adopted Short Range Transit 
Plan for the applicable jurisdiction. 
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PCTPAMail: 

Ifyou are unable to attend either 
the workshops or public hearing, 
submit comments via: 

The Placer County Transportation Planning
. . 

. .." 

Agency (PCTPA) invi!esyoyrcommepts on 
. . . ,. 

unmettransitneedsthat mayexist in Placer 
County. We inviteyou toa/tendthefollowing 
workshops andpublichearingtoshare your 

ideas andlearn 111breaboutpublic . 
transportationin Placer County 

Is public transit serving 
your mobility needs? 

2011 PLACER COUNTY UNMET TRANSIT NEEDS PUBLIC HEARING
 
PLACER COUNTY ADMIN. CENTER 
Wednesday, October 26, 9:15 AM 
Board ofSupervisors Chambers 
175 Fulweiler Avenue 
Auburn, CA 95603 

2011 PLACER COUNTY UNMET TRANSIT NEEDS WORKSHOPS: 

LOOMIS TRAIN DEPOT AUBURN CITY HALL 

Attn: DavidMelko 
299 Nevada Street 
Auburn, CA 95603 

Phone: (530) 470-5023 

Fax: (530) 823-4036 

Internet: www.pctpa.net 

E-mail: dmelko~pctpa.net 

Wednesday October 5, 10:00 AM Thursday, October 20, 10:00 AM 
5775 Horseshoe Bar Road 1225 Lincoln Way, Rose Room 
Loomis, CA 95650 Auburn, CA 95603 

LINCOLN CITY HALL ROCKLIN CITY COUNCIL CHAMBERS 
Wednesday, October 5, 4:00 PM Thursday, October 20, 1:30 PM 
600 Sixth Street 3970 Rocklin Road 
1st Floor Community Mtg. Room Rocklin, CA 95677 
Lincoln, CA 95648 

NORTH LAKE TAHOE CONFERENCE CENTER 
ROSEVILLE CIVIC CENTER Thursday, November 3, 1:30 PM 
Tuesday, October 18, 5:00 PM 8318 North Lake Blvd. 
311 Vernon St, Mtg. Rooms 1 & 2 Kings Beach, CA 96143 
Roseville, CA 95678 PLACER COUNTY"", '; 

TRANSI'ORTATlON o

'. ...' PLANNlf\I(j AGE~.f>
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APPENDIXC
 

Loomis Unmet Transit Needs Workshop - October 5, 2011 
1.	 There were no public comments provided at the Loomis workshop. 

Lincoln Unmet Transit Needs Workshop
1.	 Transit service is not convenient. 
2.	 Not aware of bus stop locations (I see the service, but I don't know where the 

stops are). 
3.	 Are there stops on Ferrari Ranch Road? 
4.	 Why do we need to transfer at Twelve Bridges? 
5.	 Many people are not aware of Lincoln Transit services. 

Roseville Unmet Transit Needs Workshop - October 18, 2011 
1.	 See attached Roseville Summary for Transit Requests. 
2.	 Need for Saturday 7:00 am Auburn to light rail trip. 
3.	 Need for Saturday 8:00 am light rail to Auburn trip. 
4.	 Need for Roseville Transit to serve Watt/I-80 resulting from annexations. 
5.	 Roseville Transit ought to run weeknights until 10:00 pm. 
6.	 Roseville Transit ought to nln Saturday nights until 90 nlinutes past Mall closing. 
7.	 Sunday Roseville Dial-a-Ride should run until 90 minutes past Mall closing. 
8.	 Placer County Dial-a-Ride should be allowed to operate seven days a week. 
9.	 Need Dial-a-Ride services consolidated to allow countywide operations. 
10. Route R sho'uld operate all day and same hours as all other Roseville routes. 
11. The Auburn to Light Rail route should operate every half hour between 5:00 to 

9:00 am and 3:00 to 7:00 pm Monday through Friday. 
12. Lincoln Transit needs transit service on Saturdays. 
13. Roseville Transit and Placer County Transit provide fixed route service on 

Sundays. 
14. PCTPA transit operators need to be part of SACOG's connect card. 
15. Introduce Sierra Gardens to Sierra College route. 
16. West Roseville needs service from Watt/I-80 or Louis/Orlando. 
17. Consider a Sacramento Regional Transit partnership for "Higll Bus" or Bus Rapid 

Transit on Sierra College/Hazel. 
18. Transit operators sllould consider selling pre-paid day passes. 
19. Extend Lincoln/Sierra College route hours until 90 minutes past Mall closing. 
20. Extend frequency and hours on Auburn to Light Rail route until 90 minutes past 

Mall closing. 
21. Lincoln residents are in need of commuter bus service to/from Sacramento. 



22. Need a fixed route/route deviation Placer County Transit route from Lincoln to 
Auburn along SR193. 

23. Route A runs five minutes late from Louis/Orlando. 
24. Route R misconnects with Route A. Need to move the Route R schedule forward 

by seven minutes and require the ROllte A operator be alerted of pending Route R 
transfers. 

25. Need to be able to exchange dial-a-ride and fixed route fare media. 
26. Roseville Dial-a-Ride service	 to "Food Source" on Stanford Ranch Road In 

Rocklin. 

Auburn Unmet Transit Needs Workshop - October 20, 2011 
,1. Head Start facility located at Church Street in Foresthill needs service to Auburn 

one or two times per week. 
2.	 Senior Living Group is a subcommittee of MAC. Desire to facilitate meeting 

transit needs. Interested in starting a pilot Mileage Reimbursement Program for 
area between Crystal Springs into Chicago Park in Alta/Dutch Flat area. Would 
connect with Health Express or Placer County Transit in Colfax. Group can 
provide VOlllllteer drivers. 

3.	 Legal Services staff identified: 

•	 Need for better interface with Roseville Transit for Social Security. 

•	 Ability to get its clients to court in Roseville. 

•	 Need for Placer County Transit to stop at Court. Used to have hourly service 
to Courthouse. New location is a deterioration of service for some clients. 

•	 Need service to 9:00 pm between Galleria to Sierra College. 

•	 Bus drivers need appropriate restroom facilities at the Watt/I-80 light rail 
station - not a plastic port-of-potty. 

4.	 Expand Health Express service to weekends and Sundays. 
5.	 In next 3-5 years daily service will be needed to/from Foresthill at &:00 am and 

11 :00 anl and return service at 3:00 pm and 5:00 pm. 
6.	 PCN support the WPCTSA Short Rallge Transit Plan. Concerned about North 

Lake Tahoe unmet transit needs. Would like service to Sheridan to get to Lincoln 
to access social service needs. 

Rocklin Unmet Transit Needs Workshop - October 20,2011 
27. Independent living skills program located near Oakmont High Scllool requires 

students and teacher/aide to take trips on fixed route transit from Galleria Mall to 
Sierra College, Royer Park, downtown Rocklin and Roseville, and bowling at 
"Strikes." 

28. Dial-a-Ride services are not user friendly for students learning independent living 
skills. 

29. Would like to see more frequent bus service especially near the high schools. 



30. Concerned about the cost to transfer in Roseville. 

31. Readillg the bus sclledules is difficult. 

32. A mobility training curriculum is needed. 

North Lake Tahoe Unmet Transit Needs Workshop -November 3,2011 
1.	 Refer to comment letter & recomnlendations from the Community Collaborative 

of Tahoe Truckee Transportation Group. 

2.	 Need connectivity between Kings Beach to Auburn within Placer County. Could 

be a single trip per day or several days per week/month. Residents unable to get to 

Placer County services. 

3.	 West Shore family transportation issue - bus doesn't run to the High School. 

4.	 West Shore workforce transportation - timing issue - resort community lleeds bus 

service to operate around shift times - not at 10:00 am and 2:00 pm; TART is not 

suitable for resort employees; employees start before 6:30 am. 

5.	 West Shore customer transportation issue - losing ecollomic impact benefits to 

community. There are no buses that come into Granlibakken. It is ~ mile to 

TART service and one nlile to Tahoe City. Customers want to go to Tahoe City, 

Emerald Bay and Crystal Bay. 

6.	 Need a park-and-ride at comer ofSR 267 and North National that ties into TART. 

7.	 Maybe a smaller bus for SR 267 service. 

8.	 Need 30 minute headways year round or at least ill the winter season. 

9.	 Need non-emergellCY medical and social service transportation for seniors and 

disabled for in area and out-of-area. 

10. Tahoe region transit is broken because it is seasonal. It is confusing to ride. 

11. Town ofTruckee service starts at 9:00 anl. Sllould start earlier and end later. 

12. Need for neighborhood shuttles. 

13. Town of Truckee buses don't operate on Sundays. 

14. Need to get to North Tahoe Middle School or High School. 

15. Need to account for dual languages in transit material/schedules. 

16. Eliminate service between 10:00 am to 2:00 pm. 

17. Schools and TART should share bus shelters. 

18. Need out-of-are medical transportation. 

19. The bus shelter at the park is not functional for seniors. Can't buses sWIng 

through the loop? 

20. There is no evening, no Sunday services for Truckee Dial-a-Ride. 

21. Truckee Dial-a-Ride needs a call-back service. 



LOOMIS UNMET TRANSIT NEEDS WORKSHOP
 
WEDNESDAY, OCTOBER 5,2011
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LINCOLN UNMET TRANSIT NEEDS WORKSHOP 
WEDNESDAY, OCTOBER 5,2011 
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1. 

Unmet Transit Needs Workshop 
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City of Roseville
 
Civic Center Meeting Rooms #1 & #2
 

311 Vernon Street, Roseville, CA
 
October 18, 2011 - 5:00 p.m.
 

Sign-In Sheet 

Please print. Thank your 

Name Address and Zip 

3.
 

4.
 

5.
 

6.
 

7.
 

8.
 

9.
 

10. 

11. 

12. 

13. 

14. 

15. 
--------------------~--

16. 
----~------------------

17. 

18. 

19. 
--------------------'-- 

20. 



AUBURN UNMET TRANSIT NEEDS WORKSHOP 
THURSDAY, OCTOBER 20, 2011 
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ROCKLIN UNMET TRANSIT NEEDS WORKSHOP
 
THURSDAY, OCTOBER 20, 2011
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KINGS BEAC·H UN:MET TRANSIT N·EED:S W'O'RKSHOP 
THURSDAY, NOVEM:BER 3. 2011' ~ 
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Post otrlCC Box 189 John Pang, CHI!:r 

Tahoma, CA 96142 BOAW or DntECTOJ$~
LakeTa}loe Edward I. Miller 

NicholasJ. KSQrnydasMeeks Bay 
FHOHt S30-S2S-7S48 Jane L. wall11aCk 

fAX S30-52S4502 8~e C. Ma$SieFire Protection District stephen Hyde 

To: 

Fax#: 

David Melko, PCTPA 

530-823-4036 

Date: 

Pages: 

Nov. 10, 2011 

1 , following cover page 

From: 

SubJect: 

John Pang 

Transportation Comments 

Hi David, 

Jan Colyer asked me to fax the attached petition one our Tahoma residents gave me regarding the 
bus services in the area. She actually commuted to Northstar from Tahoma last year (almost 2 hours 
each way some days!!!). 

Anyways, as a PlacerCountyappointed member on the Infrastructure and Transportation committee, 
I am a strong supporter ofefficient public transportation in the area and was really happy to see the 
night service down to the County line this past summer. 

We really need to work on giving efficient and timely options to get people out oftheir cars up here. 

Unfortunately, I couldn't attend your workshop last week due to a conflict (I had to teach a CPR drill 
here at the fire station..) 

John Pang 
Meeks Bay Fire Chief 
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PLACER COUNTY TRANSPORTATION PLANNING AGENCY
 
MINUTES
 

OCTOBER 26,2011
 

The Placer County Transportation Planning Agency met on Wednesday, October 26, 2011 at 
9:00 a.m; at the Board of Supervisors Chambers, 175 Fulweiler Avenue, Auburn, California. 

ATTENDANCE: John Allard (arrived 9:07 a.m.) Celia McAdanl 
Jim Holmes Shirley LeBlanc 
Mike Holmes David Melko 
Paul Joiner Solvi Sabol 
Ron McIntyre Sue Sholtis 
Suzanne Roberts Stan Tidnlan 
Miguel Ucovich 
Kirk Uhler 
Scott Yuill 

APPROVAL OF MINUTES 
Upon motion by Ucovich and second by McIntyre, the nlinutes of the September 28, 2011 
PCTPA Board meeting were approved as submitted, with Mike Holmes and Joiner abstaining 
and Allard absent. 

AGENDA REVIEW 
None. 

PUBLIC COMMENT 
None. 

CONSENT CALENDAR 
Upon motion by Jim Holmes and second by Mike Holmes, tIle Board unanimously approved the 
Consent Calendar as submitted, with Allard absent. 

2012 REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM (RTIP) 
Celia McAdam stated funding for major transportation projects comes through the State 
Transportation Improvement Program (STIP) which is made up of two parts; 75% is the 
Regional Transportation Improvement Program (RTIP) and 250/0 is Caltrans discretionary funds 
known as the Interregional Transportation Improvement Program (ITIP). Every two years the 
California Transportation Commission issues a fund estinlate outlining funds available for the 
next five years. This cycle adds two years, extending to FY 2016/17. 

McAdam noted in 2002 $78M in RTIP funds were advanced for the Lincoln Bypass project. 
Since then, we have been paying that off that no-interest advance with our current balance 
projected through FY 2019/20 as $30M. We do have one rail transit project for $3M - the 3rd 

Track Project which adds track capacity between Roseville and Sacramento to allow for 
additional Capitol Corridor rail service. This is programmed for design in FY 2014/15. We also 
programmed Planning, Progranlming, and Monitoring funds for the next five years. McAdam 
asked that the Board adopt the 2012 RTIP. 
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Miguel Ucovich inquired when an additional train will be added via the 3rd Track Project. 
McAdam responded those are two different projects. The 3rd Track Project, between Roseville 
and Sacramento, is a longer term project adding track capacity which allows an increase often 
daily round trips to Roseville. The project that will add the additional train to Auburn in the 
short term is the double tracking of the Union Pacific tracks over the Donner Summit for which 
we are seeking Proposition 1B Trade Corridor Improvenlent Funds (TCIF). No formal action 
has been taken on this project yet, but McAdam is confident that if Union Pacific signs off on the 
agreement with PCTPA and Capitol Corridor, the funds will be available. 

Upon nl0tion by Ucovich and second by Joil1er, the Board unanimously adopted Resolution 11
25 adopting the 2012 Regional Transportation Improvenlent Program (RTIP) for Placer County. 

FY 2011/12 OVERALL WORK PROGRAM (OWP)AND BUDGET - AMENDMENT #1 
Celia McAdam noted every year we adopt an Overall Work Program (OWP) and Budget. A 
preliminary version is adopted in February, a final in May with amendments throughout the year 
as needed. The budget balances although we did 11ave hits to our revenue resulting in a negative 
$60,000 carryover. Efforts are ongoing through our Caltrans Cost Indirect Allocation Plan to 
obtain reinlbursenlents. Cash flow has also been impacted by bond payments for the Nevada 
Station building, but this is being rectified now that all but one vacancy has been filled. 

McAdam highlighted budgetary adjustments as a result of Stan Tidman retiring at the end of the 
year, continuing with PCTPA as a retired annuitant as well as Solvi Sabol increasing to full time. 
Our reserves are restored and budgetary adjustnlents were nlade to reflect grant proceeds. Staff 
recommends approval of Amendment #1 to our OWP and Budget. 

Upon motion by Jim Holmes and second by Yuill, the Board unanimously adopted the FY 
2011/12 Overall Work Program (OWP) and Budget - Amendment #1 and a'uthorized the 
Executive Director to submit it to Caltrans. 

9:15 A.M. - TIMED ITEM: ANNUAL UNMET TRANSIT NEEDS PUBLIC HEARING 
David Melko requested the Board to conduct a Public Hearing to obtail1 public testimony on 
unmet transit needs as they may exist in Placer County. Workshops in local jurisdictions have 
been ongoing al1d the last worksll0p will be in Kings Beach on November 3. Melko summarized 
comnlents received thus far which have focused on increased transit service span, increased 
frequency of service, service extensions and improved connections between the local systenls as 
well as with the regional services such as Sacramento Regional Transit. The public comment 
period ends November 28. Comments will be analyzed, reviewed by the Social Service 
Transportation Advisory Council and Teclmical Advisory Committee, and then brought back to 
the PCTPA Board with a final report and reconlmendations. 

Chair Uhler opened the Public Hearing. 

Janice LeRoux, co-chair for the Placer Collaborative Network, an organization consisting of 40 
profit and nonprofit agencies serving people in Placer County, related membership transportation 
issues including service to Sheridan, the Tahoe region and Foresthill. LeRoux will relay 
additional input received from their November 3 retreat. 

Jan Colyer, Executive Director for the Truckee North Tahoe TMA, stated service on Highway 
267 continues to be a transit need. 
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Dave Wiltsee, member of the Weimar/Applegate/Colfax MAC and representing a spin-off 
organization Senior Living Group which focuses specifically on concerns of seniors, proposed to 
brillg a nl0dicum of transportation for seniors up to the Gold Ridge area (Dutch Flat, Gold Run 
and Alta) which is virtually without service at this point. With a small amount of funding from 
this Board Wiltsee proposed to tie in with Seniors First to be able to provide volunteer drivers for 
seniors for nonemergency medical appointments. Wiltsee foresees this pilot program to serve 
the most remote areas ultimately becoming self-sustaining by allowing seniors to be charged for 
services. Wiltsee would like to tie into other ongoillg programs such as CHP, AARP and the 
State Agency on Aging to help seniors continue to drive or identify seniors that are unable to 
drive. 

Carol Serre, with Kaiser Permanente attending on behalf ofbotll Kaiser and Sutter, indicated 
they have supported the Health Express program run by Seniors First for the last several years 
and they do plan to continue to support the program along with the other funders. 

Lee Bastien, Sheridan MAC, commented Sheridan does not have any transit service. Bastiell has 
been pushing for Dial-a-Ride in the Sheridan area. Further, Bastien indicated for the first time in 
30 years Sheridan will have new construction and with this new growth the need for 
transportation is compounded. Bastien noted YlLba Sutter Transit has a commuter bus that 
travels through Sheridan in the mornings and suggested contacting them to have them stop and 
pick up riders in Sheridan on their way to Roseville. 

Katrina Henry, a public health nurse with Placer County Health and Human Services, reiterated 
the need for transit in Sheridan. Henry noted a direct correlation with patient's medical and 
social issues becoming more of an issue with no available transportation. Henry would like to 
see Health Express or the voucher program serve the Sheridan community. 

Don Adams, chair of the Weimar/Applegate/Colfax MAC, reiterated Wiltsee's comments and 
urged the Board to support their proposed progranl. 

Vicky Lincoln, Trallsportation Coordinator with KidZKount PCAC, indicated they can provide 
some transportation but there remains a great need for transportation in the Sheridan, Foresthill 
and Kings Beach/Truckee areas. 

Daryl Morales, Manager at the Family Resource Center in Lincoln - The Lighthouse, 
emphasized that transportation services would greatly benefit the community of Sheridan. 
Morales gave an example ofbeing able to find transportation for a Sheridan resident needing 
medical transportation to Roseville by a volunteer from Sun City Lincoln Hills. Morales urged 
the Board for ongoing transportation for the Sheridan community. 

Jonathan Jacobs from the Welcome Center commented it is difficult to get Dial-a-Ride or allY 
services between Highway 49 and Bell Road on Airport at the stop sign to get into town. Jacobs 
further mentioned the need for additional flexible hours for transit from Colfax to Auburn and 
back. 

Tink Miller, Executive Director for Placer Independent Resource Services (PIRS), also a 
member of Placer Collaborative Network and facilitator for the Best Step Transportation 
Collaborative, asked for enhanced connectivity, better coordination of schedules in routing and 
electronic fare boxes. She noted the centralized call center which was laullclled this year, and 
requested funding continued for the ambassador program and possible expansion of this 
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program. Miller supports the comments ofher colleagues - the need for maintaining Health 
Express and expansion, nonmedical trips through reimbursing volunteer drivers or targeted 
shuttle services to outlyillg remote communities, and the bus subsidy program. PIRS has 
received feedback for a need for a second round trip from Colfax to Auburn per day convenient 
for workers and there is an interest for later service to Sierra College and the Rocklin area. They 
have received a request for service beyond Joeger on Highway 49. Miller underscored Colyer's 
comment for the need for service on Higllway 267 between Kings Beach and Truckee. 

Chair Uhler closed the Public Hearing. Uhler noted the unmet transit needs public comment 
period remains open until November 28. Staff receives comments through various modes 
including through PCTPA's website which is www.pctpa.net. 

NEVADA STATION OPERATING BUDGET FOR 2012 AND 2013 
Celia McAdanl noted that the Nevada Station operating budget is brought before the Board every 
two years. Although we have had vacancies in the past, only one vacancy remains. PCTPA has 
transferred funds to cover required bond payments for the building and noted tllat our bond 
rating has improved from BBB+ to an A-, which will be beneficial if we refinance in the future. 
McAdam has pursued various options to improve long term cash flow and feels confident that 
once the mandatory bond term of 10 years is completed in December 2013 we can improve Ollr 
situation by refinancing the bonds or thrOUgll a public-private partnership funding. Staff 
recommends approval for the 2012 and 2013 Nevada Station budget. 

In response to Miguel Ucovich's inquiry, McAdam responded the bond interest rate is 7.25%. 
Scott Yuill asked how much analysis has been done about selling the bllilding as an option. 
McAdam replied we have looked into that option. Staffwill look into appraising the building 
when we are closer to the date the bonds are able to be redeemed in 2013. Yuill inquired why 
PG&E was budgeted so low in 2010/11 and the actual came in higher. Shirley LeBlanc, Fiscal 
and Administrative Officer, stated we needed to maintain electricity in the vacant suites to allow 
our leasing agent to show them to prospective tenants. 

Mike Holmes questioned whether the utilities were all electric or also included natural gas. 
LeBlanc replied PG&E provides both gas and electric services. Holmes noted the City of 
Auburn is exploring buying natural gas through PG&E but at a better rate. Holmes will relay 
this information to our agency. 

Miguel Ucovich asked whether we pay the PG&E expense for the entire building. McAdam 
responded we pay for the common areas and while there are vacancies. PCTPA's PG&E 
expense is paid separately. 

Upon motion by Ucovich and second by Allard, the Board unanimously approved tIle Nevada 
Station Building budget for 2012 and 2013 as shown in Attachment 1 and certified this budget 
includes required bond payments. 

ADJOURN AS PLACER COUNTY TRANSPORTATION PLANNING AGENCY 

CONVENE AS WESTERN PLACER CONSOLIDATED TRANSPORTATION 
SERVICES AGENCY 
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FINAL SHORT RANGE TRANSIT PLAN FOR THE WESTERN PLACER 
CONSOLIDATED TRANSPORTATION SERVICES AGENCY <WPCTSA) 
David Melko requested that the Board adopt Resolution No. 11-01 approving the Final Short 
Range Transit Plan (SRTP) for the Western Placer Consolidated Transportation Services 
Agency. In June a public workshop was held, briefing the Board on the key recommendations in 
the SRTP. Testimony from that workshop, as well as comments from Board members, social 
service agencies and transit operators, have been incorporated into this final plan. The final plan 
recommends a continuation of the existing programs including the Non Emergency Medical 
Transportation Program (Health Express), the Volunteer Door-to-Door Drivers Program, the 
Voucher Program, Transit Ambassador Program, Call Center and the continuation of the Non
Profit Vellicle Replacement Progranl and a Bus Stop Improvement Program. 

Several new pilot programs have been recommended including the Bus Pass Subsidy Program, a 
Rural Placer County Mileage Reimbursement Program, as well as initiatives to use the public 
transit Dial-a-Ride to help augment the Non Emergency Medical Transportation Program, and 
the Non Enlergency Medical Transportation (NEMT) Vehicle Tracking Program. Comments 
from the public, transit operators and the Board have been incorporated into this final version. 

The plan calls for continuing at the 4% Local Transportation Fund (LTF) allocation for five 
years. After that period, it may be necessary for the Board to consider raising this to a 5% 
allocation to support these programs. 

Miguel Ucovich inquired whether the plan considers the possibility of looking at a different 
nlodel to attract more ambassadors for the Transit Ambassador Program. Melko responded the 
plan recomnlends some incentives to aid in recruiting ambassadors. The Transit Operators 
Working Group (TOWG) has discussed redirecting tIle program and looking at the ambassadors 
traveling to institutions to train people. Ucovich wondered whether the program was really 
worth it. Melko replied data is collected for this program and staff will report back to the Board 
with a status report. 

Ucovich asked whether any of the new initiatives such as the Bus Pass Subsidy Program will 
address the need for transportation for Sheridan. Melko replied the plan recommends the Health 
Express NEMT expand to Sheridan. The Rural Mileage Reimbursement Program, which makes 
use of volunteers, may be able to provide transportation for the Sheridan community. The Bus 
Pass Subsidy Program is modeled after a program developed in Riverside County and staff will 
be developing the requirements to implement this program. 

Janice LeRoux from Placer Collaborative Network (PCN) praised Celia McAdam, David Melko 
and the transit operators for their efforts in realizing the needs of the people that social services 
agencies serve. LeRoux feels this plan is creative, responsive and reasonable. PCN is 
supportive of the Non Emergency Medical Transportation Services. The consolidation of 
services, expansion and creative use of Dial-a-Ride is extraordinary. The Bus Pass and Mileage 
Reimbursement Programs are good first steps, although may not be the final answer, for regular 
service to Sheridan and dealing with tIle transit issues in Tahoe. Depending on how these 
programs are utilized and if the need increases they may come back to this Board to look at 
increasing the LTF allocation to 4.25 or 4.5% before going to 5%. LeRoux encouraged 
flexibility in adnlinistering the Bus Pass and Mileage Reimbursement Programs, noting transit 
services are necessary for citizens' health and well being that are not non emergency medical 
related. 
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LeRoux also asked for flexibility in match for the Mileage Reimbursement Program in program 
design and budget administration. LeRoux is highly supportive of this plan. 

Cindi Lange from Placer County Health and Disability Prevention expressed her support of the 
Short Range Transit Plan and the new proposed pilot programs to hopefully serve the Sheridan, 
Foresthill and Kings Beach communities. Lange asked the Board to consider expanding services 
in those areas through Health Express. 

Tink Miller from Placer Independent Resource Services conveyed her support of the Short 
Range Transit Plan and added 5% Local Transportation Fund allocation was historically in effect 
for many years before it was reduced to 4%. The need is there and growing and feels it is not 
unreasonable to have the full 5% available to support transit needs. 

Jan Colyer with the TMA mentioned they have been striving for some time for a volunteer driver 
program to help people in North Lake Tahoe connect to appointments in Auburn and other out
of-area service locations. Assessments have been conducted to deternline ridership l1umbers. 
They will be working with Nevada County for funding for a program for driver reimbursements. 
Road to Recovery, a volunteer driver program for cancer patients, has 15 volunteer drivers. 
Colyer feels a program could be coordinated for Ollr area for social and medical transportation 
and is hopeful this will come to fruition. 

Upon motion by Jim Holmes and second by Allard, the Board unanimously adopted Resolution 
No. 11-01 approving the Final Short Range Transit Plan (SRTP) for the Western Placer 
Consolidated Transportation Services Agency (WPCTSA). 

FY 2011/12 WESTERN PLACER CONSOLIDATED TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 
AGENCY BUDGET AMENDMENT #1 
David Melko requested the Board adopt the FY 2011/12 Budget Amendment #1 for the Western 
Placer Consolidated Transportation Services Agency (CTSA). Melko delil1eated the refinements 
to the budget for the Board. Overall the operating expenditures have slightly decreased and 
revenues have increased substantially since the proposed budget was approved by the Board in 
June. We have a budget surplus of$163,000 which will be carried over into FY 2012/13. This 
is one of the reasons we recommended we continue at 4% Local Transportation Fund allocation 
in the Short Ral1ge Transit Plan. 

Miguel Ucovich asked for clarificatiol1 of deferred revenue. Celia McAdam 110ted they are 
unexpended revenues or carryover. 

