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PCTPA’s community information and participation program, in compliance with Title VI of 
the Civil Rights Act of 1964, is an on-going effort of informing, encouraging involvement, 
and inviting public and community participation in the transportation planning process. 
PCTPA’s community information and participation program is consistent with SACOG’s 
adopted Public Participation Program, as amended. 
 
PCTPA’s community information and participation program is multi-purposed: 
 
 Provide information to the public about key countywide transportation projects, planning, 

and funding issues; 
 Establish the process by which the public can express itself; 
 Provide the public with opportunities to be involved in transportation planning;  
 Ensure transportation projects and programs are genuinely reflective of the region’s values 

as determined through public input; and 
 Establish and continue good relationships with the public. 

 
Community and Public Outreach 
 
Community and public outreach is an ongoing effort that can occur in a variety of ways. 
PCTPA solicits input through various policy, technical, and public forums using the outreach 
efforts and techniques summarized below.  Outreach to Native American tribal governments, 
specifically, the United Auburn Indian Community is included.   
 
PCTPA seeks input and feedback from all members of the public, engages stakeholders 
potentially affected, especially groups considered traditionally underrepresented, such as low-
income and minority groups (per FHWA and FTA guidance on Environmental Justice in 
compliance with Executive order 12898 issued in 1994) in the regional transportation 
planning process. Environmental Justice is also applicable at the project level when project 
sponsors are proposing a new project in a local community and federal funds are involved. 
 
Board Meetings 
 
PCTPA Board meetings are open to the public at a convenient and accessible location that 
complies with Brown Act and ADA requirements. Agendas are posted prior to public 
meetings. 
 
Public Hearings, Informational Meetings, and Workshops 
 
PCTPA conducts public hearings regarding the development and adoption of the Regional 
Transportation Plan, the Regional Transportation Improvement Program, and the annual 
unmet transit needs hearing.  Additional public hearings, informational meetings, and 
workshops are held for specific planning activities and individual projects. Visualization 
techniques are often used, in the form of printed materials, graphics, mapped information, and 
power point presentations in narrative summary and bullet points.  Sign-in sheets are used to 
update mailing/e-mail lists for future notification use and document distribution. 
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Availability of Information 
 
Members of the public have access to technical and policy information and documents - 
through meeting agendas, which are mailed and distributed by e-mail; can be viewed online at 
PCTPA’s website; and available for review at PCTPA during normal business hours. 
 
Use of Technology 
  
The community information and participation effort has been further enhanced by using 
technology to reach the public. Expansion of the agency’s website on the internet provides 
citizens with greater access to agency and specific project information, documents, and 
planning activities. A monthly newsletter, “Planning Ahead,” is e-mailed to transportation 
stakeholders, which provides up-to-date information about transportation issues, including 
project updates, funding issues, and other policy issues that affect Placer County. A Blog has 
been established on PCTPA’s website that is directly linked to the PCTPA Facebook account 
that highlights upcoming transportation events and information about projects throughout the 
county. PCTPA also established a separate website called, “Keep Placer Moving,” which 
enables PCTPA and residents to communicate quickly about a variety of transportation issues, 
with a link back to the PCTPA website so users can access additional information. 
 
 Teleconferences are often used with public agencies 
 
Open Houses  
 
PCTPA Board members often host open houses in the area they represent. Open House’s 
allow the public to learn and ask questions about PCTPA planning and project activities. 
  
Presentations  
 
Upon request, PCTPA’s speaker bureau conducts presentations to various community groups. 
  
Media Relations  
 
A greater emphasis is now placed on working with local media outlets - newspapers, radio, 
television/cable, and the internet.  Also included, are reporter briefings, opinion editorial 
placements, letters to the editor, and editorial board meetings.  
 
Local media is an important component of PCTPA’s community information and 
participation program. It provides an ongoing, highly efficient, and effective tool to 
communicate important transportation and funding issues to the public.  
 
Consultation and Coordination  
 
Ongoing consultation and coordination breaks down barriers between agencies and 
jurisdictions; increases chances of reaching consensus; and creates the opportunity to diffuse 
potentially controversial issues.  
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Ongoing consultation and coordination occurs with officials responsible for other types of 
planning activities that are affected by transportation in the area. This includes a wide range 
of agencies such as Native American tribal governments; federal, state and regional land 
management, transportation, and environmental agencies; local jurisdictions; and project 
sponsors.  PCTPA also depends on input and feedback from its own advisory committees.  
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INTERAGENCY & PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT PROCESS FOR 2036 RTP  
 
Milestones  
 
May 16-20, 2013 Placer County Transportation Issues Statistically Valid Polling #1 
 
October 11, 2013 PCTPA Technical Advisory Committee interagency review of  
   Preliminary RTP Programmed Projects / Planned Projects RTP Master 
   List. 
 
February 11, 2014 PCTPA Board Joint presentation by PCTPA staff and SACOG on the 
   RTP and MTP/SCS process and schedule. 
  
May 14 & 15, 2014 Focus Group on Transportation Issues and Funding Options #1 
 
July 16-20, 2014 Placer County Transportation Issues Statistically Valid Polling #2 
 
September 10, 2014 PCTPA Board approval of draft Policy Element and Programmed  
   Projects / Planned Projects RTP Master List 
 
October 23, 2014 Joint PCTPA RTP and SACOG MTP Public Workshop at the Johnson 

Springview Community Park in Rocklin 
 
February 25, 2015 Joint Elected Officials Meeting Presentation to PCTPA Board of 

Directors by SACOG and PCTPA 
 
May 17-20, 2015 Placer County Transportation Issues Statistically Valid Polling #3 
 
June 5, 2015  Notice of Preparation 30-day period requesting views of interested  
   parties regarding the scope and content of the EIR 
 
August 3 & 4, 2015 Focus Group on Transportation Issues and Funding Options #2 
 
October 13, 2015 PCTPA Technical Advisory Committee RTP update 
 
October 28, 2015 PCTPA Board Preview of draft 20236 RTP and EIR 
 
November 3, 2015 PCTPA release of the draft 2036 RTP EIR for a    
   45 day public review period. 
 
November 2-18, 2015 Townhall meetings in each Jurisdiction to discuss transportation 

financing options and the release of the Draft RTP and EIR 
 
November 20, 2015 PCTPA release of the draft 2036 RTP for a 68 day public review 

period. 
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January 27, 2016 PCTPA public workshop on the draft 2036 RTP and public hearing 
   on the draft Environmental Impact Report (SEIR).  
 
February 24, 2016 PCTPA certification of the Final EIR and adoption of the 2036  
   RTP. 
 

PUBLIC OUTREACH MEETING FOR THE DRAFT 2036 RTP  
 
PCTPA staff engaged public, private, and non-governmental organizations throughout the 
RTP development process. The list on the following page identifies each of the meetings 
PCTPA staff attended to share information on the RTP update process, discuss community 
transportation and traffic concerns, and receive feedback on community transportation 
preferences. These meetings consisted of the business community, civic organizations, 
governmental and tribal entities. 
 
Other Venues for Public Involvement 
 
Several ongoing PCTPA sponsored venues were used to provide input for preparation of the 
2036 RTP and include: 
 

 The annual unmet transit needs process involves several public workshops held in 
various locations in Placer County.  The input from the most recent unmet transit 
needs process held in October 2014, February 2015, and again in October 2015 was 
considered as the RTP was updated. 

 Regular meetings with Civic and non-governmental organization to discuss public 
transit, transportation improvements, and the potential for a local transportation sales 
tax measure.  

 The PCTPA’s Facebook page and KeepPlacerMoving.org website provides an online 
forum where the public can make comments and ask questions on PCTPA 
transportation projects and activities. This input was included in the development of 
this RTP. 
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Presentation 

Date Organization 

Presentation 

Date Organization 

November 13, 2014 

Tahoe 
Transportation 
Summit  May 12, 2015 

United Auburn Indians 
Community 

December 2, 2014  Auburn Meddlers  June 3, 2015 
Joint Chamber 
Government Affairs  

January 14, 2015  Auburn Host Lions  June 22, 2015 
South Placer Women’s 
Leadership Group 

January 15, 2014  Leadership Roseville  June 26, 2015 

Roseville Chamber 
Government Affairs 
Committee 

January 15, 2015 
Placer Business 
Council   July 1, 2015 

Meadow Vista Municipal 
Advisory Committee 

January 20, 2015 
Older Adults 
Advisory  July 6, 2015 

Foresthill Municipal 
Advisory Committee 

January 29, 2015  Rocklin Kiwanis  July 8, 2015  Placer Builders Council  

February 3, 2015  Jack Uppal TV Show  July 14, 2015 
North Auburn Municipal 
Advisory Committee 

February 12, 2015 
Lincoln Chamber of 
Commerce  August 13, 2015 

City Managers /Public 
Works Directors Forum  

February 26, 2015  Roseville Kiwanis 

August 19, 2015  Weimar/Applegate/Colfax 
(WAC) Municipal Advisory 
Committee 

March 5, 2015  Lincoln Host Lions  September 2, 2015 
Granite Bay Municipal 
Advisory Committee 

March 11, 2015 
Republican Central 
Committee  September 3, 2015 

Squaw Valley Municipal 
Advisory Committee 

March 12, 2015 

Construction 
Management Assoc. 
Committee  September 10, 2015

North Tahoe Municipal 
Advisory Committee 

March 26, 2015  Lincoln Rotary  October 15, 2015 

Newcastle Ophir 
Municipal Advisory 
Committee 

March 27, 2015  Granite Bay Rotary  November 2, 2015  Auburn Town Hall Event 

April 1, 2015  Roseville Lions Club  November 4, 2015  Colfax Town Hall Event 

April 14, 2015  Sun City Roseville  November 5, 2015  Loomis Town Hall Event 

April 28, 2015  Auburn Meddlers  November 9, 2015  Roseville Town Hall Event 

May 7, 2015  Roseville Rotary  November 16, 2015  Rocklin Town Hall Event 
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APPENDIX B-1: May 2013 Public Polling 
Summary 



220-3641 

Survey Conducted: 
May 16-20, 2013 



 
 

1 

Methodology 

Telephone survey of 501 randomly-selected Placer 
County voters likely to cast a ballot in the November 
2014 statewide election 

 Interviews were conducted via landline and cell 
phones. 

Survey was conducted May 16-20, 2013 

The margin of sampling error is +/-4.4 percent at the 
95 percent confidence level; margins of error for 
population subgroups will be higher. 

Some percentages do not sum to 100% due to 
rounding. 
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Key Findings 
 Voters express satisfaction with the overall direction of the 

county and hold favorable views of local government 
institutions. 

 In addition, a substantial majority believe the County is in 
need of at least some additional funding, particularly for 
transportation. 

 However, few identify transportation issues in their local area 
as highly serious and only a limited number of specific 
transportation improvement projects identified by PCTPA 
emerge as highly important priorities. 

 While a majority of voters support a potential tax measure to 
fund transportation improvement projects in concept, 
mechanisms that might be used to generate additional 
funding fail to attract majority support at this point in time. 
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Right 
direction 

63% 

Wrong 
track 
18% 

DK/NA 
19% 

Do you think things in Placer County are generally headed in the right direction 
or do you feel things have gotten pretty seriously off on the wrong track? 

A majority of Placer County voters feel  
that things in the County are generally headed 

in the right direction. 

Q3.  
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18% 

11% 

9% 

39% 

45% 

22% 

10% 

12% 

8% 

8% 

10% 

27% 

21% 

20% 

29% 

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100% 

Your local City Council 

The Placer County Board of 
Supervisors 

The Placer County Transportation 
Planning Agency 

Very Fav.  Smwt. Fav. Smwt. Unfav. Very Unfav. NHO CR/DK 

Impressions of local government institutions, are 
favorable, but many are unfamiliar with PCTPA. 

Q4.  

57% 

55% 

31% 

15% 

15% 

12% 

I am going to read you a list of names of some institutions that are often in the public eye.  
Please tell me if your overall impression of the institution is favorable or unfavorable. 
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20% 

26% 

13% 

17% 

16% 

15% 

10% 

12% 

33% 

24% 

28% 

22% 

18% 

18% 

22% 

13% 

33% 

27% 

29% 

24% 

24% 

33% 

38% 

16% 

11% 

19% 

25% 

30% 

38% 

31% 

28% 

55% 

6% 

8% 

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100% 

Jobs and unemployment 

^Government waste and mismanagement 

The impact of state budget cuts on 
funding for local services 

^The quality of public education 

Global warming 

^The amount you pay in taxes 

The condition of the local economy 

Climate change 

Ext. Ser. Very Ser. Smwt. Ser. Not Too Ser. DK/NA 

I’d like to read you a brief list of issues that could be problems for people living in your local area.  
Please tell me whether you personally consider it to be an extremely serious problem, a very serious 

problem, a somewhat serious problem, or not too serious a problem at all for people living in your area.  

Jobs, unemployment, and government 
 waste and mismanagement rank as the most highly 

serious voter concerns. 

Q7. ^Not Part of Split Sample 

Ext./Very 
Ser. Prob. 

