
  Page 1 

 

PLACER COUNTY TRANSPORTATION PLANNING AGENCY 
MINUTES 

JANUARY 30, 2013 
 
The Placer County Transportation Planning Agency met on Wednesday, January 30, 2013 at 
9:00 a.m. at the Board of Supervisors Chambers, 175 Fulweiler Avenue, Auburn, California. 
 
 ATTENDANCE: Tony Hesch    Celia McAdam 
    Jim Holmes    Scott Aaron 

Stan Nader (arrived 9:05 a.m.) Shirley LeBlanc 
    Keith Nesbitt    Luke McNeel-Caird 
    Susan Rohan    David Melko  
    Diana Ruslin    Susan Sholtis 
    Ron Treabess 
    Kirk Uhler    
 
 
APPROVAL OF MINUTES 
Upon motion by Nesbitt and second by Treabess, the minutes of the November 28, 2012 PCTPA 
Board meeting were approved as submitted, with Rohan and Ruslin abstaining. 
 
AGENDA REVIEW 
None. 
 
PUBLIC COMMENT 
None. 
 
CONSENT CALENDAR 
Upon motion by Uhler and second by Treabess, the Board unanimously approved the Consent 
Calendar as submitted.   
 
ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT FACTORS AS A CONSIDERATION IN PRIORITIZING 
TRANSPORTATION PROJECTS 
Celia McAdam welcomed new Board Members, noting this subject was suggested as an agenda 
item by a Board Member late last year.  Staff is seeking Board direction on how to move forward 
with utilizing economic development factors as a consideration in prioritizing transportation 
projects.  McAdam provided an issue paper in this staff report, emphasizing the potential 
considerations in economic development as well as transportation, equity, and aligning projects 
with funding eligibility.  She noted that the Agency does not have a much money to move 
forward with any projects, thus the reestablishment of the Regional Transportation Funding 
Strategy which met last Monday.   
 
McAdam provided a synopsis of previously used transportation funding sources, most of which 
are now dried up.  Potential criterion for adding economic development as a consideration in 
prioritizing transportation projects were enumerated, including employment, community growth, 
visitor/recreation travel and goods movement.  McAdam asked for Board direction for 
prioritizing transportation projects. 
 
Kirk Uhler stated the kinds of projects he thinks of when he thinks of spurring economic 
development are those that specifically are able to identify owners and users of adjacent 
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properties that need the increased capacity brought by expansion of roadways and creation of 
interchanges, in order for them to be able to move forward.  The Sierra College Blvd. 
Interchange is a great example of this concept.  Other pertinent projects include the proposed 
Whitney Ranch Blvd. extension to Highway 65; that interchange being the start of the Placer 
Parkway which opens up the industrial area and concurrently allowing for the Placer County 
Water Agency (PCWA) to extend their water line.  Uhler feels we should look to transportation 
project that further the plans of the private sector to construct specific projects that then add to 
our economic base by virtue of sales tax, transient occupancy tax and job opportunities.  Uhler 
discounts construction jobs; he is looking at what dollar can be spent today that helps to 
exponentially grow that economic base in the future and create a long-term, sustainable 
economic base by virtue of that improvement.  Uhler suggested an outreach effort to large 
property holders and commercial developers to ascertain what their plans are, what is hampering 
those development efforts, and what can we do to help move those plans forward. 
 
Keith Nesbitt commented since he has served on this Board most projects have dealt with 
congestion mitigation.  As these projects - such as the Lincoln Bypass and Placer Parkway - are 
developed, it creates more unbridled linear development along those new lines.  Nesbitt 
wondered at what point do we reach equilibrium with supporting our infrastructure, reducing 
congestion, and building bypasses and parkways which leads to future congestion.  McAdam 
responded that is an ongoing challenge in terms of our long-range plans since we need to provide 
for the anticipated population and job growth; we are constantly behind on this effort.  If we 
were able to construct the necessary infrastructure and programs improvements ahead of the 
projected growth we would not have congestion.   
 
Jim Holmes stated this Agency, Placer County and our cities have been proactive in addressing 
these kinds of concerns and trying to find that balance - which is a difficult endeavor. 
 
Ron Treabess asked for clarification if transit is included in transportation.  McAdam responded 
yes.  Treabess feels this discussion is beneficial and mentioned the Eastern Placer County area is 
looking at similar issues from a planning standpoint of having an ongoing revenue source to 
commence their efforts for economic development, deciding on their capital investments, transit, 
maintenance and operations as well as infrastructure for special events. This is a timely and 
beneficial discussion.  Treabess noted when we are talking about the potential criteria for 
employment related to improvement of access to workforce training, development, or education 
that will increase employability this will not only create employment but make it a more 
attractive place to be employed. 
 