Suzalme Roberts asked for clarification about the direct expenses line item. McAdam explail1ed 
the budget adopted in June had $5,000 in direct expenses and this amendment reflects only 
$1,500 is required. The $3,500 difference is money not necessary to spend on direct expenses. 

Upon motion by Yuill and second by Ucovicll, the Board unanimously adopted the FY 2011/12 
Budget Amendment #1 for the Western Placer Consolidated Transportation Services Agency 
(WPCTSA). 

ADJOURN AS WESTERN PLACER CONSOLIDATED TRANSPORTATION 
SERVICES AGENCY 

CONVENE AS PLACER COUNTY AIRPORT LAND USE COMMISSION 
Page 6 



PLACER COUNTY AIRPORT LAND USE COMPATIBILITY PLAN UPDATE 
CONTRACT AWARD AUTHORIZATION 
Stan Tidman noted the current Placer County Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan (PCALUCP) 
was adopted in October of 2000 which promotes airport land use compatibility for proposed 
growth around Placer County's three public use airports in Auburn, Blue Canyon and Lincoln. 
A Request for Proposal for an update to the plan and its sUpportillg environmental documentation 
was distributed in July of2011 which resulted in ranking three proposals and short-listing two 
firms for interviews. The selection committee identified Mead & Hunt as the top qualified 
consultant and staff requested the Commission authorize the Executive Director to negotiate and 
sign a contract with Mead & Hunt for services to update the plan. 

Mike Holmes inquired how long the update would require to be completed once the contract was 
awarded. Tidman responded this effort will take 18 to 24 months. 

Upon motion by Jim Holmes and second by Allard, the Comnlission authorized the Executive 
Director to negotiate and sign a contract with Mead & Hunt for services to update tIle 2000 
Placer County Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan (PCALUCP). 

ADJOURN AS PLACER COUNTY AIRPORT LAND USE COMMISSION 

CONVENE AS PLACER COUNTY TRANSPORTATION PLANNING AGENCY 

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR'S REPORT 
Celia McAdam reported two jurisdictions llave received recommendations for awards of the 
State Local Partnership Planning Funds, part of Proposition lB. The City of Lincoln was 
recommended to receive $758,000 for improvements to Nicholas Road and the City of Roseville 
$1 M for improvement of Fiddyment Road, match for local impact fees approved by the 
California Transportation Commission (CTC). 

McAdam further reported on tomorrow's CTC agenda is the Lincoln Bypass Phase 2a allocation 
from the Corridor Mobility Improvement Account (CMIA) of the Proposition 1B funds. Due to 
recent bond sales, we will be allocated these funds even though this project was previously listed 
as "delivered not allocated." This also means the project will go out to bid for construction by 
the end of the year. 

McAdanl updated the Board on the 1-80 Bottleneck project and mentioned there have been some 
rain delays and an equipment issue with the striping machine. Most of the eastbound striping has 
been completed and the westbound side should be conlpleted by November 1. All the work on 
the project is expected to be completed by Thanksgiving. 

Meeting adjounled at 10:27 a.m. 

Celia McAdam Kirk Uhler, Chair 
Executive Director 
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SOCIAL SERVICES TRANSPORTATION
 
ADVISORY COUNCIL (SSTAC)
 

Placer County Transportation Planning Agency 
299 Nevada Street, Auburn, California 

Tuesday, January 31, 2012 
10:00 a.m. -11:30 a.m. 

AGENDA 

I. Introductions 

II. Review of Draft 2011/2012 Unmet Transit Needs Report 

III. Update on PCTPA Transit Planning Activities 

IV. Future Meeting(s) 

V. Other Issues 

299 Nevada Street· Auburn, CA 95603 • (530) 823-4030· FAX 823-4036 
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Sue Sholtis 

From: David Melko 
Sent: Monday, January 30, 2012 1:35 PM 
To: 'Laura Webster' 
Cc: Leslie Woodman; Dave Palmer; Will Garner; Sherri Abbas 
Subject: RE: Unmet Transit Needs Report Draft FY 2011/2012 

Thanks for the comments.
 

We typically put the page numbers in the final report.
 

From: Laura Webster [mailto:Laura.Webster@rocklin.ca.us] 
Sent: Monday, January 30, 2012 1:31 PM 
To: David Melko 
Cc: Leslie Woodman; Dave Palmer; Will Garner; Sherri Abbas 
Subject: RE: Unmet Transit Needs Report Draft FY 2011/2012 

Hi David. 

I have a meeting conflict and will not be able to attend the SSTAC meeting tomorrow. However, I am requesting that you 
incorporate the attached text edits into the final version of the Unmet Transit Needs Report. The real edits are shown on 
the second page that is scanned. The first page is just to give the context of where they occur in the document. 

An additional suggestion/request would be that you include page numbers in the tabular section of the report where you 
have summarized and responded to each comment for better ease of reference. 

Please let me know if you have any questions regarding these comments. Thank you. 

Laura 

From: David Melko [mailto:dmelko@pctpa.net] 
sent: Friday, January 27,2012 12:25 PM 
To: Alison Schwedner; brooke@communitycollaborative.org; Amy; Brian Fragiao; colfaxkranz@foothill.net; Candace; 
Dianira Soto; jesparza4@yahoo.com; Jan Browne; Pederson, Joan; Judy Guirard; Leslie Woodman; Laura Webster; 
Nelson, Lupe; Mark Miller; Paula Baldwin; Megan Siren; Michael Wixon; Bruggeman, Eileen; Mike Woodman; 
paul.robert.krueger@gmail.com; Ross Foon; tswank@altaregional.org; Tink Miller; Will Garner; Tony Middleton; Bridget 
Cornell 
Cc: Sue Sholtis 
Subject: Unmet Transit Needs Report Draft FY 2011/2012 
Importance: High 

Please find attached the agenda for the upcoming Social Services Transportation AdVisory Council (SSTAC) 

meeting, and the Unmet Transit Needs Report Draft for FY 2011/2012 for your review and comment. 

The SSTAC meeting will be held Tuesday, January 31 at 10:00 a.m. at PCTPA offices located at 299 Nevada 

Street, Auburn (refer to the attached PCTPA location map). 

Should you have any questions prior to the SSTAC meeting, please feel free to call me at (530) 823-4090 or e

mail me at dmelko@pctpa.net. 

Thank you! 
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Sue Sholtis 

From: David Melko 
Sent: Tuesday, January 31, 2012 8:12 PM 
To: 'Bridget Cornell'; Nick Haven 
Cc: Will Garner 
Subject: FY, 2010/11 Unmet Transit Need Report 

Importance: High 

As part of last year's FY 2010/11 Unmet Transit Needs Report, we included in our report the following recommendation 
based on an understanding developed between PCTPA, NCTC & TRPA after the Kings Beach workshop. 

"Several comments were submitted at the Kings Beach Unmet Transit Needs workshop requesting specialized 

transportation to serve non-emergency medical/health trip purposes within the North Lake Tahoe / Truckee area. The 

recommendation to address these potential unmet transit needs is as follows: 

peTPA, NeTe and TRPA should jointly pursue grant funding opportunities to assess whether this potential unmet 
transit need can be found reasonable to meet or not. II 

My understanding last year from Bridget was that TRPA would take the lead on this recommendation.
 

For this year's FY 2011/12 Unmet Transit Needs Report I would like to report on the status of this recommendation.
 

If nothing has happened, I just need to know that. Will Garner indicated to me today that you (TRPA) might actually
 
being doing something in regard to the recommendation.
 

Could you please let me know the status in implementing this recommendation?
 

Many thanks'
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Sue Sholtis 

From: David Melko 
Sent: Tuesday, January 31,20127:59 PM 
To: 'brooke@communitycollaborative.org'; 'Brian Fragiao'; 'colfaxkranz@foothill.net'; 'jesparza4 

@yahoo.com'; Joan Pederson; 'Megan Siren'; Wixon, Michael; Eileen Bruggeman; 
'paul.robert.krueger@gmail.com'; 'tswank@altaregional.org'; 'Tink Miller'; Will Garner; 'Alison 
Schwedner'; 'Amy'; 'Candace'; 'Dianira Soto'; Jan Browne; Judy Guirard; Leslie Woodman; 
'Laura Webster'; Nelson, Lupe; 'Mark Miller'; 'Mike Woodman'; 'TMiddlet@placer.ca.gov'; 
'Ross Foon'; 'Bridget Cornell'; 'Paula Baldwin' 

Cc: Sue Sholtis 
Subject: Unmet Transit Needs Report Draft FY 2011/2012 - Draft Finding with SSTAC 

Recommendation 

Importance: High 

Please review the draft Unmet Transit Needs findings shown below, which includes my write-up of the SSTAC 
recommendation discussed at the Tuesday, January 31 mtg. 

The highlighted text is the new text for your review. 

Please submit your comments and edits by close of business, Tuesday, February 7. 

Thank you! 

UNMET TRANSIT NEEDS FINDINGS 

The following findings are based on an analysis conducted in accordance with the definitions and criteria adopted by the 
Placer County Transportation Planning Agency Board in September 2006, as amended. 

The Social Service Transportation Advisory Committee (SSTAC) met on January 31, 2012 to review the FY 201112012; 
Unmet Transit Needs Draft Report and had until February 7,2012 to complete its review. At the January 31 meeting the 
SSTAC recommended approval of the draft report, inclusive of the comments presented at the January 31 meeting as weI' 
as those comme~ts subsequently submitted by the Februal1: 7 deadlin~.Ih~J111<!lrep'ort includes all of these comm~!1!§ 

from the SSTAC. 

There are 129 comments submitted by the public as part of the FY 201112012 unmet transit needs process; 22 commentS 
He outside of PCTPA's jurisdiction and twelve comments are for requests that do not pertain to the unmet transit needs 
process. Of the remaining 95 comments analyzed, there are no new unmet transit needs that are reasonable to meet for FYi 
Q01112012. Several of the remaining 95 comments raise issues that would require further study in order to address the' 
feasibility. These issues are currently beyond the planning analysis included within the recently prepared Short Range 

ransit Plans; and would therefore require pursuit of grant funding in order to conduct these studies. In addition, severa 
recommendations in this report would require the applicable transit operator to develop service plans and implementation 
schedules to support the service enhancements and route improvements identified in the Short Range Transit Plans. These 
plans do not currently include implementation schedules and service plans; 

In FY 2004/2005 the PCTPA Board approved a finding that year-round service between Truckee and Kings Beach on 
SR 267 provided by TART via a new or combined route that connects Truckee, Northstar-at Tahoe and Kings Beach 
is an unmet transit need that is reasonable to meet on a conditional basis. Subsequent annual unmet transit needs 
processes continued to find that year round service along SR 267 to be reasonable to meet on a conditional basis. The 
PCTPA Board amended the original finding on February 24,2010 to read as follows: 
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•	 Year-round service between Truckee and Kings Beach on SR 267 provided by TART via a new or combined 
route that connects Truckee, Northstar-at Tahoe and Kings Beach continues to be an unmet transit need that is 
reasonable to meet on a conditional basis due to adopted TART Systems (Short Range Transit) Plan 
recommendations. Implementation of year-round service is contingent upon development of a multi-year 
funding plan, which demonstrates a financial commitment toward the service by jurisdictions and partners, 
including those outside ofPCTPA's purview. 

From: David Melko
 
sent: Friday, January 27, 2012 12:25 PM
 
To: 'Alison Schwedner'; 'brooke@communitycollaborative.org'; 'Amy'; 'Brian Fragiao'; colfaxkranz@foothill.net; 'Candace';
 
'Dianira Soto'; 'jesparza4@yahoo.com'; Jan Browne; Pederson, Joan; Judy GUirard; 'Leslie Woodman'; 'Laura Webster';
 
Nelson, Lupe; Mark Miller; Paula Baldwin; 'Megan Siren'; Michael Wixon; Bruggeman, Eileen; 'Mike Woodman';
 
'paul.robert.krueger@gmail.com'; 'Ross Foon'; tswank@altaregional.org; 'Tink Miller'; Will Garner; 'Tony Middleton';
 
'Bridget Cornell'
 
Cc: Sue Sholtis
 
Subject: Unmet Transit Needs Report Draft FY 2011/2012
 
Importance: High
 

Please find attached the agenda for the upcoming Social Services Transportation Advisory Council (SSTAC)
 

meeting, and the Unmet Transit Needs Report Draft for FY 2011/2012 for your review and comment.
 

The SSTAC meeting will be held Tuesday, January 31 at 10:00 a.m. at PCTPA offices located at 299 Nevada
 

Street, Auburn (refer to the attached PCTPA location map).
 

Should you have any questions prior to the SSTAC meeting, please feel free to call me at (530) 823-4090 or e


mail me at dmelko@pctpa.net.
 

Thank you! 
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Sue Sholtis 

From: Will Garner [WGarner@placer.ca.gov] 
Sent: Wednesday, February 01,20127:45 AM 
To: David Melko 
Cc: Sue Sholtis 
Subject: RE: FY 2011/12 UTN Report - Sheridan Service 

David - thanks for following up on this. I am ok with the modification as you wrote it. 

Will 

From: David Melko [mailto:dmelko@pctpa.net]
 
Sent: Tuesday, January 31, 2012 9:26 PM
 
To: Will Garner
 
Cc: Sue Sholtis
 
Subject: FY 2011/12 UTN Report - Sheridan Service
 
Importance: High
 

The recommendation in response to the Sheridan dial-a-ride comment for PCT refers to "study the potential of 
providing rural transit service to the Sheridan community." 

The PCT contains no specific reference to Sheridan service(s). You are correct in that regard. My error in
 
overreaching in what was recommended in your plan.
 

The CTSA SRTP does contain a recommendation to extend Health Express services. 

Your plan does recommend doing a Rural Transit Study. The plan refers to these areas as "dead zones." The
 
plan notes that the dead zones are referred to as "predominately rural" and "exist in areas referred to as the
 
Back Country and extend north to the High Country."
 

These areas can probably be inferred to not include the Sheridan community. However I ask - can you really
 
imagine us or you conducting such a planning study and not including the rural Sheridan community? I would
 
think Jim Holmes, or others might ask why we didn't include this area in such a rural study.
 

A minor edit is recommended below. 

Let me know if acceptable. 

Otherwise, I suppose I could indicate that 

The PCT SRTP does not include a recommendation regarding the need for transit to serve the Sheridan
 
community. The plan does recommend the need for PCT to study the potential of providing rural transit
 
service. However, the plan identifies rural as the Back Country extending north to the High Country of Placer
 
County. These areas do not include the Sheridan community. This is not an unmet transit need that is
 
reasonable to meet.
 

I_P_I_ac_e_r 1 Need dial-a-ride to serve IPCTPA has recently completed I During FY 2012/2013, Placer I 
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County 
(Sheridan) 

Sheridan and to get to 
Lincoln to access social 
service needs. 

SRTPs on behalf of Placer 
County Transit and the Western 
Placer CTSA. These plans 
contain a long list of service 
enhancements to fill identified 
gaps and needs for route 
improvements, including the 
need for developing rural 
transit and Health Express 
service(s). 

County Transit to pursue 
grant funding in association 
with the Western Placer CTSA 
to study the potential of 
providing rural transit 
service, including potentially 
te the Sheridan community. 
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Sue Sholtis 

From: Wixon, Michael [mwixon@roseville.ca.us] 
Sent: Wednesday, February 01,20129:31 AM 
To: Will Garner; David Melko 
Cc: Sue Sholtis 
Subject: RE: FY 2011/12 UTN Report - Sunday Service 

Looks good. Thanks for following up, David! 

Michael Wixon 
Alternative Transportation Manager 
Public Works - Alternative Transportation 
City of Roseville 
401 Vernon St. 
Roseville, CA 95678 
(916) 774-5293 
(916) 746-1333 fax 
www.roseville.ca.us/transportation 

Consider the environment before printing this e-mail 

From: Will Garner [mailto:WGarner@placer.ca.gov] . 
sent: Wednesday, February 01, 2012 7:34 AM 
To: 'David Melko'; Wixon, Michael 
Cc: Sue Sholtis 
Subject: RE: FY 2011/12 UTN Report - Sunday Service 

Looks good. 

From: David Melko [mailto:dmelko@pctpa.net] 
sent: Tuesday, January 31, 2012 9:04 PM 
To: Will Garner; Wixon, Michael 
Cc: Sue Sholtis 
Subject: FY 2011/12 UTN Report - Sunday Service 
Importance: High 

The two recommendations below regarding Sunday services are not in either of your SRTP recommendations. They 
were comments included in the plan's community survey analysis. 

My error. My apologies! 

I will change the recommendations to read as follows: 

Placer 

County and 

Roseville 

Placer County Transit and 

Roseville Transit should 

provide fixed route service 

on Sundays. 

PCTPA has recently completed Dl:lriAg ~y 2012/2013 Placer 

SRTPs on behalf of Placer 

County Transit and Roseville 

COI:IAty TraAsit aAs Roseville 

TraAsit to stl:lsy the feasibility 

Transit. These plans contain a of imJ3lemeAtiAg fixes rOl:lte 
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long list of service service on Sundays. 
enhancements to fill identified This is not an unmet transit 
gaps and needs for route need that is reasonable to 
improvements. including fi)(ed meet. 
route ser'/ice on Sundays. Fixed 
route service on Sundays is not 
a recommended service 
enhancement. 

Roseville Roseville Dial-a-Ride on 
Sundays should run until 90 
minutes past Mall closing. 

PCTPA has recently completed 
a SRTP on behalf of Roseville 
Transit. This plan contains a 
long list of service 
enhancements to fill identified 
gaps and needs for route 
improvements, including 
extended hours of Sunday 
evening dial a ride service. 
Extended dial-a-ride service 
hours on Sundays is not a 
recommended service 
enhancement. 

The City of Roseville currently 
uses all available IDA funds to 
provide public transportation 
in the City and for commuters 
traveling from Roseville to 
Sacramento. PCTP/\'s unmet 
transit needs criteria specify 
that a jurisdiction cannot be 
required to spend more TDA 
funds than it has available for 
transit service. This is an 
unmet transit need that is not 
reasonable to meet. 
This is not an unmet transit 
need that is reasonable to 
meet. 
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Sue Sholtis 

From:
 
Sent:
 
To:
 
Cc:
 
Subject:
 

The Findings look great.
 
Thanks,
 
Mark
 

Mark Miller [mmiller@ci.lincoln.ca.us] 
Thursday, February 02, 2012 10:00 AM 
David Melko 
Paula Baldwin 
RE: Unmet Transit Needs Report Draft FY 2011/2012 -
Recom mendation 

Draft Finding with SSTAC 

From: David Melko [mailto:dmelko@pctpa.net] 
Sent: Tuesday, January 31, 2012 7:59 PM 
To: brooke@communitycollaborative.org; Brian Fragiao; colfaxkranz@foothill.net; jesparza4@yahoo.com; Joan Pederson; 
Megan Siren; Wixon, Michael; Eileen Bruggeman; paul.robert.krueger@gmail.com; tswank@altaregional.org; Tink Miller; 
Will Garner; Alison Schwedner; Amy; candace; Dianira Soto; Jan Browne; Judy GUirard; Leslie Woodman; Laura Webster; 
Nelson, Lupe; Mark Miller; Mike Woodman; TMiddlet@placer.ca.gov; Ross Foon; Bridget Cornell; Paula Baldwin 
Cc: Sue Sholtis 
Subject: Unmet Transit Needs Report Draft FY 2011/2012 - Draft Finding with SSTAC Recommendation 
Importance: High 

Please review the draft Unmet Transit Needs findings shown below, which includes my write-up of the SSTAC 

recommendation discussed at the Tuesday, January 31 mtg. 

The highlighted text is the new text for your review. 

Please submit your comments and edits by close of business, Tuesday, February 7. 

Thank you! 

UNMET TRANSIT NEEDS FINDINGS 

The following findings are based on an analysis conducted in accordance with the definitions and criteria adopted by the 
Placer County Transportation Planning Agency Board in September 2006, as amended. 

The Social Service Transportation Advisory Committee (SSTAC) met on January 31, 2012 to review the FY 2011/2012 
Unmet Transit Needs Draft Report and had until February 7, 2012 to complete its review. At the January 31 meeting the 
SSTAC recommended approval of the draft report, inclusive of the comments presented at the January 31 meeting as well 
as those comments subsequently submitted by the Februa 7 deadline. The final report includes all of these comments 
ITom the SSTAC. 

There are 129 comments submitted by the public as part of the FY 201112012 unmet transit needs process; 22 comments 
lie outside of PCTPA's jurisdiction and twelve comments are for requests that do not pertain to the unmet transit needs 
process. Of the remaining 95 comments analyzed, there are no new unmet transit needs that are reasonable to meet for FY 
201112012. Several of the remaining 95 comments raise issues that would require further study in order to address their 
feasibility. These issues are currently beyond the planning analysis included within the recently prepared Short Range 

ransit Plans; and would therefore require pursuit of grant funding in order to conduct these studies. In addition, several 
recommendations in this report would require the applicable transit operator to develop service plans and implementation 
schedules to support the service enhancements and route improvements identified in the Short Range Transit Plans. These 
plans do not currently include imp-lementation schedule~ and service lans~ 

1 

mailto:mmiller@ci.lincoln.ca.us


In FY 2004/2005 the PCTPA Board approved a finding that year-round service between Truckee and Kings Beach on 
SR 267 provided by TART via a new or combined route that connects Truckee, Northstar-at Tahoe and Kings Beach 
is an unmet transit need that is reasonable to meet on a conditional basis. Subsequent annual unmet transit needs 
processes continued to find that year round service along SR 267 to be reasonable to meet on a conditional basis. The 
PCTPA Board amended the original finding on February 24,2010 to read as follows: 

•	 Year-round service between Truckee and Kings Beach on SR 267 provided by TART via a new or combined 
route that connects Truckee, Northstar-at Tahoe and Kings Beach continues to be an unmet transit need that is 
reasonable to meet on a conditional basis due to adopted TART Systems (Short Range Transit) Plan 
recommendations. Implementation of year-round service is contingent upon development of a mUlti-year 
funding plan, which demonstrates a financial commitment toward the service by jurisdictions and partners, 
including those outside ofPCTPA 's purview. 

From: David Melko
 
sent: Friday, January 27, 2012 12:25 PM
 
To: 'Alison Schwedner'; 'brooke@communitycollaborative.org'; 'Amy'; 'Brian Fragiao'; colfaxkranz@foothill.net; 'Candace';
 
'Dianira Soto'; 'jesparza4@yahoo.com'; Jan Browne; Pederson, Joan; Judy Guirard; 'Leslie Woodman'; 'Laura Webster';
 
Nelson, Lupe; Mark Miller; Paula Baldwin; 'Megan Siren'; Michael Wixon; Bruggeman, Eileen; 'Mike Woodman';
 
'paul.robert.krueger@gmail.com'; 'Ross Foon'; tswank@altaregional.org; 'Tink Miller'; Will Garner; 'Tony Middleton';
 
'Bridget Cornell'
 
Cc: Sue Sholtis
 
Subject: Unmet Transit Needs Report Draft FY 2011/2012
 
Importance: High
 

Please find attached the agenda for the upcoming Social Services Transportation Advisory Council (SSTAC)
 

meeting, and the Unmet Transit Needs Report Draft for FY 2011/2012 for your review and comment.
 

The SSTAC meeting will be held Tuesday, January 31 at 10:00 a.m. at PCTPA offices located at 299 Nevada
 

Street, Auburn (refer to the attached PCTPA location map).
 

Should you have any questions prior to the SSTAC meeting, please feel free to call me at (530) 823-4090 or e


mail me at dmelko@pctpa.net.
 

Thank you! 
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Sue Sholtis 

From:	 Laura Webster [Laura.Webster@rocklin.ca.us] 
Sent:	 Thursday, February 02, 2012 12:00 PM 
To:	 David Melko 
Cc:	 Will Garner 
Subject:	 RE: Unmet Transit Needs Report Draft FY 2011/2012 - Draft Finding with SSTAC 

Recommendation 

Hi David. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment. Those edits look fine to me. 

Laura 

From: David Melko [mailto:dmelko@pctpa.net] 
sent: Tuesday, January 31, 2012 7:59 PM 
To: brooke@communitycollaborative.org; Brian Fragiao; colfaxkranz@foothill.net; jesparza4@yahoo,com; Joan Pederson; 
Megan Siren; Wixon, Michael; Eileen Bruggeman; paul.robert.krueger@gmail.com; tswank@altaregional.org; Tink Miller; 
Will Garner; Alison Schwedner; Amy; Candace; Dianira Soto; Jan Browne; Judy GUirard; Leslie Woodman; Laura Webster; 
Nelson, Lupe; Mark Miller; Mike Woodman; TMiddlet@placer.ca.gov; Ross Foon; Bridget Cornell; Paula Baldwin 
Cc: Sue Sholtis 
Subject: Unmet Transit Needs Report Draft FY 2011/2012 - Draft Finding with SSTAC Recommendation 
Importance: High 

Please review the draft Unmet Transit Needs findings shown below, which includes my write-up of the SSTAC 

recommendation discussed at the Tuesday, January 31 mtg. 

The highlighted te 'is the new text for your review. 

Please submit your comments and edits by close of business, Tuesday, February 7. 

Thank you! 

UNMET TRANSIT NEEDS FINDINGS 

The following findings are based on an analysis conducted in accordance with the definitions and criteria adopted by the 
Placer County Transportation Planning Agency Board in September 2006, as amended. 

Whe Social Service Transportation Advisory Committee (SSTAC) met on January 31, 2012 to review the FY 201112012 
Unrnet Transit Needs Draft Report and had until February 7,2012 to complete its review. At the January 31 meeting the 
, STAC recommended approval of the draft report, inclusive of the comments presented at the January 31 meeting as well 
as those comments subs uently submitted by the February 7 deadline. The final report includes all of these comments 
!from the SSTAC. 

There are 129 comments submitted by the'p~blic as part of the FY 2011/2012 unmet transit needs process; 22 comments 
lie outside of PCTPA's jurisdiction and twelve comments are for requests that do not pertain to the unmet transit needS 
process. Of the remaining 95 comments analyzed, there are no new unmet transit needs that are reasonable to meet for FYJ 
201112012. Several of the remaining 95 comments raise issues that would require further study in order to address thew 
feasibility. These issues are currently beyond the planning analysis included within the recently prepared Short Range 
Transit Plans; and would therefore require pursuit of grant funding in order to conduct these studies. In addition, several 
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recommendations in this report would require the applicable transit operator to develop service plans and implementatio 
schedules to support the service enhancements and route improvements identified in the Short Range Transit Plans. These 
plans do not currently include im lementation schedules and service laJls~ 

In FY 2004/2005 the PCTPA Board approved a finding that year-round service between Truckee and Kings Beach on 
SR 267 provided by TART via a new or combined route that connects Truckee, Northstar-at Tahoe and Kings Beach 
is an unmet transit need that is reasonable to meet on a conditional basis. Subsequent annual unmet transit needs 
processes continued to find that year round service along SR 267 to be reasonable to meet on a conditional basis. The 
PCTPA Board amended the original finding on February 24,2010 to read as follows: 

•	 Year-round service between Truckee and Kings Beach on SR 267 provided by TART via a new or combined 
route that connects Truckee, Northstar-at Tahoe and Kings Beach continues to be an unmet transit need that is 
reasonable to meet on a conditional basis due to adopted TART Systems (Short Range Transit) Plan 
recommendations. Implementation of year-round service is contingent upon development of a multi-year 
funding plan, which demonstrates a financial commitment toward the service by jurisdictions and partners, 
including those outside ofPCTPA 's purview. 

From: David Melko
 
sent: Friday, January 27, 2012 12:25 PM
 
To: 'Alison Schwedner'; 'brooke@communitycollaborative.org'; 'Amy'; 'Brian Fragiao'; colfaxkranz@foothill.net; 'Candace';
 
'Dianira Sato'; 'jesparza4@yahoo.com'; Jan Browne; Pederson, Joan; Judy Guirard; 'Leslie Woodman'; 'Laura Webster';
 
Nelson, Lupe; Mark Miller; Paula Baldwin; 'Megan Siren'; Michael Wixon; Bruggeman, Eileen; 'Mike Woodman';
 
'paul.robert.krueger@gmail.com'; 'Ross Foon'; tswank@altaregional.org; 'Tink Miller'; Will Garner; 'Tony Middleton';
 
'Bridget Cornell'
 
Cc: Sue Sholtis
 
Subject: Unmet Transit Needs Report Draft FY 2011/2012
 
Importance: High
 

Please find attached the agenda for the upcoming Social Services Transportation Advisory Council (SSTAC)
 

meeting, and the Unmet Transit Needs Report Draft for FY 2011/2012 for your review and comment.
 

