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PLACER COUNTY TRANSPORTATION PLANNING AGENCY 
MINUTES 

OCTOBER 24, 2012 
 
The Placer County Transportation Planning Agency met on Wednesday, October 24, 2012 at 
9:00 a.m. at the Board of Supervisors Chambers, 175 Fulweiler Avenue, Auburn, California. 
 
 ATTENDANCE: John Allard   Celia McAdam 
    Sandra Calvert   Scott Aaron 

Tom Cosgrove   Shirley LeBlanc 
    Jack Duran   Luke McNeel-Caird 
    Jim Holmes   David Melko 
    Keith Nesbitt   Sue Sholtis 
    Scott Yuill    
 
 
APPROVAL OF MINUTES 
Upon motion by Calvert and second by Yuill, the minutes of the September 26, 2012 PCTPA 
Board meeting were approved as submitted, with Duran and Nesbitt abstaining. 
 
AGENDA REVIEW 
None. 
 
PUBLIC COMMENT 
None. 
 
FY 2012/13 OVERALL WORK PROGRAM (OWP) AND BUDGET – AMENDMENT #1 
Celia McAdam asked the Board to consider an amendment to the Overall Work Program (OWP) 
and Budget.  McAdam noted the highlights to the amended version of the final OWP which was 
adopted in May including the addition in-kind staff work for the Bay to Basin Travel Study work 
element, expansion of the Intergovernmental Coordination work element, and the inclusion of 
Caltrans’ planning activities.  She noted that the budget balances and revenues are up, which 
allows us to add funds to operating reserves. 
 
Upon motion by Nesbitt and second by Yuill, the Board unanimously adopted the FY 2012/13 
Overall Work Program (OWP) and Budget – Amendment #1 and authorized the Executive 
Director to submit it to Caltrans. 
 
ADJOURN AS PLACER COUNTY TRANSPORTATION PLANNING AGENCY 
 
CONVENE AS WESTERN PLACER CONSOLIDATED TRANSPORTATION 
SERVICES AGENCY 
  
FY 2012/13 WESTERN PLACER CONSOLIDATED TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 
AGENCY BUDGET AMENDMENT #1 
David Melko asked the Board to adopt the FY 2012/13 Budget Amendment #1 for the Western 
Placer Consolidated Transportation Services Agency (WPCTSA).  The Board adopted the budget 
for the WPCTSA in June and this amendment reflects changes since that adoption.  The 
operating budget and capital budget are consistent with the adopted Short Range Transit Plan 
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(SRTP).  Melko noted the operating expenditures have increased offset by a 5% increase in the 
operating revenues, and there are no proposed changes to the capital budget. 
 
Upon motion by Allard and second by Holmes, the Board unanimously adopted the FY 2012/13 
Budget Amendment #1 for the Western Placer Consolidated Transportation Services Agency 
(WPCTSA). 
 
ADJOURN AS WESTERN PLACER CONSOLIDATED TRANSPORTATION 
SERVICES AGENCY 
 
CONVENE AS PLACER COUNTY TRANSPORTATION PLANNING AGENCY 
 
EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR’S REPORT 
Celia McAdam reported the California Transportation Commission (CTC) will be considering 
adopting the State Local Partnership Program (SLPP) which includes a competitive program that 
matches up to $1M of local traffic impact fees for construction of local projects.  We are 
expected to receive awards of $3.6M for four projects from Placer jurisdictions, representing 
about 20% of the money available.  McAdam acknowledged the jurisdiction Public Works folks 
who prepared these applications.  This is the final year this program will be available since the 
Proposition 1B bonds are expiring. 
 
McAdam added the Lincoln Bypass Grand Opening event held October 5 was a huge success.  
Approximately 300-400 people attended and over 80 vehicles participated in the inaugural drive 
including antique cars, sports cars, bicycles, neighborhood electric vehicles, and even a Segway.  
Tom Cosgrove thanked staff for their efforts on the Grand Opening event.  Cosgrove noted the 
City of Lincoln held a Lincoln Boulevard Dedication Celebration on October 20 which included 
a parade on the former Highway 65 from 1st Street to 7th Street with thousands of people 
attending.  Jim Holmes expressed his appreciation in participating in the October 5 event 
representing Placer County Board of Supervisors as well as PCTPA. 
 