Susan Rohan asked for clarification regarding Kirk Uhler’s suggestion regarding the proposal 
that PCTPA be more engaged with the private sector to ascertain what proposals are in play.  
Rohan has reviewed PCTPA Board packets for years, always reviewing the Technical Advisory 
Committee (TAC) meeting minutes which summarizes coordination efforts with the local 
governments and PCTPA staff.  Rohan feels PCTPA has been very proactive and helpful in 
identifying transportation funding opportunities for the various projects in their jurisdiction and 
ultimately those decisions are reflected in the projects that are ultimately funded.  Rohan 
inquired what more could be discussed than what staff is already doing.   
 
McAdam confirmed that is an accurate assessment of the TAC, adding any large landowner with 
a proposed project is a focus of the Public Works and Planning TAC members who contribute to 
the recommendations to the Board.  Regarding Uhler’s comment, McAdam feels we could also 
look at the economic development plans of each of the jurisdictions.   
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Uhler commented when you combine Lincoln’s and Roseville’s adopted General Plans and 
Placer County’s planning effort on the Placer County Conservation Plan, development is mapped 
out and we have hopefully reached parity.  
 
Rohan recapped Uhler was suggesting that PCTPA be more actively engaged in seeking out the 
private sectors players while McAdam suggested working in concert with the local jurisdictions.  
This is a policy that needs clarification, and Rohan feels the jurisdictions have to be included.  
Uhler concurred, noting that PCTPA has no land use planning authority.  McAdam clarified that   
PCTPA staff works in concert with the jurisdictions on projects such as working with the City of 
Rocklin staff to obtain State authorizations required to move forward on the Whitney Ranch 
Interchange project.   
 
Tony Hesch commented that the City of Colfax has a very aggressive I-80 Corridor 
Improvement Program which is directly impacted by Caltrans and I-80.  Colfax’s planning 
consultant contends Colfax’s exit ramps need to be modified to adjust to Caltrans’ requirements, 
which is a huge financial impact.  Hesch asked for assistance with this preliminary management 
team presence to not misspend funds on wasted consulting fees.  Hesch asked if they have 
money for a project in an independent funding stream that maybe those monies could be 
considered somehow matching, raising Colfax’s ability to seek funds to develop their program. 
 
Stan Nader stated access is key to economic development.  There has been a lot of discussion 
between commercial brokers and the City of Lincoln which could benefit the Lincoln as well as 
the Placer County region.  There has been an economic development component created by the 
Lincoln Bypass which could create impacts sooner rather than later. 
 
McAdam will provide a summary of this discussion at our next Board meeting. 
 
I-80/SR 65 INTERCHANGE IMPROVEMENTS PROJECT – NOTICE OF 
PREPARATION (NOP) 
Luke McNeel-Caird introduced Leo Heuston from our consultant CH2M HILL who will be 
assisting in the presentation on the I-80/SR 65 Interchange Improvements Project Notice of 
Preparation (NOP).  The NOP was released on January 2 and comments are due by January 30.  
We have notified Federal, State and local agencies that we are about to prepare the 
environmental document for this project.   
 
McNeel-Caird outlined the robust public outreach process including a stakeholder meeting, 
community workshop, and noted we are seeking additional comments from the Board and the 
public today.  All comments received will be used to scope the environmental studies of the five 
identified project alternatives. 
 
McNeel-Caird presented a project overview, goals and objectives of the project, and the draft 
purpose and need was outlined.   In 2011 there were 20 concepts which were reviewed.  Seven of 
these concepts emerged from the review process, which were presented to this Board in January 
of 2012.  Since then two additional concepts are being proposed to be eliminated, the Taylor 
Road Access Shifted Alternative and the Antelope Creek Connection concept.  The remaining 
five project alternatives proposed to move forward in environmental studies were presented by 
Leo Heuston, project manager.  Common benefits and concerns of the alternatives were 
reviewed.   
 