The SSTAC meeting will be held Tuesday, January 31 at 10:00 a.m. at PCTPA offices located at 299 Nevada
 

Street, Auburn (refer to the attached PCTPA location map).
 

Should you have any questions prior to the SSTAC meeting, please feel free to call me at (530) 823-4090 or e


mail me at dmelko@pctpa.net.
 

Thank you!
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Sue Sholtis 

From:	 Amy [amyb@seniorsfirst.org] 
Sent:	 Thursday, February 02, 2012 8:45 AM 
To:	 David Melko 
Subject:	 RE: Unmet Transit Needs Report Draft FY 2011/2012 - Draft Finding with SSTAC 

Recom mendation 

Good Morning David,
 
I think this looks fine. No changes for me.
 

AmyB.
 

From: David Melko [mailto:dmelko@pctpa.net] 
sent: Tuesday, January 31, 2012 7:59 PM 
To: brooke@communitycollaborative.org; Brian Fragiao; colfaxkranz@foothill.net; jesparza4@yahoo.com; Joan Pederson; 
Megan Siren; Wixon, Michael; Eileen Bruggeman; paul.robert.krueger@gmail.com; tswank@altaregional.org; Tink Miller; 
Will Garner; Alison Schwedner; Amy; Candace; Dianira Soto; Jan Browne; Judy GUirard; Leslie Woodman; Laura Webster; 
Nelson, Lupe; Mark Miller; Mike Woodman; TMiddlet@placer.ca.gov; Ross Foon; Bridget Cornell; Paula Baldwin 
Cc: Sue Sholtis 
Subject: Unmet Transit Needs Report Draft FY 2011/2012 - Draft Finding with SSTAC Recommendation 
Importance: High 

Please review the draft Unmet Transit Needs findings shown below, which includes my write-up of the SSTAC 

recommendation discussed at the Tuesday, January 31 mtg. 

The highlighted te is the new text for your review. 

Please submit your comments and edits by close of business, Tuesday, February 7. 

Thank you! 

UNMET TRANSIT NEEDS FINDINGS 

The following findings are based on an analysis conducted in accordance with the definitions and criteria adopted by the 
Placer County Transportation Planning Agency Board in September 2006, as amended. 

The Social Service Transportation Advisory Committee (SSTAC) met on January 31, 2012 to review the FY 2011/2012 
Unmet Transit Needs Draft Report and had until February 7, 2012 to complete its review. At the January 31 meeting the 
SSTAC recommended approval of the draft report, inclusive of the comments presented at the January 31 meeting as well 
as those comments subsequently submitted by the Feb!:!!&"y' 7 deadline. The final re ort includes all of these cOfi!Il'l:ents 
from the SSTAC. 

There are 129 comments submitted by the public as part of the FY 201112012 unmet transit needs process; 22 comments 
lie outside of PCTPA's jurisdiction and twelve comments are for requests that do not pertain to the unmet transit needs 
process. Of the remaining 95 comments analyzed, there are no new unmet transit needs that are reasonable to meet for FY 
201112012. Several of the remaining 95 comments raise issues that would require further study in order to address their 
feasibility. These issues are currently beyond the planning analysis included within the recently prepared Short Range 
Transit Plans; and would therefore require pursuit of grant funding in order to conduct these studies. In addition, several 
recommendations in this report would require the applicable transit operator to develop service plans and implementation 
schedules to support the service enhancements and route improvements identified in the Short Range Transit Plans. These 
plans do not currentl~ include imJ'lementation schedules and service plans. 
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In FY 2004/2005 the PCTPA Board approved a finding that year-round service between Truckee and Kings Beach on 
SR 267 provided by TART via a new or combined route that connects Truckee, Northstar-at Tahoe and Kings Beach 
is an unmet transit need that is reasonable to meet on a conditional basis. Subsequent annual unmet transit needs 
processes continued to find that year round service along SR 267 to be reasonable to meet on a conditional basis. The 
PCTPA Board amended the original finding on February 24,2010 to read as follows: 

•	 Year-round service between Truckee and Kings Beach on SR 267 provided by TART via a new or combined 
route that connects Truckee, Northstar-at Tahoe and Kings Beach continues to be an unmet transit need that is 
reasonable to meet on a conditional basis due to adopted TART Systems (Short Range Transit) Plan 
recommendations. Implementation of year-round service is contingent upon development of a multi-year 
funding plan, which demonstrates a financial commitment toward the service by jurisdictions and partners, 
including those outside ofPCTPA 's purview. 

From: David Melko
 
Sent: Friday, January 27, 2012 12:25 PM
 
To: 'Alison Schwedner'; 'brooke@communitycollaborative.org'; 'Amy'; 'Brian Fragiao'; colfaxkranz@foothill.net; 'candace';
 
'Dianira Soto'; 'jesparza4@yahoo.com'; Jan Browne; Pederson, Joan; Judy GUirard; 'Leslie Woodman'; 'Laura Webster';
 
Nelson, Lupe; Mark Miller; Paula Baldwin; 'Megan Siren'; Michael Wixon; Bruggeman, Eileen; 'Mike Woodman';
 
'paul.robert.krueger@gmail.com'; 'Ross Foon'; tswank@altaregional.org; 'Tink Miller'; Will Garner; 'Tony Middleton';
 
'Bridget Cornell'
 
Cc: Sue SholtiS
 
Subject: Unmet Transit Needs Report Draft FY 2011/2012
 
Importance: High
 

Please find attached the agenda for the upcoming Social Services Transportation Advisory Council (SSTAC)
 

meeting, and the Unmet Transit Needs Report Draft for FY 2011/2012 for your review and comment.
 

The SSTAC meeting will be held Tuesday, January 31 at 10:00 a.m. at PCTPA offices located at 299 Nevada
 

Street, Auburn (refer to the attached PCTPA location map).
 

Should you have any questions prior to the SSTAC meeting, please feel free to call me at (530) 823-4090 or e


mail me at dmelko@pctpa.net.
 

Thank you! 
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Sue Sholtis 

From: Will Garner [WGarner@placer.ca.gov] 
Sent: Tuesday, February 07,2012 2:16 PM 
To: David Melko 
Cc: 'Wixon, Michael'; Paula Baldwin; Megan Siren; 'Laura Webster'; 'Tink Miller' 
Subject: Comments on 2012/13 Unmet Needs Report 

David - here are my comments on the unmet transit need report handed out at the SSTAC meeting last week: 

1)	 We would like to have PCTPA pursue the grant funding and conduct the study regarding rural transit services. 
PCTPA is represented by all of the jurisdictions and many of the rural transit issues will be cross jurisdictional 
responsibilities. 

2)	 On the Rocklin recommendations to pursue grant funding to study the Rocklin service area, we would again like 
PCTPA to take the lead on this and include the City of Rocklin as a partner. It should be combined with rural 
tra nsit study. 

3)	 The need for a PCT stop at the Santucci Justice Center is listed as a Placer County issue. The SJC is in Roseville. 
PCT provides connections to Roseville Transit in two locations. The need should be listed under Roseville. 

4)	 The need for a fixed route deviation service from Lincoln to Auburn is listed as a Placer County issue. This should 
also list Auburn and Lincoln as the responsible jurisdictions. The population on that corridor is primarily on both 
ends within the cities with a much lesser amount of population within the unincorporated area. Also, it would 
be helpful to know more detail about the comment. 

S)	 A need for a second round trip on Placer County Transit Alta/Colfax route is noted. There are currently two 
round trips per day on that route. Is there any more information on this need in regard to the time an extra 
routes is desired? 

6)	 The request for Yuba Sutter Transit service to Sheridan is noted as being outside the PCTPA's jurisdiction. The 
need is within Sheridan, -and would therefore be in PCTPA's jurisdiction. 

7)	 There are two similar recommendations for Placer County Transit to develop a timeline to implement schedules 
for service frequency and schedule adjustments. This should be preceded with an evaluation of the cost/benefit 
of providing these services to determine if the required farebox ratio can be maintained along with other 
potential service improvements in the rural areas of Placer County. This comment is in regard to 30 minute 
peak service on the Auburn-Light Rail route and adjustments to the commuter service. These two items should 
be noted as "RegionalJJ under the Jurisdiction identification. Improvements to these services would potentially 
need to be funded by a combination of all of the jurisdictions in Placer County. 

Will Garner 
Placer County Dept of Public Works 
3091 County Center Drive, Suite 220 
Auburn CA, 95603 
Ph: 530-745-7582 
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Sue Sholtis 

From: Tink Miller [tmiller@pirs.org] 
Sent: Wednesday, February 08, 2012 1:02 AM 
To: Will Garner; David Melko 
Cc: 'Wixon, Michael'; Paula Baldwin; Megan Siren; 'Laura Webster' 
Subject: Re: Comments on 2012/13 Unmet Needs Report 

Hi David, 

I concur with Will's comments. 

I can add some clarifica~ton regarding a specific need on Hwy 193 - item #4 on this list.
 
There is a mobile home park located at 771 Gold Hill Rd., along Hwy 193 and beyond the 3/4
 
mile corridor from the junction with Taylor Rd. at Newcastle. This park provides affordable
 
housing for many seniors and individuals with disabilities, as well as others. One resident
 
who is blind, is a recent graduate of Cal state and pursuing a business and marketing career.
 
He needs access to transit in order to secure employment and meet his other personal transit
 
needs. Some of his neighbors also have expressed interest in having access to public transit
 
services.
 

Also regarding item #5 - additional daily trip to
 
Colfax/Alta: The comments we have received are that the current schedule is not conducive to
 
enabling commuters, seniors and individuals with disabilities to travel to their jobs or
 
appointments in a timely fashion. They also comment that unexpected lengthy deviations
 
around Meadow Vista on the existing schedule make them late for work or appointments or
 
connections to transfer to other transit services. One person said that he never knows what
 
time he will arrive in Auburn. As mentioned in the past regarding Foresthill, they want a
 
timely trip down in the morning that would reliably get them to work, school, appointments or
 
connecting transit services at a predictable time, with a midday round trip for returns up
 
the hill and others needing to come down the hillj then a return trip in the evening commute
 
timeframe.
 

Regarding #6 - based on my conversations with a couple residents of Sheridan, I agree that
 
there is a need among residents of Sheridan. It was pointed out to me by a resident of
 
Sheridan who spoke to the PCTPA board at the public hearing, that there is new residential
 
development slated to be built in the relatively near future. He said that it will add many
 
new residential homes to the community. So the need will be increasing.
 

Thanks,
 
Tink
 

At 02:12 PM 2/7/12, Will Garner wrote:
 
>David - here are my comments on the unmet
 
>transit need report ha~~d out at the SSTAC meeting last week:
 
> 
>1) We would like to have PCTPA pursue the 
>grant funding and conduct the study regarding 
>rural transit services. PCTPA is represented by 
>all of the jurisdictions and many of the rural 
>transit issues will be cross jurisdictional responsibilities. 
>2) On the Rocklin recommendations to pursue 
>grant funding to study the Rocklin service area, 
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>we would again like PCTPA to take the lead on 
>this and include the City of Rocklin as a 
>partner. It should be combined with rural transit study. 
>3) The need for a PCT stop at the Santucci 
>Justice Center is listed as a Placer County 
>issue. The SJC is in RQ·s·eville. PCT provides 
>connections to Roseville Transit in two 
>locations. The need should be listed under Roseville. 
>4) The need for a fixed route deviation 
>service from Lincoln to Auburn is listed as a 
>Placer County issue. This should also list 
>Auburn and Lincoln as the responsible 
>jurisdictions. The population on that corridor 
>is primarily on both eQ9s within the cities with 
>a much lesser amount of population within the 
>unincorporated area. Also, it would be helpful 
>to know more detail about the comment. 
>5) A need for a second round trip on Placer 
>County Transit Alta/Colfax route is 
>noted. There are currently two round trips per 
>day on that route. Is there any more 
>information on this need in regard to the time an extra routes is desired? 
>6) The request fo~·Yuba Sutter Transit 
>service to Sheridan is noted as being outside 
>the PCTPA's jurisdiction. The need is within 
>Sheridan, and would therefore be in PCTPA's jurisdiction. 
>7) There are two similar recommendations 
>for Placer County Transit to develop a timeline 
>to implement schedules for service frequency and 
>schedule adjustments. This should be preceded 
>with an evaluation of the cost/benefit of 
>providing these services to determine if the 
>required farebox ratio can be maintained along 
>with other potential service improvements in the 
>ruraY areas of Placer County. This comment is 
>in regard to 30 minute peak service on the 
>Auburn-Light Rail route and adjustments to the 
>commuter service. These two items should be 
>noted as "Regionaln under the Jurisdiction 
>identification. Improy~~~nts to these services 
>would potentially need to be funded by a 
>combination of all of the jurisdictions in Placer County. 
> 
>Will Garner 
>Placer County Dept of Public Works 
>3091 County Center Drive, Suite 228 
>Auburn CA, 95603 
>Ph: 530-745-7582 
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PLACER COUNTY TRANSPORTATION PLANNING AGENCY 

IN THE MATTER OF: A RESOLUTION .RESOLUTION NO. 12-03 
MAKING FINDINGS REGARDING UNMET 
TRANSIT NEEDS IN PLACER COUNTY 
THAT ARE REASONABLE TO ME~T 

The following resolution was duly passed by the Placer County Transportation Planning
 
Agency at a regular meeting held February 22, 2012 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, pursuant to California Government Code, Title 7.91, Section 67910, PCTPA 
was created as a local area planning agency to provide regional transportation planning for 
the area of Placer County, exclusive of the Lake Tahoe Basin; and 

WHEREAS, California Government Code Section 29532. 1(c) identifies PCTPA as the 
designated Regional Transportation Planning Agency for Placer County, exclusive of the 
Lake Tahoe Basin; and 

WHEREAS, pursuant to Public Utilities Code, Section 99401.5(d), the PCTPA must 
adopt by resolution a fmding on unmet transit needs prior to allocating Transportation 
Development,Act (TDA) funds for non-transit purposes in the next fiscal year; and 

WHEREAS, PCTPA has solicited testimony regarding unmet transit needs· from social 
service agencies, transit users, and 'the general public through advertisements, flyers, press 
releases, the' PCTPA web-page, e-mail distribution, public workshops, and a public hearing; 
and 
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WHEREAS, each, item of testimony received was analyzed and compared with the 
defInitions of "unmet transit need" and "reasonable to meet" as adopted by the PCTPA in 
September 2006, and is documented in the FY 2011/12 Unmet Transit Needs Analysis and 
Recommendations Final Reportfor FY 2012/13; and 

WHEREAS, PCTPA consulted with the Social Services Transportation Advisory Council 
(SSTAC) on January 31,2012 regarding unmet transit needs in accordance with Public 
Utilities Code, Section 99238(c). 

THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the Placer County Transportation Planning 
Agency: 

1)	 That there are no new unmet transit needs in FY 2011/12 that are reasonable to meet 
for implementation in FY 2012/13. 

2)	 That the following finding from FY 2004/05, as amended in FY 2009/10, is 
considered a continuing unmet transit need on a conditional basis: 
•	 Year-round service between Truckee and Kings Beach on SR 267 provided 

by--TART via a new or combined route that connects Truckee, Northstar~at 

Tahoe and Kings Beach continues to be an unmet transit need that is 
reasonable to meet on a conditional basis due to adopted TART Systems 
(Short Range Transit) Plan recommendations. Implementation ofyear
round service is contingent upon development of a mUlti-year funding plan, 
which demonstrates a financial commitment toward the service by 
jurisdictions and partners, including'those outside of PCTPA's purview. 

3)	 That the FY 2011/12 Unmet Transit Needs Analysis and Recommendations Final 
Report/or FY 2012/13 is accepted as complete. 
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APPENDIXG 

QUARTERLY RIDERSHIP TRENDS BY PLACER TRANSIT OPERATORS 

The table below shows the total ridership counts for the various transit operators and their 
respective transit services in Placer County between the second quarter of Fiscal Year 
2009/2010 and the first quarter of Fiscal Year 2011/2012. 

FY 09/10 FY 10/11 FY 11/12 

Transit Operator 2nd 
Quarter 

3rd 
Quarter 

4th 
Quarter 

1st 
Quarter 

2nd 
Quarter 

3rd 
Quarter 

4th 
Quarter 

1st 
Quarter 

1-Year 
Change 

(Oct-Dec) (Jan-Mar) (Apr-Jun) (Jul-Sep) (Oct-Dec) (Jan-Mar) (Apr-Jun) (Jul-Sep) 

~uburn Transit 

Total (all services) 14,126 12,443 12,131 12,997 14,085 14,220 12,199 nla nla 
rLincoln Transit 

Fixed Route [data not 8,397 8,125 10,775 11,906 13,545 12,165 11,430 nla 
Dial-A-Ride collected) 1,926 2,336 1,963 2,001 1,968 2,259 1,780 nla 

Total (all services) 11,778 10,323 10,461 12,738 13,907 15,513 14,424 13,210 25.9% 

/Placer County Transit 

Fixed Route 77,672 75,242 70,404 77,424 70,201 74,368 74,601 82,044 0.2% 

Dial-A-Ride 8,500 8,282 8,866 9,021 8,827 9,648 9,407 8,551 5.1% 

Vanoool 7,410 7,835 7,810 8,359 7,182 7,602 8,142 8,572 0.3% 

Commuter 16,972 18,867 19,415 20,507 18,638 20,253 20,608 23,607 9.7% 

Total (all services) 110,554 110,226 106,495 115,311 104,848 111,871 112,758 122,774 0.1% 

tLART 

Total (all services) 65,453 118,203 64,447 92,347 73,444 138,902 65,951 94,248 9.4% 

rRlHUIvlllA Trangjt 

Fixed Route 68,403 64,509 55,570 55,203 51,313 52,113 52,104 55,068 -13.6% 

Dial-A-Ride 7,928 7,498 8,309 8,000 7,505 7,685 7,685 7,595 -4.0% 

Commuter 26,784 27,938 29,075 31,331 29,151 33,502 33,502 33,403 12.5% 

Total (all services) 103,115 99,945 92,954 94,534 87,969 93,300 93,291 96,066 -5.1% 

Western Placer CTSA 

Non-emergency Medical 1,374 1,504 1,934 2,042 1,958 2,210 2,466 2,398 31.8% 

Volunteer Transportation 1,404 1,414 1,923 1,572 1,233 1,387 1,632 1,869 -3.0% 
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APPENDIXH
 

ADOPTED TDA FARE REVENUE RATIOS FOR PUBLIC TRANSIT OPERATORS
 
SERVING WESTERN PLACER COUNTY
 

Approved February 23,2011 and Effective July 1, 2011
 
Amended December 14, 2011
 

Public Transit 
Operator 

Systemwide 
Fare Revenue 

Ratio 
Findings 

PUC 
Section 

Serves the City of Auburn located within the Sacramento 
Auburn Transit 15% urbanized area in western Placer County; a county which has a 99268.12 

population ofless than 500,000. 

Lincoln Transit 10% 
Serves the City of Lincoln located within the non-urbanized area 
of western Placer County. 

99268.2 

Serves both the Sacramento urbanized area (2/3) and the non-

Placer County 
Transit (PCT) 

13.3% 
urbanized area (1/3) of western Placer County; a county which 
has a population of less than 500,000. The service area includes 
contract services provided for the cities of Colfax and Rocklin 

99268.2, 
99268.12 & 
99270.1 

and the Town of Loomis. 

Roseville 
Transit 

15% 
Serves the City of Roseville located within the Sacramento 
urbanized area in western Placer County; a county which has a 
population ofless than 500,000. 

99268.12 

Taho~ Area Serves the north Lake Tahoe area located within the non-
Regional 
Transit 

10% 
urbanized area of unincorporated Placer County, and excludes 
that portion of the TART service area that is within the 

99268.2 

(TART) jurisdiction of the Tahoe Regional Planning Agency (TRPA). 

Western Placer 
CTSA 
(WPCTSA) 

10% 

Serves both the Sacramento urbanized area and the non-
urbanized areas of western Placer County for the exclusive use of 
elderly and disabled individuals; a county which has a population 
ofless than 500,000. 

99268.5 

Notes: 
I.	 The systemwide ratio applies to a public transit operator's entire service area, including areas served under contract service. The 

systemwide ratio is calculated combining fixed route and dial-a-ride services, as applicable. 
2.	 The Sacramento urbanized area is defined per the 2000 federal census. Definitions for urbanized and non-urbanized areas are consistent 

withTDA. 
3.	 Western Placer County excludes the Tahoe Basin within Placer County, as defined by the State Department of Finance. 
4.	 The State Department of Finance estimates the population for western Placer County, excluding the Tahoe Basin, as ofJanuary I, 20 I0, 

at 333,789. 
5.	 Following the 2010 Census, the City of Lincoln may be incorporated into the Sacramento urbanized area; and a larger portion of Placer 

County Transit's service area may also be incorporated into the urbanized area. Lincoln Transit's and Placer County Transit's fare 
revenue ratios may require an update at that time. 



MEMORANDUM
 

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

TO: Board of Directors DATE:  February 8, 2012
  
FROM:          Celia McAdam, Executive Director  
  
SUBJECT: FY 2011/12 OVERALL WORK PROGRAM (OWP) AND BUDGET – 

AMENDMENT #2 
 
 
ACTION REQUESTED 
Adopt the attached FY 2011/12 Overall Work Program (OWP) and Budget – Amendment #2 and 
authorize the Executive Director to submit it to Caltrans. 
 
BACKGROUND 
The OWP should provide a description of the activities to be undertaken by the agency in the 
coming year, along with detailed budget information.  Aside from being prudent administrative 
practice, the adoption of an OWP and Budget each year is also a state requirement for all 
Regional Transportation Planning Agencies (RTPAs).  
 
It is expected that, as each fiscal year progresses, situations and priorities will change, and work 
activities and budgets must be updated correspondingly.  For that reason, amendments to the 
OWP and Budget are normally expected during the fiscal year. The Board approved the Final FY 
2011/12 OWP and Budget at your May 2011 meeting and Amendment #1 at your October 2011 
meeting.  
 
DISCUSSION 
The Overall Work Program delineates the latest information on the efforts the Board has directed 
staff to undertake in FY 2011/12.  The accompanying budget covers those activities as specified, 
and reflects the Agency’s current financial status.   
 
There have been a few refinements to the FY 2011/12 OWP and Budget since adopted earlier 
this year.  A summary of the more significant changes are noted below: 

Budget 
The budget for FY 2011/12 remains balanced.  The majority of the changes to the budget were 
the result of reconfiguration of staff activities and indirect cost reimbursements resulting in a 
10% reduction in the overall budget level. 
 
There has been ongoing reclassification of a portion of staff time from direct to indirect expenses 
to conform to the reporting requirements for an updated Indirect Cost Allocation Plan (ICAP).  
The ICAP, which must be approved by Caltrans Audits division, will allow us to more 
effectively recoup these overhead costs.  This includes a $50,000 reduction of Rural Planning 
Assistance (RPA) reimbursement shown in our carryover funds which will be recouped in FY 
2012/13.   
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Stan Tidman’s plans as a retired annuitant have changed, resulting in a delay for the start of the 
Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan update until a replacement for the position is hired in FY 
2012/13.  In addition, expenditures for the I-80/SR 65 Interchange Improvements are less than 
expected for the current FY, with a resulting budget reduction. 
 
Other budgetary adjustments include carryover of funding and projects, and adjustments in 
indirect spending.   

Work Program 
Most notable changes to the work program include: 

• Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan Update (WE 27) will be delayed until FY 2012/13.  
• Agency Administration (WE 10) has been further subdivided to account for Indirect 

Labor (WE 10a) to recoup a portion of administrative costs to be reimbursed by Federal 
grants. 

• The Transit Schedule Coordination (Work Element 76) effort will provide a partial 
carryover of funding to allow printing of updated schedule in FY 2012/13.    

Staffing 
The overall staffing plan sees a reduction to 6.46 full time equivalent (FTE) employees.  It is 
expected that staff will return to approximately 6.8 FTE in FY 2012/13.  
 
CM 
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OVERALL WORK PROGRAM FOR 2011/12 
 
OVERVIEW 
 
The FY 2011/12 Overall Work Program (OWP) documents the management, budgetary, 
and monitoring activities performed annually by the Placer County Transportation 
Planning Agency (PCTPA).   It is developed annually for Caltrans review and for 
approval by the PCTPA Board of Directors.  This version of the OWP is the result of 
input from jurisdiction management, public works and planning officials, air district 
management, tribal governments, elected officials, and the general public.   This 
document also provides an application format for Caltrans-administered funding 
programs, such as FHWA Partnership Planning funds and FTA Transit Planning grants. 
 
Twenty-one work elements are proposed that include specific objectives, budgets, and 
products.  Several of these work elements are funded by a mixture of State, federal and 
local programs.  The remaining are funded solely by TDA funds.  This work program has 
a number of important characteristics: 

1. The work program is action oriented.  Its primary objective is to implement a 
programming and funding strategy that will address the mobility needs of Placer 
County residents, businesses, and visitors.  Of key overall importance is the 
Regional Transportation Plan, which serves as a guiding force for transportation 
improvements over the next 20 years, and its integration with SACOG’s 
Metropolitan Transportation Plan (MTP).  Also included here are strategies and 
studies to address major transportation issues or hot spots including: (1) Regional 
Transportation Plan; (2) Placer Parkway; (3) I-80/SR 65 Interchange 
Improvements. 

 
2. The work program reflects a pro-active approach to identifying future 

transportation project needs (e.g., TDA Administration, Capitol Corridor Rail 
service, Regional Transportation Plan); 

 
3. The work program provides a greater emphasis on implementation of previously 

identified needs, including administration of the South Placer Regional 
Transportation Authority, project management and delivery, the update of the 
Comprehensive Land Use Compatibility Plan for Placer’s airports, and leading 
the preconstruction of the I-80/SR 65 Interchange Improvements; 

 
4. The work program includes a comprehensive effort to assist member jurisdictions 

in maintaining the high level of compliance with “use it or lose it” timely use of 
funds requirements; 

 
5. The work program reflects a multimodal approach.  Effort has been divided 

between planning for transit, highways, rail, alternative transportation, aviation, 
ITS, and bikeways; 
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6. The work program reflects the strong commitment to partnerships with other 
regional agencies in approaching interregional transportation needs. 

 
7. The work program reflects the more pronounced need to participate in regional, 

State, and federal discussions regarding planning and funding transportation 
projects; 

 
8. The work program will assure that PCTPA meets all State and federal planning 

requirements; 
 

9. The work program funding allocation system meets TDA requirements. 
 
The 2011/12 OWP is a product of cooperative efforts by PCTPA’s member jurisdictions, 
including the Cities of Auburn, Colfax, Lincoln, Loomis, Rocklin, and Roseville, the 
Town of Loomis, and Placer County, as well as other interested agencies.  Equally 
important, the OWP is consistent with State and federal funding priorities. 
 
INTRODUCTION 
 
The mission of the Placer County Transportation Planning Agency (PCTPA) is derived 
from its numerous state and local designations.  The agency has been designated in state 
law as the Regional Transportation Planning Agency (RTPA) for Placer County.  PCTPA 
is also the county’s Congestion Management Agency (CMA), a statutorily designated 
member of the Capitol Corridor Joint Powers Authority (CCJPA), and the airport land 
use planning body and hearing board for Lincoln, Auburn, and Blue Canyon Airports.  
As part of their Joint Powers Agreement, PCTPA is the designated administrator for the 
South Placer Regional Transportation Authority.  Under an agreement with the 
Sacramento Area Council of Governments (SACOG), PCTPA also represents Placer 
jurisdictions in federal planning and programming issues.  Since the PCTPA has a local 
Agency-State Agreement for federal aid projects, it is also eligible to administer federal 
projects. 
 
Regional Transportation Planning Agency:  PCTPA was created by Title 7.91 of the 
government code commencing with Section 67910 as the transportation planning agency 
for Placer County excluding Lake Tahoe.  PCTPA has also been designated as the 
Regional Transportation Planning Agency (RTPA) for Placer County excluding Lake 
Tahoe in Section 29532.1(c) of the Government Code.  Previous to this designation, 
PCTPA operated under the name of the Placer County Transportation Commission 
(PCTC) and operated as a local county transportation commission as specified under 
Section 29532(c) of the Government Code. 
 