53% 

50% 

41% 

39% 

34% 

34% 

32% 

25% 
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8% 

8% 

8% 

8% 

8% 

6% 

8% 

6% 

6% 

17% 

16% 

15% 

15% 

14% 

13% 

11% 

13% 

13% 

39% 

39% 

26% 

35% 

36% 

35% 

33% 

44% 

36% 

36% 

36% 

39% 

29% 

42% 

45% 

47% 

36% 

40% 

11% 

12% 

5% 

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100% 

^Traffic  congestion 

Deteriorating streets and roads 

^A lack of reliable public transit options 

Reductions in state and federal funding 
for transportation 

^Air pollution 

Potholes on local streets and roadways 

^Too much growth and development 

^Crime 

^Injury-causing accidents on local roads 
and highways 

Ext. Ser. Very Ser. Smwt. Ser. Not Too Ser. DK/NA 

Issues directly related to transportation are 
lower-tier concerns. 

Q7. ^Not Part of Split Sample 

Ext./Very 
Ser. Prob. 

24% 

24% 

23% 

23% 

22% 

20% 

19% 

19% 

19% 
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25% 

33% 

10% 

4% 

28% 

0% 15% 30% 45% 60% 

1 

2 

3 

4 or more 

None/Refused/DK 

How many people in your household commute to work or school as the 
driver of a vehicle at least 3 days a week? 

Total 1 or 2 
Times 
58% 

Q13.  

A majority of voters in the County reside in 
households with at least one commuter. 
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39% 

26% 

25% 

4% 

2% 

1% 

5% 

0% 15% 30% 45% 60% 

Drive local streets/roads 

Drive highways 

Do not commute 

Carpool 

Take transit 

Bike 

Refused/DK 

If you personally commute to work or school each day, do you most often take transit, 
carpool, walk, bike, drive mostly on highways or drive mostly on local streets and roads? 

Total Drive 
65% 

Those who commute primarily  
drive on local streets and roads or on highways. 

Q14.  
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23% 

27% 

16% 

9% 

12% 

6% 

6% 

0% 15% 30% 45% 

10 minutes or less 

11 to 20 minutes 

21-30 minutes 

31-40 minutes 

41-60 minutes 

More than 1 hour 

Refused/DK 

About how many minutes each way is your daily commute? 

Total 
10-30 minutes 

66% 

Q15.  

Of those who commute, most voters are in 
transit for 30 minutes or less. 
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20% 

41% 

11% 

20% 

8% 

0% 15% 30% 45% 60% 75% 

Great need 

Some need 

Little need 

No real need 

Don't know 

In general, how would you rate the County’s need for additional funding? Is there a great 
need for additional funding, some need, a little need or no real need for additional funding?  

Great/Some 
Need 
61% 

Little/No 
Real Need 

31% 

A substantial majority of voters sees at least 
some need for additional funding for the 

County. 

Q5.  
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27% 

43% 

13% 

16% 

1% 

0% 15% 30% 45% 60% 

Great need 

Some need 

Little need 

No real need 

Don't know 

More specifically, how would you rate the need for additional funding to maintain 
and improve transportation infrastructure, including local streets, regional 

roadways, and public transit, and reduce traffic congestion and improve road safety 
throughout the County?  Is there a great need for additional funding, some need, a 

little need or no real need for additional funding?  

Great/Some 
Need 
70% 

Little/No 
Real Need 

29% 

Q6.  

Perceptions of the need for transportation 
funding are slightly higher. 
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6. More specifically, how would you rate the need for additional funding to maintain and improve transportation infrastructure, including local 
streets, regional roadways, and public transit, and reduce traffic congestion and improve road safety throughout the County?  Is there a great 
need for additional funding, some need, a little need or no real need for additional funding?  

A solid majority of voters in each District see 
the need for additional funding.  

Perceptions of the Need for Additional Transportation Funding  
by Supervisorial District 

0% 

20% 

40% 

60% 

80% 

100% 

1 2 3 4 5 

Great/Some Need Little/No Real Need DK/NA 

(% of 
Sample) (19%) (19%) (19%) (21%) (22%) 



 
 

16 

6. More specifically, how would you rate the need for additional funding to maintain and improve transportation infrastructure, including local 
streets, regional roadways, and public transit, and reduce traffic congestion and improve road safety throughout the County?  Is there a great 
need for additional funding, some need, a little need or no real need for additional funding?  

Perceptions of the need are strongest among 
Democrats. 

Perceptions of the Need for Additional Transportation Funding  
by Party 

0% 

20% 

40% 

60% 

80% 

100% 

Democrats Independents Republicans 

Great/Some Need Little/No Real Need DK/NA 

(% of 
Sample) (52%) (29%) (19%) 
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6. More specifically, how would you rate the need for additional funding to maintain and improve transportation infrastructure, including local 
streets, regional roadways, and public transit, and reduce traffic congestion and improve road safety throughout the County?  Is there a great 
need for additional funding, some need, a little need or no real need for additional funding?  

Voters of all ages believe there is at least some 
need for additional transportation funding. 

Perceptions of the Need for Additional Transportation Funding  
by Age 

0% 

20% 

40% 

60% 

80% 

18-49 50+ 65+ 

Great/Some Need Little/No Real Need DK/NA 

(% of 
Sample) (34%) (31%) (67%) 
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6. More specifically, how would you rate the need for additional funding to maintain and improve transportation infrastructure, including local 
streets, regional roadways, and public transit, and reduce traffic congestion and improve road safety throughout the County?  Is there a great 
need for additional funding, some need, a little need or no real need for additional funding?  

More than two-thirds of men and women 
believe a funding need exists. 

Perceptions of the Need for Additional Transportation Funding  
by Gender 

0% 

20% 

40% 

60% 

80% 

Men Women 

Great/Some Need Little/No Real Need DK/NA 

(% of 
Sample) (52%) (48%) 
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The Placer County Transportation Planning 
Agency is assessing the condition of the 
county’s transportation infrastructure and 
evaluating local and regional transportation 
improvement needs.  The agency has 
identified approximately one billion dollars in 
needed improvements for the region over the 
next few years. 

Contextual Information Provided to  
Survey Respondents 
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8. I’m going to read you some a list of the objectives of the transportation improvement projects identified by the Placer County Transportation 
Planning Agency. ^Not Part of Split Sample 
9. I would like to read you a short list of some more specific transportation improvement projects that might be funded with local taxpayer 
dollars.  

Total Ext./ 
Very Impt. 

64% 

62% 

56% 

55% 

54% 

Providing safe routes to school and tapping into state 
and federal matching funds are among voters’ top 

transportation improvement priorities. 

28% 

27% 

23% 

21% 

19% 

37% 

35% 

32% 

35% 

35% 

22% 

26% 

29% 

34% 

33% 

12% 

10% 

14% 

10% 

11% 

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100% 

Providing safe routes to school for 
children  

^Making Placer County eligible for its 
fair share of state and federal 

transporation funds 

Reconfiguring the I-80/S-R 65 
interchange to add capacity and relieve 

traffic congestion  

^Fixing potholes, resurfacing roads, 
adding shoulders and maintaining and 

improving road surfaces countywide 

Providing safe routes for bicyclists and 
pedestrians 

Ext. Impt. Very Impt. Smwt. Impt. Not Impt. DK/NA 
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8. I’m going to read you some a list of the objectives of the transportation improvement projects identified by the Placer County Transportation 
Planning Agency. ^Not Part of Split Sample 
9. I would like to read you a short list of some more specific transportation improvement projects that might be funded with local taxpayer 
dollars.  

Total Ext./ 
Very Impt. 

49% 

48% 

46% 

43% 

42% 

41% 

20% 

17% 

16% 

15% 

14% 

16% 

29% 

31% 

30% 

28% 

28% 

24% 

27% 

31% 

37% 

38% 

40% 

34% 

22% 

16% 

15% 

18% 

18% 

22% 

5% 

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100% 

Extending light rail from Watt Avenue at 
I-80 to Roseville 

^Improving the availability and capacity 
for dial-a-ride transit service for seniors 

and the disabled 

^Improving safety on streets and roads 

^Reducing traffic congestion 

^Widening roadways and reconfiguring 
highway interchanges to relieve traffic 

congestion and improve safety 

^Promoting increased use of Capitol 
Corridor/Amtrack rail service to reduce 

the reliance on cars 

Ext. Impt. Very Impt. Smwt. Impt. Not Impt. DK/NA 

Second-tier priorities include extending light rail and 
improving transit for seniors and the disabled. 
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8. I’m going to read you some a list of the objectives of the transportation improvement projects identified by the Placer County Transportation 
Planning Agency. ^Not Part of Split Sample  
9. I would like to read you a short list of some more specific transportation improvement projects that might be funded with local taxpayer 
dollars.  

Total Ext./ 
Very Impt. 

38% 

38% 

35% 

34% 

31% 

30% 

30% 

18% 

14% 

11% 

11% 

11% 

11% 

10% 

20% 

24% 

24% 

22% 

20% 

19% 

21% 

26% 

33% 

40% 

35% 

32% 

33% 

34% 

33% 

25% 

23% 

28% 

30% 

35% 

32% 

6% 

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100% 

Ext. Impt. Very Impt. Smwt. Impt. Not Impt. DK/NA 

A number of area specific projects do not 
generate broad support Countywide. 

Investing in transportation projects that 
reduce pollution that causes global warming 

^Expanding public transit 

Reconfiguring the I-80/Rocklin interchange 
and surrounding intersections on Rocklin 

Road to relieve traffic congestion 

Adding lanes on S-R 65 between I-80 and 
Twelve Bridges Drive 

Improving safety and circulation on S-R 49 
between I-80 and the Nevada County line, 

including bike lanes and sidewalks and 
adding traffic signals 

Building new bike lanes 

Adding an express bus system to connect 
from Watt Avenue at I-80 through western 

Placer County to downtown Roseville 
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8. I’m going to read you some a list of the objectives of the transportation improvement projects identified by the Placer County Transportation 
Planning Agency. ^Not Part of Split Sample  
9. I would like to read you a short list of some more specific transportation improvement projects that might be funded with local taxpayer 
dollars.  

Total Ext./ 
Very Impt. 

29% 

27% 

24% 

21% 

21% 

10% 

12% 

9% 

7% 

5% 

19% 

15% 

15% 

14% 

16% 

28% 

32% 

30% 

35% 

36% 

36% 

32% 

36% 

39% 

40% 

7% 

9% 

11% 

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100% 

Ext. Impt. Very Impt. Smwt. Impt. Not Impt. DK/NA 

Nearly one-third or more of voters identify a 
number of projects as “not important.” 

Widening and improving Baseline Road from 
Fiddyment Road to the Sutter County line 

Constructing a new 4 to 6 lane expressway 
connection from S-R 65  at Whitney Ranch 

Road to S-R 99 at Sankey Road in Sutter 
County on an alignment north of Baseline Road 

Widening and upgrading Nelson Lane from 
Lincoln Bypass south to connect to Fiddyment 

Road 

^Making improvements to reduce the impact of 
trains on local roads and adjoining 

neighborhoods, including constructing 
overpasses and quiet zones 

Improving traffic flow and reducing traffic 
congestion by adding traffic signals to local 

streets and roadways 
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8. I’m going to read you some a list of the objectives of the transportation improvement projects identified by the Placer County Transportation 
Planning Agency. ^Not Part of Split Sample  
9. I would like to read you a short list of some more specific transportation improvement projects that might be funded with local taxpayer 
dollars.  

Total Ext./ 
Very Impt. 

18% 

15% 

15% 

14% 

12% 

7% 

5% 

11% 

10% 

11% 

9% 

8% 

35% 

32% 

32% 

29% 

29% 

42% 

43% 

43% 

44% 

36% 

6% 

9% 

11% 

13% 

22% 

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100% 

Ext. Impt. Very Impt. Smwt. Impt. Not Impt. DK/NA 

Several-area specific projects are identified by  
2 in 5 voters as “not important.”  

Reconfiguring the I-80/Horseshoe Road 
interchange to improve ramps to and from I-80, 

as well as widening the Horseshoe Bar Road 
overcrossing 

Widening the undercrossing of the Union Pacific 
railroad on S-R 89 just south of Truckee to 

improve access to North Lake Tahoe from I-80 

Improving access between Tahoe City, Truckee, 
and Kings Beach 

Providing year-round transit service at shorter 
intervals throughout the North Lake Tahoe area 

Reconfiguring the I-80/S-R 174 interchange to 
improve safety and access between S-R 174 

and I-80 
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17% 

37% 

15% 

28% 

3% 

0% 15% 30% 45% 60% 

Stronlgy support 

Somewhat support 

Somewhat oppose 

Strongly oppose 

Undecided 

Many of these projects and improvements I just described to you are beyond 
the scope of the County’s existing budget and may require additional funding 
through a local voter-approved tax measure.  Based on what you’ve heard,  

do you think you would support or oppose a tax measure to fund some group 
of these transportation improvement projects?  

Total 
Support 

54% 

Total 
Oppose 

42% 

Q10.  

A narrow majority of voters support a potential 
transportation finance measure. 
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17% 

37% 

15% 

28% 

3% 

0% 15% 30% 45% 60% 75% 

Strongly 
support 

Somewhat 
support 

Somewhat 
oppose 

Strongly 
oppose 

Undecided 

27% 

43% 

13% 

16% 

1% 

0% 15% 30% 45% 60% 75% 

Great need 

Some need 

Little need 

No real need 

Don't know 

Great/ 
Some 
Need 
70% 

Little/ 
No Real 

Need 
29% 

6. More specifically, how would you rate the need for additional funding to maintain and improve transportation infrastructure, including local 
streets, regional roadways, and public transit, and reduce traffic congestion and improve road safety throughout the County?  Is there a great 
need for additional funding, some need, a little need or no real need for additional funding? 
10. Many of these projects and improvements I just described to you are beyond the scope of the County’s existing budget and may require 
additional funding through a local voter-approved tax measure.  Based on what you’ve heard, do you think you would support or oppose a tax 
measure to fund some group of these transportation improvement projects?  