McNeel-Caird reported that we have received 55 comments to date from community members.  
Comments received thus far convey that the benefit of diamond-shaped Alternative 1 is 
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additional access to businesses and the impact is the southbound to eastbound ramp from SR 65 
to I-80 will encroach toward Secret Ravine.  The benefit of trumpet-shaped Alternative 2 is that 
it would not encroach into Secret Ravine as far.  The impact for Alternative 2 was that people 
didn’t feel the trumpet-shaped interchange was as desirable as the diamond-shaped alternative; it 
is less direct.  The Taylor Road Eliminated Alternative benefit would be improved traffic 
operations on I-80 with a significant negative impact on local businesses.  The benefit for TSM 
Alternative 4 is alternative modes of transportation.  McNeel-Caird noted components of the 
Transportation Systems Management (TSM) Alternative can be incorporated into the other 
alternatives.  The impact of TSM Alternative 4 is it is not a long-term solution because it is not 
capacity increasing.  Comments received from the Department of Fish & Wildlife, the U.S. 
Army Corps of Engineers and Central Valley Regional Water Control Board have been standard 
NOP comment letters. 
 
Comments will be received through January 30 and used to scope the environmental technical 
studies which will be worked on throughout the remainder of 2013.  In 2014 and 2015 we will 
conduct more stakeholder and community workshop meetings to solicit additional input.  In 2015 
we hope to finish up the environmental document and the project approval report which will go 
to Caltrans for approval.  McNeel-Caird asked the Board to concur with the five alternatives 
presented to move forward with the environmental technical studies.   
 
Kirk Uhler asked if Alternatives 1 and 2 also include the elimination of the Taylor Road 
Interchange.  Celia McAdam responded the interchange would be relocated in those alternatives.  
McNeel-Caird clarified that Alternative 3 eliminates the Taylor Road Interchange but I-80 and 
SR65 would still be widened.  All three alternatives will widen I-80 and SR65 and the difference 
between the alternatives is how we deal with Taylor Road.  Uhler expressed his frustration that 
we are looking at a 5-year process to get us to the possibility of hopefully starting to build 
something, while in 1956 President Eisenhower signed the Federal Highway Act that funded the 
construction of I-80 in California and by 1964, 200 miles of I-80 were completed.   
 
Susan Rohan stated Alternative 3 is very unpleasant for that area and if that interchange is 
eliminated there will be a lot of people upset.  Rohan expressed her support to move forward 
with the alternatives outlined.   
 
Diana Ruslin stated Alternative 3, the elimination of Taylor Road Interchange, is devastating.  It 
eliminates community access on Taylor Road.  Ruslin asked would all the agencies have to be in 
agreement to move forward with any alternative. McAdam confirmed that is correct.  A question 
posed on January 9 was whether the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) could move 
forward with this if they were going to fund the entire project.  McAdam stated they would have 
to deal with the Purpose and Need Statement for the project and would have to address the local 
access aspect.  Ruslin supports Alternatives 1 and 2 but Alternative 3 would be devastating. 
 
Keith Nesbitt noted it seems contradictory that Taylor Road could be completely cut off when 
we are discussing economic development as it relates to transportation.   
 
Ron Treabess commented a new, acceptable alternative could emerge from this planning and 
review process.  Treabess questioned whether we need to review all five alternatives or can we 
combine aspects of these alternatives to a new alternative?  McAdam stated Alternatives 4 and 5 
are required and Alternative 3 has been put on the table and with the data garnered thus far 
cannot be eliminated and ultimately we will need permits to move forward on this project.  We 
need concurrence from FHWA and we need to address their questions. 
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Uhler questioned if Alternative 1 is pursued and the existing loop is abandoned, can the area 
between the eastbound I-80 onto northbound SR 65 be reclaimed for any type of freeway 
commercial opportunity.  McNeel-Caird responded that Alternative 1 makes that a possibility 
and a potential benefit of that alternative.   
 
Rhon Herndon, Director of Public Works with the City of Roseville, stated the City supports 
Alternatives 1, 2 and 4.  They do not support Alternative 3 and view it as being harmful to the 
businesses along Taylor Road.  Alternatives 1 and 2 improve access to Taylor Road.  Alternative 
3 would adversely impact the existing interchanges at Eureka, Rocklin Road and Galleria and 
those interchanges are already impacted.  Roseville understands why Alternative 3 needs to be 
included in the document. 
 
Stan Nader asked whether it was mentioned that there are multi levels of structures and the 
highest is 100 feet so the aesthetics of the area will be significantly changed.  McNeel-Caird 
noted the preliminary design shows the highest structure is between 65 and 100 feet.   
 
Uhler noted the potential for the opening of an area to the southwest of the project which could 
provide a tremendous opportunity for a transit center, as it would have great bus access on and 
off the freeway as well as freeway commercial opportunities would be opened up. 
 
Rohan inquired whether the NOP process could result in a changed project description since 
transit parking may be added to the area.  McAdam responded it would depend on whether we 
included that as part of the actual project or just reference it as a benefit or as a subsequent 
project.  Changing the project description takes us back a couple of steps which would cost time 
and money.  Referencing these as opportunities and designating them as separate projects will 
firm up our current timeframe.   
 