9:15 A.M. – TIMED ITEM:  ANNUAL UNMET TRANSIT NEEDS PUBLIC HEARING 
David Melko asked the Board to conduct a Public Hearing to obtain public testimony on unmet 
transit needs that may exist in Placer County.  Melko noted we are required under the 
Transportation Development Act to annually hold at least one public hearing to obtain comments 
on unmet transit needs within Placer County jurisdictions.  Workshops have been held in 
Auburn, Lincoln, Loomis, Rocklin, Roseville and North Lake Tahoe, and a workshop with social 
service agencies will be conducted next week.  The public comment period will conclude on 
November 30.  All comments received via the public hearing, workshops, fax, email, mail, 
phone, and internet will be analyzed and reviewed by the Social Service Transportation Advisory 
Committee (SSTAC) and recommendations will be forwarded to PCTPA’s Technical Advisory 
Committee (TAC) as well as transit operators.  The final report will be presented to the Board in 
February for adoption. 
 
Chair Cosgrove opened the Public Hearing. 
 
Tink Miller, Executive Director at Placer Independent Resource Services, also representing the 
Best Step Collaborative and its transportation collaborative, brought forward a number of unmet 
transit needs including regional connectivity, Foresthill service, Highway 193 corridor lifeline 
service, hours of service and full year-round service on Highway 267.  
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Chair Cosgrove closed the Public Hearing. 
 
Jim Holmes reported there was a ribbon cutting ceremony Monday at the Tahoe Transit Center 
which will benefit the North Tahoe region. 
 
Tom Cosgrove commented on the development project for seniors in the Foresthill area, noting 
that it becomes very difficult to provide people need urban services at the level they need when 
they are placed in an unincorporated rural area.  He suggested that directing the growth and 
people to the more urban areas where those services are available would be a preferable way to 
go. 
 
I-80/SR 65 INTERCHANGE IMPROVEMENT PROJECT – SR 65 VIADUCT 
RESTRIPING AND I-80 WESTBOUND AUXILIARY LANE 
Celia McAdam introduced Luke McNeel-Caird, the new Senior Planner/Engineer and I-80/SR 
65 Project Manager.  McAdam stated that a community workshop on the I-80/SR 65 Interchange 
Project was conducted at our January Board meeting, wherein seven concepts were explored for 
improvements for the interchange.  The Board expressed interest in shorter-term impacts to 
improve the situation, and staff was directed to look at the potential to restripe the northbound 
SR 65 viaduct from two to three lanes, as well as looking at westbound I-80 between Riverside 
and Douglas to ascertain whether there is an opportunity to put an auxiliary lane to alleviate 
backups in that area. 
 
Leo Heuston, project consultant from CH2M HILL, Dave Stanek, traffic modeler from Fehr & 
Peers, and Nancy Miller, Agency attorney were introduced to present information and answer 
questions regarding these projects.   
 
McAdam gave an overview of the project’s goals and objectives of this project. 
 
Heuston presented information regarding the WB I-80 auxiliary lane noting since the 
reconfiguration of I-80 in the recent Bottleneck project has created current and projected 
congestion westbound between the Douglas Boulevard and Riverside Avenue interchanges.  
Heuston presented information on two concepts for improvements.   
 
Concept 1 which would shift the existing median barrier about six feet to the south, utilizing the 
existing shoulder width to create an additional auxiliary lane with the existing pavement.  This 
concept creates full standard 12’ lanes with reduced shoulders at a cost of approximately $3 
million.  Concept 2 would add an auxiliary lane with standard sized lanes and shoulders.  This 
option would meet Caltrans’ standards for safety and operations at a cost of approximately $6 
million.   
 
Luke McNeel-Caird indicated one concept utilizes the existing pavement and facility and the 
other expands pavement to meet full standards.  Aside from the costs differences, both concepts 
would have a similar approval and construction timeframe of 2 ½ to 3 years.  Concept 1, due to 
proposing substandard shoulders and elimination of the CHP enforcement area, would require 
Caltrans and FHWA design exception approvals.  Concept 2 would most likely be an easier 
process for approval since it meets standards.  Both proposed concepts would be permanent 
improvements.   
 
Dave Stanek from Fehr & Peers presented traffic simulation videos which showed traffic impacts 
under different alternatives. 
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Tink Miller stated she would prefer we maintain standard lanes and shoulders as presented in 
Concept 2 which would provide more protection for drivers.  Scott Yuill inquired whether 
Concept 2 expands the life expectancy of the roadway.  McAdam responded both concepts 
would have the same lifespan; the difference is the width of the shoulders. 
 
Keith Nesbitt asked whether adding pavement with Concept 2 would increase future ongoing 
maintenance costs.  McAdam replied Concept 2 would create nominally more maintenance costs 
due to the extra pavement, noting this would be Caltrans’ responsibility.  Nesbitt inquired if we 
run into the roadblock obtaining design exceptions would that extend the timing for approval of 
Concept 2.  McAdam answered the design exceptions will take additional time to obtain. 
 
Yuill inquired how the construction timelines for both concepts be the same if we had to obtain 
design exceptions for Concept 1?  McAdam responded although it has not been her experience, 
the timeline assumes the design exception process would go smoothly. 
 