Perception of Need 

Total 
Support 

54% 

Total 
Oppose 

42% 

A sizable gap exists between those who agree that 
there is a funding need and those who support a  

tax measure. 
Support for Tax Measure 
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Voters’ willingness to pay additional taxes for 
transportation improvements declines as the 

amount rises. 

11.Regardless of how the measure was structured, would your household be willing to pay ______ in additional taxes if it were dedicated to the 
types of infrastructure repairs and improvements for Placer County we have been discussing?  
6. More specifically, how would you rate the need for additional funding to maintain and improve transportation infrastructure, including local 
streets, regional roadways, and public transit, and reduce traffic congestion and improve road safety throughout the County?  Is there a great 
need for additional funding, some need, a little need or no real need for additional funding? 

52% 

42% 

30% 

17% 

20% 

20% 

18% 

22% 

5% 

10% 

12% 

12% 

21% 

28% 

38% 

48% 

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100% 

$10 per year 

$20 per year 

$50 per year 

$100 per year 

Very Will. Smwt. Will. Smwt. Unwil. Very Unwil. DK/NA 
Total 

Willing 
Total 

Unwilling 
71% 27% 

61% 37% 

48% 50% 

39% 60% 

27% 43% 13% 16% 

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100% 

Transportation 
Funding 

Great Need Some Need Little Need No Real Need Don't Know Total 
Need  

Total Little/ 
No Real 

Need 

70% 29% 
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12. I am going to read you a list of several methods that might be used to raise money to fund the types of transportation improvements we 
have been discussing. After you hear each one, please tell me if you would support or oppose using that particular way of raising new revenue 
for these purposes.  
6. More specifically, how would you rate the need for additional funding to maintain and improve transportation infrastructure, including local 
streets, regional roadways, and public transit, and reduce traffic congestion and improve road safety throughout the County?  Is there a great 
need for additional funding, some need, a little need or no real need for additional funding? 

18% 

16% 

13% 

9% 

12% 

30% 

31% 

24% 

19% 

13% 

17% 

14% 

14% 

16% 

12% 

31% 

37% 

48% 

53% 

63% 

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100% 

Strng. Supp. Smwt. Supp. Smwt. Opp. Strng. Opp. DK/NA 

Total 
Support 

Total 
Oppose 

49% 48% 

47% 51% 

37% 62% 

28% 70% 

25% 75% 

Increasing the transient occupancy tax or 
issuing bonds attracts the least opposition. 

Increasing the transient occupancy tax, charged 
to hotel and motel guests, by two percent 

Issuing bonds, allowing the County to borrow 
money to complete the projects and pay it back 
over time with money from local property taxes 

Establishing a half-percent local sales tax, paid 
by anyone who shops in Placer County 

Establishing a flat tax on every parcel of property 
in Placer County 

Establishing a local quarter percent tax on 
gasoline purchases 
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Conclusions 
 There is solid consensus among voters that there is at 

least some need for additional transportation funding. 

 Support for increasing taxes to fund transportation 
improvement projects, however, is more narrow—with 
most voters willing to pay no more than $20 per year in 
additional taxes for improvements 

Marginal support for generating additional revenue may 
be linked to a lack of awareness of the transportation 
challenges facing the County. 

 Few voters are familiar with PCTPA, and transportation 
issues are not viewed as highly serious concerns.  
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Methodology
 Telephone survey of 501 randomly-selected Placer 

County voters likely to cast a ballot in the November 
2016 statewide election.

 Interviews conducted July 16-20, 2014 via landline and 
cell phones.

 The margin of sampling error is +/-4.4 percent at the 95 
percent confidence level; margins of error for population 
subgroups will be higher.

 Some percentages do not sum to 100% due to 
rounding.

 Comparison data from research conducted on behalf of 
PCTPA in May 2013 is provided where applicable.
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Key Findings
 The overall mood in the County remains positive, with 

favorable perceptions of County and local government 
at levels commensurate with data collected in 2013.

 Although many voters remain unfamiliar with PCTPA, 
they tend to trust local agencies more than they do state 
or federal agencies.

 Voters demonstrate a higher level of interest in 
prioritizing a number of transportation projects related to 
safety, traffic congestion relief and road maintenance.

 Support for a potential sales tax measure is notably 
higher than last year, with slightly more than 3 in five 
voters in favor.
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4

Right 
direction

63%

Wrong 
track, 
18%

DK/NA
19%

Do you think things in Placer County are generally headed in the right direction 
or do you feel things have gotten pretty seriously off on the wrong track?

Q2. 

Placer County voters continue to feel that 
things in the County are generally headed 

in the right direction.

Right 
direction

66%

Wrong 
track, 
20%

DK/NA
14%

2013 2014
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18%

18%

13%

11%

8%

7%

44%

39%

41%

45%

34%

25%

22%

29%

29%

30%

10%

10%

11%

12%

22%

19%

5%

5%

5%

32%

46%

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

2014

2013

2014

2013

Very Fav. Smwt. Fav. NHO/CR/DK Smwt. Unfav. Very Unfav.

Voters express favorable impressions 
of local government institutions.

Q3a-d.  Not Part of Split Sample

I am going to read you a list of names of some institutions that are often in the public eye.  
Please tell me if your overall impression of the institution is favorable or unfavorable.

Your local City Council

The Placer County Board of 
Supervisors

Total 
Fav.

Total 
Unfav.

62% 16%

57% 15%

55% 16%

55% 15%

43% 54%

32% 66%

State government, in general

The federal government, in general
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26%

13%

9%

8%

8%

7%

7%

6%

5%

5%
0% 15% 30%

Clean water/Water supply

Education

Road/street maintenance

Crime, in general

Public transportation/Buses/Rail

Jobs/Unemployment

Government waste/mismanagement

Too much growth/development

Business growth/expansion

Taxes

In your own words, what do you think is the most serious issue facing Placer County 
that you would like County government to do something about? 

Issues related to water quality and supply 
rank as the most prominent concerns.

Q4. (Open-end) And what would be the next most serious issue?

(Top 5% and Above Responses Shown)
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3%

16%

45%

32%

3%

0% 15% 30% 45% 60% 75%

Excellent

Good

Fair

Poor

Don't know

Thinking about the issues you just mentioned, what do you think of the job Placer County 
government is doing in addressing these issues—would you say County government is 

doing an excellent, good, fair or poor job?

Excellent/
Good
19%

Fair/
Poor
78%

Q5. 

Many describe the County’s job performance as only 
‘fair’ in addressing the issue they identify as the most 

serious concern.
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20%

26%

14%

17%

14%

20%

11%

13%

32%

24%

30%

22%

28%

33%

26%

28%

24%

27%

20%

24%

36%

33%

35%

29%

5%

5%

8%

9%

6%

18%

19%

31%

30%

20%

11%

19%

25%
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

2014

2013

2014

2013

2014

2013

2014

2013

Ext. Ser. Very Ser. Smwt. Ser. DK/NA Not Too Ser.
Ext./Very 
Ser. Prob.

53%

50%

44%

39%

42%

53%

38%

41%

A majority view government waste and 
mismanagement as a highly serious problem.

7. I’d like to read you a brief list of issues that could be problems for people living in your local area.  Please tell me whether you personally 
consider it to be an extremely serious problem, a very serious problem, a somewhat serious problem, or not too serious a problem at all for 
people living in your area. Split Sample

Government waste and 
mismanagement

The quality of public 
education

Jobs and unemployment

The impact of state 
budget cuts on funding for 

local services
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17%

15%

8%

8%

7%

8%

6%

19%

18%

21%

17%

17%

15%

13%

35%

33%

35%

39%

36%

35%

37%

10%

12%

27%

31%

35%

36%

30%

29%

44%

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

2014

2013

2014

2013

2014

2013

Ext. Ser. Very Ser. Smwt. Ser. DK/NA Not Too Ser.
Ext./Very 
Ser. Prob.

36%

34%

30%

24%

24%

23%

19%

7. I’d like to read you a brief list of issues that could be problems for people living in your local area.  Please tell me whether you personally 
consider it to be an extremely serious problem, a very serious problem, a somewhat serious problem, or not too serious a problem at all for 
people living in your area. Split Sample

The amount you pay in taxes

Traffic congestion

Reductions in state and 
federal funding for 

transportation

Issues related to transportation rank as 
lower-tier concerns.

The condition of local streets and 
roadways
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25%

33%

10%

4%

28%

0% 15% 30% 45% 60%

1

2

3

4 or more

None/Refused/DK

How many people in your household commute to work or school as the 
driver of a vehicle at least 3 days a week?

Total 
Commuters

72%

Q16. 

The percentage of households with at least one 
commuter has not changed over the past year.

2013 2014

27%

31%

10%

5%

28%

0% 15% 30% 45% 60%

Total 
Commuters 

73%
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39%

26%

4%

2%

0%

1%

25%

5%

0% 15% 30% 45% 60%

Drive local streets/roads

Drive highways

Carpool

Take transit

Walk

Bike

Do not commute

Refused/DK

If you personally commute to work or school each day, do you most often take transit, 
carpool, walk, bike, drive mostly on highways or drive mostly on local streets and roads?

Total 
Drive
65%

Q17. 

The percentage of voters who personally
drive highways has increased. 

2013 2014

39%

35%

4%

1%

1%

0%

14%

6%

0% 15% 30% 45% 60%

Total 
Drive
74%
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23%

27%

16%

9%

12%

6%

6%

0% 15% 30% 45%

10 minutes or less

11 to 20 minutes

21-30 minutes

31-40 minutes

41-60 minutes

More than 1 hour

Refused/DK

About how many minutes each way is your daily commute?

Total
10-30 

Minutes
66%

Q18. (Asked Only of Those Who Commute)

The length of commute time has remained 
stable over the past year.

2013 2014

24%

25%

19%

14%

9%

5%

4%

0% 15% 30% 45%

Total
10-30 

Minutes
68%
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15

10%

9%

15%

33%

22%

25%

46%

56%

52%

8%

8%

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

2014

2013

Very Fav. Smwt. Fav. NHO/CR/DK Smwt. Unfav. Very Unfav.

The percentage of voters who can offer an 
opinion about PCTPA has increased slightly.

Q3e & f.  Split Sample

I am going to read you a list of names of some institutions that are often in the public eye.  
Please tell me if your overall impression of the institution is favorable or unfavorable.

Total 
Fav.

Total 
Unfav.

43% 12%

31% 12%

41% 8%
The Placer County 

Transportation Agency

The Placer County 
Transportation Planning 

Agency
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Agency Description

The Placer County Transportation Planning
Agency, also known as PCTPA, is a joint
government agency consisting of local cities and
Placer County government. Its job is to identify
the county’s regional transportation needs,
identify sources of funding, and build the needed
improvements, including new or expanded
freeways and interchanges, public transit and
assisting with local roads and other
transportation infrastructure.

The Placer County Transportation Planning
Agency, also known as PCTPA, is a joint
government agency consisting of local cities and
Placer County government. Its job is to identify
the county’s regional transportation needs,
identify sources of funding, and build the needed
improvements, including new or expanded
freeways and interchanges, public transit and
assisting with local roads and other
transportation infrastructure.
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3%

37%

43%

12%

5%

0% 15% 30% 45% 60% 75%

Excellent

Good

Fair

Poor

Don't know

Now that you have heard a little about the agency, how would you rate the overall job 
being done by PCTPA in addressing transportation and traffic issues in Placer County—

would you rate its job performance as excellent, good, fair or poor?

Excellent/
Good
40%

Fair/
Poor
54%

When informed of the agency’s role, a plurality 
of voters believe PCTPA 

is doing a ‘fair’ job.

Q8. 
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20%

7%

45%

32%

9%

8%

17%

31%

10%

22%

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

The Highway 65 Lincoln Bypass

The I-80 Roseville Bottleneck

Excl. Good DK/NA Fair Poor

I would like to about you about some recent transportation projects that the Placer County 
Transportation Planning Agency had a major role in addressing.  please tell me whether 

you think PCTPA did an excellent, good, fair or poor job in addressing that project. 

Voters are largely satisfied with the improvements 
to the Lincoln Bypass; opinions of improvements to 

the Roseville Bottleneck are mixed.

Q10. 

65% 26%

39% 53%
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6% 14%

11%

11%

8%

8%

25%

26%

26%

20%

19%

22%

29%

20%

24%

20%

18%

16%

29%

32%

31%

6%

6%

9%

8%

11%

5%

8%

11%

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

The traffic department in your city 
or town

The Placer County Transportation 
Planning Agency

The California Department of 
Transportation, or Cal Trans

*The Federal Highway 
Administration

*The US Department of 
Transportation

10 (Very Well) 9 8  6-7 5  1-4 0 (Not At All Well) DK

(Mean Scale 0-10: 10 = you believe it is managing funding ‘Very Well,’ with very little 
waste; 0 = they are not managing funding well at all or that there is a lot of waste.

Voters demonstrate more confidence in 
PCTPA’s fiscal management than in state and 

federal agencies.