PCTPA has executed a memorandum of understanding and Master Fund Transfer 
Agreement with the State Department of Transportation on January 26, 1996 identifying 
the responsibilities of PCTPA as the RTPA and providing the administrative structure to 
implement these responsibilities. 
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As an RTPA with an urbanized population of over 50,000, PCTPA is responsible for 
preparing a Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) and Regional Transportation 
Improvement Plan (RTIP) pursuant to Section 65080 of the Government Code. 
 
Local Transportation Fund Administration:  As the transportation planning agency, 
PCTPA allocates the Local Transportation Fund (LTF) to Placer County public 
transportation agencies pursuant to Section 29532 of the Government Code.  The 
administration of these funds includes the establishment of a Social Service 
Transportation Advisory Council, the implementation of a citizen participation process 
appropriate for Placer County, annual recommendations for productivity improvements 
for transit operators, the performance of an annual fiscal audit of all LTF claimants, the 
implementation of a triennial performance audit of all LTF claimants, and the preparation 
of an annual unmet transit needs determination. 
 
PCTPA receives an allocation of LTF funds for the administration of the LTF fund 
pursuant to Section 99233.1 of the Public Utilities Code and for transportation planning 
pursuant to Section 99233.2 of the Public Utilities Code and Section 6646 of the 
Government Code. 
 
It is the responsibility of PCTPA to establish rules and regulations to provide for 
administration and allocation of the LTF and State Transit Assistance (STA) Funds in 
accordance with applicable sections of the Government Code, Public Utilities Code and 
Administrative Code included within the Transportation Development Act.  It is also the 
responsibility of PCTPA to adhere to the applicable rules and regulations promulgated by 
the Secretary of the Business, Transportation and Housing Agency of the State of 
California as addressed in the Transportation Development Act, Title 3, Division 3, 
Chapter 2, Article II, Section 29535. 
 
Under SB 45, signed by Governor Wilson in October 1997, Regional Transportation 
Planning Agencies (RTPAs) such as PCTPA are responsible for selection of projects, 
known as the Regional Transportation Improvement Program (RTIP), to be funded with 
the county’s share of STIP funds.  This power also comes with the responsibility of 
ensuring that the projects are on schedule and within budgetary constraints.   
 
Federal Transportation Planning and Programming:  PCTPA has executed 
memoranda of understanding (MOUs) with Caltrans and the Sacramento Council of 
Governments (SACOG) on April 11, 2001 and February 23, 2005 to govern federal 
transportation planning and programming in Placer County.  This agreement integrates 
the PCTPA Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) and RTIP within the SACOG process.  
 
Pursuant to these agreements, PCTPA receives a “fair share” allocation of both federal 
urbanized Surface Transportation Program (STP) funds and Congestion Air Quality 
Mitigation Improvement Program funds (CMAQ).  PCTPA nominates projects for these 
funds, and SACOG has agreed to select these nominated projects unless they fail to meet 
a federal requirement.  SACOG cannot add projects to the PCTPA nominations. 
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PCTPA submits the state mandated RTP, developed pursuant to Section 65080.5 of the 
Government Code, to SACOG for inclusion in the federal Metropolitan Transportation 
Plan.  As part of this agreement, SACOG conducts a federal air quality conformity test on 
the Placer County transportation program and plan. 
 
PCTPA receives an allocation of federal STP funds for Placer County.  Pursuant to 
Section 182.6 of the Streets and Highways Code, PCTPA can exchange the non-
urbanized funds for State gas tax funds.  PCTPA allocates these exchange funds to 
jurisdiction projects based upon an MOU signed by all Placer jurisdictions dated 
November 2, 1994.  The STP funding exchange formula and allocation was updated to 
reflect TEA 21, approved by the PCTPA Board on January 27, 1999, and is updated 
annually as appropriate. 
 
Administration of Federal Aid Projects: PCTPA executed a Local Agency - State 
Agreement for Federal Aid Projects (Agreement 03-6158) with the State of California on 
March 2, 1994 and reauthorized on January 28, 2004.  The execution of this agreement 
qualifies PCTPA to administer federally funded projects.  
 
Passenger Rail Administration: Pursuant to Section 14076.2(b) of the Government 
Code, PCTPA is statutorily designated as a member of the Capitol Corridor Joint Powers 
Authority (CCJPA).  Through an interagency agreement with Caltrans, the CCJPA 
administers the intercity rail service on the San Jose-Colfax railroad corridor. 
 
Airport Land Use Commission: PCTPA was designated the Airport Land Use 
Commission (ALUC) for Placer County by the Board of Supervisors (December 17, 
1996) and the Placer County City Selection Committee (October 24, 1996) pursuant to 
Section 21670.1(a)(b) of the Public Utilities Code. PCTPA acts as the hearing body for 
land use planning for Placer County airports.  PCTPA is also responsible for the 
development of airport land use plans for Placer County airports as specified in Section 
21674.7 of the Public Utilities Code. 
 
Placer County, Auburn, and Lincoln each collect a fee on development projects by local 
ordinance in the area governed by the airport land use plan.  This fee is passed on to 
PCTPA to help defray the cost of project review. 
 
South Placer Regional Transportation Authority (SPRTA) Administration:  PCTPA 
was designated as the administrator of the SPRTA under the terms of the Authority's 
Joint Powers Agreement dated January 22, 2002.  As such, PCTPA provides staffing and 
management of the Authority, and is reimbursed for these services under a staffing 
agreement. 
 
Transportation Sales Tax Authority.  PCTPA was designated as the transportation 
sales tax authority for Placer County by the Placer County Board of Supervisors on 
August 22, 2006.  In the event that a transportation sales tax is passed by a 2/3 majority 
of Placer’s voters, PCTPA would be designated as the entity to administer the sales tax 
expenditure plan. 
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Western Placer Consolidated Transportation Services Agency (WP CTSA) 
Administration:  PCTPA was designated as the administrator of the WPCTSA under the 
terms of the Agency’s Joint Powers Agreement dated October 13, 2008.  As such, 
PCTPA provides staffing and management of the Agency, and is reimbursed for these 
services under a staffing agreement. 
 
PCTPA ORGANIZATION 
 
The nine member PCTPA consists of three members appointed by the Placer County 
Board of Supervisors and one member each from the incorporated cities of Auburn, 
Colfax, Lincoln, Loomis, Rocklin and Roseville. 
 
PCTPA has provided for seven full-time staff members to implement the FY 2011/12 
OWP.  The organization of PCTPA is summarized in Figure 1. 
 
The PCTPA reorganized its staffing structure and became a separate and independent 
agency on May 1, 1992.  Previous to this reorganization, PCTPA was staffed by the 
Placer County Public Works Department. 
 
GEOGRAPHIC LOCATION 
 
PCTPA’s jurisdiction includes a portion of northern California between the Sacramento 
Metropolitan area and the Nevada State line, as shown in Figure 2.  In total, Placer 
County contains 1,506 square miles ranging in elevation from 160 feet to nearly 9,500 
feet. 
 
PCTPA represents the County and six incorporated cities located within the political 
boundary of Placer County.  Transportation planning services are provided to the 
following incorporated cities with their corresponding January 1, 2011 populations: 
Auburn ( 13,410), Colfax ( 1,971), Lincoln ( 43,248), Loomis ( 6,475), Rocklin ( 57,901) 
and Roseville ( 120,593).  Unincorporated Placer County has a population of  98,245.  
These population estimates are based upon information provided by the California 
Department of Finance in their  2011 DOF E-4 Report. 
 
AGENCY COORDINATION 
 
PCTPA coordinates regional transportation planning activities with other public agencies 
including the Sacramento Area Council of Governments (SACOG), the Tahoe Regional 
Planning Agency (TRPA), the State Department of Transportation (Caltrans), the 
California Transportation Commission (CTC), adjacent RTPAs (Nevada County 
Transportation Commission, El Dorado County Transportation Commission), the United 
Auburn Indian Community of the Auburn Rancheria, and other interested groups. 
 
 
 



Figure 1
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Placer County Location 
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COMMUNITY PARTICIPATION 
 
In an ongoing effort to encourage participation of all communities in the transportation 
planning process, and in compliance with Title VI, the PCTPA solicits input through 
various policy, technical, and public forums.  Outreach to the United Auburn Indian 
Community is specifically included.   
 
PCTPA conducts public hearings regarding the development and adoption of the 
Regional Transportation Plan, the Regional Transportation Improvement Program, and 
the annual unmet needs hearing.  Additional public hearings and workshops are held for 
individual work projects as indicated.  The community information and participation 
effort has been enhanced by expansion of the agency web page on the Internet, to provide 
citizens with greater access to agency documents and activities, establishment of a 
speaker’s bureau, and greater emphasis on working with local media outlets. See Work 
Element 14:  Communications and Outreach and individual project work elements for 
further details. 
 
FEDERAL PLANNING FACTORS 
 
Federal Planning Factors are issued by Congress to emphasize specific planning issues 
from a national perspective, and must be identified in local planning documents.  The 
following summary outlines how and where these planning factors are addressed in the 
Agency's Overall Work Program: 
 
Support the economic vitality of the metropolitan area, especially by enabling global 
competitiveness, productivity, and efficiency. 

• Regional Transportation Plan (WE 20) 
• Airport Land Use Commission (WE 27) 
• Congestion Management Program (WE 30) 
• Placer Parkway (WE 40) 
• I-80/SR 65 Interchange Improvements (WE 41) 
• Project Programming (WE 50) 
• Project Management and Delivery (WE 55) 
• Transit Schedule Coordination (WE 76) 
• ITS Program (WE 79) 
• Freeway Service Patrol (WE 80) 
The economic vitality of Placer County depends on the ability of businesses, 
employees, and recreational travelers to get to and from their destinations quickly 
and easily through a variety of transportation modes.  We plan and maintain our 
transportation systems with a goal of minimizing delays and maximizing choice and 
efficiency, thereby supporting the economic vitality of the area. 

 
Increase the safety of the transportation system for motorized and non-motorized 
users 

• Transportation Development Act Administration (WE 11) 
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• Regional Transportation Plan (WE 20) 
• Western Placer Consolidated Transportation Services Agency (CTSA) 

Administration (WE 23) 
• Airport Land Use Commission (WE 27) 
• Bikeway Planning (WE 33) 
• Capitol Corridor Rail (WE 35) 
• Project Programming (WE 50) 
• Project Management and Delivery (WE 55) 
• Fixed Route Short Range Transit Plan (SRTP) (WE 74) 
• Western Placer CTSA Short Range Transit Plan (WE 75) 
• ITS Program (WE 79) 
• Freeway Service Patrol (WE 80) 

Safety is an important consideration in project identification, selection, and 
implementation.   

 
Increase the security of the transportation system for motorized and non-motorized 
users 

• Transportation Development Act Administration (WE 11) 
• Intergovernmental Coordination (WE 12) 
• Regional Transportation Plan (WE 20) 
• Fixed Route SRTP (WE 74) 
• Western Placer CTSA SRTP (WE 75) 
• ITS Program (WE 79) 
• Freeway Service Patrol (WE 80) 
Security of our transit and road systems are a key consideration in project 
identification, selection, and implementation.  

 
 
Increase the accessibility and mobility of people and for freight 

• TDA Implementation (WE 11) 
• Regional Transportation Plan (WE 20) 
• CTSA Administration (WE 23) 
• Congestion Management Program (WE 30) 
• Bikeway Planning (WE 33) 
• Capitol Corridor/Regional Rail (WE 35) 
• Placer Parkway EIR (WE 40) 
• Project Programming (WE 50) 
• Project Management and Delivery (WE 55) 
• Fixed Route SRTP (WE 74) 
• Western Placer CTSA SRTP (WE 75) 
• Transit Schedule Coordination (WE 76) 
• ITS Program (WE 79) 
• Freeway Service Patrol (WE 80) 
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Along with integration and connectivity, accessibility and mobility are the 
cornerstones of our transportation system maintenance and expansion decisions, and 
extends to all modes. 

 
Protect and enhance the environment, promote energy conservation, improve the 
quality of life, and promote consistency between transportation improvements and 
State and local planned growth and economic development patterns 

• TDA Implementation (WE 11) 
• Intergovernmental Coordination (WE 12) 
• Regional Transportation Plan (WE 20) 
• CTSA Administration (WE 23) 
• Congestion Management Program (WE 30) 
• Bikeway Planning (WE 33) 
• Capitol Corridor/Regional Rail (WE 35) 
• Placer Parkway EIR (WE 40) 
• Fixed Route SRTP (WE 74) 
• Western Placer CTSA SRTP (WE 75) 
• Transit Schedule Coordination (WE 76) 
Environmental assessments, aggressive expansion of alternative transportation 
modes, and coordination with governmental entities with land use authority are the 
ways that PCTPA addresses environmental concerns and connections between 
transportation and land use.   

 
Enhance the integration and connectivity of the transportation system, across and 
between modes, people and freight 

• TDA Implementation (WE 11) 
• Intergovernmental Coordination (WE 12) 
• Regional Transportation Plan (WE 20) 
• CTSA Administration (WE 23) 
• Congestion Management Program (WE 30) 
• Bikeway Planning (WE 33) 
• Capitol Corridor/Regional Rail (WE 35) 
• Fixed Route SRTP (WE 74) 
• Western Placer CTSA SRTP (WE 75) 
• Transit Schedule Coordination (WE 76) 
Along with accessibility and mobility, integration and connectivity are the 
cornerstones of our transportation system maintenance and expansion decisions, and 
extends to all modes. 

 
Promote efficient system management and operation 

• TDA Implementation (WE 11) 
• Regional Transportation Plan (WE 20) 
• CTSA Administration (WE 23) 
• Congestion Management Program (WE 30) 
• Project Programming (WE 50) 
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• Fixed Route SRTP (WE 74) 
• Western Placer CTSA SRTP (WE 75) 
• Transit Schedule Coordination (WE 76) 
• ITS Program (WE 79) 
• Freeway Service Patrol (WE 80) 
The ever increasing demand for transportation combined with a severe lack of 
adequate transportation funding has necessitated PCTPA’s longstanding focus on 
increasing the efficiency of our existing transportation systems. 

 
Emphasize the preservation of the existing transportation system 

• TDA Implementation (WE 11) 
• Regional Transportation Plan (WE 20) 
• CTSA Administration (WE 23) 
• Congestion Management Program (WE 30) 
• Project Programming (WE 50) 
• Fixed Route SRTP (WE 74) 
• Western Placer CTSA SRTP (WE 75) 
• Transit Schedule Coordination (WE 76) 
• Freeway Service Patrol (WE 80) 
With transportation funding at a premium, high emphasis is placed on preserving 
what we’ve got. 



   

 x

CALTRANS REGIONAL PLANNING ACTIVITIES 
 
As the State Department of Transportation, Caltrans has numerous roles and 
responsibilities for planning, programming, constructing, operating, and maintaining the 
state’s transportation system.   
 
Caltrans acts as a partner with PCTPA, jurisdictions, tribal governments, and other 
agencies to implement their various responsibilities.   One arm of this effort is the 
Caltrans’ regional planning activities, which are described below: 
 
 
 
ACTIVITY  DESCRIPTION  PRODUCTS 
System Planning  Completion of system 

planning products used by 
Caltrans and its 
transportation partners 

• District System Management Plan 
Update 

• Transportation Corridor Concept 
Report Update for SR 49 

• Transportation System 
Development Plan Update 

• District 3 Goods Movement Plan 
• District 3 Park and Ride Plan 
• District 3 Bicycle Guide and Plan 
• Complete Streets Work Plan 

Advance Planning  Completion of pre‐
programming studies (e.g. 
project initiation 
documents, such as Project 
Study Reports) so as to be 
ready to program resources 
for capital projects 

Project Initiation Documents (PID), as 
indicated in the “District 3 non‐SHOPP 
PID Work Program: as previously 
verified 

Regional Planning  Participate in and assist 
with various regional 
planning projects and 
studies 

Participation in the following projects 
and studies: 
• Assist with Blueprint Planning 

Program 
• Grant Administration 
• California Transportation Plan 

Update 
• RTIP Activities 
• Approved Overall Work Program 

(OWP, OWP Agreement, and 
appropriate amendments) 

• Participate on various policy and 
technical committees related to all 
facets of the regional planning 
process 

• Oversight on Planning Projects on 
the State Highway System (SHS) 

Local Development  Review of all local  Assistance to lead agencies in their 
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Review Program  development proposals 
potentially impacting the 
State Highway System 

fulfillment of the CEQA process to 
ensure the identification and 
mitigation of local development 
impacts to the State Highway System. 
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WORK ELEMENT 10 
AGENCY ADMINISTRATION 
 
PURPOSE: To provide management and administration to all work elements in the Overall Work 
Program and to conduct day to day operations of the agency. 
 
BACKGROUND: PCTPA is a public agency responsible for the administration, planning and 
programming of a variety of transportation funds.  These activities require ongoing organization, 
management, administration and budgeting.  This work element is intended to cover all of the day to 
day administrative duties of the agency and governing Board. 
 
WORK PROGRAM: 
• Develop monthly PCTPA Board agenda packets  Monthly 
• Develop agendas and materials for Technical Advisory Committee  Monthly 
• Develop agendas and materials for other PCTPA committees  As Needed 
• Conduct PCTPA Board regular monthly meetings and special meetings as required   Monthly 
• Administer PCTPA FY 2011/12 operating budget  Ongoing 
• Prepare quarterly financial reports for auditors and PCTPA Board  Quarterly 
• Maintain transportation planning files, correspondence and data  Ongoing 
• Review and monitor new and proposed programs and regulations applying to transportation 

planning As Needed 
• Update PCTPA Bylaws to reflect changes in State and Federal law As Needed 
• Perform personnel duties, including employee performance reviews Annually/as needed 
• Administer PCTPA benefit programs  Ongoing 
• Update PCTPA Bylaws, Administrative Operating Procedures and Personnel Policies to reflect 

changes in State and Federal law  As Needed 
• Prepare payroll and other agency checks  Bi-weekly 
• Prepare quarterly and annual tax reports  Quarterly 
• Maintain ongoing bookkeeping and accounting  Ongoing 
• Maintain and update computer systems and equipment, including all information technology (IT) 

related tasks  Ongoing 
 
PRODUCTS: 
• PCTPA meeting agendas and staff reports, paper and online versions  Monthly 
• List of warrants  Monthly 
• Quarterly reports of PCTPA operating budget status  Quarterly 
• Employee performance reviews Annually 
• Updated Bylaws, Operating Procedures and Personnel Policies  As Needed 
• Actuarial analysis of benefit programs  As needed 
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WORK ELEMENT 10 (continued) 
AGENCY ADMINISTRATION 
 
REVENUES  EXPENDITURES  
2011/12 LTF $ 

254,565199,371  
PCTPA $  331,365  276,171

Rural Planning Assistance  75,000  
Interest  1,800  
 $ 

331,365276,171  
 

  
Percent of budget:  10.71  
9.86% 

 

 
 
WORK ELEMENT 10A 
INDIRECT LABOR 
 
PURPOSE:  To specify those elements of the overall Agency Administration that are billable as 
indirect labor under an approved Indirect Cost Allocation Plan (ICAP) 
 
WORK PROGRAM: 
• Prepare amendments to FY 2011/12 Overall Work Program and Budget  September 2011 – 

October 2011, February – March 2012, or as needed 
• Prepare FY 2012/13 Overall Work Program and Budget  January 2012 – May 2012 
• Prepare timesheets to allocate staff time to appropriate work elements  Ongoing 
• Perform personnel duties, including employee performance reviews Annually/as needed 
• Administer PCTPA benefit programs  Ongoing 
• Update Administrative Operating Procedures and Personnel Policies to reflect changes in State and 

Federal law  As Needed 
• Prepare payroll and other agency checks  Bi-weekly 
• Prepare quarterly and annual tax reports  Quarterly 
• Maintain ongoing bookkeeping and accounting  Ongoing 
• Maintain and update computer systems and equipment, including all information technology (IT) 

related tasks  Ongoing 
 
PRODUCTS: 
• Quarterly progress reports on FY 2011/12 Overall Work Program  Quarterly 
• FY 2011/12 Overall Work Program and Budget amendments  October 2011, March 2012, or as 

needed 
• Preliminary Draft FY 2012/13 Overall Work Program and Budget  February 2012 
• Final FY 2012/13 Overall Work Program and Budget  May 2012 
• Employee performance reviews Annually  
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• Actuarial analysis of benefit programs  As needed 
• Employee timesheets Bi-weekly 

 
 
REVENUES  EXPENDITURES  
2011/12 LTF $ 24,925  

95,960
PCTPA $ 24,925  95,960

  
Percent of budget: .81  
3.42% 
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WORK ELEMENT 11 
TRANSPORTATION DEVELOPMENT ACT ADMINISTRATION 
 
PURPOSE: To effectively administer all aspects of the Transportation Development Act (TDA) in the 
jurisdiction of the Placer County Transportation Planning Agency. 
 
BACKGROUND: As the Regional Transportation Planning Agency, the most basic responsibility of 
PCTPA is to administer TDA funds and related programs.  Currently, PCTPA administers TDA funds 
of over $13 million annually.  These funds operate public transit, maintain and construct local roads, 
and construct bicycle and pedestrian paths.  Under the TDA, PCTPA is also responsible for carrying 
out the annual unmet transit needs process, fiscal audits, performance audits, transit planning, and 
transit coordination. 
 
WORK PROGRAM: 
• Solicit public comments on unmet transit needs throughout Placer County  October – December 

2011  
• Review and summarize all comments received regarding unmet transit needs  December 2011 
• Evaluate current existing services and their effectiveness in meeting transit needs and demand  

December 2011 – January 2012 
• Prepare a report recommending a finding on unmet transit needs   January - February 2012 
• Provide for the management of the Local Transportation Fund (LTF) Ongoing 
• Prepare a final estimate of LTF apportionments for FY 2011/12 August 2011 
• Prepare a preliminary estimate of LTF apportionments for FY 2012/13 February 2012 
• Assist claimants with the preparation of project lists, annual claims, and local program 

administration Ongoing 
• Provide for the review, approval, and processing of all LTF and other TDA claims and financial 

transactions Ongoing 
• Update policies governing review, approval, and processing of all LTF and other TDA claims to 

ensure timely compliance with  TDA law  As needed 
• Maintain a financial status report of TDA claims Ongoing 
• Provide for an annual financial and compliance audit of PCTPA and each claimant by an 

independent auditing firm  September 2011 – March 2012 
• Update and administer five year plan for Bicycle and Pedestrian Account funds  Ongoing 
• Monitor legislation pertinent to the Transportation Development Act Ongoing 
• Provide technical assistance to paratransit operators and monitor activities Ongoing 
• Facilitate and monitor activities of the Social Services Transportation Advisory Council (SSTAC) 

Ongoing 
• Facilitate and monitor activities of the Transit Operators Working Group Quarterly 
• Coordinate planning efforts for FTA Section 5311 and 5317 with FTA Section 5310 and 5316 to 

avoid duplication of services and maximize resources  Ongoing 
 
 
 
 



   

 5 

WORK ELEMENT 11 (continued) 
TRANSPORTATION DEVELOPMENT ACT ADMINISTRATION 
 
 
PRODUCTS: 
• Preliminary Annual Findings of Apportionment for FY 2012/13 February 2012 
• Financial and Compliance Audits of PCTPA and all TDA claimants March 2012 
• A report summarizing the unmet transit needs testimony, including analysis and recommendations 

for findings of unmet transit needs February 2012 
• TDA claims Ongoing 
• SSTAC meeting agendas Ongoing 
• Transit Operators Working Group meeting agendas Ongoing 
• Final Findings of Apportionment for FY 2011/12  August 2011 
 
 
REVENUES  EXPENDITURES  
2011/12 LTF $  107,352  143,392 PCTPA $  107,352 

124,742
 Audit Consultant 18,650
  $  143,392
  
Percent of budget:    
3.47  5.12% 
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WORK ELEMENT 12 
INTERGOVERNMENTAL COORDINATION 
 
PURPOSE: To coordinate with outside agencies and jurisdictions on matters pertinent to 
transportation planning, programming, and funding. 
 
BACKGROUND: PCTPA is in a somewhat unusual position, representing the transportation interests 
from a blend of urban and rural perspectives.  As such, staff represents the PCTPA in a number of 
forums and committees, including the Regional Transportation Planning Agency Group, Rural 
Counties Task Force, Self-Help Counties Coalition, Regional-Caltrans Coordinating Group, California 
Transportation Commission, California Association of Councils of Government, and others.  This 
participation is important not only to keep staff and jurisdictions updated on federal and State regional 
transportation programs, but to also represent the interests of local jurisdictions in federal, State, and 
regional policy and funding decisions.   The commitment to intergovernmental communication and 
coordination is critical to the ongoing mission of PCTPA, as illustrated by the significant time 
commitments by staff and use of federal and state advocates in representing agency interests in 
legislation and funding efforts.  
 
PCTPA also works very closely and continuously with the Sacramento Area Council of Governments 
(SACOG), as the Metropolitan Transportation Organization (MPO) for our area, to implement federal 
and State transportation programs. While many of our interactions are specified under our 
Memorandum of Understanding, regional interests and overlapping jurisdictions provide additional 
need for close coordination.  In addition, PCTPA works in close coordination with the Placer County 
Air Pollution Control District (APCD) in regards to transportation/air quality issues.  
 
WORK PROGRAM: 
• Participate in ad hoc and standing Caltrans policy and technical advisory committees As needed 
• Participate in ad hoc and standing SACOG policy and technical advisory committees  Monthly 

and as needed 
• Attend governmental forums and Caltrans meetings and workshops As needed 
• Attend United Auburn Indian Community Tribal Council meetings  As needed 
• Participate at CTC meetings and workshops Monthly 
• Participate in Statewide Regional Transportation Planning Agency meetings Monthly 
• Participate in Statewide California Council of Governments (CALCOG) meetings and conferences 

Bi-monthly/as needed 
• Participate in Statewide Rural Counties Task Force meeting Bi-monthly 
• Participate in annual Cap-to-Cap legislative advocacy effort  January 2012 – June 2012 
• Participate in meetings with neighboring counties and Tahoe Regional Planning Agency As 

needed  
• Coordinate with the Placer County Air Pollution Control District, Sacramento Metropolitan Air 

Quality Management District, SACOG, and the California Air Resources Board to develop 
strategies to reduce air pollution  Ongoing  

• Attend governmental and professional conferences and training sessions As justified 
• Attend city council and Board of Supervisors meetings As needed 
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WORK ELEMENT 12 (continued) 
INTERGOVERNMENTAL COORDINATION 
 
• Attend meetings or workshops of neighboring RTPA’s As needed 
• Coordinate and consult with the United Auburn Indian Community of the Auburn Rancheria  As 

needed 
• Coordinate with and advise jurisdictions on potential changes in state or federal procedures  As 

needed  
• Hold technical workshops for Placer County jurisdictions As needed 
• Monitor and analyze pertinent legislation Ongoing 
• Communicate agency positions on pertinent legislation As needed 
• Meet with State and Federal legislators and their staff to discuss agency issues  As needed 
 
PRODUCTS: 
• Staff reports to Board and jurisdictions on pertinent topics As needed 
• Correspondence and communications to other governmental agencies As needed 
• Information packages on Cap-to-Cap projects  April 2012 
• Legislative analysis and reports  As needed 
• Letters supporting or opposing pertinent legislation As needed 
 
REVENUES  EXPENDITURES  
2011/12 LTF $   112,705  127,723 PCTPA $  83,405  97,673
 Federal Legislative Advocate  18,750  19,500
 State Legislative Advocate  10,550
  $   112,705  

127,723  
Percent of budget:    
3.64  4.56% 
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WORK ELEMENT 14 
COMMUNICATIONS & OUTREACH 
 
PURPOSE:  To inform the public of the Agency’s activities and gather effective public input 
 
BACKGROUND:  As the transportation system in California and in Placer County faces more and 
greater challenges, it is even more critical that the public be aware and informed about transportation 
issues, the role of PCTPA, and the activities we are doing now and planning for the future.   This 
awareness translates to a higher level of public discussion and informed approaches to dealing with 
transportation issues. 
 