Uhler asked if there is a reason we really have to move forward with Alternative 3.  McNeel-
Caird stated Caltrans is very interested in knowing what the results of that alternative are and 
feels if we are going to gain a collaborative process we should study this alternative to show the 
results. 
 
Rohan mentioned she understands why that alternative needs to be in the document and wants 
that alternative studied for the environmental review process. 
 
McAdam reiterated that this is a collaborative process.  We need to have Caltrans and the 
Federal Highway Administration onboard and they have expressed the need to have this 
alternative studied.  We need to include this alternative to address their concerns so ultimately 
we come up with an alternative we all agree on. 
 
Upon motion by Rohan and second by Ruslin, the Board unanimously concurred with the five 
alternatives for the I-80/SR 65 Interchange Improvements Project shown in Attachment 1 to 
move forward for study in the required environmental documents.   
 
ADJOURN AS PLACER COUNTY TRANSPORTATION PLANNING AGENCY 
 
CONVENE AS WESTERN PLACER CONSOLIDATED TRANSPORTATION 
SERVICES AGENCY 
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EXTENSION OF THE NON-EMERGENCY MEDICAL TRANSPORTATION SERVICE 
PARTNERSHIP AGREEMENT WITH SENIORS FIRST 
David Melko asked the Board to authorize the Executive Director to sign Partnership Agreement 
Addendum No. 2 with Seniors First to extend the existing Non-Emergency Medical 
Transportation service commonly known as Health Express on a month-to-month basis for a 
period of six months, commencing January 1, 2013 through July 1, 2013.  Melko provided 
background of the agreement for the Health Express service which necessitates being extended 
since we are entering into a joint procurement with Placer County Transit for their Dial-A-Ride 
service to achieve cost efficiencies.   
 
Susan Rohan inquired if there are any funding implications as a result of the extension of this 
contract.  Melko responded this extension is included in the budget. 
 
Upon motion by Uhler and second by Ruslin, the Board unanimously authorized the Executive 
Director to sign Partnership Agreement Addendum No. 2 with Seniors First to extend the 
existing Non-Emergency Medical Transportation service on a month-to-month basis for a period 
of up to six months, commencing January 1, 2013 through July 1, 2013. 
 
ADJOURN AS WESTERN PLACER CONSOLIDATED TRANSPORTATION 
SERVICES AGENCY 
 
CONVENE AS PLACER COUNTY TRANSPORTATION SERVICES AGENCY 
 
EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR’S REPORT 
Celia McAdam reported we normally recognize our outgoing Board Members at our January 
meeting.  Both Steve Harvey and Scott Yuill respectfully declined to attend today’s Board 
meeting for this recognition, so we will be mailing the plaques to these outgoing Board 
Members.  McAdam noted Yuill remains as our alternate for the City of Rocklin so we may be 
seeing him in that capacity. 
 
McAdam reported 40 members of the 51 member Funding Strategy Steering Committee met this 
past Monday.  Committee members outlined their transportation priorities including 
capital/roadway projects as well as senior and disabled transit, and non-emergency medical 
transit.  Priorities garnered were economic development and how transportation works into other 
priorities of the group.  We will take these priorities and summarize what PCTPA has been 
accomplishing on those projects. i.e., Bus Rapid Transit efforts and how to address the needs 
outlined from this meeting. 
 
McAdam noted the new My Rides brochure was provided to Board Members and we will be 
distributing this brochure to the public.   This new program is the new volunteer driver program 
with mileage reimbursement which the Board approved last year.  This service now extends out 
to Sheridan as well as to the Weimar and Dutch Flat and Foresthill areas.   
 
Susan Rohan noted she read the minutes of the November 28 Board meeting where Scott Yuill 
inquired whether the drivers of the My Rides Program were in any way creating any liability for 
PCTPA or the jurisdictions.  Rohan asked whether staff had any additional information regarding 
this issue.  McAdam stated this issue was discussed with both our attorney as well as our 
insurance agent and we were assured there was no liability to PCTPA or any of the jurisdictions.  
Rohan asked whether drivers were contracting with PCTPA or an individual jurisdiction.  Melko 
noted there is no contract per se; it is a volunteer-based program which is administered by 
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Seniors First.  The volunteer driver’s personal automobile insurance is sufficient for coverage 
and there is no contract with the jurisdictions or PCTPA.  
 
Meeting adjourned at 10:39 a.m. 
 
 
 
_________________________________  ____________________________________ 
Celia McAdam     Sandra Calvert, Chair 
Executive Director 