9. I am going to mention several government agencies that have a role in addressing local traffic congestion and freeway and road 
maintenance.  Please tell me how well you believe that agency is managing the transportation funding available to it. Please use a ten point 
scale where a ten means you believe it is managing funding ‘Very Well,’ with very little waste, and a zero means they are not managing funding 
well at all or that there is a lot of waste. *Split Sample

Mean

5.9

5.5

5.0

4.6

4.5
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To preserve local quality of life, reduce traffic congestion and improve
road safety by:

• Completely rebuilding the 80/65 Interchange and widening the
65 Freeway;

• Building a new expressway connecting 65 to 99, north of the
Sacramento Airport;

• Repairing potholes and re-surfacing roads;
• Expanding commuter rail and bus transit;
• Increasing eligibility for state and federal matching funds; and
• Making transportation improvements in every community;

Shall Placer County establish a one-half-cent sales tax with annual
independent audits, citizens’ oversight and all funds remaining local?

To preserve local quality of life, reduce traffic congestion and improve
road safety by:

• Completely rebuilding the 80/65 Interchange and widening the
65 Freeway;

• Building a new expressway connecting 65 to 99, north of the
Sacramento Airport;

• Repairing potholes and re-surfacing roads;
• Expanding commuter rail and bus transit;
• Increasing eligibility for state and federal matching funds; and
• Making transportation improvements in every community;

Shall Placer County establish a one-half-cent sales tax with annual
independent audits, citizens’ oversight and all funds remaining local?

6. If the election were held today, would you vote “yes” in favor of it or “no” to oppose it? 

Ballot Question Tested
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28%

31%

3%

2%

9%

25%

2%
0% 15% 30% 45% 60%

Definitely yes

Probably yes

Undecided, lean yes

Undecided, lean no

Probably no

Definitely no

Undecided

If the election were held today, would you vote “yes” in favor of it or “no” to oppose it? 

Total Yes
61%

Total No
37%

3 in 5 voters say they are 
inclined to vote “yes.”

Q6. 
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To preserve local quality of life, reduce traffic congestion and improve road safety by:

• Completely rebuilding the 80/65 Interchange and widening the 65 Freeway;
• Building a new expressway connecting 65 to 99, north of the Sacramento

Airport;
• Repairing potholes and re-surfacing roads;
• Expanding commuter rail and bus transit;
• Increasing eligibility for state and federal matching funds; and
• Making transportation improvements in every community;

Shall Placer County establish a one-half-cent sales tax with annual independent audits,
citizens’ oversight and all funds remaining local?

To preserve local quality of life, reduce traffic congestion and improve road safety by:

• Completely rebuilding the 80/65 Interchange and widening the 65 Freeway;
• Building a new expressway connecting 65 to 99, north of the Sacramento

Airport;
• Repairing potholes and re-surfacing roads;
• Expanding commuter rail and bus transit;
• Increasing eligibility for state and federal matching funds; and
• Making transportation improvements in every community;

Shall Placer County establish a one-half-cent sales tax with annual independent audits,
citizens’ oversight and all funds remaining local?

6. If the election were held today, would you vote “yes” in favor of it or “no” to oppose it? 

Content Tested

Establishing a half-percent local sales tax, paid by anyone who
shops in Placer County
Establishing a half-percent local sales tax, paid by anyone who
shops in Placer County

2013

2014
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Voters are much more responsive to a sales 
tax measure when it is presented in context.

6. If the election were held today, would you vote “yes” in favor of it or “no” to oppose it? 

13%

24%

14%

48%

1%

0% 15% 30% 45% 60%

Strongly
support

Somewhat
support

Somewhat
oppose

Strongly
oppose

Undecided

Total 
Support

37%

Total 
Oppose

62%

2013 2014

28%

31%

3%

2%

9%

25%

2%

0% 15% 30% 45% 60%

Def. yes

Prob. yes

Undec., 
lean yes

Undec., 
lean no

Prob. no

Def. no

Undecided

Total 
Yes
61%

Total 
No

37%
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266. If the election were held today, would you vote “yes” in favor of it or “no” to oppose it? 

Voters support the measure independent of 
whether or not they live in a commuter 

household.
Initial Vote by Number of Commuters

0%

20%

40%

60%

80%

1 2 3+ None

Total Yes Total No Undecided

(% of 
Sample) (25%)(27%) (31%) (15%)



276. If the election were held today, would you vote “yes” in favor of it or “no” to oppose it? 

However, those who do not personally 
commute offer lower levels of support.

Initial Vote by Commute Route

0%

20%

40%

60%

80%

Drive
Highways

Drive Local
Street/Roads

Total
Drive

Total
Commute

Do Not
Commute

Total Yes Total No Undecided

(% of 
Sample) (80%)(35%) (39%) (74%) (14%)



286. If the election were held today, would you vote “yes” in favor of it or “no” to oppose it? 

Difference in support by commute length are 
relatively marginal.
Initial Vote by Commute Time

0%

20%

40%

60%

80%

0-10
Minutes

11-20
Minutes

21-40
Minutes

More than
40 Minutes

Total Yes Total No Undecided

(% of 
Sample) (19%) (20%) (12%)(26%)
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Women are slightly more supportive than are 
men.

Initial Vote by Gender

0%

20%

40%

60%

80%

Men Women

Total Yes Total No Undecided

(% of 
Sample) (52%)(48%)

6. If the election were held today, would you vote “yes” in favor of it or “no” to oppose it? 



306. If the election were held today, would you vote “yes” in favor of it or “no” to oppose it? 

Majorities support the measure across party 
lines.

Initial Vote by Party

0%

20%

40%

60%

80%

Democrats Independents Republicans

Total Yes Total No Undecided

(% of 
Sample) (48%)(28%) (24%)



316. If the election were held today, would you vote “yes” in favor of it or “no” to oppose it? 

Opposition is concentrated among 
Republican men.

Initial Vote by Party by Gender

0%

20%

40%

60%

80%

100%

Men Women Men Women Men Women

Total Yes Total No Undecided

(% of 
Sample) (24%)(11%) (13%)(17%) (11%) (24%)

Democrats Independents Republicans
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0%

20%

40%

60%

80%

100%

Lincoln Rocklin Roseville Other Unincorporated

Total Yes Total No Undecided

Support is more tenuous in smaller 
municipalities and unincorporated areas.

Initial Vote by City 

(% of 
Sample) (33%)(12%) (15%) (10%)

6. If the election were held today, would you vote “yes” in favor of it or “no” to oppose it? 

(30%)



336. If the election were held today, would you vote “yes” in favor of it or “no” to oppose it? 

Younger voters offer high levels of support.

Initial Vote by Age

0%

20%

40%

60%

80%

100%

18-29 30-39 40-49 50-64 65-74 75+ 18-49 50+ 65+

Total Yes Total No Undecided

(% of 
Sample) (13%)(10%) (17%) (61%)(12%) (17%) (39%) (30%)(31%)
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0%

20%

40%

60%

80%

1 2 3 4 5

Total Yes Total No Undecided

A majority of voters in District 5 are opposed.

Initial Vote by Board of Supervisors

(% of 
Sample) (20%)(19%) (19%) (22%) (20%)

6. If the election were held today, would you vote “yes” in favor of it or “no” to oppose it? 
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26%

28%

23%

27%

18%

21%

22%

23%

49%

37%

43%

35%

46%

35%

41%

32%

16%

22%

23%

26%

30%

34%

22%

29%

9%

12%

8%

10%

6%

10%

14%

14%
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

2014

2013

2014

2013

2014

2013

2014

2013

Ext. Impt. Very Impt. DK/NA Smwt. Impt. Not Impt. Ext./Very 
Impt.
75%

64%

67%

62%

64%

55%

63%

56%

Providing safe routes to school and accessing 
matching funds continue to rank as top priorities.

11. I’m going to read you a list of projects identified by the Placer County Transportation Planning Agency that might be undertaken using 
funding from a potential sales tax measure.  Please tell me how important that objective is to you as a resident of Placer County: extremely 
important, very important, somewhat important, or not important. ^Not Part of Split Sample

Providing safe routes to school 
for children

Making Placer County eligible 
for its fair share of state and 
federal transportation funds

^Fixing potholes, resurfacing 
roads, adding shoulders and 

maintaining and improving road 
surfaces countywide

Reconfiguring the I-80/S-R 65 
interchange to add capacity 

and relieve traffic congestion 
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Ext./Very 
Impt.
59%

58%

43%

52%

52%

42%

46%
49%

Reducing traffic congestion

Widening roadways and 
reconfiguring highway 

interchanges to relieve traffic 
congestion and improve safety

Extending light rail from Watt 
Avenue at I-80 to Roseville

Widening 65 from the current two lanes 
to three lanes in each direction from 

Galleria Boulevard all the way to Lincoln, 
plus auxiliary lanes to ease merging and 

exiting

16%

13%

15%

19%

11%

14%

14%

20%

43%

45%

28%

33%

41%

28%

31%

29%

30%

34%

38%

27%

36%

40%
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There is heightened interest in 
reducing traffic congestion.

11. I’m going to read you a list of projects identified by the Placer County Transportation Planning Agency that might be undertaken using 
funding from a potential sales tax measure.  Please tell me how important that objective is to you as a resident of Placer County: extremely 
important, very important, somewhat important, or not important. ^Not Part of Split Sample

Improving road safety for drivers, 
cyclist and pedestrians
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Attitudes toward dial-a-ride service have 
remained fairly constant.

11. I’m going to read you a list of projects identified by the Placer County Transportation Planning Agency that might be undertaken using 
funding from a potential sales tax measure.  Please tell me how important that objective is to you as a resident of Placer County: extremely 
important, very important, somewhat important, or not important. ^Not Part of Split Sample

Improving the availability of dial-
a-ride transit service for seniors 

and the disabled

Ext./Very 
Impt.

45%

48%

43%

41%

Increasing the number of daily trains on 
the commuter rail system known as the 
Capitol Corridor which runs from Placer 

County to downtown Sacramento, taking 
more commuters off the roads and 

freeways

Expanding commuter bus services 
between Placer County and Sacramento, 

taking more commuters off of roads and 
freeways
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40%
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Improving local public transit

Creating and improving bike lanes

Building a new freeway or expressway 
connecting the 65 Freeway from north 

of Sunset Boulevard to the 99 
Freeway north of the Sacramento 

airport.

Completely rebuilding the 80/65 
Interchange

Ext. Impt. Very Impt. DK/NA Smwt. Impt. Not Impt.

Rebuilding the 80/65 interchange 
ranks lowest.

11. I’m going to read you a list of projects identified by the Placer County Transportation Planning Agency that might be undertaken using 
funding from a potential sales tax measure.  Please tell me how important that objective is to you as a resident of Placer County: extremely 
important, very important, somewhat important, or not important. ^Not Part of Split Sample

Ext./Very 
Impt.

38%

33%

31%

30%
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Extremely/Very Important by Area

The two top priorities resonate with nearly 
2/3rds of voters or more countywide.

11. I’m going to read you a list of projects identified by the Placer County Transportation Planning Agency that might be undertaken using 
funding from a potential sales tax measure.  Please tell me how important that objective is to you as a resident of Placer County: extremely 
important, very important, somewhat important, or not important. ^Not Part of Split Sample

Objective/Projects All Voters Lincoln Rocklin Roseville Other Uninc.

Providing safe routes to 
school for children

75% 79% 81% 81% 73% 64%

Making Placer County eligible for its fair 
share of state and federal 

transportation funds
67% 69% 72% 69% 63% 63%

^Fixing potholes, resurfacing roads, 
adding shoulders and maintaining and 
improving road surfaces countywide

64% 61% 53% 65% 72% 66%

Reconfiguring the I-80/S-R 65 
interchange to add capacity and relieve 

traffic congestion 
63% 75% 65% 78% 67% 40%

Improving road safety for drivers, cyclist 
and pedestrians

59% 60% 56% 63% 56% 59%

Reducing traffic congestion 58% 59% 60% 66% 49% 51%
Widening 65 from the current two lanes 

to three lanes in each direction from 
Galleria Boulevard all the way to 

Lincoln, plus auxiliary lanes to ease 
merging and exiting

52% 64% 59% 59% 44% 38%

Widening roadways and reconfiguring 
highway interchanges to relieve traffic 

congestion and improve safety
52% 48% 58% 62% 27% 44%
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Extremely/Very Important by Area

Several lower-tier priorities countywide, garner majority 
consensus in specific communities.

11. I’m going to read you a list of projects identified by the Placer County Transportation Planning Agency that might be undertaken using 
funding from a potential sales tax measure.  Please tell me how important that objective is to you as a resident of Placer County: extremely 
important, very important, somewhat important, or not important. ^Not Part of Split Sample

Objective/Projects All Voters Lincoln Rocklin Roseville Other Uninc.
Extending light rail from Watt Avenue

at I-80 to Roseville 46% 37% 49% 56% 43% 40%

Improving the availability of 
dial-a-ride transit service for 

seniors and the disabled
45% 36% 54% 42% 48% 48%

Increasing the number of daily trains on 
the commuter rail system known as the 
Capitol Corridor which runs from Placer 
County to downtown Sacramento, taking 

more commuters off the roads and 
freeways

43% 38% 43% 51% 50% 35%

Expanding commuter bus services 
between Placer County and Sacramento, 
taking more commuters off of roads and 

freeways

41% 32% 43% 47% 28% 42%

Improving local public transit 38% 31% 36% 40% 42% 38%
Creating and improving bike lanes 33% 42% 35% 28% 17% 38%

Building a new freeway or expressway 
connecting the 65 Freeway from north of 

Sunset Boulevard to the 99 Freeway 
north of the Sacramento airport.

31% 43% 30% 36% 29% 24%

Completely rebuilding the 
80/65 Interchange 30% 45% 40% 34% 6% 20%
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Similar patterns emerge across 
Board Districts.