This work element covers the more general outreach and input that is important to dealing with 
transportation issues.  Specific outreach for specific efforts, including transit and rail, Placer Parkway, 
and the Regional Transportation Plan, are covered under those work elements. 
 
WORK PROGRAM: 
• Develop and distribute informational pieces, such as press releases, Power Point presentations, and 

brochures, about Agency activities and responsibilities  Ongoing 
• Provide information about transportation options for the general public, including distribution of 

schedules and informational pieces and transit trip planning, at the Agency offices  Ongoing 
• Provide outreach to community and business groups, advocacy groups, and other interested parties 

via speakers bureau, newsletter articles, fliers, and similar methods   Ongoing 
• Design, update, and keep current agency websites - www.pctpa.net and www.FixPlacerTraffic.org  
• Provide outreach to the media to provide information and analysis of transportation issues that face 

Placer County and highlight agency activities and input opportunities, including television, radio, 
newspapers, and other media  Ongoing  

• Develop and distribute “e-newsletter” with updates on transportation projects and issues, and 
Agency activities  Monthly 

• Seek opportunities for partnerships with jurisdictions, tribal governments, community groups, and 
others to provide greater breadth of outreach  Ongoing  

• Hold meetings, workshops, and/or events to capture public attention, disseminate information, 
and/or solicit input about transportation issues  Ongoing 

• Solicit and facilitate input of public on transportation issues by specifically including of Agency 
website address, e-mail address, phone number, fax number, and physical address in all outreach 
materials.  Ongoing 

• Provide prompt responses to public inquiries and concerns, including raising them to Advisory 
Committee or Board attention as appropriate  Ongoing 

• Bring attention to milestones on transportation projects such as the Lincoln Bypass and I-80 
Bottleneck, through signage, events, and other appropriate methods  Ongoing/As needed 

• In cooperation with Caltrans, the City of Lincoln, and other partners, maintain a website for 
information on the Lincoln Bypass (www.LincolnBypass.com)  Ongoing 

• Post agenda and minutes on agency web site  Monthly  
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WORK ELEMENT 14 (continued) 
COMMUNICATIONS & OUTREACH 
 
 
PRODUCTS: 
• Information pieces, such as press releases, Power Point presentations, fliers, and brochures about 

transportation issues  Ongoing 
• Fact sheets, program and project summaries, and other printed materials  As needed  
• “E-newsletter”  Monthly 
• Community television videotapes  Monthly   
• Agency web site updates  Ongoing 
• Project signage  In accordance with construction schedule 
• LincolnBypass.com website and updates  Ongoing 
• Invitations, press releases, and agendas for ground-breaking, ribbon-cutting, or other 

commemorative events, including Lincoln Bypass and I-80 Bottleneck Phases 2 and 3  In 
accordance with construction schedule 

 
REVENUES  EXPENDITURES  
2011/12 LTF  $  135,305  144,093 PCTPA $   90,205  98,793
 Communications Consultant 43,600
 Event sponsorship  1,000  1,200
 Signage/graphics/website design 500
Percent of budget:      
4.37  5.14% 

 $  135,305 
144,093
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WORK ELEMENT 15 
BUILDING ADMINISTRATION 
 
PURPOSE:  To provide management and administration of the Agency's office property. 
 
BACKGROUND:  The Agency purchased the Placer Transportation Center, located adjacent to the 
Auburn Multimodal Station, to serve as the Agency’s permanent office space.  The office property 
totals 16,810 square feet, and includes several rental spaces in addition to the Agency's area.  
Management and operation of the facility is part of that ownership responsibility 
 
WORK PROGRAM: 
• Maintain accounting for revenue and expenses for the office property  Ongoing 
• Collect rents as scheduled, implementing collection procedures as necessary Monthly 
• Work with tenants and contractors to ensure all maintenance and repair issues are identified and 

resolved quickly and completely  Ongoing  
• Contract with qualified individuals and firms to provide maintenance and repairs on a timely and 

cost-effective basis  As needed 
• Work with leasing agent to secure tenants and negotiate leases  As needed 
 
PRODUCTS: 
• Accounts receivable, accounts payable, balance sheets, and other accounting records  Ongoing 
• Tenant leases  As needed 
 
REVENUES  EXPENDITURES  
Building revenue funds $    8,032  8,205 PCTPA $   8,032  8,205
  
Percent of budget:     .26  
.29% 
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WORK ELEMENT 20 
REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION PLAN (RTP) 
 
PURPOSE:   To update the Placer County Regional Transportation Plan and coordinate with SACOG 
on the development of the Metropolitan Transportation Program (MTP). 
 
BACKGROUND:  The current Placer County Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) 2035 was adopted 
by the Board in September 2010.  It provides the long-range, comprehensive direction for 
transportation improvements within Placer County.  The RTP includes regional transportation goals, 
objectives, and policies that guide the development of a balanced, multi-modal transportation system.  
The RTP also includes a financial analysis that forecasts transportation funding available over the 
twenty-two year horizon of the plan.   Under the requirements of the Federal transportation act 
SAFETEA-LU, this latest RTP is SAFETEA-LU compliant. 
 
PCTPA is actively participating with SACOG and our other regional partners in the update of the six-
county Metropolitan Transportation Plan (MTP), which kicked off in 2010.  Technical reasons for this 
joint effort include reference to the PCTPA/SACOG Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) dated 
April 11, 2001, which states SACOG provides air quality conformity and other federal requirements 
for the RTP.   
 
More importantly, the collaborative approach provided by the coalition of transportation partners 
throughout the six-county region means improved interregional coordination, as well as ensuring that 
Placer projects and priorities are integrated into a cohesive regional plan as provided in the MOU.  
PCTPA uses its Rural Planning Assistance (RPA) to help fund the provision of these services by 
SACOG.   
 
As part of the MTP update effort, PCTPA will continue to work closely with SACOG to reflect 
updates to land use, traffic patterns, and transportation priorities.  It is expected that emissions targets 
and other data needed to fulfill the new requirements coming out of SB 375 will be available, and staff 
will be working closely with SACOG to reflect consensus on these issues as part of a Sustainable 
Communities Strategy that incorporates the PCTPA jurisdiction. 
 
WORK PROGRAM: 
• Work with SACOG to ensure adopted RTP 2035 projects and policies are incorporated in 

SACOG’s MTP 2035 documents.  July 2011 – June 2012 
• Participate in SACOG’s efforts to update their MTP 2035, including cosponsorship of MTP 

workshops in Placer jurisdictions and the development of a Sustainable Communities Strategy   
Ongoing/in accordance with SACOG schedule 

• Participate in Caltrans’ upcoming Freight Mobility Plan to reflect PCTPA’s long term RTP 
planning goals  Ongoing according to Caltrans’ schedule 

 
PRODUCTS: 
• SACOG/PCTPA MTP workshop agendas and peripheral materials As needed/in accordance with 

SACOG schedule 
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WORK ELEMENT 20 (continued) 
REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION PLAN (RTP) 
 
 
• SACOG MTP 2035 progress reports and documents, including Sustainable Communities Strategy, 

project lists, air quality conformity determinations, and/or environmental documentation   In 
accordance with SACOG schedule 

 
REVENUES  EXPENDITURES  
2011/12 LTF $   22,043  12,899 PCTPA $   24,856  15,712
Rural Planning Assistance 140,000 SACOG  137,187
 $ 162,043  152,899  $   162,043  

152,899
Percent of budget:    5.24  
5.46% 
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WORK ELEMENT 23  
WESTERN PLACER CONSOLIDATED TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 
AGENCY (CTSA) ADMINISTRATION 
 
PURPOSE:  To provide staffing and administrative support for the Western Placer Consolidated 
Transportation Services Agency (CTSA) Joint Powers Authority (JPA). 
 
BACKGROUND: The Consolidated Transportation Service Agency (CTSA) designation was created 
by California law as a means of strengthening and coordinating the social service transportation 
programs of nonprofit organizations and, where appropriate, to serve as the focus for consolidation of 
functional elements of these programs, including the provision of transportation services. For Placer 
County, the CTSA designation was held by Pride Industries from 1997 until they resigned effective 
December 31, 2007.   
 
When no other suitable candidate was found to undertake the role, the seven jurisdictions of Placer 
County formed a Joint Powers Authority to take on the role of the CTSA.  The result was the Western 
Placer CTSA JPA, which was created on October 13, 2008 by Placer County and the cities of Auburn, 
Colfax, Lincoln, Rocklin, and Roseville, and the Town of Loomis to provide CTSA services.  Under 
the terms of the JPA, PCTPA provides administrative services for the JPA. 
 
WORK PROGRAM: 
• Provide administrative, accounting, and staff support for the WP CTSA JPA  Ongoing 
• Oversee the implementation of CTSA services, including Health Express and the South Placer 

Transportation Call Center, as delineated in the Joint Powers Agreement   Ongoing 
• Establish and administer new CTSA programs, including rural mileage reimbursement and bus 

pass subsidy programs, as adopted in the Short Range Transit Plan  January 2012 - Ongoing 
• Develop agendas for WP CTSA Board and advisory committees  Monthly/as needed 
• Provide financial information to Board  Ongoing 
• Provide information and reports to interested groups, and citizens  Ongoing 
 
PRODUCTS: 
• Joint Powers Agreement amendments  As needed 
• Agreements and program guidelines for new CTSA programs  April 2012   
• WP CTSA FY 2011/12 Budget updates As needed 
• WP CTSA FY 2012/13 Budget  May 2012 
• Contracts for CTSA transit services  Annually/as needed 
• Updates/amendments to agreements and program guidelines  As needed 
• WP CTSA Board agendas and minutes  Quarterly/as needed 
• WP CTSA financial reports  Quarterly 
• Reports, audits, and other documentation required of CTSAs   July 2011 – June 2012/as needed 
 
REVENUES  EXPENDITURES  
2011/12 LTF – Article 4.5 $   92,075  111,125 PCTPA $    92,075  111,125
Percent of budget : 2.98  3.97%   
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WORK ELEMENT 27 
AIRPORT LAND USE COMMISSION 
 
PURPOSE: To administer the Placer County Airport Land Use Commission (ALUC) and related 
aviation activities. 
 
BACKGROUND: PCTPA’s aviation planning activities include administration of the Airport Land 
Use Commission (ALUC), and providing technical assistance.  Placer County has two public-use 
airports at Auburn and Lincoln, and an emergency airstrip at Blue Canyon. 
 
PCTPA coordinates with the California Department of Transportation, Division of Aeronautics for 
ALUC planning activities and funding.  As the designated Airport Land Use Commission (ALUC) for 
Placer County, PCTPA is responsible for defining planning boundaries and setting standards for 
compatible land uses surrounding airports.  ALUCs have two primary functions under State law.  The 
first is the adoption of land use standards that minimize the public’s exposure to safety hazards and 
excessive levels of noise.  The second is to prevent the encroachment of incompatible land uses around 
public-use airports.  
 
While the Truckee- Tahoe Airport is predominantly in Nevada County, part of the runways and 
overflight zones are in Placer County.  Under agreement reached in 2010, the ALUC designation for 
the Truckee-Tahoe Airport lies with the Nevada County Transportation Commission (NCTC), 
augmented by a representative appointed by the Placer County Board of Supervisors so that Placer 
interests are represented appropriately.  
 
The ALUC is required to prepare an Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan (ALUCP) for the area 
around each public use airport which defines compatible land uses for safety, height and noise.   The 
current ALUCP for Auburn, Lincoln, and Blue Canyon airports was adopted in 2000. 
 
Both the Auburn Municipal Airport and Lincoln Regional Airport have completed Airport Master Plan 
updates, in 2007 and 2008, respectively.  These changes, along with an update to the California 
Division of Aeronautics State Handbook in 2010, have necessitated an update to the Placer ALUCP for 
amendments and California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) reviews.  PCTPA has secured a grant 
from the Caltrans Division of Aeronautics to begin the ALUCP update in this FY 2011/12 work plan. 
 
WORK PROGRAM: 
• Working with jurisdiction and airport staff, prepare scope of work and Request for Proposal (RFP) 

for ALUCP update for Placer County airports July 2011 – September 2011 
• Circulate RFP and select qualified consultant  September 2011 – November 2011 
• Initiate work on ALUCP  –  December 2011 - June 2012   
• Participate in interagency aviation meetings  As Needed 
• Review development projects for consistency with ALUCP  As Needed 
• Provide staff support for aviation agencies, local jurisdictions and ALUC  Ongoing 
• Administer funds and programs for local jurisdictions  Ongoing 
• Participate in RTPA Aviation group  Quarterly 
 



   

 15 

 
WORK ELEMENT 27 (continued) 
AIRPORT LAND USE COMMISSION 
 
• Work with SACOG on the ALUCP for the McClellan Airport  In accordance with SACOG 

schedule/as needed 
• Work with City of Auburn, City of Lincoln, and Placer County to coordinate ALUCP with 

appropriate land use planning documents  Ongoing 
 
PRODUCTS: 
• Scope of work and RFP for ALUCP update for Placer County airports September 2011 
• Draft ALUCP update for Placer County airports  June 2012 
• Determinations of project consistency with ALUCP, including public hearings  As needed 
• Grant proposals, funding plans, and interagency agreements  Ongoing 
• ALUC meeting agendas  As needed 
 
 
REVENUES  EXPENDITURES  
2011/12 LTF  $   25,466  35,882 PCTPA $  55,966  36,382
Caltrans Aeronautics Grant 203,000 ALUCP Consultant 173,000
ALUC Fees 500  $  228,966  36,382
 $  228,966  36,382   
  
Percent of budget:   7.40  
1.30% 
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WORK ELEMENT 30 
CONGESTION MANAGEMENT PROGRAM 
 
PURPOSE: To meet state Congestion Management Program requirements, including providing trip 
reduction programs to Placer County. 
 
BACKGROUND: Under SB 437, Congestion Management Agencies have had the option whether to 
continue their Congestion Management Program (CMP); PCTPA has opted to maintain this program.  
The purpose of the CMP is to coordinate the interrelationship of transportation, land use, and air 
quality, particularly across jurisdictional boundaries.   PCTPA maintains this program through a strong 
alternative transportation outreach effort.  These efforts are designed to improve air quality and make 
maximum use of existing transportation systems. 
 
WORK PROGRAM: 
 Provide marketing and support of alternative transportation programs throughout Placer County  

Ongoing 
• Provide rideshare matchlisting services for Placer County through the Sacramento region 511 

traveler information website Ongoing 
• Provide emergency ride home services  Ongoing 
• Provide transit trip information services for the general public Ongoing 
• Develop and implement employee and residential outreach programs  Ongoing 
• Develop articles for county, business, and alternative transportation publications/newsletters, such 

as In-Progress Ongoing 
• Participate in regional marketing efforts for alternative transportation including the Sacramento 

Region’s Commuter Club Ongoing 
• Coordinate with SACOG, TMAs, tribal governments, and jurisdictions on regional ridesharing and 

alternative transportation efforts Ongoing 
• Implement Spare the Air campaign for Placer County  July 2011 – October 2011 
• Coordinate with local and regional air districts on alternative transportation programs  Ongoing 
• Coordinate with school districts to implement the Walk to School program and market  the “Way 

to Go” program  July 2011 - October 2011 
• Update “Way to Go” brochures  July 2011 - September 2011 
• Actively participate as a member of the TNT/TMA  Ongoing 
• Actively participate as member of SACOG’s TDM Task Force  Ongoing 
• Participate in the Steering Committee and regional marketing efforts of May is Bike Month which 

includes a locally sponsored bike subsidy program, Bucks for Bikes  February 2012 - May 2012 
• Provide marketing and support for Placer County transit operators  Ongoing 
• Develop coordinated transit advertisements for major media outlets including newspaper, 

television, and radio  Ongoing 
• Develop coordinated marketing campaigns for public transit systems in Placer County including 

the “Spare the Air, Free Fare”, and Summer Youth Pass campaigns  Ongoing 
• Develop and provide transit trip information materials for the general public Ongoing 
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WORK ELEMENT 30 (continued) 
CONGESTION MANAGEMENT PROGRAM 
 
• Develop and maintain mobility training / transit ambassador program for Placer County residents 

Ongoing  
• Coordinate with local and regional air districts on transit marketing efforts  Ongoing 
 
WORK PRODUCTS: 
• Updated “Way to Go” brochures  September 2011 
• Taxi rides and rent-a-car services for emergency ride home participants As needed 
• Marketing materials for alternative transportation promotions  As needed 
• Employee transportation coordinator meeting agendas  Quarterly 
• Newsletter articles  As needed 
• Summary of outreach efforts and promotions  Monthly 
• Bucks for Bikes promotional material, applications, and subsidies  February 2012 - May 2012  
• Marketing materials for coordinated transit marketing campaigns  As needed 
• Marketing materials for general awareness transit advertisements  As needed 
• Public service announcements for public transit services As needed 
• Newsletter articles  As needed 
• Radio commercials for Summer Youth Pass program April 2012 – June 2012 
• Bus passes for free fares on fixed route transit systems on Spare the Air days  July 2011 – 

September  2011 
• Summary of outreach efforts and promotions  Monthly 
 
 
REVENUES  EXPENDITURES  
2011/12 LTF  $   26,881  22,673 PCTPA $   131,290  

127,073
CMAQ grant  124,958 Marketing/emergency ride home 7,958
AB 2766 Clean Air Grant   20,000 Bucks for Bikes 7,000
City of Roseville 3,500  Truckee/North Tahoe TMA 6,400
 $   175,339 

171,131
Transit Marketing 10,700

 Transit Marketing 
Consultant 

12,000

  $ 175,339 
171,131

  
Percent of budget:    5.67  
6.11% 

 

 



   

 18 

WORK ELEMENT 33 
BIKEWAY PLANNING 
 
PURPOSE: To provide ongoing bicycle planning, safety education, and coordination services. 
 
BACKGROUND: During FY 2000/01 and 2001/02, staff developed Bikeway Master Plans for 
jurisdictions of Placer County.  In FY 2010/11, PCTPA is working to complete the North Tahoe-
Truckee Resort Triangle Bicycle Plan with the Tahoe Regional Planning Agency (TRPA), Nevada 
County Transportation Commission (NCTC), and the Truckee/North Tahoe Transportation 
Management Association (TNT/TMA) in support of the TMA’s goal to become designated as a 
Bicycle Friendly Community, and has updated the Countywide Bikeway Maps in 2010.  Staff will 
monitor bicycle planning and coordinate with SACOG, Caltrans, and jurisdictions on bicycle issues.   
 
Staff will also work with jurisdictions to take advantage of funding opportunities for bikeways.  
Specifically, PCTPA will work with SACOG to develop the final segment of the Dry Creek Greenway 
in the eastern Roseville/Granite Bay/Folsom area, as well as complete work with the Tahoe Regional 
Planning Agency (TRPA), Nevada County Transportation Commission (NCTC), and the 
Truckee/North Tahoe Transportation Management Association (TNT/TMA) to develop a North Tahoe-
Truckee Resort Triangle Bicycle Plan in support of the TMA’s goal to become designated as a Bicycle 
Friendly Community.    
 
WORK PROGRAM: 
• Coordinate efforts with PCTPA’s Bicycle Advisory Committee and other stakeholders, including 

SACOG and Caltrans  Ongoing 
• Coordinate with local jurisdictions on bicycle funding opportunities and grant programs  Ongoing 
• Distribute updated countywide bicycle maps   Ongoing 
• Complete work with TRPA, NCTC, and TNT/TMA to update and synthesize existing area bicycle 

plans into a single North Tahoe-Truckee Resort Triangle Bicycle Plan  July 2011 – October 2011 
• Participate with SACOG, the City of Roseville, Placer County, Sacramento County, City of 

Folsom, and other appropriate agencies in developing the Dry Creek Greenway Plan  October 
2011/according to SACOG schedule 

• Coordinate efforts with Caltrans District 3 on their district-wide bicycle facilities mapping effort  
As needed 

• Explore opportunities for acquisition of abandoned railroad rights-of-way for bikeways  As needed 
 
PRODUCTS: 
• Bikeway funding applications  As needed 
• Draft North Tahoe-Truckee Resort Triangle Bicycle Plan  September 2011 
• Draft Dry Creek Greenway Plan  June 2012/in accordance with SACOG schedule 
 
REVENUES  EXPENDITURES  
2011/12 LTF  $   22,099  13,535 PCTPA $  22,099  13,535
  
Percent of budget:     .71  .48%  
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WORK ELEMENT 35 
RAIL PROGRAM 
 
PURPOSE: To support and enhance the success of Capitol Corridor rail service in Placer County,  
to administer the agency’s passenger rail, freight rail and rail grade crossing programs, and to 
maximize the rail funding available to local jurisdictions. 
 
BACKGROUND: PCTPA’s rail program includes rail system planning, rail program 
administration and financing, and technical assistance.  PCTPA’s top rail priority is intercity rail and 
therefore is an active member of the Capitol Corridor Joint Powers Authority (CCJPA) and its 
subcommittees.  Intercity rail requires extensive work and coordination with Amtrak, Union Pacific, 
Caltrans and the CCJPA.  PCTPA also provides a critical network of support for the service, working 
with jurisdictions and CCJPA staff to provide stations, platforms, connector buses, and other amenities 
required for the ongoing success of the service.  The State provides operating funds to CCJPA under 
the provisions of interagency and fund transfer agreements. 
 
The long-standing focus of Placer’s rail program is to enhance rail service to Placer County.  One 
manifestation of that priority was the completion of the Regional Rail Conceptual Plan in 2005 with 
our regional partners at Sacramento Regional Transit, the Yolo County Transportation District, Solano 
Transportation Authority, and the Contra Costa Transportation Authority.   Another manifestation has 
been to extend passenger service to Reno.  A Reno Rail Conceptual Plan was completed in FY 
2004/05.  Both of these plans have been on hold pending ongoing discussions and negotiations with 
Union Pacific Railroad about the capacity improvements that would be needed to make partially or 
completely implement these plans.  An underlying recognition with these enhancements to passenger 
rail is that it would also support and enhance goods movement. 
 
More recently, the rail passenger capacity improvement discussion has focused on improvements to the 
UP rail “bottleneck” between Sacramento and Roseville.  In January 2011, the CCJPA was awarded 
funding for environmental and design for the Third Track capacity improvements, with the focus of 
providing the Capitol Corridor 10 round trips daily to Roseville.  This effort will entail extensive 
coordination to build agreements with key parties, including CCJPA, UP, and the City of Roseville.  
 
PCTPA staff represents Placer County’s jurisdictions before state, federal and regional rail agencies, as 
well as the CTC.  PCTPA also assists jurisdictions coordinate with Caltrans, Union Pacific and the 
PUC to improve at-grade crossings. 
 
WORK PROGRAM: 
• Participate in CCJPA and other interagency rail committees and meetings  Monthly 
• Coordinate with state and federal agencies and legislators to ensure and enhance the long term 

viability of rail service in Placer County  Ongoing 
• Serve as information clearinghouse for jurisdictions, tribal governments, and the public regarding 

rail services and facilities in Placer County  Ongoing 
• With CCJPA, City of Roseville, Caltrans Division of Rail, and other partner agencies, work with 

Union Pacific to design the Third Track capacity improvements that increase the frequency and 
reliability of rail service to Roseville and Placer stations  Ongoing 



   

 20 

WORK ELEMENT 35 (continued) 
RAIL PROGRAM 
 
• Monitor and expedite improvements to rail facilities and services in Placer County  Ongoing 
• Work with the CCJPA and local transit to provide timely connections to rail service  Ongoing 
• Coordinate rail and transit programs with other agencies and jurisdictions  Ongoing 
• Work with jurisdictions, CCJPA, and Amtrak to advocate for additional corridor funding to 

increase train frequencies to Placer stations, including negotiations for agreements with Union 
Pacific   Ongoing 

• Promote and market intercity rail to the public  Ongoing 
• Work with CCJPA to market intercity rail via major media outlets, including local Placer 

publications, radio, and television  Ongoing 
• Work with member agencies, elected officials, and others to pursue operational and funding 

strategies outlined in the Regional Rail Conceptual Plan and Reno Rail Conceptual Plan  Ongoing 
• Participate with Caltrans in their upcoming Statewide Rail Plan  Ongoing according to Caltrans’ 

schedule 
 
PRODUCTS: 
• CCJPA public hearings, meetings, presentations, public service announcements and press releases  

As Needed 
• Rail marketing materials  Ongoing 
• Capacity and operational analyses, environmental assessments, and other technical documents on 

the Third Track capacity improvements between Sacramento and Roseville In accordance with 
CCJPA schedule 

• Memorandum of Agreement with Union Pacific Railroad, CCJPA, and/or other appropriate parties 
on terms for provision of additional passenger rail service to Placer jurisdictions  As needed 

 
 
REVENUES  EXPENDITURES  
2011/12 LTF  $   32,989  

31,206
PCTPA $    34,489  32,706

CMAQ Grant 7,500 Marketing and advertising 13,500
CCJPA marketing match 7,500  $   47,989  46,206
 $  47,989  

46,206
 

  
Percent of budget:     1.55  
1.65% 
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WORK ELEMENT 40 
PLACER PARKWAY 
 
PURPOSE: To support the completion of the federal and state environmental document that will 
provide construction level clearance for a future Placer Parkway – a new roadway linking State Route 
(SR) 70/99 in Sutter County and SR 65 in Placer County. 
 
BACKGROUND: The Placer Parkway is cited in the Placer County General Plan, PCTPA’s 
Regional Transportation Plan, and the SACOG Metropolitan Transportation Plan.  The Placer Parkway 
would offer an alternative travel corridor for the fast growing areas in western Placer County and 
southern Sutter County. 
 
The Tier 1 environmental document, which identified a 500’ to 1000’ wide corridor for acquisition, 
was adopted by the South Placer Regional Transportation Authority (SPRTA) in December 2009.  The 
subsequent Tier 2 environmental document effort is being led by Placer County and will analyze 
design and construction impacts of roadway alignments within the selected corridor.   
 
PCTPA, both as a planning agency and as staff for SPRTA, has led the development of this project 
since the Placer Parkway Conceptual Plan was started in 1998.  As the project moves into the Tier 2 
environmental process, the institutional knowledge and background acquired in efforts to date will be 
needed to assist County staff in moving the project forward.  Staff will also be participating as 
development efforts begin to take shape in the Western Placer area to ensure that the ongoing viability 
of the Placer Parkway project and that adopted actions and agreements are incorporated into the 
planning process.  
 
WORK PROGRAM: 
• Assist Placer County and other partners in developing and implement a Tier 2 environmental 

program  Ongoing 
• Participate with Placer County on Project Development Team (PDT) for Placer Parkway  Per 

County schedule 
• Work with SACOG, Caltrans, and jurisdictions to ensure inclusion of Placer Parkway in their 

planning efforts  Ongoing 
 
REVENUES  EXPENDITURES  
SPRTA Mitigation Fees $   23,323  28,555 PCTPA $   23,323  28,555
  
Percent of budget:    .75  1.02%  
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WORK ELEMENT 41 
I-80/SR 65 INTERCHANGE IMPROVEMENTS (Multi-year project) 
 
PURPOSE: To develop a shelf-ready phased improvement program for the I-80/SR 65 Interchange, 
including environmental clearances, design, and right of way. 
 
BACKGROUND: The I-80/SR 65 Interchange was constructed in the mid-1980’s as part of the 
Roseville Bypass project on SR 65 in the Roseville/Rocklin area of South Placer County.  The facility 
is now experiencing operational problems caused by high peak traffic volumes and less efficient 
geometry of the loop ramp, which cause downstream backups on I-80 and SR 65. 
  
A project initiation document (PID) for the I-80/SR 65 Interchange Improvements was developed in 
2009 by Caltrans District 3.  This document provided a planning level alignment alternatives, as well 
as scope, schedule, and cost estimates.   Because the two projects are so closely related, PCTPA has 
reprogrammed a portion of the savings from a Federal earmark for the I-80 Bottleneck for 
preconstruction of the I-80/SR 65 Interchange.   After an extensive consultant selection process 
including both Request for Qualifications and subsequent Request for Proposal, the contract was 
signed with CH2M Hill team in February 2011.  The overall effort is expected to take approximately 
three years.   
 
Early efforts include public outreach and data gathering, with extensive coordination with member 
jurisdictions. 
 