Jack Duran expressed his concern on the liability aspect between the two projects and asked 
whether there have been studies conducted showing what the hazards are with Concepts 1 and 2.  
Duran inquired about what type of liability would PCTPA or the jurisdictions be picking up if a 
design exception was approved.  Heuston explained the design exception approval process 
reviews the design based upon the restrictive conditions and approval means the project would 
be protected under Caltrans’ liability limits.  Heuston noted eight foot shoulders are fairly typical 
throughout the state and District 3.  Ten foot shoulders are the standard which we strive for.   
 
Duran asked whether there is any data suggesting one concept is more prone to accidents than 
the other.  Stanek noted when shoulders are less than six feet they will affect highway/freeway 
capacity.  Since Concept 1 has eight foot shoulders, capacity should not be significantly affected.  
Duran assumes Caltrans has the data to demonstrate whether or not there is a higher likelihood of 
accidents.  Heuston agreed, noting the inside shoulder being reduced to less than four feet would 
be more of an issue from a safety or operations standpoint than the outside eight foot shoulders. 
 
Nancy Miller clarified that currently Caltrans is taking a different view towards the issue of 
liability with design exceptions.  Now there are discussions about the sharing of liability 
particularly if there is a viable alternative that they believe is a safer alternative.  The four-foot 
shoulder would be more of a concern.  Miller added there are CEQA issues when there are 
significant effects with a project which can create approval delays. 
 
Sandra Calvert asked about the changing the HOV striping in both concepts, suggesting what is 
done in Southern California where you would be allowed to enter the HOV lane for safety 
purposes and whether the lane could be closed through that section.  Calvert inquired about “lane 
feel” where traffic slows down when the lane feels small and if there have been any studies 
performed pertinent to this scenario.  Stanek responded once the right shoulder is below six feet 
drivers start to drive more carefully and provide greater gaps between vehicles which means 
reduced capacity.  The difference between eight and ten feet on the right shoulder is not very 
significant, but once you get below six foot it is more significant and the capacity is lower. 
 
Keith Nesbitt noted the double striping in Southern California is done for the high occupancy 
vehicle lane.  The line is solid so there is no shifting of that lane during areas where shifting of 
the lanes might cause problems. 
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Jim Holmes stated his two issues are liability and safety and prefers we move forward with 
Concept 2. 
 
John Allard inquired with a difference of $3M between these projects, what funding is available.  
McAdam responded although no funding is currently available, staff will seek to find seed 
money to get through environmental and design, get a construction ready project and look for 
construction dollars. 
 
Yuill noted that if we move forward with Concept 1 then later determine Concept 2 is the better 
alternative, money has been squandered in this process.  Yuill feels it is better to pick one 
concept and pursue that aggressively 
 
Nesbitt reiterated his support for Concept 2.  With no funding we put ourselves in a better 
position for funding since we are not compromising standards. 
 
Tom Cosgrove noted the need to improve the flow of traffic through this area, and that the 
improvement will last for a long time.  Cosgrove expressed his support for Concept 2 as the safer 
option, even if it is at a larger cost. 
 
Duran stated it is difficult for him to support either option without knowing whether or not there 
is a safety issue since there is no data to quantify the safety issue.  If he had to make a decision 
today, he would support Concept 2.   
 
McNeel-Caird stated the next topic for discussion is the SR65 northbound restripe project.  
Heuston explained this project would reconfigure the viaduct striping to temporarily add a lane 
to alleviate traffic congestion.  In order to be able to fit three lanes on the existing viaduct the 
inside shoulder would be reduced to 1’6”, with 3- 11’ lanes and a 3’ 9” outside shoulder, all of 
which are lower than Caltrans standards. 
 
McNeel-Caird noted the design exceptions would need to be obtained for substandard shoulders, 
substandard lane widths as well as substandard bridge width on a raised viaduct.  McNeel-Caird 
noted pros and cons for this project were discussed.  Traffic congestion can be improved which 
will reduce accidents due to congestion on I-80 but potentially increase accidents with the 
reduced lane widths and substandard sections on SR65.  There would be a higher liability with 
this substandard section.  Caltrans has mentioned that in other districts they have asked locals in 
these situations to take on the liability.   
 
Given the height of this viaduct, Caltrans and FHWA expressed their reservations about this 
restripe project.  There would be lack of emergency access, though we did note our Freeway 
Service Patrol patrols this area on a regular basis and could provide assistance.  While this 
project would provide short-term traffic congestion relief, ultimately we do need the I-80/SR 65 
Interchange improvement. 
 