11. I’m going to read you a list of projects identified by the Placer County Transportation Planning Agency that might be undertaken using 
funding from a potential sales tax measure.  Please tell me how important that objective is to you as a resident of Placer County: extremely 
important, very important, somewhat important, or not important. ^Not Part of Split Sample

Objective/Projects
All 

Voters
Board of Supervisors

1 2 3 4 5
Providing safe routes to school for children 75% 78% 80% 70% 84% 63%

Making Placer County eligible for its fair share of state 
and federal transportation funds

67% 62% 64% 77% 69% 62%

^Fixing potholes, resurfacing roads, adding 
shoulders and maintaining and improving road 

surfaces countywide
64% 67% 66% 57% 60% 69%

Reconfiguring the I-80/S-R 65 interchange to add 
capacity and relieve traffic congestion 

63% 69% 73% 64% 67% 42%

Improving road safety for drivers, 
cyclist and pedestrians

59% 72% 61% 56% 55% 53%

Reducing traffic congestion 58% 64% 58% 59% 68% 42%
Widening 65 from the current two lanes to 

three lanes in each direction from Galleria Boulevard 
all the way to Lincoln, plus auxiliary lanes to ease 

merging and exiting

52% 52% 62% 54% 50% 40%

Widening roadways and reconfiguring 
highway interchanges to relieve traffic congestion and 

improve safety
52% 67% 52% 48% 59% 33%

Extremely/Very Important by Board of Supervisors
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Continued

11. I’m going to read you a list of projects identified by the Placer County Transportation Planning Agency that might be undertaken using 
funding from a potential sales tax measure.  Please tell me how important that objective is to you as a resident of Placer County: extremely 
important, very important, somewhat important, or not important. ^Not Part of Split Sample

Extremely/Very Important by Board of Supervisors

Objective/Projects
All 

Voters
Board of Supervisors

1 2 3 4 5
Extending light rail from Watt Avenue 

at I-80 to Roseville
46% 49% 40% 39% 53% 47%

Improving the availability of dial-a-ride transit service 
for seniors and the disabled

45% 52% 40% 49% 36% 50%

Increasing the number of daily trains on the commuter 
rail system known as the Capitol Corridor which runs 
from Placer County to downtown Sacramento, taking 

more commuters off the roads and freeways

43% 55% 39% 42% 40% 39%

Expanding commuter bus services between Placer 
County and Sacramento, taking more commuters off 

of roads and freeways
41% 52% 36% 38% 42% 37%

Improving local public transit 38% 42% 34% 33% 39% 39%

Creating and improving bike lanes 33% 35% 41% 30% 29% 29%

Building a new freeway or expressway connecting the 
65 Freeway from North of Sunset Boulevard to the 99 

freeway north of the Sacramento airport.
31% 46% 36% 33% 24% 19%

Completely rebuilding the 80/65 Interchange 30% 24% 39% 33% 39% 12%
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35%

37%

40%

35%

0% 20% 40% 60% 80%

Very Conv. Smwt. Conv.

Voters identify the benefits of managing traffic flow 
and the potential Placer Parkway as the most 

compelling reasons to support a transportation 
sales tax measure.

12. Here are some statements from people who support this measure.  Please tell me whether you find it very convincing, somewhat 
convincing, or not convincing as a reason to vote yes on the measure.  If you do not believe the statement, please tell me that too. Split 
Sample

(TRAFFIC) Traffic congestion threatens our quality of life. Time 
stuck in traffic takes away from time better spent at home with family 

and friends. Plus, as our population grows, the number of cars will 
increase, leading to greater traffic gridlock. If we don’t invest now in 

projects to better manage traffic flow, the problem will only get 
worse.

(PLACER PARKWAY) A  portion the funding from this measure will 
be used to build a new freeway or expressway called the Placer 

Parkway, which will connect the 65 Freeway from north of Sunset 
Boulevard to the 99 Freeway North of Sacramento Airport. This will 

give commuters a new  way to travel west from Placer County to get 
to the airport or avoid traffic on Interstate 80.

74%

72%
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32%

27%

27%

39%

44%

41%

0% 20% 40% 60% 80%

Very Conv. Smwt. Conv.

12. Here are some statements from people who support this measure.  Please tell me whether you find it very convincing, somewhat 
convincing, or not convincing as a reason to vote yes on the measure.  If you do not believe the statement, please tell me that too. Split 
Sample

(SAFE ROUTES TO SCHOOL) Placer County’s streets, roads, bike 
lanes, crosswalks and sidewalks must be maintained and improved 
to maximize safety, including making dangerous intersections near 
schools safer and helping to ensure that students have safe routes 

to school.

(SAFETY) Fixing and maintaining local roads will reduce costly 
damages to vehicles created by poor road conditions and help 

prevent accidents that threaten the safety of drivers, pedestrians 
and bicyclists.

(MATCHING FUNDS) There are large amounts of state and federal 
funding available to California counties for much-needed 

transportation improvements if the County provides local funds. 
This measure will make it possible for Placer County to receive its 
fair share of matching funds, which would otherwise go to another 

county.

71%

71%

A number of other messages are compelling.

68%
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21%
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46%

48%

42%
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Very Conv. Smwt. Conv.

12. Here are some statements from people who support this measure.  Please tell me whether you find it very convincing, somewhat 
convincing, or not convincing as a reason to vote yes on the measure.  If you do not believe the statement, please tell me that too. Split 
Sample

(GOOD STEWARDSHIP) The Placer County Transportation Planning 
Agency has a strong track record of effectively addressing 

transportation issues.  They did a good job of fixing the Lincoln Bypass 
and addressing the I-80 bottleneck, completing the projects on-

schedule and within the allotted budget. This proves that it can be 
trusted to manage additional taxpayer dollars wisely.

(SELF-RELIANCE)  We can no longer rely on state or federal funding 
to help repair and maintain local streets and roads. We must address 

this issue ourselves. By passing this measure, we can ensure that 
Placer County will have a stable, reliable source of funding to meet 

local transportation needs that by law cannot be diverted to other 
purposes or taken away by Sacramento or Washington DC.

(FAIRNESS) A portion of the funding from this measure would be 
given back to local traffic departments in cities and communities to 

expand local road networks, fix intersections, repair potholes and 
better maintain local transportation infrastructure so that every 

community in the County gets its fair share of improvements from the 
measure.

67%

67%

The agency’s track record of success, the idea of providing 
a stable source of local funding and funneling resources 

back to local communities are also salient themes. 

64%
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19%
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41%

42%
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12. Here are some statements from people who support this measure.  Please tell me whether you find it very convincing, somewhat 
convincing, or not convincing as a reason to vote yes on the measure.  If you do not believe the statement, please tell me that too. Split 
Sample

(NEED) Placer County has close to $3 billion in needed transportation 
improvements. Existing funding, including Placer County’s share of state and 
federal gas taxes, are only sufficient to pay for half of the necessary freeway 
and road repairs and improvements, and there is no funding to expand local 

road networks. This measure is vital to addressing our local transportation 
needs.

(ECONOMY) Investing in fixing and repairing local roads and improving 
transportation infrastructure will strengthen our local economy.  Employers 

invest in creating new jobs in communities that have good transportation 
networks because they know that employees, customers and the goods and 

services they produce won’t be stuck in traffic.

(ENVIRONMENT) Traffic congestion gets worse every day, further damaging 
the air we breathe, the water we drink and consuming more and more of our 

time.  This measure will provide funding to improve bike lanes, pedestrian 
walkways and commuter bus service throughout the County to create more 
viable alternatives to driving, helping to reduce traffic and our impact on the 

environment.
(OUT-OF TOWNERS) Thousands of people from outside our area pass 

through Placer County each year to shop, buy cars and visit. They clog our 
freeways and wear out our roads, but don’t contribute to our transportation 

budget. This measure ensures that out-of-towners pay their fair share for the 
strain they place on transportation infrastructure when they visit our area. 

60%

58%

Emphasizing that non-residents would help to fund 
improvements through a sales tax is less compelling.

54%

42%
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51%

39%

25%

26%

31%

40%
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Very Conv. Smwt. Conv.

(GAS TAX) We already pay billions of dollars in gas taxes 
that are supposed to pay for our roads and freeways. They 

need to make sure every single penny we pay in 
transportation taxes now is spent wisely before asking us 

for a new tax.

(USE EXISTING FUNDS) Given the amount of money we 
already pay in taxes, the County simply needs to tighten its 

belt and do a better job with the taxpayer dollars they 
already have. 

(HIGHER PRIORITIES) There are much higher priorities 
for taxpayer dollars, such as education, public safety, 

health care and social services.

77%

65%

The argument that the gas tax should be spent 
more wisely is a strong negative.

14. Here are some statements from people who oppose this measure.  Please tell me whether you find it very convincing, somewhat 
convincing, or not convincing as a reason to vote no on the measure. ^Not Part of Spilt Sample 

70%
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34%

28%

30%

25%

28%

29%

20%

25%
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Very Conv. Smwt. Conv.

(TAXES) We are already being asked to raise taxes for local 
schools, city services and a host of other things.  We simply 

can’t afford another tax increase.

^(HURTS BUSINESSES) Higher sales taxes drive up the 
cost of doing business in Placer County. This measure will 

make it harder for local businesses to survive.

(PENSIONS) Instead of asking taxpayers for more money, 
the County needs to scale back excessive pensions and 

health care benefits for public employees.

(DISTRUST) The County cannot be trusted with any more of 
our tax dollars. Money from this measure will only be wasted 

or mismanaged.

62%

50%

14. Here are some statements from people who oppose this measure.  Please tell me whether you find it very convincing, somewhat 
convincing, or not convincing as a reason to vote no on the measure. ^Not Part of Spilt Sample 

57%

A number of other negatives are also potent.

50%
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The negatives push support down by 5 points.

Q6/Q13/Q15.

If the election were held today, would you vote “yes” in favor of it or “no” to oppose it? 

61% 60%
55%

37% 38% 41%

2% 2% 4%
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Conclusions
The overall mood of the electorate is positive and

support for a two-third’s measure to fund
transportation improvements is within reach.

Highlighting high priority projects in a manner that
resonates with the public has the potential to
enhance support.

Messaging should emphasize the benefits of long-
term planning as it relates to safety, traffic
congestion relief and sound fiscal management,
including leveraging local dollars to gain access to
matching funds and providing a stable, reliable
source of local funding to meet local needs.



For more information, contact:

1999 Harrison St., Suite 1290
Oakland, CA 94612

Phone (510) 451-9521
Fax (510) 451-0384 

Shakari@FM3research.com
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The following section summarizes the regional Land Use Allocation assumptions developed 
by SACOG for the 2016 MTP/SCS for 2036 (MTP Appendix E3). 
 
MTP 2036 Land Use Allocation 
 
Since the adoption of the Blueprint Vision by the SACOG Board of Directors in December 
2004, a number of jurisdictions in the region have begun implementing the Blueprint smart 
growth principles into their planning processes.  The general plan and specific plan 
development activities occurring in the region by local jurisdictions are reflected in the 2036 
land use assumptions and the population, housing and employment forecasts used for the 
2016 MTP/SCS for 2036.   
 
Federal and State transportation planning guidance, require that land use assumptions used in 
the development of a long range transportation plan reflect a growth pattern that is most likely 
to occur, based on the best information available. Growth patterns are influenced through a 
combination of ongoing social, economic, market forces, and technological changes. Growth 
patterns are further regulated through zoning, land use plans and policies (many which reflect 
Blueprint principles), and decisions regarding development applications. Local government 
and other regional, state, and federal agencies also make decisions regarding the provision of 
infrastructure (e.g., transportation facilities, water facilities, sewage facilities) and protection 
of natural resources that may influence growth rates and the location of future development. 
 
SACOG’s growth projections build upon the 2012 MTP/SCS for 2035 that foresaw a shift in 
housing and employment projections that differed from the historical approach to 
development in the SACOG Region.  The focus of regional and local land use planning has 
shifted to more compact development with higher employment and housing densities. Within 
the Sacramento region, the majority of the growth is projected to occur in the region’s central 
core and inner suburbs; however, some outlying communities, such as in Placer County will 
experience faster growth that previously projected.  
   
The following section summarizes the regional Land Use Allocation assumptions developed 
by SACOG for the 2016 MTP/SCS for 2036 (Appendix E3) as it relates to the individual 
jurisdictions within Placer County. 
 
Placer County – West Slope County Summary 
Historically, development in unincorporated Placer County has been concentrated in rural 
communities, the majority of which are clustered along the Interstate 80 corridor. The 
MTP/SCS describes these areas as Rural Residential Communities. Clusters of more 
concentrated housing and employment are located near the more urban areas of the county. 
The areas immediately surrounding the cities of Auburn and Colfax, as well as Granite Bay, 
and the Sunset Industrial area are all examples of this. These areas are characterized as 
Established Communities in the MTP/SCS. In the past several years, however, Placer County 
has adopted an updated General Plan to incorporate amendments through 2013 and approved 
a number of new specific plans, which will allow significant new residential and employment 
growth in the county. Because these are new development areas, they are characterized as 
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Developing Communities in the MTP/SCS. These Developing Communities include the 
specific plans for Placer Vineyards, Regional University, Riolo Vineyards, Bickford Ranch, 
Placer Ranch, and Squaw Village. The county’s long-term vision for growth includes an 
additional new growth area, Curry Creek, located just north of Baseline Road and the Placer 
Vineyards plan area. This area has been identified for future growth in the general plan and, 
while the county’s work plan includes development of a community plan for this area, this 
project is not currently moving forward. Therefore, Curry Creek and the remaining portions of 
the unincorporated county outside of the Established and Developing Communities described 
above, are not identified for development in the current MTP/SCS planning period.  
 