WORK PROGRAM: 
• Work closely with consultant team, jurisdictions, regulatory agencies, and other pertinent parties to 

continue implementation of environmental process in accordance with the adopted work program  
July 2011  – June 2012 

• With the consultant team, provide information and make presentations on the I-80/SR 65 
Interchange Improvement effort to elected officials, business groups, citizen groups, and other 
interested parties  July 2011 – June 2012/as needed 

• Work with SACOG, Caltrans, and jurisdictions to ensure inclusion of I-80/SR 65 Interchange 
Improvements in their planning efforts  Ongoing 

 
PRODUCTS: 
• Consultant work products  In accordance with work program 
• Newsletters, press releases, advertisements/announcements, and outreach materials  Ongoing 
 
REVENUES  EXPENDITURES  
2011/12 LTF  $    36,396  39,027 PCTPA $   144,896   152,027
NCIIP Section 1302 
earmark 

 908,500  735,000 Environmental/design 
consultant 

780,000  600,000

 $ 944,896  774,027 Engineering advisor 20,000  22,000
  $   944,896  774,027
Percent of budget:   30.54  
27.62% 
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WORK ELEMENT 50 
PROJECT PROGRAMMING 
 
PURPOSE:   To maximize the funding available to local jurisdictions through accurate and efficient 
programming of Federal and State transportation dollars.  
 
BACKGROUND:   PCTPA develops and programs transportation projects that are funded with State 
and Federal funds.  PCTPA staff coordinates with Caltrans, SACOG, and other agencies, as indicated, 
regarding the various funding programs.  Staff also coordinates with local jurisdictions to develop 
needed projects to meet specific program guidelines.   
 
The major transportation funding program that PCTPA programs, under the requirements of our 
designation as Placer’s Regional Transportation Planning Agency (RTPA), is the Regional 
Transportation Improvement Program (RTIP).   PCTPA determines how to program the RTIP funds 
allocated to the county, known as Regional Choice funds.  PCTPA also advocates for the allocation of 
Caltrans' ITIP funds for shared priorities on state highways, including SR 65 and I-80.   
 
State transportation funding has fluctuated wildly in the past several years.  Early in the decade, the 
State raided transportation funds to balance their budget, which resulted in project programming delays 
for STIP projects.  The passage of Propositions 1A and 1B in 2006 spurred a significant cash influx to 
transportation, but by 2009 was in jeopardy of shutting down because of state budgetary issues.  
Because Placer advanced funding for the Lincoln Bypass when funds were still flowing back in 2002, 
we have been able to move forward on construction; however, this advance of Regional Choice funds 
has meant we have minimal ability to program new projects for many years. 
 
Federal funding is equally volatile.  Over the past decade, the shrinking cost effectiveness of the 
Federal gas tax has required more state funding to make ends meet.  Most recently, a Federal stimulus 
package required quick and intense action to program an influx of Federal dollars to shovel ready 
transportation projects.   
 
Whatever the financial climate, timelines, or requirements involved, PCTPA’s primary focus is to 
obtain and maintain the maximum amount of transportation funding for our local and regional 
transportation priorities, including transit improvements, the Lincoln Bypass, SR 65 widening, the I-
80/SR 65 Interchange, Placer Parkway, rail capacity improvements, Auburn-Folsom Road, and I-80 
improvements east of SR 65.  Not only do these projects enhance mobility for residents, they also 
enhance and expand efficient local, regional, and – in the case of I-80 and rail, national - goods 
movement. 
 
PCTPA also programs projects for federal SAFETEA-LU programs such as the Congestion Mitigation 
and Air Quality (CMAQ) and Regional Surface Transportation Program (RSTP), the Federal Transit 
Administration (FTA) Section 5310, 5311, 5313, 5316, and 5317, the Environmental Enhancements 
and Mitigation (EEM) program, the Bicycle Lane Account (BLA), and other funding programs.   
 
All regionally significant transportation projects, as well as any which receive federal funding, must be 
included in the Metropolitan Transportation Improvement Program (MTIP) to allow projects to move 
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WORK ELEMENT 50 (continued) 
PROJECT PROGRAMMING  
 
 
forward.  PCTPA works closely with SACOG and our jurisdictions to ensure data included in the 
MTIP is current and accurate.  In addition, SACOG provides air quality conformity determinations on  
the MTIP to comply with Federal clean air requirements.   PCTPA uses its Rural Planning Assistance 
(RPA) to help fund the provision of these services by SACOG. 
 
Continuous monitoring of all State and Federal programming documents is necessary to ensure that all 
projects can move smoothly towards implementation.  Staff will work with project sponsors, Caltrans, 
SACOG, or other appropriate agencies to make certain these documents to reflect the most current 
information and that no funding is lost.   
 
WORK PROGRAM: 
• Prepare Placer County’s Regional Transportation Improvement Program (RTIP) for 2012  June 

2011 – November 2011 
• Monitor and update information on regionally significant projects to SACOG for inclusion in the 

MTIP  Ongoing  
• Amend Proposition 1B Corridor Mobility Improvement Program (CMIA) agreements  As needed 
• Prepare and process Proposition 1B Public Transportation Modernization Improvement Service 

Efficient Account (PTMISEA) and Transit Security and Safety applications  Per State schedule 
• Prepare grant and funding applications, such as for Federal stimulus funds Ongoing/as needed 
• Serve as information clearinghouse for various grant programs Ongoing 
• Provide staff support and advice for local jurisdictions in developing grant applications Ongoing 
• Work with Placer County Air Pollution Control District and SACOG to integrate AB2766, 

SECAT, and/or CMAQ funding program for NOx reduction projects to enable the region to meet 
air quality conformity requirements for programming  Ongoing 

• Update CMAQ, RSTP, or other programming to meet timely use of funds rules  As needed 
• Coordinate with SACOG on federal funding program opportunities and requirements  As needed 
• Work with member jurisdictions to identify and obtain discretionary funding for key transportation 

projects, such as matching funds for the Nelson Lane bridge and preliminary studies for the I-
80/SR 174/UPRR crossing project.  Ongoing 

• Work with Caltrans District 3 to reprogram Federal funding and obtain necessary agreements for 
preconstruction on an eastbound auxiliary lane on I-80 between SR 65 and Rocklin Road  October 
2011 – March 2012   

 
PRODUCTS: 
• Placer  2012 RTIP  October 2011 
• SACOG MTIP Updates  Quarterly/as needed 
• Amendments and applications to Proposition 1B program  As needed 
• FTA Section 5310 Priority List  July 2011, per Caltrans schedule 
• FTA Section 5311 Program of Projects and Application  December  2011 
• FTA Section 5313(b) Transit Technical Planning Grant application  March 2012 
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WORK ELEMENT 50 (continued) 
PROJECT PROGRAMMING  
 
 
• FHWA Planning Partnership Grant application  March 2012 
• Other grant and fund program applications, such as Federal stimulus As needed 
• Provision of grant applications and reports to local agencies and the general public Ongoing 
 
REVENUES  EXPENDITURES  
2011/12 LTF  $      49,861  56,048 PCTPA $  75,374    80,811
Rural Plan Assist. Formula  100,000 SACOG  137,187
STIP Programming (PPM)  100,000 Federal Advocate  18,750  19,5001

 $  249,861  256,048 State Advocate  10,5502

 Engineering Consultant  8,000
  $  249,861  256,048
Percent of budget:   8.08  9.14%  
 

                                                 
1 State and Federal advocacy costs are billed entirely to LTF and not to Rural Planning Assistance or Planning, 
Programming, and Monitoring. 
2 See above. 
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WORK ELEMENT 55 
PROJECT MANAGEMENT AND DELIVERY 
 
PURPOSE: To monitor, manage, and otherwise ensure timely delivery of transportation projects 
included in Federal and State funding programs. 
  
BACKGROUND: As the statutorily designated Regional Transportation Planning Agency (RTPA) 
for Placer County, PCTPA is responsible for developing and amending the local portion of the State 
Transportation Improvement Program (STIP), which is known as the Regional Transportation 
Improvement Program (RTIP).  This responsibility under SB 45 also requires RTPAs to monitor those 
projects included in the STIP for their counties.  
 
Under AB 1012, agencies are also held responsible for ensuring State and Federal funding is spent 
promptly and projects delivered within specified time limits.   This requirement is backed up by “use it 
or lose it” timely use of funds deadlines.  Some of the major projects subject to these provisions are the 
Regional Surface Transportation Program (RSTP) and Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality 
(CMAQ) programs.  Proposition 1B Corridor Mobility Improvement Account (CMIA) funding carries 
additional provisions that require funded projects to be under construction no later than 2012.  The 
Lincoln Bypass Phase 1 and two phases of the I-80 Capacity and Operational Improvements in 
Roseville projects have met that requirement, but constant monitoring and reporting is still required to 
keep these funds flowing.    With the successful effort to obtain CMIA savings for construction of 
Phase 2a of the Lincoln Bypass, staff efforts focus on negotiating and finalizing Cooperative 
Agreements and other requirements for the project to begin construction as scheduled in 2012.  
Over and above these requirements, PCTPA has a long standing commitment to ensuring that every 
transportation dollar is used as quickly, efficiently, and effectively as is possible.  In conjunction with 
an engineering consultant, PCTPA staff will continuously monitor the progress of projects funded 
through State and Federal sources and ensure that they meet scope, schedule, and budget.    
 
The major projects included in or planned for current State and Federal programs include: 
• Lincoln Bypass Phase 1 and 2 
• I-80 Capacity and Operational Improvements in Roseville (the “Bottleneck”), including 

• I-80/SR 65 Interchange Improvements (see Work Element 41) 
• I-80/Eureka Road Interchange Improvements 
• I-80 Auxiliary Lane Improvements 

• Improvements to Union Pacific track capacity between Sacramento and Roseville 
• Regional Surface Transportation Program (RSTP) funded road rehabilitation projects 
 
In addition to these major projects, there are hundreds of other regional and local projects that require 
constant monitoring to ensure timely use of funds, air quality conformity, and various other 
requirements are met. 
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WORK ELEMENT 55 (continued) 
PROJECT MANAGEMENT AND DELIVERY  
 
 
WORK PROGRAM: 
• Organize and/or attend technical and management meetings for projects, such as Project 

Development Team (PDT), Partnership Team, and Management Team meetings  Quarterly/as 
needed 

• Working with Caltrans and other project sponsors, obtain updated schedules, cost estimates, and 
other data needed to ensure timely delivery  Ongoing 

• Provide project sponsors with data regarding State and Federal policies that may impact 
implementation  Ongoing 

• Actively pursue innovative approaches to advancing project schedules and otherwise speed 
implementation  Ongoing 

• Actively pursue innovative approaches to project development processes to reduce costs  Ongoing 
• Provide ongoing review of project status to assure all timelines and requirements are met  Ongoing 
• Work with project sponsors to generate accurate and timely data for distribution to other agencies, 

community groups, and the general public  Ongoing 
• Work with local, State, and Federal officials to obtain additional funding when needed to construct 

needed transportation projects  Ongoing 
 
PRODUCTS: 
• PDT and Management Team agendas  In accordance with project schedules 
• Project and funding status reports, including SB 45 and Proposition 1B project progress reports  

Quarterly 
• Caltrans Fund Transfer Agreements As needed 
• Project signage that highlights local agency participation  As needed 
• Cooperative Agreements, Memoranda of Understanding, and other agreements  As needed 
• Transportation facility improvements  In accordance with project schedules 
 
REVENUES  EXPENDITURES  
2011/12 LTF  $   18,581  

17,457
PCTPA $  35,581  34,457

STIP Monitoring (PPM) Funds  25,000 Engineering consultant  8,000
 $   43,581  

42,457
 $  43,581  42,457

  
Percent of budget:    1.41  1.52%  
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WORK ELEMENT 74 
WESTERN PLACER FIXED ROUTE SHORT RANGE TRANSIT PLANS 
(Continued from FY 2010/11) 
 
PURPOSE:  To develop short range transit plans for fixed route transit operators. 
 
BACKGROUND:  The short range transit plans for all Placer County transit operators were last 
updated in 2004 to cover to the year 2009.  PCTPA will fund a contract to develop short range transit 
plans for the following fixed route operators – Auburn Transit, Placer County Transit, and Roseville 
Transit. The documents propose to cover the years 2011/12 to 2014/15.   
 
Placer County continues to experience tremendous growth, and this has been reflected in the demands 
on local fixed route transit operations.  In order to serve this growing population, transit operators must 
update and revise their operating plans, schedules, and financial plans, as well as coordinating with 
each other.  This need also provides a tremendous opportunity to maximize the coordination of all of 
the County’s transit systems by performing the short range transit plans concurrently.   
 
A key feature of this study will be a more robust surveying effort, including not only current ridership, 
but also non-riders, as a way of focusing scarce transit dollars to maximize ridership and efficiency. 
 
WORK PROGRAM: 
• Award and administer transit consultant contract  Ongoing 
• Work with Transit Operators Working Group (TOWG) and consultant to develop survey 

documents   FY 2010/11  
• Coordinate with Transit Operators Working Group and transit consultant to develop short range 

transit plans  FY 2010/11 – September 2011 
 
PRODUCTS: 
• Draft Auburn Transit Short Range Transit Plan  July 2011 
• Draft Roseville Transit Short Range Transit Plan  July 2011 
• Draft Placer County Transit Short Range Transit Plan  July 2011 
• Final Auburn Transit Short Range Transit Plan  September 2011 
• Final Roseville Transit Short Range Transit Plan  September 2011 
• Final Placer County Transit Short Range Transit Plan  September 2011 
 
REVENUES  EXPENDITURES  
 2011/12 LTF  $   4,945  2,072 PCTPA $   4,945 2,072
LTF Carryover  Transit consultant 
 $  4,945  2,072  $   4,945  2,072
  
Percent of budget:  . .16  .07%  
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WORK ELEMENT 75 
WESTERN PLACER CTSA SHORT RANGE TRANSIT PLAN 
(Continued from FY 2010/11) 
 
PURPOSE: To develop a short range transit plan for the newly created Western Placer Consolidated 
Transportation Services Agency (CTSA). 
 
BACKGROUND:  The short range transit plans for all Placer County transit operators were last 
updated in 2004 to cover to the year 2009.  The Western Placer CTSA, as a new entity formed in 2008, 
must do its inaugural short range transit plan. 
 
PCTPA has received an FTA grant to fund a contract to develop a short range transit plan for Western 
Placer CTSA services.  The grant will to cover the years 2011/12 to 2014/15.   
 
Placer County continues to experience tremendous growth, and this has been reflected in the demands 
on providing specialized transit operations for seniors and persons with disabilities.  In order to serve 
this growing population, the newly created Western Placer CTSA requires a comprehensive operating 
plan, a capital improvement program, implementation schedules, and a financial plan covering the next 
five years.   
 
Preparation of the short range transit plan for the Western Placer CTSA also provides a tremendous 
opportunity to maximize coordination with the County’s fixed route transit systems by performing all 
short range transit plans concurrently.  This short range transit plan, funded by an FTA grant, will be 
performed in coordination with the short range transit plans of the other Placer transit operators and the 
Transit Schedule Coordination efforts. 
 
WORK PROGRAM: 
• Administer FTA grant and transit consultant contract  FY 2010/11 - ongoing 
• Coordinate with Transit Operators Working Group and transit consultant to develop short range 

transit plans  FY 2010/11 – October 2011 
 

 
PRODUCTS: 
• Draft Western Placer CTSA Short Range Transit Plan  July 2011 
• Final Western Placer CTSA Short Range Transit Plan   October 2011 
 
REVENUES  EXPENDITURES  
 2011/12 LTF Article 4.5  $  21,678  

10,928
PCTPA $   9,678  1,428

FTA Section 5304 Transit Grant Transit consultant  12,000  9,500
 $   21,678  

10,928
 $   21,678  10,928

  
Percent of budget .70  .39%  
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WORK ELEMENT 76 
TRANSIT SCHEDULE COORDINATION 
(Multi-year program) 
 
PURPOSE: To improve coordination of transit schedules amongst the various operators in pursuit of 
more seamless and intuitive transfer system 
 
BACKGROUND:  Placer is grappling with the dual challenges of increasing transit demand and 
decreasing funding available to meet transit needs.  In the Long Range Transit Master Plan for South 
Placer County adopted by the PCTPA Board in 2007, a number of approaches were identified to make 
transit more efficient through varying types of integration and consolidation amongst the various 
transit operations, including recommendations for further action.  
 
As one step in pursuing those efficiencies, better coordination of transit schedules will provide a more 
seamless transfer system designed to attract more ridership without increasing costs.  These efforts will 
be coordinated subsequent to the Unmet Transit Needs process (WE 11) to ensure that the latest and 
best rider need information is included.   The coordination of transit schedules was a consideration in 
the development of the various transit agencies’ Short Range Transit Plans (WE 74 and 75).  While 
some early effort on the transit schedule coordination occurred in FY 2010/11, it was determined that 
the majority of this work element should be undertaken once the Short Range Transit Plans were 
completed in September and October 2011.  
WORK PROGRAM: 
• Finalize work with Transit Operators Working Group (TOWG) to review current schedules and 

routes, and identify opportunities to move toward an intuitive schedule system with optimized 
coordination of transfers,    FY 2010/11 –  January 2012Work with jurisdictions and transit 
operators to develop transfer agreements or other documents  As needed 

Design, print, and distribute a consolidated transit schedule that shows all Placer operators    January 
2012 – April 2012 
PRODUCTS: 
• TOWG agendas   July 2011 –   April 2012 
• Revised transfer agreements amongst operators  As needed 
• Consolidated transit schedule pamphlet     April 2012 
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WORK ELEMENT 76 (continued) 
TRANSIT SCHEDULE COORDINATION  
 
 
 
REVENUES  EXPENDITURES  
2011/12 LTF $   3,621  2,396 PCTPA $   18,995  17,770
 CMAQ funds  30,000  Transit Schedule 

Coordination Consultant 
 33,487

AB 2766 grant 13,298 Schedule Design/Printing 20,000
FTA Transit Grant 25,563  
 $  72,482  

71,257
 $   72,482  71,257

  
Percent of budget:   . 2.34  
2.54% 
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WORK ELEMENT 79 
INTELLIGENT TRANSPORTATION SYSTEMS (ITS)  
 
PURPOSE: To facilitate implementation of ITS technology in Placer, El Dorado, Nevada, and Sierra 
County areas.  
 
BACKGROUND:   Caltrans received federal grants to explore the application of ITS technology 
statewide.  Working with Caltrans District 3, this effort examined the application of ITS technology in 
the four rural counties.  PCTPA acted as grant administrator for the multi-county effort to develop an 
ITS Plan for Placer, El Dorado, Nevada, and Sierra Counties.  This effort was coordinated with the ITS 
effort begun by the Tahoe Regional Planning Agency (TRPA) for the Tahoe basin.  The ITS Study was 
completed in FY 2001/02.  The FHWA acknowledged the Tahoe Gateway Counties Intelligent 
Transportation System Strategic Deployment Plan (ITS/SDP) in June 2004 and the ITS Maintenance 
Plan in April 2005. 
 
At the request of staff, SACOG will maintain the ongoing ITS Tahoe Gateway regional architecture.  
PCTPA will provide ongoing coordination and information sharing on ITS technologies among the 
four counties, and act as liaison with SACOG.  
 
WORK PROGRAM: 
• Coordinate with El Dorado, Nevada, and Sierra Counties, Caltrans New Technologies, Caltrans 

District 3, and SACOG to share information on ITS architecture  Ongoing 
• Act as liaison between the four Tahoe Gateway ITS counties and SACOG  Ongoing 
• Investigate funding opportunities for ITS projects  Ongoing 
• Provide information and reports to interested groups and citizens  Ongoing 
 
PRODUCTS: 
• Tahoe Gateway Counties ITS Coordination agendas  As needed 
• ITS funding grants  As opportunities arise 
 
REVENUES  EXPENDITURES  
2011/12 LTF  $   1,360  1,735 PCTPA $  1,360  

1,735
  
Percent of budget:    .04  .06%  
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WORK ELEMENT 80 
FREEWAY SERVICE PATROL (FSP)  
 
PURPOSE: To facilitate implementation of a Freeway Service Patrol (FSP) on I-80 and SR 65 in 
South Placer County.  
 
BACKGROUND:  The purpose of the program is to keep traffic moving by removing traffic 
impediments, such as cars with mechanical problems or that have been involved in accidents, as well 
as assisting the motoring public.  The program provides a tow truck with a qualified technician 
patrolling the target area.   In 2003, PCTPA requested and received grant funding from the Placer 
County Air Pollution Control District (APCD)'s AB 2766 funds to implement a Freeway Service Patrol 
in the congested areas of I-80 in the South Placer County area.  In 2005 PCTPA became eligible to 
receive funding under the State’s FSP program.  Since then, the program has been expanded with 
increased service hours and now covers I-80 from Roseville to Auburn and SR 65 from I-80 to Twelve 
Bridges Drive. 
 
Juxtaposed with this need is funding availability.  FSP is subject to annual State budget allocations and 
formulas, as well as annual AB2766 grants, and the available funding varies.  Staff works closely with 
the CHP and the contractor to tweak the program, including service hours, days, and costs, to balance 
with available funding.   
 
WORK PROGRAM: 
• Coordinating with California Highway Patrol, administer and monitor FSP program  Ongoing 
• Publicize FSP program and benefits Ongoing 
• Participate in regional and statewide FSP oversight committees  Ongoing 
• Participate in annual “ride-alongs” with California Highway Patrol and contractor  Annually 
• Participate in FSP Technical Advisory Committee meetings  Ongoing 
• Contract and coordinate with the Sacramento Transportation Authority in monitoring FSP operator 

activities and performance  Ongoing  
• Coordinating with the CHP, extend contract for Freeway Service Patrol  June 2012 
 
PRODUCTS: 
• Progress reports  Quarterly 
• Freeway Service Patrol brochures  Ongoing 
• Freeway Service Patrol signage  December 2012 
 
REVENUES  EXPENDITURES  
2011/12 LTF  $   8,816  8,558 PCTPA $    31,132  32,874 
FSP State Allocation  181,413  253,857 FSP contractor  230,000  228,000
AB 2766 Clean Air Grant  35,000 Carryover to 2012/13 72,444
United Auburn Indian Grant 35,903  $  261,132  333,318
 $   261,132  333,318  
Percent of budget: 7.57 8.44  
11.89% 
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WORK ELEMENT 100 
SOUTH PLACER REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY (SPRTA) 
ADMINISTRATION 
 
PURPOSE: To provide staffing and administrative support for the South Placer Regional 
Transportation Authority. 
 
BACKGROUND:   PCTPA adopted a Regional Transportation Funding Strategy in August 2000 
which included the development of a regional transportation impact fee program.  PCTPA staff worked 
with the jurisdictions of South Placer County, as well as the development community, 
environmentalists, and community groups to develop a program and mechanism to implement this 
impact fee.  The SPRTA, formed in January 2002, is the result of those efforts. 
 
Under the Joint Powers Agreement that formed SPRTA, PCTPA is designated as the entity to provide 
administrative, accounting, and staffing support for the Authority.  PCTPA is to be reimbursed for 
those staffing costs, as well as repaid for previous expenditures used to form the JPA and develop the 
fee program. 
 
WORK PROGRAM: 
• Provide administrative, accounting, and staff support for the SPRTA  Ongoing 
• Oversee the implementation of the SPRTA’s traffic impact fee as delineated in the Implementation 

Program, providing updates as indicated  Ongoing 
• Develop agendas for Authority Board and advisory committees  Monthly/as needed 
• Provide financial information to Board  Ongoing 
• Provide information and reports to interested developers, groups, and citizens  Ongoing 
 
PRODUCTS: 
• SPRTA Implementation Plan updates  As needed 
• SPRTA Improvement Program updates  As needed 
• Joint Powers Agreement amendments  As needed 
• SPRTA FY 2011/12 Budget updates As needed 
• SPRTA FY 2012/13 Budget  May 2012 
• SPRTA Cash flow projections  As needed 
• Contracts for needed services, such as traffic modeling and attorney services  Annually/as needed 
• SPRTA Board agendas and minutes  Monthly/as needed 
• SPRTA Technical Advisory Committee agendas and minutes  Monthly/as needed 
• SPRTA financial reports  Quarterly 
 
REVENUES  EXPENDITURES  
SPRTA $   46,987  

50,975
PCTPA $   46,987  

50,975
  
Percent of budget 1.52  1.82%  
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Budget Summary

FY 2011/12
Expenditures Adopted

Proposed FY 2011/12 Difference
Salary $620,219 $675,876 ($55,657)
Benefits $344,248 $361,051 ($16,803)
Direct (Table 2) $1,457,413 $1,722,119 ($264,706)
Indirect (Table 3) $380,354 $334,469 $45,885

Total $2,802,234 $3,093,515 ($291,281)
Revenues

Proposed Adopted Difference
LTF Administration $400,000 $400,000 $0
LTF Planning $577,990 $577,990 $0
Rural Planning Assistance - Formula $315,000 $315,000 $0
ALUC Fees $500 $500 $0
STIP Planning Funds $125,000 $125,000 $0
CMAQ Grant - CMP FY 2011/12 $132,458 $132,458 $0
CMAQ Grant - CMP 10/11 Carryover - Trans Consolid $30,000 $30,000 $0
CMAQ Match/Coordinated Transit Grant - PCAPCD $13,298 $13,298 $0
CMAQ Match Carryover - PCAPCD $20,000 $20,000 $0
Placer APCD AB2766 Grant - FSP $35,000 $35,000 $0
Caltrans FSP Grant $253,857 $181,413 $72,444
United Auburn Indian Grant - FSP $35,903 $35,903 $0
Building Administration $8,205 $8,032 $173
Capitol Corridor Marketing Match $7,500 $7,500 $0
Interest $1,800 $1,800 $0
SPRTA 2011/12 Administration $50,975 $46,987 $3,988
SPRTA - Placer Parkway $28,555 $23,323 $5,232
Caltrans Aeronautics Grant $0 $203,000 ($203,000)
NCIIP Section 1302 earmark $735,000 $908,500 ($173,500)
City of Roseville Bucks for Bikes Contribution $3,500 $3,500 $0
Western Placer CTSA JPA Administration $111,125 $92,075 $19,050
WP CTSA - SRTP $10,928 $21,678 ($10,750)
FTA Transit Consolidation - Carryover $25,563 $25,563 $0
LTF Carryover ($109,922) ($59,922) ($50,000)

Total $2,812,235 $3,148,598 ($336,363)
Adopted

Contingency Fund Balance 2011/12 FY 2011/12 Difference
PCTPA $300,000 $300,000 $0
Nevada Station $10,000 $55,000 ($45,000)

Total $310,000 $355,000 ($45,000)

Revenue to Expenditure Comparison
Proposed Adopted Difference

Surplus/(Deficit) $1 $84

PCTPA Budget FY 2011/12 Amendment #2 February 2012
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Table 2
Direct Costs
FY 2011/12 Adopted

Proposed FY 2011/12 Difference Source
TDA Fiscal Audits (WE 11) Note 1 $18,650 $0 $18,650 LTF
TDM Marketing/Guaranteed Ride Home (WE 30) $7,958 $7,958 $0 AB 2766
Coordinated Transit Marketing (WE 30) $22,700 $22,700 $0 CMAQ, AB2766
Coordinated Transit Schedule Guide (WE 76) $10,000 $20,000 ($10,000) FTA, CMAQ, AB2766
Coordinated Transit Schedule Guide Carryover (WE 76) $10,000 $0 $10,000 FTA, CMAQ, AB2766
TNT/TMA Membership (WE 30) $6,400 $6,400 $0 LTF
Engineering Consultant (WE 41, 50, 55) $38,000 $38,000 $0 STIP Planning, NCIIP
Capitol Corridor Marketing (WE 35) $13,500 $13,500 $0 LTF, CMAQ, CCJPA
SACOG Payment (WE 20) $274,374 $274,374 $0 RPA, LTF
Signage/Graphic Design (WE 14) $500 $500 $0 LTF
I-80/SR 65 Interchange Consultant Team (WE 41) $600,000 $780,000 ($180,000) NCIIP Section 1302
Airport Land Use Plan Compatibility Plan Consultant (WE 27) $0 $173,000 ($173,000) Caltrans Aeronautics
Communications Consultant (WE 14) $43,600 $43,600 $0 LTF
Federal Advocacy Services (WE 12, 50) $39,000 $37,500 $1,500 LTF
State Advocacy Services (WE 12, 50) $21,100 $21,100 $0 LTF
Bucks for Bikes Program (WE 30) $7,000 $7,000 $0 AB 2766, City of Roseville
Freeway Service Patrol Contractor (WE 80) $228,000 $230,000 ($2,000) AB 2766, Caltrans Grant
Educational Outreach/Events (WE 14, 55) $1,200 $1,000 $200 LTF
Fixed Route SRTP Consultant (WE 74) $0 $0 $0 LTF
Transit Consolidation Consultant (WE 76) $33,487 $33,487 $0 FTA, CMAQ, AB2766
FSP Reserve/Carryover (WE 80) $72,444 $0 $72,444 Caltrans Grant
WP CTSA Transit Plan Consultant (WE 75) $9,500 $12,000 ($2,500) WPCTSA