Stanek provided traffic analysis for this proposed improvement.  Stanek stated there were 63 
congestion-related accidents in the three-year period, all occurring before the HOV lane opened 
through Roseville.  Since more traffic is now reaching the I-80/SR 65 interchange faster, 
accident rates have increased in this area.  Their study indicates with the restripe project 
congestion-related accidents on EB I-80 would go down but single vehicle accidents in the 
restripe area would increase.  Stanek played a traffic simulation video of existing conditions and 
a simulation of this proposed project.   
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Nesbitt noted with this project restripe, cars would be 18” from the left side barrier and 3’ 9” on 
the other side.  Nesbitt asked why we wouldn’t split the difference between these two in the 
design?  Heuston noted typically you see the narrower shoulder on the inside.  Nesbitt stated this 
proposed project would only be a temporary and we need to pursue the real fix. 
 
Holmes concurred, noting we are trading one problem for another and increasing the liability of 
the county.  Yuill questioned why wasn’t the viaduct built wider originally.  McAdam replied the 
viaduct was built to the standards existing in 1986 and, now 25 years later it has reached its 
useful life.  Heuston noted this project is a definite fix that can be implemented in a phased 
approach on a project of this magnitude.  Yuill added he is viewing this project as a way to 
enhance commerce as well.  Heuston replied these two projects are the two points where they see 
congestion relief to improve traffic. 
 
Calvert noted the traffic on Galleria and Five Star Blvd. is bad and increasing circulation would 
increase more cars.  She asked about the possibility of an off ramp at the Five Star/Destiny area.  
McAdam replied that option has not been looked at and is uncertain about any issues in that area, 
i.e., wetlands.  McNeel-Caird stated there is a Joint Powers Authority for all the interchanges 
along SR65.  Phase 2 of Galleria Blvd Interchange, which is a separate project that Roseville is 
taking the lead on, will look at this specific location.   
 
Allard commented our problem is the I-80/SR 65 Interchange improvement project won’t be 
completed for at least ten years and traffic is backing up on I-80 as far as Douglas Blvd  and will 
eventually result in traffic backing up to Citrus Heights.  Allard encouraged the Board to push 
forward with some kind of solution now versus ten years from now.  Yuill seconded Allard’s 
comments, noting we have a big problem now which will continue to worsen. 
 
Cosgrove expressed concern about higher volumes and the greater propensity for collisions, and 
stated that widening of SR 65 beyond the viaduct needs to happen sooner than later.   Cosgrove 
believes the ultimate solution is redoing the interchange and making it higher capacity and safer.   
 
Yuill asked why adding a lane would make traffic faster if it gets more cars through at the same 
speed.  Heuston stated by removing the congestion point everyone is flowing freely at a reduced 
speed with the perceived narrowness.  With the congestion removed traffic is able to flow more 
freely at a slightly higher speed.   
 
Duran inquired whether Caltrans would write the shared liability issue into the design exception.  
Miller noted this project would be more problematic to obtain the design exception and we can 
expect that Caltrans will ask for the locals for complete liability, which is a negotiable issue.   
 
Nesbitt asked what the distance is between the two sides of the viaduct and if it was possible to 
brace them together to support an extra lane.  Heuston responded the gap of 40 to 50 feet is too 
much of a distance and we would need to build a separate structure.   
 
McAdam summarized the discussion, stating that the Board feels an early-phase project 
addressing the viaduct congestion point is a high priority for the I-80/SR 65 effort.   
 
In response to McAdam’s question whether the I-80/SR 65 congestion issue a higher priority 
than the I-80 WB project, Cosgrove indicated we should address these projects separately and if 
the Board chooses to pursue both options we will establish a priority at that time. 
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Allard asked which congestion point is currently causing more of a backup on I-80 and which 
one is causing more accidents on I-80/SR 65.  This needs to be determined before making a 
decision between the projects.  Heuston observed the congestion created by the NB 65 backup 
affects almost all the lanes across the freeway, while the I-80 westbound auxiliary lane is more 
of a future problem.  Addressing Duran’s comment regarding the accident data for this area, 
McAdam noted that Caltrans has current accident data but we don’t know whether it reflects the 
benefits from the Bottleneck project.  Duran agreed that Caltrans is about two years behind in 
their reporting so the Bottleneck project benefits would not be reflected. 
 
Upon motion by Holmes, and second by Yuill, the board unanimously accepted staff’s 
recommendation to pursue construction of auxiliary lanes on WB I-80 and solutions for 
improvements the viaduct capacity on the I-80/SR65 Interchange which conform to standards, 
and with the viaduct being the higher priority.   
 
Cosgrove thanked staff, our consultants and attorney for this discussion which brings to light the 
need to find ways to fund projects because we have many more projects that need to be done that 
are very important. 
 
Meeting adjourned at 10:50 a.m. 
 
 
 
_________________________________  ____________________________________ 
Celia McAdam     Tom Cosgrove, Chair 
Executive Director 