Because of the amount of development planned in the southwest portion of the county, Placer 
County, in partnership with South Placer Regional Transportation Authority, Placer County 
Water Agency, the City of Lincoln, CA Department of Fish and Wildlife, U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service, National Marine Fisheries Service, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency, and the California Regional Water Quality Control Board 
are developing the Placer County Conservation Plan (PCCP). The proposed PCCP is a Habitat 
Conservation Plan (HCP) under the Federal Endangered Species Act and a Natural 
Community Conservation Plan (NCCP) under the California Natural Community 
Conservation Planning Act. When adopted, the plan would allow local entities to issue state 
and federal permits, streamlining a currently very lengthy process. 
 
Placer Vineyards is the largest Developing Community in Placer County, located on the 
Sacramento-Placer county line. At build out this plan will accommodate land for about 9,037 
employees and 14,132 housing units. Employment uses are mostly neighborhood serving and 
include commercial, office, industrial, and public uses. Residential uses range from low 
density to high density, including mixed use, with an average density of seven units per acre. 
Regional University, located adjacent to the Roseville city limits, is planned for 4,387 new 
housing units and about 1,875 new jobs at build out. This plan includes land for a new 
university campus, which is where the majority of the jobs are expected to come from, along 
with some neighborhood-serving retail and commercial uses. Because the plan includes a 
major university campus and it is adjacent to a more urban part of the county, Roseville, the 
residential densities planned for this area will average 13 units per acre, not including the on-
campus housing. Placer Ranch is located at the Roseville city boundary just north of West 
Roseville and east of Amoruso Ranch. At build out this plan will accommodate 5,376 homes 
and 20,155 jobs. Similar to Regional University, most of the projected employment growth 
will come from the new university campus, along with some additional commercial mixed 
use, industrial, and public uses. The residential densities planned for this area will average 
eight units per acre. These plans represent a shift in the traditional type of development Placer 
County has done historically. Riolo Vineyards is a Developing Community located between 
Placer Vineyards and the existing rural community located around PFE Road and Walerga 
Road. This plan, at build out will include 938 housing units, at an average density of four 
units per acre and about 166 jobs, mostly neighborhood service commercial and public uses. 
The Developing Community, Bickford Ranch, is located in a primarily rural residential area, 
east of Lincoln. This plan has capacity for 1,890 homes, averaging three units per acre, and 
about 312 employees that are mostly neighborhood-supporting commercial and public uses. 
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The Developing Community, Squaw Village, is located west of River Road in the Sierra 
Nevada Mountains near Lake Tahoe. At build out, this plan includes 850 housing units at a 
density of 22 units per acre and 574 commercial employees.  
 
Capacity in Established Communities and Developing Communities is estimated at 34,946 
new homes and 85,276 new jobs. Established Communities, if built out, would add 53,512 
new jobs, most of which are in the Sunset Industrial Community Plan area and Auburn Sphere 
of Influence area. Established Communities, also if built out, would add 7,621 new housing 
units. Rural Residential Communities have a large amount of capacity and if built out could 
add 23,605 new rural residential homes and 19,668 new jobs. The remaining capacity comes 
from Developing Communities, as described above. 
 
In total, the MTP/SCS forecast for unincorporated Placer County includes 15,668 new 
housing units and 21,412 new jobs by 2036. Of this, the majority of new jobs, or 16,550, are 
within Established Communities, primarily located in the Sunset Industrial Community Plan 
area and the area around Auburn. These jobs are primarily industrial and light industrial, but 
include a variety of other uses including office, retail, and public uses. Established 
Communities also account for 1,604 of the new housing units, which range from rural 
residential to medium-high density. Rural Residential Communities in Placer County are 
expected to experience low amounts of growth, approximately 2,499 new housing units and 
804 new jobs by 2036. The MTP/SCS forecast assumes relatively small amounts of new rural 
residential homes and neighborhood-supporting commercial and public uses to be constructed 
in the region by 2036, as compared to the build out capacity. This is in part due to historical 
building rates combined with changing demographics, which suggest a higher percent of the 
population will choose to live on smaller lots or in attached homes near existing jobs, 
services, and with more transportation choices. In Placer County, this is also in part due to 
potential wildfire risks in these areas. 
 
The majority of the new homes (74 percent) are located within the southwest Placer 
Developing Communities by 2036. Placer Vineyards, the largest of the plans is projected to 
construct 4,524 new housing units and 1,499 new employees in the MTP/SCS by 2036. By 
2036, the MTP/SCS projects that Placer Ranch will include 2,900 new housing units and 
2,003 employees. Regional University includes 1,448 new housing units and 381 new jobs. 
The MTP/SCS forecast for both Placer Ranch and Regional University includes some portion 
of university development by 2036. The MTP/SCS forecast includes 922 new housing units 
and 84 new employees in Riolo Vineyards, building out residential capacity and building 
close to employment capacity for the area. By 2036, the MTP/SCS projects growth of 1,427 
new homes and 92 employees in Bickford Ranch. Squaw Village, the smallest of the plans, is 
projected to construct 345 new housing units in the MTP/SCS by 2036.  
 
The MTP/SCS forecast assumes 12 percent of the 2036 housing growth and 27 percent of the 
2036 job growth will likely occur by 2020. In the early years, housing and job growth are 
slower than the regional average of 17 percent and 33 percent respectively, primarily because 
so much of the new housing growth is in Developing Communities that have not yet begun 
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building. Most of the growth in Developing Communities is expected to happen in the latter 
half of the planning period.  
 
The timing of PCCP adoption will be the dominant issue tracked through regional monitoring 
that might influence Placer County growth patterns in future MTP/SCS updates. 
 
Auburn 
Auburn has generally experienced a slow pace of growth over the past 20 years. Development 
opportunities within the city are limited to a single greenfield site south of Interstate 80, and 
scattered infill and redevelopment parcels. Though it covers a large area, Auburn’s sphere of 
influence (SOI) similarly has few large development parcels outside of the redevelopment 
potential along the Highway 49 corridor (north of the city limits). Given the nature of existing 
development in the Auburn area, large capacity-adding annexations are not projected to occur. 
For this reason, most of the city and the SOI are designated as Established Communities in the 
MTP/SCS. The half-mile radius around the existing Amtrak station is identified as a Center 
and Corridor Community. The greenfield site south of Interstate 80 which has an adopted 
Specific Plan known as Baltimore Ravine, is characterized as a Developing Community in the 
MTP/SCS. Auburn has historically maintained a strong balance of jobs to housing, due in part 
to its role as the county seat, a shopping and service destination for the surrounding rural 
areas, and as a stop along heavily traveled tourist routes to the Sierra Nevada foothills and 
mountains. 
 
Auburn’s Established Communities are primarily built out today in terms of new residential 
and employment capacity. These areas have capacity to add approximately 1,721 new housing 
units; however, this is all through individual infill opportunities at maximum allowed 
densities and would take significant time to achieve. Given the historic nature of residential 
growth in Auburn, the MTP/SCS forecast is for 280 new homes in Established Communities 
by 2036. Similarly these areas have capacity for about 3,658 new employees, but the 
MTP/SCS forecast is for 1,433 new employees by 2036. About 640 new employees and 267 
new housing units are expected to be added to the Center and Corridor Community around the 
train station in the MTP/SCS planning period. Growth within the Established and Center and 
Corridor Communities ranges from rural to medium-high density residential uses and includes 
community-supporting commercial, industrial, and office employment uses. The remaining 
growth in the MTP/SCS, 718 new housing units and 226 new employees, is in the Developing 
Community of Baltimore Ravine. This plan is approved and expected to total 725 housing 
units with an average density of 10 units per acre and supporting commercial and public uses, 
generating potentially 226 employees at build out. The jobs/housing ratio is expected to 
remain jobs-heavy, increasing slightly from 1.3 to 1.4 in 2036. A greater share of the housing 
growth will occur in the later years of the planning period, as it is expected that the housing 
units in Baltimore Ravine will likely not begin construction right away. Similar to many 
Developing Communities around the region, it is expected to start building after 2020. The 
employment forecast in the MTP/SCS for Auburn is similar to the majority of the region in 
that it will take time for the job market to recover and so slower job growth is expected in the 
early years. 
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Among the factors that will be tracked through the regional monitoring program is the 
possible interplay between growth on the county’s valley floor and growth rates in Auburn. If 
the expected success of the on-going effort to adopt a habitat conservation plan in this area 
stalls or fails it is possible that growth pressures may shift up into the foothills and change the 
projected pace of growth in Auburn. Another factor that could increase Auburn growth rates 
would be the provision of additional commuter rail service to the city. 
 
Colfax 
Colfax is a relatively small city that has experienced historically slow growth. Though the city 
is not built out, much of the current development has been there for a long time and the city 
does not have any large new growth areas. For this reason, most of the city is considered an 
Established Community in the MTP/SCS. The city is currently working on a Highway 
Corridor Revitalization Plan for the area along Interstate 80 to encourage economic 
development of the area. Most recently, the city identified the planning area boundary and 
targeted opportunity sites for redevelopment. This portion of the city is designated as a Center 
and Corridor Community in the MTP/SCS. 
 
Through 2036, Colfax is anticipated to grow slowly, adding 683 new jobs and 105 new 
housing units. New development is likely to be small-scale and a significant amount of it 
concentrated in and around the Interstate 80 and Highway 174 corridors. New residential uses 
range from very low density to high density within the highway corridor and new 
employment uses include commercial, office, industrial, and public development. The 
increase in anticipated employment development within the corridor is likely to shift the 
balanced jobs/housing ratio in the city from 0.9 today to a jobs-heavy ratio of 1.5 by 2036. 
 
Issues that will be tracked through the regional monitoring program include whether there are 
any unexpected market dynamics that increase growth rates substantially. Additionally, we 
will track the development and implementation of the Highway Corridor Revitalization Plan 
for the area along Interstate 80, which has resurfaced as a priority now that the city's 
wastewater treatment issues have been resolved. 
 
Lincoln 
The City of Lincoln has been one of the fastest growing cities in the Sacramento region for 
much of the last decade, nearly doubling its population during the past 10 years. The majority 
of growth has been residential development within the city limits, though commercial 
development accelerated during the three to four years preceding the Great Recession. As a 
result of this growth, the residential capacity within the city limits is over 80 percent built out 
today. For this reason, the entire city limits, with the exception of the downtown area, is 
identified as an Established Community in the MTP/SCS. The downtown area, because of its 
location along Lincoln Boulevard and its history as being the town center, is distinguished as 
a Center and Corridor Community in the MTP/SCS. The Lincoln Boulevard and East Joiner 
Parkway are also part of the Center and Corridor Community. The city’s 2050 General Plan 
accommodates a major expansion of the population and city limits. The Plan was developed at 
approximately the same time as the Blueprint and the two documents are essentially 
consistent with each other. The general plan organizes new growth into “villages.” There are 
seven villages and three special use districts, each containing a mixture of land uses and 
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densities designed to implement smart growth principles and to recognize the environmental 
and physical constraints of each village area. Large commercial and industrial uses are 
planned for the areas along the Highway 65 Bypass. All seven villages are within the city’s 
SOI. Village 1 and Village 7 have adopted specific plans. Specific plans for Village 5/Special 
Use District B and Special Use District B-Northeast Quadrant are currently in process. 
Throughout the expansion areas of the city (east and west), a minimum of 40 percent of the 
gross land area will be dedicated open space and parklands. As a participant in the Placer 
County Conservation Plan, Lincoln is working with Placer County and federal and state 
resource agencies over those lands that will be preserved and developed within its future city 
limits. It is most likely that Village 1, Village Village 5/Special Use District B and Special 
Use District B-Northeast Quadrant, and Village 7 will begin construction within the current 
MTP/SCS planning period and they are, therefore, designated as Developing Communities. A 
portion of the current SOI, outside of the Villages, along Highway 65 is designated by the 
general plan for employment uses, including a medical center and light industrial uses. This 
area is also identified as a Developing Community in the MTP/SCS. 
 
The MTP/SCS forecasts 10,841 new housing units and 10,927 new employees in Lincoln by 
2036. About 3,583 of the new housing units are in the Center and Corridor Community and 
Established Communities. This growth ranges from very low density to high density and 
comes close to building out the residential capacity of the current city limits (1,154 units of 
capacity remaining). Employment growth in Established Communities accounts for 2,999 of 
the new employees, which includes commercial, office, industrial, and public land uses. 
Within the Established Communities there still exists additional land capacity for another 
12,210 employees. Employment growth in the Center and Corridor Community accounts for 
3,648 of new employees of the same uses, plus mixed use, with additional capacity for 2,600 
employees at build out. 
 