TOTAL $1,457,413 $1,722,119 ($264,706)
LTF = Local Transportation Fund RPA = Rural Planning Assistance Funds FTA = Federal Transit Administration

CMAQ = Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality STIP = State Transportation Improvement Program

PCTPA Budget FY 2011/12 Amendment #2 February 2012
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Table 3

Indirect Cost Budget
FY 2011/12

Adopted
ITEM Proposed FY 2011/12 Variance Variance %

ACCOUNTING & ACTUARIAL $5,000 $5,000 $0 0.00%
FISCAL AUDIT  Note 1 $10,500 $34,000 ($23,500) 100.00%
ADVERTISING $2,000 $2,000 $0 0.00%
AUTO $11,500 $11,500 $0 0.00%
COMMISSIONER REIMBURSEMENT $9,300 $9,300 $0 0.00%
COMMUNICATION $9,500 $10,000 ($500) -5.00%
OFFICE/COMPUTER EQUIPMENT $9,700 $6,800 $2,900 42.65%
DUES/SUBSCRIPTIONS $1,000 $1,000 $0 0.00%
OFFICE/COMPUTER EQUIP MAINT $4,800 $5,900 ($1,100) -18.64%
FURNITURE $300 $300 $0 0.00%
INSURANCE $17,850 $18,500 ($650) -3.51%
LEGAL $16,000 $18,000 ($2,000) -11.11%
MEMBERSHIP/TRAINING $8,600 $8,600 $0 0.00%
MISCELLANEOUS $150 $150 $0 0.00%
OFFICE SUPPLIES $5,800 $5,800 $0 0.00%
POSTAGE $3,900 $3,900 $0 0.00%
PRINTING $4,500 $4,500 $0 0.00%
RENT $136,294 $136,294 ($0) 0.00%
TRAVEL $10,000 $10,000 $0 0.00%
UTILITIES/MAINT $17,700 $18,000 ($300) -1.67%
EMPLOYEE RETIREMENT MEDICAL RESERVE  Note 2 $0 $0 $0 n/a
INDIRECT LABOR  Note 3 $95,961 $24,925 $71,036 100.00%

TOTAL $380,354 $334,469 $45,885 13.72%
Non-Cash Expenses (For Information Only)
DEPRECIATION EXPENSE $867 $867 $0 0.00%
Note 1 - Split between Table 2 - Direct Costs and Table 3 - Indirect Costs
Note 2 - Moved to Table 1 - Benefits
Note 3 - Moved from Table 1 - Salary/BenefitsPCTPA Budget FY 2011/12 Amendment #2 February 2012
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Table 4
Revenue - 2011/12 OWP

Rural Plan FTA
LTF 11/12 Assist STIP Federal SPRTA CMAQ/ AB 2766 Transit Other TOTAL

Work Element Formula Earmark RSTP Grant Grant

10 Agency Admin. $199,371 $75,000 $1,800 (1) $276,171
10A Indirect Labor $95,960 $95,960

11 TDA Implementation $143,392 $143,392
12 Intergovernmental Coordination $127,723 $127,723
14 Communications & Outreach $144,093 $144,093
15 Building Administration $0 $8,205 (3) $8,205
20 Regional Transportation Plan $12,899 $140,000 (6) $152,899
23 CTSA Administration ($0) $111,125 (7) $111,125
27 Airport Land Use Commission $35,882 $500 (10) $36,382
30 Congestion Mgmt Program $22,673 $124,958 $20,000 $3,500 (5) $171,131
33 Bikeway Planning $13,535 $13,535
35 Capitol Corridor/Regional Rail $31,206 $7,500 $7,500 (2) $46,206
40 Placer Parkway EIR ($0) $28,555 $28,555
41 I-80/SR 65 Interchange $39,027 $735,000 $774,027
50 Project Programming $56,048 $100,000 $100,000 $256,048
55 Project Mgmt and Delivery $17,457 $25,000 $42,457
74 Fixed Route SRTP $2,072 $2,072
75 WP CTSA SRTP ($0) $10,928 $10,928
76 Transit Schedule Coordination $2,396 $30,000 $13,298 $25,563 $71,257
79 ITS Program $1,735 $1,735
80 Freeway Service Patrol $8,558 $35,000 $289,760 (4), (8) $333,318

100 SPRTA Administration $0 $50,975 $50,975
Unallocated Revenue/Reserve $0 $0

Total $954,028 $315,000 $125,000 $735,000 $79,530 $162,458 $68,298 $25,563 $433,318 $2,898,195
Notes: (1) Estimated interest; (2) Capitol Corridor Marketing Match; (3) Building Admin Reimbursement; (4) FSP State Allocation
(5) City of Roseville; (6) Carryover; (7) LTF/STA Article 4.5; (8) United Auburn Indian grant; (9) Caltrans Aeronautics; (10) ALUC fees

PCTPA Budget FY 2011/12 Amendment #2 February 2012
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Table 5
Expenditures - 2011/12 OWP 0.394367 39.44% Signage/ Engr % of 

PY Staff Indirect SACOG Consulting Graphics Advisor Other Total Budget
10 Agency Admin. 1.22 $198,062 $78,109 $276,171 9.86%

10A Indirect Labor 0.59 $95,960 $0 $95,960 3.42%
11 TDA Implementation 0.59 $89,461 $35,281 $18,650 $143,392 5.12%
12 Intergovernmental Coordination 0.30 $70,048 $27,625 $30,050 $127,723 4.56%
14 Communications & Outreach 0.04 $70,851 $27,941 $43,600 $500 $1,200 (6) $144,093 5.14%
15 Building Administration 0.04 $5,885 $2,321 $8,205 0.29%
20 Regional Transportation Plan 0.04 $11,268 $4,444 $137,187 $152,899 5.46%
23 CTSA Administration 0.51 $79,696 $31,429 $111,125 3.97%
27 Airport Land Use Commission 0.17 $26,092 $10,290 $36,382 1.30%
30 Congestion Mgmt Program 0.68 $91,133 $35,940 $12,000 $32,058  (1,2,3,5) $171,131 6.11%
33 Bikeway Planning 0.06 $9,707 $3,828 $13,535 0.48%
35 Capitol Corridor/Regional Rail 0.13 $23,456 $9,250 $13,500 (3) $46,206 1.65%
40 Placer Parkway EIR 0.13 $20,479 $8,076 $28,555 1.02%
41 I-80/SR 65 Interchange 0.67 $109,030 $42,998 $600,000 $22,000 $774,027 27.62%
50 Project Programming 0.33 $57,955 $22,856 $137,187 $30,050 $8,000 $256,048 9.14%
55 Project Mgmt and Delivery 0.10 $24,712 $9,745 $8,000 $42,457 1.52%
74 Fixed Route SRTP 0.01 $1,486 $586 $2,072 0.07%
75 WP CTSA SRTP 0.01 $1,024 $404 $9,500 $10,928 0.39%
76 Transit Schedule Coordination 0.09 $12,744 $5,026 $33,487 $10,000 $10,000 (7) $71,257 2.54%
79 ITS Program 0.01 $1,244 $491 $1,735 0.06%
80 Freeway Service Patrol 0.19 $23,576 $9,298 $300,444 (4)(7) $333,318 11.89%

100 SPRTA Administration 0.20 $36,558 $14,417 $50,975 1.82%

Total 6.46 $964,467 $380,354 $274,374 $777,337 $10,500 $38,000 $357,202 $2,802,235 100.00%

Notes: (1)Includes $6,400 payment to TNT/TMA for TDM program in Tahoe area;
(2) includes Guaranteed Ride Home Program; and (3) includes marketing and advertising;
(4) FSP Contractor; (5) Bucks for Bikes; (6) transportation event sponsorship; (7) carryover to FY 2012/13

PCTPA Budget FY 2011/12 Amendment #2 February 2012



Table 6

Summary of Staff Hours and Costs
FY 2011/12

Staff Staff Person Staff Staff
Hours Hour % Years Costs Cost %

10 Agency Admin. 2544 18.94% 1.22 $198,062 18.68%
10A Indirect Labor 1221 9.09% 0.59 $95,960 9.05%
11 TDA Implementation 1235 9.19% 0.59 $89,461 8.44%
12 Intergovernmental Coordination 625 4.65% 0.30 $70,048 6.61%
14 Communications & Outreach 805 5.99% 0.39 $70,851 6.68%
15 Building Administration 75 0.56% 0.04 $5,885 0.55%
20 Regional Transportation Plan 90 0.67% 0.04 $11,268 1.06%
23 CTSA Administration 1070 7.96% 0.51 $79,696 7.52%
27 Airport Land Use Commission 359 2.67% 0.17 $26,092 2.46%
30 Congestion Mgmt Program 1412 10.51% 0.68 $91,133 8.59%
33 Bikeway Planning 135 1.00% 0.06 $9,707 0.92%
35 Capitol Corridor/Regional Rail 275 2.05% 0.13 $23,456 2.21%
40 Placer Parkway EIR 268 1.99% 0.13 $20,479 1.93%
41 I-80/SR 65 Interchange 1391 10.35% 0.67 $109,030 10.28%
50 Project Programming 695 5.17% 0.33 $57,955 5.47%
55 Project Mgmt and Delivery 205 1.53% 0.10 $24,712 2.33%
74 Fixed Route SRTP 20 0.15% 0.01 $1,486 0.14%
75 WP CTSA SRTP 15 0.11% 0.01 $1,024 0.10%
76 Transit Schedule Coordination 177 1.32% 0.09 $12,744 1.20%
79 ITS 20 0.15% 0.01 $1,244 0.12%
80 Freeway Service Patrol 385 2.87% 0.19 $23,576 2.22%

100 SPRTA Administration 412 3.07% 0.20 $36,558 3.45%
Total 13434 100.0% 6.46 $1,060,428 100.0%

PCTPA Budget FY 2011/12 Amendment #2 February 2012



MEMORANDUM
 

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

TO: Board of Directors DATE:  February 8, 2012
  
FROM: Celia McAdam, Executive Director  
  
SUBJECT: I-80/SR 65 INTERCHANGE IMPROVEMENT PROJECT – SR 65 

VIADUCT RESTRIPING  
 
ACTION REQUESTED 

1. Direct staff to further investigate the feasibility of restriping the northbound SR 65 
viaduct to accommodate 3 travel lanes; and 

2. Work with Caltrans management to determine support. 
 
BACKGROUND 
On January 25, the Board conducted Community Workshop #2 on the I-80/SR 65 Interchange 
Improvement Project.  PCTPA, along with the California Department of Transportation 
(Caltrans), Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), the cities of Lincoln, Rocklin, Roseville, 
and the County of Placer, are project partners.  The workshop’s purpose was to discuss progress 
on the Project Approval & Environmental Document (PA&ED) phase, focusing on alternatives 
concepts and to encourage public comment.   
 
One of the Board discussion items was an idea to restripe the northbound SR 65 viaduct from 2 
to 3 lanes.  If the bridge’s width and structure could accommodate the resultant traffic and 
weight, an additional lane would help to reduce congestion, improve operations, and enhance 
safety.  This would be an accelerated solution to the congestion problem at this location; 
however, it does not replace the need for the larger, long-term interchange improvement project.  
The Board directed the staff to look into the idea and to report back at the February meeting. 
 
DISCUSSION 
An overview of the project, process, and issues is provided in Attachment 1. 
 
The good news is the restriping idea is physically feasible. That said, the process for what might 
seem to be a simple change is in no way a simple one.   
 
Caltrans owns and operates the viaduct, so the restriping project would have to go through their 
required planning, environmental, design, and construction process.  Even at an accelerated pace, 
this would likely take 2-1/2 to 3 years. 
 
Moreover, Caltrans design exceptions would be required for narrower traffic lanes and shoulders 
on the viaduct.  Viaduct restriping would also require adding an additional lane to SR 65 north of 
the viaduct to the SR 65/Galleria Boulevard/Stanford Road interchange.  Where not strong 
enough, the existing pavement would have to be re-built.   
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Preliminary cost estimates for this work range from $750,000 to $1 million.  Key issues to scope 
would be to: 
 
1. Demonstrate operational viability and benefit.  Some level of technical analysis will be 

needed to provide data about the effectiveness of the viaduct restriping in improving traffic 
congestion and operations.  This would not only focus at the merge point, but also make sure 
the reconfiguration would not have an unintended negative effect, such as increased weaving 
movements at the Stanford Ranch Rd./Galleria Blvd. interchange or any potential safety 
concerns on the viaduct.   
 

2. Determine Caltrans support.  While local Caltrans staff appear to be interested, we will need 
Caltrans management support before proposing the idea to various Caltrans specialists.  
Caltrans has approved design exceptions in similar situations in the region on SR 99 and I-
80.  The information generated in Step 1 above will be needed to secure Caltrans’ support, 
which would include granting design exceptions.   

 
3. Explore environmental processes and issues.  Noise and air quality analyses would probably 

be required for environmental clearance at the state level via a Negative Declaration.  If 
federal funding were used, the project would have to comply with federal requirements.  The 
level of federal review is to be determined. 

 
This preliminary information was shared with the PCTPA TAC.  They encouraged the need for 
some technical analysis as TAC members had questions about secondary impacts at the Galleria 
Blvd./Stanford Ranch Rd. interchange.  The TAC concurred that the idea be further analyzed and 
presented to Caltrans management for discussion. 
 
Assuming Board direction to pursue this course of action, staff will report back to the Board for 
further direction as the analysis and discussion with Caltrans moves forward. 
 
CM:ss 
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SR 65 AUXILIARY LANE – VIADUCT RESTRIPING 

I‐80 TO GALLERIA BLVD/STANFORD RANCH ROAD 

 

Project Description:  

Add an auxiliary lane on northbound SR‐65 using existing viaduct structure.  The limits of the 
proposed improvements is from the I‐80/SR‐65 interchange at the south end of the bridge 
(viaduct) over Taylor Road and Antelope Creek, to the Galleria Blvd off ramp; a total distance of 
3500 feet. 

Purpose 

Improve existing weaving conditions on northbound SR‐65 between I‐80 and Galleria 
Blvd/Stanford Ranch Rd. ramps to improve safety and reduce downstream backups onto I‐80 
mainline. 

Existing site conditions 

SR 65 in this location is a 2 to 3 lane freeway section that varies from 3 lanes at the interchange 
to 2 lanes across the bridge, then back to three lanes at the Galleria Blvd off ramp.  The 
minimum width is on the bridge and is approximate 38 feet at the north edge of the bridge.  
North of there, the pavement widens to between 48 and 62 feet. 

Facilities currently meet minimum Caltrans standards. 

Proposed improvements 

The project proposes to change the northbound lanes to 2 mainline lanes and an auxiliary lane 
connecting between the on and off ramps.  The new roadway section for the south portion of 
the project would consist of a 1 foot inside shoulder, 3‐11 foot lanes and a 4 foot outside 
shoulder (minimum section on the bridge).  The roadway north of the bridge would consist of a 
4 foot inside shoulder, 3‐12 foot lanes and an 8 foot outside shoulder.  The minimum section 
would require design exceptions from Caltrans standards for the lane and shoulder widths. 

The reconfiguration would be accomplished by restriping the existing pavement within the 
existing pavement surface.  To do this, the existing striping would be removed by grinding the 
surface.  The asphalt concrete areas would be resurfaced and the entire segment restriped.  
Areas where the pavement is not strong enough for the new traffic, the pavement would be 
rebuilt.  In addition, the two Galleria Blvd ramp intersection signals may require adjustments 
(signal timing) for the changes in traffic flow from the off ramps. 

The anticipated construction cost of these improvements is in the range of $500K to $700K.  
Support costs for preliminary engineering, environmental documentation, final design and 
construction support would range from $250K to $350K.  The level of design support to 
construction cost will be higher than larger projects due to the demands of the approval 
process. 
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Process to implement 

This is a new project and will need to be added to the Regional Transportation Plan.  This will 
follow the Caltrans process for projects that includes: 

• Project Initiation Document (PID) – scope/define project for funding (8‐12 months) 

• Project Approval and Environmental Document (PA&ED) –  project report (PR) and 
environmental approval (12‐15 months) 

• Plans, Specifications and Estimate (PS&E) – prepare construction documents (4‐6 
months) 

• Construction – bid and build the project (4‐6 months) 

According to Caltrans, a combined PID/PA&ED process could be used if there is little or no 
impact or controversy. A 1 ½ to 2 year schedule is anticipated based on this.  All times are 
approximate. 

The type of approval documents anticipated for the project are a combined PID/PR with a CEQA 
Initial Study/Negative declaration (IS/ND) type environmental document; the least complex 
types of approval documents. If federal funds are involved a NEPA categorical exclusion (CE) 
will be needed also. 

Critical elements will include approval of the roadway design exceptions, the traffic study and 
the environmental document studies.   

Caltrans is very stringent in maintaining minimum roadway standards and without the approval, 
there is no project.  The shoulder and lane width reductions required are not uncommon to the 
area but the location of the reductions on the bridge is a concern.   

Traffic impact concerns include the safety of the new roadway configuration and the additional 
traffic flows that may congest the Galleria Blvd traffic signals.   

Environmental concerns include the requirement for a noise study and possibly an air quality 
investigation due to the added auxiliary lane. 

Preliminary discussions with Caltrans staff indicate their position on the proposed project is 
“not against” but is wary of the operational benefit and safety concern, most critical being the 
approval of the design exceptions.  They noted specific local and regional examples of the same 
types of exceptions being implemented on SR‐99 and on I‐80.  Without the approval by the 
State geometricians, there will be no project.   
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TO: Board of Directors DATE:  February 9, 2012
  
FROM: Celia McAdam, Executive Director  
  
SUBJECT: STATE  LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM FOR 2012 
 
 
ACTION REQUESTED 
Adopt the State Legislative Program for 2012 as shown in Attachment 1. 
 
BACKGROUND 
The State’s dire financial situation continues to be the focus of activity in State government.  
Going into FY 2012/13, California is facing another $5 billion shortfall, on top of the previous 
multi-billion dollar shortfalls dating back to FY 2008/09, and every facet of government is 
feeling the pain.     
 
DISCUSSION 
The good news is, the takings from transportation coffers seem to have stopped.  As reported to 
the Board at your January meeting, the Governor’s Budget did not propose any further cuts to 
State transportation dollars.   
 
Yet, there are still issues in transportation that warrant the Board’s attention.  These include 
enhancing the flexibility of local agencies to deliver needed projects in a faster, more cost-
effective way, finding new funding sources for transportation, and protecting against unfunded 
mandates. 
 
Enhancing Flexibility in Funding and Project Delivery 
With escalating transportation needs juxtaposed with diminished funding sources, we must work 
with the State to encourage creativity to get projects funded and delivered.   
 
Funding tools which emphasize local control should also be encouraged.  One promising tool is 
the design/build approach, which allows contractors to simultaneously design and build 
transportation projects as a way to encourage creativity, reduce timelines, and shift cost risk to 
the private sector.  Another tool is public-private partnerships (P3), which include a wide range 
of contractual arrangements that allow for the private sector to share in the financing of 
transportation projects.   
 
Streamlining Processes  
PCTPA prides itself on getting the job done for transportation – that is, getting those needed 
improvements on the ground to benefit citizens, businesses, and visitors to Placer County.  It is 
important to work with the State to preserve and enhance that effectiveness by streamlining 
processes and improving local control. 
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Various proposals are afoot in the Legislature to divert that effectiveness by reducing the local 
control over some transportation funds or to impose additional requirements on transportation 
planning.   
 
AB 441 (Monning) would require the California Transportation Commission (CTC) to develop 
guidelines to address health considerations, such as childhood obesity and asthma, in Regional 
Transportation Plans (RTPs).  Compliance with these guidelines would be voluntary.  Staff 
would suggest this bill is an unnecessary use of scarce State resources.  Specifically, it would 
place a burden on the CTC to develop these guidelines, while regional agencies are already 
addressing these issues in other ways such as SB375’s encouragement of more walking and 
biking with compact development, and compliance with stringent State and Federal air quality 
conformity requirements. 
 
Another rumored legislative proposal would shift the burden for overruns in Caltrans’ support 
costs to local project sponsors.  While it is reasonable to pay the costs incurred for a project, 
there is an inherent inequity between requiring project sponsors to foot the bill for overruns when 
there is no mechanism for controlling those costs.  Moreover, it provides no incentive for 
Caltrans to keep the costs within budget. 
 
Staff recommends that the State Legislative Program for 2012 include support for expanded use 
of locally controlled funding approaches, such as design/build activities and public-private 
partnerships, while opposing proposals that would inequitably increase burdens on local and 
regional agencies. 
 
CM:ss 



 
 

State Legislative Program for 2012 
 

• Support expanded use of creative funding mechanisms, including design/build and 
public‐private partnerships to expedite projects and minimize public costs 
 

• Preserve and enhance effectiveness of project delivery by streamlining processes  and improving 
local control 
 

• As a general principle, support efforts to increase amount, flexibility, and local control 
for use of transportation funds 
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TO: Board of Directors DATE:  February 8, 2012
  
FROM: Celia McAdam, Executive Director  
  
SUBJECT: PLACER PARKWAY CORRIDOR POLICY 
 
ACTION REQUESTED 
None.  For information only. 
 
BACKGROUND 
The Placer Parkway is a high priority regional transportation project for the six-county 
Sacramento region.  The approximate 15-mile freeway will connect State Route (SR) 99 in south 
Sutter County at Sankey Road to SR 65 in Placer County/Rocklin at Whitney Ranch Parkway.  It 
will reduce anticipated congestion on both the local and regional transportation system as well as 
advance economic development goals in accordance with local jurisdictions’ land use plans. 
 
The South Placer Regional Transportation Authority (SPRTA) is the lead agency for the Placer 
Parkway.  On December 3, 2009, the SPRTA Board certified the Final Tier 1 Program 
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) and selected a 500’- to 1,000’-wide Preferred Alternative 
Corridor (Alternative #5) with five interchanges.  This action culminated a 7 ½-year process to 
comply with federal/state environmental requirements.  This work involved extensive 
coordination with federal/state agencies, local jurisdictions, property owners and other interested 
individuals and organizations.  On May 4, 2010, the Federal Highway Administration completed 
the federal portion of the environmental work and selected the Preferred Alternative via a Record 
of Decision.   
 
Later project-level (or Tier 2) analyses for segments are to evaluate the freeway’s specific 
footprint within the corridor. On October 28, 2009, the SPRTA Board designated Placer County 
as the lead for Tier 2/Project-level environmental and design work. 
 
DISCUSSION 
Two of the most discussed issues from the Tier 1 work involved: 
 

• Limited access to the future Parkway within a 7-mile segment between Pleasant Grove 
Road and Fiddyment Road. 

• Determining the ultimate width of the corridor. 
 
Restricting access to the Parkway will preserve it as a high-speed facility and will limit 
opportunities for growth inducement related to new interchanges in this segment.  Creating a 
corridor wider than needed for the future freeway will promote a ‘parkway’ concept with visual 
open space and encourage linkages to adjacent open space (agricultural and biological resource) 
areas. 
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The Tier 1 document cites that the final size and shape of the corridor may be considered for 
project-level proposals on a case-by-case basis in agriculturally-designated areas undergoing 
urban development based on (yet to-be-determined) performance standards.  The corridor width 
would depend upon identifying land use needs of the future approved development, restricting 
Parkway access (for the 7-mile segment), and complying with agreements made via the modified 
NEPA/404 process.  
 
As documented above, there has been a significant amount of time and money already invested 
by SPRTA and its member agencies, as well as state and Federal agency partners, to develop the 
environmental document for the Placer Parkway.  It is critical to maintain the integrity of these 
efforts, particularly as the Tier 2, or construction level, environmental document is now 
underway.   
 
Some jurisdictions are now working on project-level Placer Parkway implementation and/or 
development proposals, which will be crossed by the future Parkway.  SPRTA staff, with the 
concurrence of the SPRTA TAC, sees a strong benefit to that Board articulating a policy for 
projects that potentially impact the development of the Placer Parkway.   
 
The recommendation that will be considered by the SPRTA Board at their February meeting is to 
support jurisdiction efforts on project-level proposals so long as they do not jeopardize Tier 1 
approvals and regulatory agency agreements.   
 
Funding any major transportation facility is challenging, so cost containment must be a constant 
focus.  Therefore, the recommended policy also specifies that SPRTA would support 
development proposals so long as they do not result in an increase in net costs to the Parkway 
project.   
 
CM:ss 
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PLACER COUNTY TRANSPORTATION PLANNING AGENCY 
Technical Advisory Committee Meeting Minutes 

February 7, 2012 
 
 

ATTENDANCE: Megan Siren, City of Auburn 
Bruce Burnworth, City of Lincoln 
Brian Fragiao, Town of Loomis 
Will Garner, Placer County Public Works 
Ken Grehm, Placer County Public Works 
Angel Green, Placer County Air Pollution Control District 
Dave Palmer, City of Rocklin 
Scott Gandler, City of Roseville 
Rhon Herndon, City of Roseville 
Mike Wixon, City of Roseville 
 
Celia McAdam, PCTPA 
Scott Aaron, PCTPA 
David Melko, PCTPA 
Steve Propst, PCTPA 
Sue Sholtis, PCTPA 

 
FY 2011/12 Unmet Transit Needs Draft Report 
David Melko provided copies of the Draft Unmet Transit Needs Report to TAC members.  This 
report will go before the PCTPA Board at its February 22 meeting for consideration.  Melko 
indicated the Social Service Transportation Advisory Council (SSTAC) met, provided comments 
and approved the draft report with the understanding their comments would be incorporated in 
the final report.  Their recommended finding is that there are no new unmet transit needs for FY 
2011/12.  There is a conditional unmet transit need from FY 2004/05 for year-round service on 
SR 267. 
 
Melko noted the report includes recommendations with respect to planning studies and that there 
are opportunities for applying for planning grants which could fund these studies.  Will Garner 
suggested that PCTPA should partner with jurisdictions to seek funding to pursue this rural and 
community transit plan.  Garner added the recommendation to develop service plans and 
implementation schedules could be very costly for any one operator and would like to see this be 
listed as a regional need.  Cost benefit analysis/feasibility should also be considered as Placer 
County Transit has a fare box revenue to meet.  It was suggested to add the wording, “evaluate 
the feasibility of providing service.”  Melko indicated he will work with Garner to wordsmith 
this item, adding a financial component.   
 
Melko indicated all comments received would be incorporated in the final report.  TAC members 
supported this report. 
 
FY 2011/12 Overall Work Program and Budget – Amendment #2 
Celia McAdam noted the budget for Amendment 2 of PCTPA’s Overall Work Program (OWP) 
balances.  McAdam summarized the changes in this amendment.  There were no questions, 
comments or concerns raised by TAC members.  TAC recommended this go before the Board at 
the February 22 meeting for approval.   
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FY 2012/13 Preliminary Local Transportation Fund (LTF) Apportionment 
David Melko provided TAC members with the Local Transportation Fund (LTF) preliminary 
apportionment for FY 2011/12 and summarized the handout.  The final apportionment is 
scheduled to come out in August.  This item will go before the PCTPA Board at its February 22 
meeting for approval. 
 
FY 2012/13 State Transit Assistance (STA) Preliminary Fund Allocation 
David Melko provided copies of the State Transit Assistance (STA) Preliminary Fund Allocation 
for their review.  This preliminary fund allocation assumes 4% to CTSA and the balance is 
distributed to jurisdictions.  The final allocation should come out in July. 
 