The Developing Community that is located along Highway 65 and Industrial Avenue, 
includes 3,199 new employees by 2036 in the MTP/SCS forecast. This area is designated by 
the general plan for employment only and, therefore, no housing growth is assumed for this 
area in the MTP/SCS. This area has capacity beyond the MTP/SCS forecast for an additional 
5,545 new jobs. Village 7 is the first of the Villages assumed to begin construction. As a 
result, the MTP/SCS forecasts this specific plan area will likely build out its 3,285 housing 
units and 397 employees by 2036, with remaining capacity for 100 employees. This village 
includes an average residential density of 10 units per acre with neighborhood-serving 
commercial and public uses. Villages 1 and Village 5/Special Use District B and Special Use 
District B-Northeast Quadrant make up the remaining growth for the city. Village 1 has a 
capacity of 5,640 housing units and 677 employees. The MTP/SCS forecasts 2,007 new 
housing units and 500 employees by 2036. The average residential density is six units per acre 
and the plan includes neighborhood-serving commercial and public uses. The Developing 
Community of Village 5/Special Use District B and Special Use District B-Northeast 
Quadrant include a total of 1,999 new units and 285 new employees in the MTP/SCS. 
However, this village area is planned for a capacity of 8,318 housing units and 11,402 
employees. Similar to the other villages, the Developing Community of Village 5 and Special 
Use District B includes neighborhood serving commercial and public uses plus some office 
uses, and has an average residential density of five units per acre. 
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While Lincoln experienced rapid growth before the onset of the Great Recession, the effects 
of the recession coupled with high foreclosure rates contributed to a slower housing growth 
rate more recently. Changing demographics within the city are likely to continue this trend, 
resulting in housing growth that is generally on par with the regional average. Slightly above 
the regional average of 17 percent, the MTP/SCS forecast assumes 20 percent of the 2036 
housing growth will occur by 2020. Much of this growth by 2020 is expected to occur in the 
existing city limits, in Established Communities, with the build out of currently developing 
subdivisions. Lincoln is also projected to experience increased job growth into the future, as it 
merges with the growing southwest Placer job center along the Highway 65 corridor. By 
2020, the MTP/SCS forecasts approximately 27 percent of the 2036 jobs will be realized, 
compared to the regional average of 33 percent. This growth forecast works to improve the 
city’s jobs/housing ratio from 0.5 today to 0.7 by 2036. 
 
There are several key variables to monitor carefully that may influence the timing and nature 
of growth in Lincoln in future MTP/SCS updates. First, the Lincoln Bypass, completed in 
2012, has already reduced traffic and increased business in the downtown area. Additionally, 
we will be watching the rate of residential permitting activity post-recession. Also important 
is the timing of completion of the Placer County Conservation Plan, which currently appears 
to be on a positive trajectory headed towards resolution. However, challenging issues remain, 
including some involving lands within the Lincoln SOI. Any one of these three variables 
could alter market conditions enough to warrant changes in future MTP/SCS’s. 
 
Loomis 
The Town of Loomis is a small, rural community that has experienced very little growth in 
the past 10 years despite its location in the fast-growing southwestern region of Placer 
County. Loomis’ general plan aims to maintain the town’s rural character overall, while the 
Town Center Master Plan supports some infill and redevelopment in the downtown area. 
Because of this, the Town Center area is designated as a Center and Corridor Community in 
the MTP/SCS, while the housing and industrial employment areas bordering it are 
characterized as an Established Community and the remaining portions of the city are 
identified as a Rural Residential Community. 
 
Loomis’ projected MTP/SCS growth of 1,629 new employees and 779 new housing units by 
2036 is expected to happen slowly over the planning period and primarily within the Center 
and Corridor Community and Established Community. This growth is consistent with the uses 
included in the general plan and current project applications, ranging from rural residential to 
mixed use development with neighborhood-supporting commercial, office, and industrial 
employment. With no plans for expansion, the town’s residential growth is limited to 
development of the remaining vacant rural residential lands, and minimal development in its 
downtown. Employment growth will be concentrated along the Interstate 80 corridor and in 
the downtown. Residential growth will be slow, with the town only likely to see 8 percent of 
its 2036 housing growth by 2020. 
 
The regional monitoring program will include tracking infill development such as envisioned 
in the town’s core area by the Downtown Master Plan currently in progress, and the potential 
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impact any additional commuter train service in Placer County might have on growth rates 
and patterns in and around Loomis.  
 
Rocklin  
The City of Rocklin is surrounded by the cities of Lincoln, Roseville, and the Town of 
Loomis. The city experienced significant residential growth prior to the Great Recession and, 
as a result, today the city is about 70 percent built out in its housing capacity. The city’s 
recently adopted general plan (2012) assumes build out of city residential uses by 2035 using 
the general plan’s midrange growth projections. The general plan allows for higher densities 
and mixed use in the downtown area, which provides significant capacity for residential and 
employment growth in that area. The downtown area is located within the half-mile radius of 
the existing Amtrak station and is designated as a Center and Corridor Community in the 
MTP/SCS. There are also four new growth areas within the city: two residential-focused and 
two employment-focused. These areas are identified as Developing Communities in the 
MTP/SCS, while the remainder of the city is considered an Established Community. 
 
Over the last few years, the city has experienced an increase in applications for more infill 
focused residential development on vacant commercial or other non-residential land. This 
trend, combined with the recently adopted housing element that identified rezoning of some 
nonresidential land to residential land, has resulted in an increase in housing capacity in the 
city beyond what the current general plan estimates. Based on these trends and the 
information gathered to date, SACOG estimates build out of the city could reach 
approximately 31,789 housing units and 52,287 employees. Similar to the general plan update 
projections, the MTP/SCS forecast for Rocklin is that most of the city’s residential capacity 
will be built out by 2036. The city’s employment centers are expected to grow significantly 
by 2036, but will not likely reach capacity for some time beyond the MTP/SCS planning 
period. By 2036, the MTP/SCS forecast for the city includes 6,989 new housing units and 
10,554 new jobs. Just over half of this housing growth will occur in existing subdivisions and 
infill in the Established and Center and Corridor Communities. In Established Communities, 
new residential growth ranges from rural residential to high density land uses and new 
employment growth includes primarily commercial, research and development/tech and 
public uses. The MTP/SCS forecasts this area will grow by 3,272 new housing units and 
3,089 employees. The Center and Corridor Community is expected to grow by 320 housing 
units and 334 employees. This residential growth is expected to be higher density residential 
and commercial employment that will be added through small-scale infill and redevelopment 
and, therefore, is expected to be absorbed slowly over the MTP/SCS planning period. 
 
The remaining growth is in the four Developing Communities. Sunset Ranchos is an adopted 
specific plan area that is currently under construction. At build out the plan will include a total 
of approximately 4,358 housing units and 1,436 jobs. The MTP/SCS forecasts that Sunset 
Ranchos will be nearly built out by 2036, with only capacity for 191 employees remaining. 
With an average residential density of eight units per acre, this area is primarily low and 
medium density uses, including some neighborhood-supporting commercial and public uses. 
Directly west of Sunset Ranchos along Highway 65 is the city’s newest planned employment 
center. Though building activity in this area has only occurred recently, this area could 
accommodate up to 10,041 employees at build out and is primarily made up of commercial, 
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office, and research and development/tech uses. The MTP/SCS projects that this area will 
reach about 40 percent of its employment capacity by 2036. Additionally, the Highway 65 
Corridor area is expected to build out its capacity for 370 new medium to high density 
residential units. The second employment-focused Developing Community in Rocklin is 
along Interstate 80. At build out, this area could potentially add 2,936 new employees to the 
city. Since 2012, this area has experienced significant commercial construction and continues 
to grow. The MTP/SCS projects that this area will add 2,471 new employees from 2012 to 
2036. Additionally, this Developing Community is expected to add 195 medium to high 
density residential units by 2036 out of a capacity for 300. The fourth and final Developing 
Community in Rocklin is the Clover Valley Specific Plan area. Clover Valley is planned for 
561 low density units, averaging four units per acre and includes some small-scale 
commercial and public uses. The MTP/SCS projects that roughly the first phase of this 
development, about 25 percent of the planned housing units, will be built by 2036. 
 
In addition to having historically high growth rates, Rocklin, along with the rest of southwest 
Placer County, is an area in the region demonstrating strong post-recession residential and 
employment growth. As a result, Rocklin’s job and housing growth is expected to outpace the 
regional average. The MTP/SCS forecasts 40 percent of Rocklin’s 2036 employment growth 
by 2020, compared to the regional average of 33 percent of the 2036 employment growth by 
2020. Similarly, the MTP/SCS forecasts 37 percent of the 2036 housing growth forecast by 
2020 will occur in Rocklin, compared to the regional average of only 18 percent of the 2036 
housing growth by 2020. 
 
The regional monitoring program will include continued tracking of market trends around the 
type and location of housing development as the region continues to come out of the recession 
and many of the planned developments in the southwest Placer area begin to build. 
 
Roseville 
Roseville sits at the heart of the southwest Placer employment center. For more than a decade, 
the city has experienced significant housing growth. However housing growth has been 
outpaced by employment growth in the city. Employment uses have been concentrated in the 
areas around Interstate 80 and Highway 65. While residential uses surround these areas, the 
majority of the city’s housing is located west of the Interstate 80 and Highway 65 corridors. 
The city recently annexed the lands in the western portion of the city, including the specific 
plan areas of Sierra Vista and Creekview. These two areas along with the currently building 
West Roseville Specific Plan area and the in-process Amoruso Ranch Specific Plan area are 
characterized in the MTP/SCS as Developing Communities. Roseville also has three areas 
identified as Center and Corridor Communities. The first includes the half-mile radius around 
the existing Amtrak station, including the Downtown Specific Plan and Riverside Gateway 
areas. The second two are centered on the Sunrise Boulevard and Douglas Boulevard 
intersection, and correspond with two of the city’s primary future target infill and 
revitalization areas. The balance of city is largely built out today and is therefore designated 
as an Established Community in the MTP/SCS. 
 
With 33,624 new jobs and 18,896 new housing units, job growth is expected to outpace 
housing growth through 2036 in Roseville. About 23,000 employees or 68 percent of the job 



 

Appendix C – 2016 MTP/SCS Land Use Allocation for Placer County Jurisdictions  Page C-11 

growth is forecasted to occur in Established Communities by in-filling of existing 
employment areas, including regional retail centers, office parks/light industrial complexes, 
and industrial parks. These Established Communities have additional land capacity for an 
additional 9,163 new employees at build out. Residential growth capacity in these Established 
Communities is much lower and would occur primarily through infill development. The 
MTP/SCS forecasts 2,989 new housing units in these areas by 2036, building out remaining 
residential capacity. Redevelopment and infill, both mixed use and residential, in the Center 
and Corridor Communities are forecasted to be slow and steady throughout the planning 
period. These Center and Corridor Communities are forecast for 1,100 new housing units and 
4,061 new employees within the MTP/SCS planning period. Build out potential in these areas 
is significant, at 7,112 additional employees and 469 additional housing units. With other 
large established employment centers in the city, it is unlikely that these areas will reach their 
employment capacity for some time, well beyond the current MTP/SCS planning period. Both 
Established and Center and Corridor Communities include residential development at a range 
of densities from low to high and a variety of employment uses including commercial, office, 
industrial, public, and mixed-use. 
 
The majority of the new housing growth is projected to take place in Developing 
Communities. Unlike Established Communities, which experience high employment growth 
relative to housing growth, Developing Communities experience high housing growth relative 
to employment growth. This is due to two factors: (1) most of the residential growth in 
Developing Communities is not expected to fully build out by the horizon year of the 
MTP/SCS and, therefore, a critical mass of housing is not present to support planned 
employment growth; and (2) most Developing Communities are located around existing 
regional jobs centers in southwest Placer County, southeastern Sacramento County, and 
urbanized Yolo County and are intended to provide nearby housing for those jobs centers. 
 
The West Roseville area is assumed to come close to building out its planned 10,478 housing 
units, adding 6,502 housing units to the roughly 2,926 that exist today, at an average of seven 
units per acre by 2036. This area also has plans for new commercial, office, and public uses 
which could result in 2,768 new employees at build out. The MTP/SCS forecasts 2,500 of 
these new employees by 2036. Sierra Vista is also projected to experience substantial growth 
by 2036. The MTP/SCS forecast for Sierra Vista includes 6,098 new housing units and 3,500 
new jobs by 2036. The plan’s build out capacity includes 8,679 homes and 9,003 jobs. 
Housing growth in this area will range from low to high density, with an average density of 
10 units per acre. Employment uses include commercial and neighborhood-supporting public 
uses. Another Developing Community, Creekview, is forecasted to build about 60 percent of 
its 2,011 housing unit capacity by 2036. This area is mostly medium density residential, with 
an average density of 11 units per acre. It includes some neighborhood-supportive commercial 
and public uses, building out the capacity for 418 new employees in the MTP/SCS. The final 
Developing Community, Amoruso Ranch, is projected to add 1,001 new homes and 145 new 
jobs by 2036. Housing growth in Amoruso Ranch will occur at an average of seven units per 
acre and employment growth will generally include neighborhood supporting commercial 
uses. 
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Job growth in Roseville is somewhat slower in the early years of the plan compared to historic 
trends, but is expected to keep pace with residential development. With approximately 10,091 
new employees and 5,257 new housing units by 2020, the city is forecasted to get 30 percent 
of its 2036 job growth and 28 percent of its 2036 housing growth by 2020. Almost 80 percent 
of this job growth is expected to occur within existing job centers in Established 
Communities. Most of the housing growth in the early years, which outpaces regional housing 
growth by 2020, is expected to occur mostly within Established Communities and West 
Roseville.  
 
There are several on-going planning initiatives which may influence the growth projected for 
Roseville in future amendments to the MTP/SCS, including the pace and location of new 
housing and employment growth as the region continues to recover from the recession. 
Additionally, there are two universities currently proposed in southwest Placer County. It will 
be important to monitor the progress of these proposals and surrounding developments as this 
is an important factor that could influence the timing and pace of development in southwest 
Placer County, including Roseville. Although the city is not participating in the Placer County 
Conservation Plan, the timing of PCCP adoption will be an important issue tracked through 
regional monitoring that might also influence Placer County growth patterns in future 
MTP/SCS updates. 
 