I-80/SR 65 Interchange Phasing:  Potential Early Project for Auxiliary Lane on SR 65 
At our January Board meeting there was a presentation on the I-80/SR 65 Interchange 
Improvements Project.  The Board asked about the feasibility of an early first phase which would 
restripe the viaduct portion over Antelope Creek to somehow fit in an auxiliary lane to alleviate 
traffic backup.  Staff was directed to investigate and report back.   
 
In a very preliminary look, staff has found the 38’ viaduct width is adequate for substandard 
lanes and minimal shoulders.  To move forward, the project would require design exceptions and 
we would still be required to do an environmental document and other project development.   
 
McAdam asked for TAC input.  Issues discussed included whether this should be a separate 
project or as part of the larger 80/65 interchange improvements, the pros and cons of using our 
existing Federal earmark funding, and whether the proposed auxiliary lane could result in new 
and different weaving patterns and safety issues. 
 
Consultants are currently doing traffic counts and finalizing the model for the overall interchange 
project.  Angel Green suggested including a hot spot analysis to see about reduction of carbon 
monoxide emissions and this project potentially mitigating those emissions.  Green noted a 
NEPA document would be required if using federal funds. 
 
McAdam summarized the discussion with a recommendation to the Board that we investigate the 
project feasibility further, including some traffic modeling to make sure the project will have the 
intended improvements without unintended consequences, then work with Caltrans management 
to make sure we have key support to implement the project as an interim solution.  TAC 
supported this plan.   
 
State Legislative Issues 
Celia McAdam noted AB 441 would extend the Health in All Policies program to regional 
transportation plans by including health assessments of transportation.  This bill has been 
amended to make this assessment voluntary.  McAdam will recommend that our Board oppose 
this bill.  TAC members support this opposition.  Angel Green suggested the health benefit of 
this proposed bill are not the issue, but that there are other mechanisms to address public health 
issues, including those by the California Air Resources Board, making AB 441 redundant. 
 
SB 95 provides a mechanism for internal borrowing for cash flow purposes.  The resultant 
continuous apportionments are a benefit.  McAdam will double-check on the progress of this bill, 
as it may have already been acted on this week. 
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There is a proposal from the State Legislative Analyst’s office that if Caltrans’ supports costs 
exceed budgeted amounts, Caltrans can bill the project sponsors.  Currently Caltrans absorbs 
those costs.   
 
Senator Perea is proposing a bill which would require the voting requirements for a 
transportation sales tax be 55%.  Currently the requirement is a two-thirds vote.  McAdam asked 
TAC for their thoughts in supporting this bill.  TAC agreed it is premature to talk to the Board 
about this bill at this time since it is not yet in print.  McAdam noted the Board has supported the 
55% threshold for transportation sales tax in the past as has directed staff to keep apprised of the 
possibility of pursuing a transportation sales tax in the future. 
 
Other Issues/Upcoming Deadlines 
Celia McAdam mentioned at last month’s TAC meeting Colfax inquired about exchanging their 
CMAQ money for local funds.  McAdam suggested trading these funds out for TDA bike 
money.  After discussion about the pros and cons of various approaches, no project was 
identified to utilize and trade these funds.  McAdam pledged to talk to SACOG and continue to 
pursue ideas that might work.   
 
David Melko encouraged TAC members to submit project RFAs for SACOG’s Delivery Plan.  
Melko provided TAC members with a draft Local Agency Invoice Review Changes handout 
from a Rural County Task Force Meeting. 
 
Meeting adjourned at 4:25 p.m. 
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TO: Board of Directors DATE:  February 7, 2012
  
FROM: Scott Aaron, Associate Planner 

Stan Tidman, Senior Planner 
  
SUBJECT: STATUS REPORTS 
 

 
1. I-80/SR 65 Interchange Improvements Project – PA&ED Phase 

Project Management.  A Project Development Team (PDT) meeting was held on 
December 13.  Agenda items included: 
• A brief by the PDT’s Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) representative 

concerning interstate access point report requirements, coordination, and process. 
 

• A public outreach update recapped the December 2011 newsletter #2 and its 
distribution; planning for the January 11, 2012 Stakeholder Focus Group meeting; a 
series of 1-on-1 briefings with PCTPA Board members representing Placer County, 
Rocklin, and Roseville, and preparation for the January 25 Community Workshop #2 
at the PCTPA Board meeting.   

 
• A summary of the alternatives concepts work carried out in the summer and fall.  Of 

the approximate 20 concepts, a number were set aside for now because they do not 
provide solutions for reducing congestion, improving operations, enhancing safety, or 
maintain local access.  The following alternatives concepts address only traffic issues.  
Other factors such as air quality, biological resources, and others have not been 
considered to date.   
o Taylor Road – Shift Ramps 
o Taylor Road – Full Access (Tight Diamond ) 
o Taylor Road – Full Access (Trumpet) 
o Antelope Creek Drive Connection 
o Taylor Road – Eliminate Existing Ramps  
o Transportation System Management (TSM) 
o No Build 

 
These alternatives concepts may potentially move forward for consideration as 
alternatives in the environmental document.  They will be subject to adjustments 
pending the results of the traffic study and further screening. 

 
• A traffic update confirmed traffic count work would begin at the end of January 2012.  

The draft traffic report should be complete by summer 2012.  SACOG’s SACMET 
model will be used because of its flexibility to accommodate local jurisdiction land 
use adjustments, ease of use, and acceptability by local jurisdictions, SACOG, and 
Caltrans. 
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• A Caltrans project update on I-80 Bottleneck completion, a kick-off meeting to 
discuss I-80’s 4th lane extension from SR 65 to Rocklin Road, and the SR65 HOV 
project was shelved. 

 
Public Outreach.  Work focused on: 
• Newsletter #2, which summarized work since the April community workshop held in 

Rocklin.  It outlined alternatives concepts and served as a public notice for the 
January 25, 2012 workshop.  The newsletter was distributed to approximately 120 
interested organizations and individuals via email and mail.  Display ads were 
published in Placer Herald, Press Tribune, and the Lincoln Messenger.  News releases 
were provided for newspapers and TV/radio stations in the region.  Notices were also 
posted in Lincoln, Rocklin, Roseville and Placer County public buildings and 
libraries along with the project web site (www.8065interchange.org).   Notice of the 
January community workshop also ran in the City of Lincoln’s E-newsletter.  Notice 
was also sent to the Roseville and Placer County public information offices as well as 
all local chamber of commerce organizations. 

 
• January 11 Stakeholder Focus Group meeting at Cattlemen’s Restaurant.  This group 

consists of a cross-section of project-vicinity property and business owners/tenants, 
residents, and other interested organizations/individuals that may be directly affected 
by the future interchange improvement project.  Approximately 15 attended.  Work to 
date was summarized.  Discussion focused on the alternatives concepts to date.  

 
• January 25 Community Workshop.  The workshop was conducted during the PCTPA 

Board meeting.  It consisted of a staff/consultant presentation, PCTPA Board 
questions/comments, public input, and additional Board discussion/direction.   

 
The purpose of the workshop was to provide a progress report on PA&ED work.  It 
began with an overview of the project’s purpose/need, public outreach, and schedule.  
The second part of the presentation focused on alternatives concepts.  Traffic 
(capacity, operations, safety, and local access) issues along the I-80 and State Route 
65 corridors and the interchange were discussed.  Seven alternatives concepts were 
outlined to address these problems (see list PDT discussion – above).  Common 
features for all were summarized such as improved weaving, added capacity, high-
speed connections, HOV direct connections, and local circulation benefits.  Each 
alternative concept was described with an initial list of benefits and concerns.  A 
series of ‘Next Steps’ (traffic analysis – summer 2012, alternatives selection – spring 
2012, and environmental technical studies – spring 2012) concluded the presentation. 
 
Board discussion followed.  It covered a range of topics including TSM features that 
would probably be a part of all concepts, the very high construction costs for all the 
concepts, other potential local circulation connections (such as an Atlantic to Galleria 
flyover), feasibility of restriping the northbound SR 65 viaduct (from west- and 
eastbound I-80) from 2 to 3 lanes, and an auxiliary lane addition between Riverside 
and Douglas.  The board directed the staff to look into the viaduct restriping idea and 
report back at the February meeting. 
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Three workshop attendees provided input.  Topics included clarifying the project 
boundaries and existing Taylor Road ramp access; recognizing the importance of the 
adjacent local circulation system; identifying potential Antelope Creek Drive 
connection concerns (time, cost, potential vicinity residential development); making 
sure the project can be phased to match available funding; ensuring the weave 
concern between the viaduct and Galleria/Stanford interchange is studied, and getting 
Galleria-vicinity weekend traffic counts. 
 

2. Placer Parkway Phase 1 (SR 65 to Foothills Boulevard) 
On January 11, PCTPA staff attended the first Project Development Team (PDT) meeting 
for the Project Study Report (PSR) and Project Approval & Environmental Document 
(PA&ED) for the first segment of the Placer Parkway.  The project will include an 
interchange at SR 65/Whitney Ranch Parkway, overcrossing of Industrial Boulevard and 
UPRR to at-grade intersection with Foothills Boulevard.  Placer County and Caltrans are 
working with a consultant team lead by Mark Thomas & Company to complete the work.  
Meeting topics included project scope, design and environmental issues, outreach plans, 
and schedule. 

 
3. Transit Operations Quarterly Ridership Report 

The table below shows the total ridership counts for the various transit operators and their 
respective transit services in Placer County between the third quarter of Fiscal Year 
2009/10 and the second quarter of Fiscal Year 2011/12 (past two years).  In an effort to 
keep the Board apprised of ridership trends among transit operations in Placer County, 
staff will provide this report once per quarter.   
 

3rd 
Quarter
(Jan-Mar)

4th 
Quarter
(Apr-Jun)

1st 
Quarter
(Jul-Sep)

2nd 
Quarter
(Oct-Dec)

3rd 
Quarter
(Jan-Mar)

4th 
Quarter
(Apr-Jun)

1st 
Quarter
(Jul-Sep)

2nd 
Quarter
(Oct-Dec)

Total (all services) 12,443 12,131 12,997 14,085 14,220 12,199 11,675 12,825 -1.4%

Fixed Route 8,397 8,125 10,775 11,906 13,545 12,165 11,430 16,352 36.4%
Dial-A-Ride 1,926 2,336 1,963 2,001 1,968 2,259 1,780 1,593 -7.6%

Total (all services) 10,323 10,461 12,738 13,907 15,513 14,424 13,210 17,945 28.8%

Fixed Route 75,242 70,404 77,424 70,201 74,368 74,601 79,867 81,335 5.8%
Dial-A-Ride 8,282 8,866 9,021 8,827 9,648 9,407 8,551 8,574 3.4%
Vanpool 7,835 7,810 8,359 7,182 7,602 8,142 8,442 7,787 2.5%
Commuter 18,867 19,415 20,507 18,638 20,253 20,608 20,297 18,701 3.1%
Total (all services) 110,226 106,495 115,311 104,848 111,871 112,758 117,157 116,397 4.9%

Total (all services) 118,203 64,447 92,347 73,444 138,902 65,951 94,248 66,778 5.0%

Fixed Route 64,509 55,570 55,203 51,313 52,113 52,104 55,068 50,796 -7.3%
Dial-A-Ride 7,498 8,309 8,000 7,505 7,685 7,685 7,595 6,871 -4.7%
Commuter 27,938 29,075 31,331 29,151 33,502 33,502 33,403 30,245 11.2%
Total (all services) 99,945 92,954 94,534 87,969 93,300 93,291 96,066 87,912 -1.3%

Non-emergency Medical 1,504 1,934 2,042 1,958 2,210 2,466 2,398 2,122 23.6%
Volunteer Transportation 1,414 1,923 1,572 1,233 1,387 1,632 1,869 1,611 5.8%

Quarterly Ridership Trends by Transit Operator

FY 11/12FY 09/10

Transit Operator

Roseville Transit

FY 10/11

Western Placer CTSA

TART

Lincoln Transit

Auburn Transit

Placer County Transit

1-Year
Change

 



 
 
 
MEMORANDUM 
 
TO:  Celia McAdam 
  
FROM: Randle Communications    
 
DATE:  January 12, 2011  
 
RE:  December 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 December, 2011.  
 
Randle worked closely with PCTPA staff, directors and City of Lincoln staff to 
manage and respond accordingly to media coverage regarding the current 
Lincoln Bypass (Bypass) detour alignment.  
 
Following is a capsule summary of activities:  
 

Media Relations  
 
Lincoln Bypass Detour Alignment 
 
Randle monitored coverage in local, regional and statewide media outlets after 
a vehicle crash created a potential for negative media attention on the current 
Bypass detour alignment and 20 mph curve. Randle notified PCTPA staff and 
immediately began assisting Caltrans on outreach as needed. In addition, 
Randle worked with PCTPA to prepare an opinion editorial reminding drivers and 
the public to slow down for the the curve, as all incidents have been speed-
related. Randle did not distribute the editorial due to the City of Lincoln’s 
recommendation to allow the Lincoln Police Department to take the lead on 
communications surrounding the detour, since it is a public safety issue.  
 
Media Hits 
 

• Rocklin Area Chamber of Commerce Newsletter – Published the article, 
“Lincoln Bypass Phase One to be Completed Summer 2012,” in the 
December edition. The article feathered an interview with Celia McAdam 
and detailed the upcoming completion of Phase 1of the Lincoln Bypass. 
Circulation: N/A 
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• Lincoln News Messenger – Published the article, “201l: Lincoln’s year in 

review,” on December 28, 2011, which included news and Lincoln Bypass 
accomplishments throughout the year. 
Circulation: 6,500 
 

• Roseville Press Tribune – Published the article, “Press Tribune’s top 11 stories 
of 2011,” on December 2011, and included the story, “Roseville bottleneck 
a thing of the past,” which ranked as the fourth most important story of 
2011. 
Circulation: 27,700 
  

 

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 
 

January 30, 2012 
 
To: Celia McAdam 
From: Federal Advocates 
Subject: January 2012 Monthly Report 
 
Surface Transportation Reauthorization 
 
Things are moving quickly in both the House and Senate on a multi-year surface transportation 
bill. The latest schedule for action on the House version of the reauthorization bill, now called 
the "American Energy and Infrastructure Jobs Act", HR 7 is as follows:  

• Thursday Feb 2: House T&I full Committee mark-up 
• Week of Tuesday Feb 14 - Friday Feb 17: House floor action  

 
The bill also includes authorization of an expansion of domestic energy production. Attached to 
this email is a brief overview of the bill issued by the T&I Committee. There is not much new in 
this summary that wasn't previously released by Chairman Mica earlier in July under the title "A 
New Direction". It is expected to be a five-year bill funded at about $52B per year, which is 
essentially current-level funding for highway and transit programs. The only mention of new 
revenue is the statement, "Revenues from additional oil and gas production will help fund 
programs". This revenue source is highly controversial and CBO estimates indicate it will not 
raise nearly enough revenue to fund the entire bill.  
 
In the Senate, EPW Chairman Barbara Boxer (D-CA) announced yesterday that both the Senate 
Finance Committee (funding) and the Banking Committee (transit) will mark-up their titles of a 
two-year reauthorization bill next week. Boxer said that the Finance Committee has identified 
the $12B in offsets (and perhaps even more) needed to fill the funding gap, although no details 
about the source of the revenue have been provided.  
 
Last week, President Obama gave his third State of the Union address. As in previous years, he 
mentioned infrastructure and transportation, however, he did not mention high-speed rail, a 
major Administration priority. 
 
The President's remarks concerning infrastructure consisted of, "Building this new energy future 
should be just one part of a broader agenda to repair America's infrastructure. So much of 
America needs to be rebuilt. We've got crumbling roads and bridges; a power grid that wastes 
too much energy; an incomplete high-speed broadband network that prevents a small business 
owner in rural America from selling her products all over the world. During the Great 
Depression, America built the Hoover Dam and the Golden Gate Bridge. After World War II, we 



connected our states with a system of highways. Democratic and Republican administrations 
invested in great projects that benefited everybody, from the workers who built them to the 
businesses that still use them today. In the next few weeks, I will sign an executive order clearing 
away the red tape that slows down too many construction projects. But you need to fund these 
projects. Take the money we're no longer spending at war, use half of it to pay down our debt, 
and use the rest to do some nation-building right here at home". 
 
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. 
 
American Jobs Act   
 
Democrats continue to push for the President’s jobs bill by advocating for $300B from the 
reduction of the Iraqi war, as follows. 
 
$27B for Highways 
 
$9B for Transit 
 
$6B for Rail, including $2B for Amtrak's intercity passenger rail service and $4B for High-Speed 
Intercity Passenger Rail 
 
$5B total for the TIGER discretionary grant program and the TIFIA financing program 
 
$2B for FAA's Airport Improvement Program (AIP) 
 
$1B for FAA's NextGen air traffic control system modernization  
 
In addition, the President is requesting $10B for a National Infrastructure Bank to be based in 
large part on Senators Kerry (D-MA) and Hutchison's (R-TX) pending Infrastructure Bank bill, 
S. 652.  The bank would issue loans and loan guarantees to finance large transportation, water 
and energy infrastructure projects.   
 
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. 



How's Business? 
Ridership 

m2X Prior 12 Months IIPrior 12 Months • Current 12 Months 7.64% Overall 12-Month Growth 

Ridership Last 12 Months=1 ,741 ,301 

Ridership Prior 12 Months=1,617,781 Ok difference current month to prior year's month 
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How's Business?: 
Capitol Corridor Performance 

FFY 2011-12 
Revenue Monthly Revenues 

Actual vs Business Plan 
~Actual FY 12 Revenue YTD (through Jan-12) .% vs.FFY 12 Business Plan YTD 

-FFY 12 Business Plan 8.5% vs. Prior FFY 11 YTD 

.....Actual FY 11 Revenue19.9% vs. Prior FFY 10 YTD 

;:( ..Actual FY 10 Revenues 

$2,900,000 -.------------------------------------------

Total Annual FFY 12 Business Plan = $29,731,443 
$2,700,000 ~I---------+---------------+-----------------

$2,500,000 

$1,900,000 -+-1--------
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Month 

State Perfomance Standards (a) Other Performance Measures 

Ridership On-time Performance System Operating Ratio (b) Revenues 
Customer 

Satisfaction 

Actual Business Plan Actual Actual Actual Business Plan Actual 

October-11 153,902 145,233 93.6% 54.6% $2,430,886 $2,253,278 88 

November-11 150,511 151,427 94.0% 48.9% $2,654,402 $2,601,417 92 

December-11 137,377 136,561 94.5% 44.8% $2,325,108 $2,431,505 

January-12 134,962 138,630 94.0% 47.6% $2,143,725 $2,270,089 

February-12 137,829 $2,261,764 

March-12 156,988 $2,426,405 

April-12 161,959 $2,590,947 

May-12 161,281 $2,642,955 

June-12 154,434 $2,533,385 

July-12 158,369 $2,661,407 

August-12 154,906 $2,596,964 

September-12 148,812 $2,461,327 

Total YTD 576,752 571,851 94.0% 49% $9,554,121 $9,556,289 90 
Previous YTD 544,069 - 95.8% 49% $8,804,624 - 90 
YTD Change 6.0% 0.9% -1·71% 0.2% 8.5% 0.0% 0.0% 

Annual Standard/Measure 1,806,428 90% 50% $29,731,443 91 

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

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



Monthly Station Ridership Activity 
Capitol Corridor Train Service 

FFY 2011 - 2011 Cummulative FFY Year-to-Date: December 2011 

FFY 2011 - 2011 

Boardingsl Alightingsl % Change from last FFY Weighted Weighted Weighted 
Station Boardings Alightings Total day day Totall day Boardings Alightings Boardings Alightings Total 

I ARN I 1306 1339 "2645 42.13 43.19 85.32 10.4% 7.7% 42.13 43.19 85.32 L 
I RLN 

I RSV 

I SAC 

I DAV 

I 1380 

2389 

39235 

15358 

1383 

2390 

39932 

14140 

2763 

4779 

79167 

29498 

44.52 

77.06 

1265.65 

495.42 

44.61 

77.10 

1288.13 

456.13 

89.13 

154.16 

2553.77 

951.55 

-5.2% 

7.9% 

4.6% 

4.8% 

-1.9% 

4.2% 

4.5% 

5.6% 

44.52 

77.06 

114.02 

44.63 

44.61 

77.10 

116.05 

41.09 

89.13 

154.16 

230.07 

85.73 

L 
L 
L 
L 

~UI 

I MTZ 

I RIC 

7704 

13134 

8487 

7911 

13776 

9096 

15615 

26910 

17583 

248.52 

423.68 

273.77 

255.19 

444.39 

293.42 

503.71 

868.06 

567.19 

12.2% 

12.1% 

2.0% 

8.2% 

17.0% 

4.0% 

I 
22.39 

38.17 

24.66 

22.99 

40.03 

26.43 

45.38 

78.20 

51.10 

L 
L 
L 

I SKY 4918 4752 9670 158.65 153.29 311.94 9.7% 12.8% 14.29 13.81 28.10 L 
I EMY 

I OKJ 

I CAC 

I HAY 

I FMT 

15379 

12235 

897 

1281 

1517 

15385 

12117 

1111 

1269 

1557 

30764 

24352 

2008 

2550 

3074 

496.10 

394.68 

28.94 

41.32 

48.94 

496.29 

390.87 

35.84 

40.94 

50.23 

992.39 

785.55 

64.77 

82.26 

99.16 

I 4.1% 

24.4% 

-7.8% 

31.0% 

4.2% 

4.9% 

18.5% 

-4.0% 

21.6°A> 

6.9% 

44.69 

35.56 

4.45 

8.97 

10.63 

44.71 

35.21 

5.51 

8.89 

10.91 

89.40 

70.77 

9.97 

17.86 

21.53 

L 
L 
L 
L 
L 

I GAC 4173 4134 8307 134.61 133.35 267.97 8.6% 5.0% 29.23 28.96 58.19 L 
SJC 7781 6882 14663 251.00 222.00 473.00 11.0% 10.9% 54.51 48.21 102.71 

FFYTotal 
or Average 

137174 137174 274348 4424.97 4424.97 8849.94 



December 2011 

Origin-Destination Table 

Orig ARN RLN RSV SAC DAV SUI MlZ RIC SKY EMY OKJ OAC HAY FMT GAC SJC Grand Total: 

ARN 855 64 4 30 79 16 216 30 12 1294 

RLN 1 1 1089 68 2 32 69 13 64 33 8 1372 

RSV 1 1036 403 110 107 149 38 346 164 35 2354 

SAC 839 1080 1050 2832 2940 6364 5704 1418 7370 3999 693 437 690 763 3056 38542 

DAV 74 76 408 2947 562 1491 2145 1774 3235 1228 78 92 278 387 583 15280 

SUI 2 5 115 2856 576 938 495 311 1323 727 65 18 19 130 124 7639 

MTZ 28 39 102 6284 1362 862 99 202 365 3543 17 15 6 29 181 13117 

RIC 85 69 150 5461 1805 566 83 2 14 12 1 1 4 156 78 8486 

SKY 27 13 41 1461 1700 402 218 6 51 67 3 11 497 421 4918 

EMY 234 41 308 7389 2981 1412 501 26 37 133 5 78 386 909 939 15374 

OKJ 19 43 162 4277 1214 676 3726 10 14 32 23 39 18 790 1192 12212 

OAC 4 4 31 597 49 50 14 2 1 3 11 1 28 102 897 

HAY 4 1 7 466 91 15 7 4 3 96 93 361 133 1281 

FMT 1 4 6 756 193 33 12 1 10 356 40 1 1 69 34 1516 

GAC 3 3 2 790 318 129 29 176 508 899 809 28 366 74 39 4145 

SJC 18 4 7 3668 484 148 224 131 405 1015 1228 145 219 70 15 7636 

Grand Total: 1339 1383 2390 39932 14140 7911 13776 9096 4752 15385 12117 1111 1269 1557 4134 6882 136063 
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1-80, Hwy. 65 bottlenecks are focus of Placer transportation 
planners 
Options presented to Placer County Transportation Planning Agency 
By Gus Thomson, Journal Staff Writer 

AUBURN CA - With the cost rising to unplug new and future 
bottlenecks in the vicinity of Roseville's busy Galleria shopping center, 
Placer County Transportation Planning Agency board member Kirk 
Uhler is suggesting a low-cost solution may be available right now. 

Uhler, who represents part of Roseville in his post as Placer County 
supervisor, said Wednesday that something as simple as a restriping 
one section of road to add a new lane of traffic for easier merges from 
Interstate 80 onto Highway 65 may be a cost-effective solution that 
can be done fairly quickly. 

One of the main bottlenecks at the busy crossroads takes place as 
vehicles slow and then merge from westbound Interstate 80 onto 
northbound Highway 65. 

"Simply working with Caltrans, can't we simply re-stripe and see what 
happens?" Uhler asked during Wednesday's planning agency meeting 
in Auburn. "The paint might be cheaper than the study itself." 

Courtesy map 

The Interstate 80-Highway 65 crossroads The transportation planning agency and Caltrans are working together 
are a major focus for transportation on fine-turning a plan from several options to improve traffic flows. 
planning in Placer County. The options include building new overpasses at the crossroads. 

Celia McAdam, the agency's executive director, said that the unofficial "back of the envelope" estimate for the work on 
a project that would help handle traffic 20 to 30 years into the future is in the $280-million to $300 million range. 
That's up from earlier preliminary cost estimates of between $230 million and $280 million. 

McAdam said Uhler's suggestion would be "something we could look at." It could also be split off as a separate project 
from the larger transportation planning program at the intersection, she said. 

"It could be a potential cheap, easy project," she said. 

But McAdam added that re-striping to add another lane would still have to go through an environmental review 
process. Uhler said that he'd like to see Placer County staff study whether a less-costly negative declaration might be 
employed to ease expenditures and the amount of work on an environmental review. 

Roseville City Councilman John Allard supported the idea of finding solutions to growing congestion from Interstate 80 
onto Highway 65. 

"It's now a tremendous problem and the city of Roseville would be happy to help expedite that," Allard said. 

Allard added that another bottleneck has developed as traffic leaves westbound 1-80 at Douglas Boulevard in Roseville 
and drivers have to switch lanes before the start of Riverside Drive. 

Ron Herndon, Roseville's acting public works director, said that the amount of traffic flowing off 1-80 onto Highway 65 
is projected to increase considerably over the next 23 years. 

"The traffic flow is now a 60-40 split with 40 percent splitting off at 65," Herndon said. "But the numbers are going to 
be 60 percent going off in 2035." 

Herndon, however, said there may be questions about the width of Highway 65 that would preclude a change in 
striping to create a new lane and ease traffic backups. 

"If there is enough room to re-stripe, it's a no-brainer," Herndon said. "But the question is whether it's wide enough." 

The project is now in the preliminary stage, with no planned routes approved and no major funding sources identified. 
During the current phase, issues, constraints and impacts are being stUdied. Still to come this year are more detailed 
studies, including traffic analysis, environmental assessments and public outreach will be conducted. 



PRESS TRIBUNE 
JANUARY 21, 2012 

, Commu~ity workshop scheduled for 1-80/65 interchange project
 
A second community work

shop for the I-80/SR 65 Inter~ 

change Improvements Project 
is scheduled for 9 a.m. Wednes
day at the Placer County Board 
of Supervisor chambers (The 
Domes), located at 175 Ful
weiler S1. in Auburn. 

Placer County Transporta
tion PlanningAgencywill pres
ent a progress report ondevel
opment of the concept alterna
tives and get public input dur
ing PCTPXs regularly sched

uled board meeting. 
The project proposes inter

change improvements to 
reduce traffic congestion, 
improve traffic operations and 
enhance safe~ 

The project team is currently 
analyzing seven concepts and 
the concepts are being com
pared and refined based on the 
projecfs objectives along with 
other screening factors such as 
cost and construction phasing. 

Representatives from PCT

PA, Caltrans and the project 
consultant team will be avail
able to provide an overview of 
the project, schedule and will 
answer questions and discuss 
ideasin an informal format. 

Maps, aerial photographs 
and other displays will be avail
able, along with fact sheets and 
other project materials. 

For more information con
tact the PCTPA at (530) 823
4030. 

- Staff report 
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