Unincorporated Placer 
Historically, development in unincorporated Placer County has been concentrated in rural 
communities, the majority of which are clustered along the Interstate 80 corridor. The 
MTP/SCS describes these areas as Rural Residential Communities. Clusters of more 
concentrated housing and employment are located near the more urban areas of the county. 
The areas immediately surrounding the cities of Auburn and Colfax, as well as Granite Bay, 
and the Sunset Industrial area are all examples of this. These areas are characterized as 
Established Communities in the MTP/SCS. In the past several years, however, Placer County 
has adopted an updated General Plan to incorporate amendments through 2013 and approved 
a number of new specific plans, which will allow significant new residential and employment 
growth in the county. Because these are new development areas, they are characterized as 
Developing Communities in the MTP/SCS. These Developing Communities include the 
specific plans for Placer Vineyards, Regional University, Riolo Vineyards, Bickford Ranch, 
Placer Ranch, and Squaw Village. The county’s long-term vision for growth includes an 
additional new growth area, Curry Creek, located just north of Baseline Road and the Placer 
Vineyards plan area. This area has been identified for future growth in the general plan and, 
while the county’s work plan includes development of a community plan for this area, this 
project is not currently moving forward. Therefore, Curry Creek and the remaining portions of 
the unincorporated county outside of the Established and Developing Communities described 
above, are not identified for development in the current MTP/SCS planning period.  
 
Because of the amount of development planned in the southwest portion of the county, Placer 
County, in partnership with South Placer Regional Transportation Authority, Placer County 
Water Agency, the City of Lincoln, CA Department of Fish and Wildlife, U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service, National Marine Fisheries Service, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency, and the California Regional Water Quality Control Board 
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are developing the Placer County Conservation Plan (PCCP). The proposed PCCP is a Habitat 
Conservation Plan (HCP) under the Federal Endangered Species Act and a Natural 
Community Conservation Plan (NCCP) under the California Natural Community 
Conservation Planning Act. When adopted, the plan would allow local entities to issue state 
and federal permits, streamlining a currently very lengthy process. 
 
Placer Vineyards is the largest Developing Community in Placer County, located on the 
Sacramento-Placer county line. At build out this plan will accommodate land for about 9,037 
employees and 14,132 housing units. Employment uses are mostly neighborhood serving and 
include commercial, office, industrial, and public uses. Residential uses range from low 
density to high density, including mixed use, with an average density of seven units per acre. 
Regional University, located adjacent to the Roseville city limits, is planned for 4,387 new 
housing units and about 1,875 new jobs at build out. This plan includes land for a new 
university campus, which is where the majority of the jobs are expected to come from, along 
with some neighborhood-serving retail and commercial uses. Because the plan includes a 
major university campus and it is adjacent to a more urban part of the county, Roseville, the 
residential densities planned for this area will average 13 units per acre, not including the on-
campus housing. Placer Ranch is located at the Roseville city boundary just north of West 
Roseville and east of Amoruso Ranch. At build out this plan will accommodate 5,376 homes 
and 20,155 jobs. Similar to Regional University, most of the projected employment growth 
will come from the new university campus, along with some additional commercial mixed 
use, industrial, and public uses. The residential densities planned for this area will average 
eight units per acre. These plans represent a shift in the traditional type of development  
 
Placer County has done historically. Riolo Vineyards is a Developing Community located 
between Placer Vineyards and the existing rural community located around PFE Road and 
Walerga Road. This plan, at build out will include 938 housing units, at an average density of 
four units per acre and about 166 jobs, mostly neighborhood service commercial and public 
uses. The Developing Community, Bickford Ranch, is located in a primarily rural residential 
area, east of Lincoln. This plan has capacity for 1,890 homes, averaging three units per acre, 
and about 312 employees that are mostly neighborhood-supporting commercial and public 
uses. The Developing Community, Squaw Village, is located west of River Road in the Sierra 
Nevada Mountains near Lake Tahoe. At build out, this plan includes 850 housing units at a 
density of 22 units per acre and 574 commercial employees.  
 
Capacity in Established Communities and Developing Communities is estimated at 34,946 
new homes and 85,276 new jobs. Established Communities, if built out, would add 53,512 
new jobs, most of which are in the Sunset Industrial Community Plan area and Auburn Sphere 
of Influence area. Established Communities, also if built out, would add 7,621 new housing 
units. Rural Residential Communities have a large amount of capacity and if built out could 
add 23,605 new rural residential homes and 19,668 new jobs. The remaining capacity comes 
from Developing Communities, as described above. 
 
In total, the MTP/SCS forecast for unincorporated Placer County includes 15,668 new 
housing units and 21,412 new jobs by 2036. Of this, the majority of new jobs, or 16,550, are 
within Established Communities, primarily located in the Sunset Industrial Community Plan 
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area and the area around Auburn. These jobs are primarily industrial and light industrial, but 
include a variety of other uses including office, retail, and public uses. Established 
Communities also account for 1,604 of the new housing units, which range from rural 
residential to medium-high density. Rural Residential Communities in Placer County are 
expected to experience low amounts of growth, approximately 2,499 new housing units and 
804 new jobs by 2036. The MTP/SCS forecast assumes relatively small amounts of new rural 
residential homes and neighborhood-supporting commercial and public uses to be constructed 
in the region by 2036, as compared to the build out capacity. This is in part due to historical 
building rates combined with changing demographics, which suggest a higher percent of the 
population will choose to live on smaller lots or in attached homes near existing jobs, 
services, and with more transportation choices. In Placer County, this is also in part due to 
potential wildfire risks in these areas. 
 
The majority of the new homes (74 percent) are located within the southwest Placer 
Developing Communities by 2036. Placer Vineyards, the largest of the plans is projected to 
construct 4,524 new housing units and 1,499 new employees in the MTP/SCS by 2036. By 
2036, the MTP/SCS projects that Placer Ranch will include 2,900 new housing units and 
2,003 employees. Regional University includes 1,448 new housing units and 381 new jobs. 
The MTP/SCS forecast for both Placer Ranch and Regional University includes some portion 
of university development by 2036. The MTP/SCS forecast includes 922 new housing units 
and 84 new employees in Riolo Vineyards, building out residential capacity and building 
close to employment capacity for the area. By 2036, the MTP/SCS projects growth of 1,427 
new homes and 92 employees in Bickford Ranch. Squaw Village, the smallest of the plans, is 
projected to construct 345 new housing units in the MTP/SCS by 2036.  
 
The MTP/SCS forecast assumes 12 percent of the 2036 housing growth and 27 percent of the 
2036 job growth will likely occur by 2020. In the early years, housing and job growth are 
slower than the regional average of 17 percent and 33 percent respectively, primarily because 
so much of the new housing growth is in Developing Communities that have not yet begun 
building. Most of the growth in Developing Communities is expected to happen in the latter 
half of the planning period.  
 
The timing of PCCP adoption will be the dominant issue tracked through regional monitoring 
that might influence Placer County growth patterns in future MTP/SCS updates. 
 
 



22016 Metropolitan Transportation Plan/Sustainable 
Communities Strategy Update BBuild Out Estimate

Draft Preferred Scenario - April 16, 2015 Total in Year 2012 Total in Year 2020 Total in Year 2036 Total at Build Out

Jurisdiction/Community Type  Jobs  Housing Units  Jobs 
 Housing 

Units  Jobs  Housing Units  Jobs  Housing Units 

EExisting Conditions   2016 MTP/SCS   2016 MTP/SCS 

Auburn      
Center and Corridor Communities 2,304           482                 2,507               483               2,944              749                    3,811                  856                  
Established Communities 5,456           5,631              5,903               5,785           6,889              5,910                 9,114                  7,352               
Developing Communities (listed below)

Baltimore Ravine 1                   12                   1                       12                 227                 729                    226                     725                  
JJurisdiction Total 7,761          6,124             8,410              6,279          10,060           7,389                13,151               8,932              

Colfax
Center and Corridor Communities 522               205                 693                  215               1,128              258                    2,380                  263                  
Established Communities 293               706                 314                  715               370                 758                    899                     1,073               
JJurisdiction Total 815              911                1,007              929              1,498             1,016                3,279                 1,336              

Lincoln
Center and Corridor Communities 2,598           292                 3,604               516               6,246              1,042                 8,846                  1,117               
Established Communities 3,470           17,739            4,388               18,921         6,469              20,572               17,679                21,651            
Developing Communities (listed below)

Hwy 65 area 2,263 0 3,263 0 5,463 0 11,007 0
Village 1 13 34 13 203 513 2,041 677 5,640

Village 5/SUD B 76 148 76 148 361 2,147 11,402 8,318
Village 7 0 33 0 585 296 3,286 397 3,285

JJurisdiction Total 8,420          18,246           11,343            20,373        19,347           29,087              50,008               40,011           

Loomis
Center and Corridor Communities 200               148                 255                  148               801                 552                    1,288                  688                  
Established Communities 2,336           1,473              2,454               1,495           3,253              1,752                 4,039                  1,947               
Rural Residential Communities 747               848                 747                  885               856                 944                    784                     1,319               
JJurisdiction Total 3,282          2,469             3,455              2,529          4,911             3,248                6,112                 3,954              
 



22016 Metropolitan Transportation Plan/Sustainable 
Communities Strategy Update BBuild Out Estimate

Draft Preferred Scenario - April 16, 2015 Total in Year 2012 Total in Year 2020 Total in Year 2036 Total at Build Out

Jurisdiction/Community Type  Jobs  Housing Units  Jobs 
 Housing 

Units  Jobs  Housing Units  Jobs  Housing Units 

EExisting Conditions   2016 MTP/SCS   2016 MTP/SCS 

Rocklin
Center and Corridor Communities 984 1,000 1,036 1,078 1,318 1,319 1,987 1,960
Established Communities 16,226 19,609 17,369 21,059 19,315 22,881 35,759 24,235
Developing Communities (listed below)

Clover Valley 0 2 0 2 0 142 128 561
Highway 65 Corridor 429 0 1,893 146 4,004 370 10,041 370

I-80 Commercial 85 4 1,487 198 2,555 199 2,936 304
Sunset Ranchos 160 1,665 354 2,379 1,245 4,358 1,436 4,358

JJurisdiction Total 17,884        22,280           22,138            24,862        28,438           29,269              52,287               31,789           

Roseville
Center and Corridor Communities 5,034           2,124              6,323               2,175           9,094              3,224                 16,206                3,693               
Established Communities 59,122 44,177 67,193 46,129 82,123 47,166 91,285                47,168            
Developing Communities (listed below)

Creekview 3 2 3 102 421 1,207 418                     2,011               
Sierra Vista 0 18 0 469 3,500 6,116 9,003                  8,679               

West Roseville 483 2,926 1,214 5,629 2,983 9,428 3,251                  10,478            
Amoruso Ranch 0 0 0 0 145 1,001 1,463                  3,011               

JJurisdiction Total 64,642        49,247           74,733            54,504        98,266           68,143              121,627            75,040           
 



22016 Metropolitan Transportation Plan/Sustainable 
Communities Strategy Update BBuild Out Estimate

Draft Preferred Scenario - April 16, 2015 Total in Year 2012 Total in Year 2020 Total in Year 2036 Total at Build Out

Jurisdiction/Community Type  Jobs  Housing Units  Jobs 
 Housing 

Units  Jobs  Housing Units  Jobs  Housing Units 

EExisting Conditions   2016 MTP/SCS   2016 MTP/SCS 

Placer County Unincorporated
Established Communities 18,228         16,143            23,729             16,772         34,778            17,746               71,738                23,764            
Rural Residential Communities 7,527 26,922 7,740 27,884 8,330 29,421 27,195                50,527            
Developing Communities (listed below)

Bickford Ranch 108 6 108 247 200 1,433 312                     1,890               
Placer Vineyards 0 213 0 213 1,499 4,737 9,037                  14,132            

Regional University 0 0 0 0 381 1,448 1,875                  4,387               
Riolo Vineyards 66 17 66 71 150 939 166                     932                  

Placer Ranch 0 0 0 0 2,003 2,900 20,155                5,376               
Squaw Village 180 6 180 64 180 351 574                     850                  

JJurisdiction Total 26,108        43,307           31,823            45,251        47,520           58,975              131,052            101,858         

PLACER COUNTY TOTAL 128,912      142,583        152,910          154,726      210,040         197,127            377,516            262,920         
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Project  ID LEAD AGENCY CATEGORY TITLE PROJECT  DESCRIPTION TOTAL  COST (2015 Dollars) YEAR OF EXPENDITURE COST COMPLETION TIMING STATUS

CALTRANS

CAL20497 Caltrans D3 G‐ System Management, 
Operations, and ITS

Alpine Meadows  Road Traffic Signal Placer County, about 9.3 miles south of Truckee at Alpine Meadows  
Road ‐ Construct  signalized  intersection at SR 89 [FCO Only] (Pla‐89‐
12.1/12.5) [SHOPP Minor A 201.310]  (Toll Credits for CON)

$974,000 $974,000 Project complete by 
2020

Programmed

CAL20518 Caltrans D3 G‐ System Management, 
Operations, and ITS

CCTV Cameras  at Various Locations In El Dorado, Nevada, Placer, Sacramento and Yolo counties  on 
Routes 5, 50, 51, 80, 89, 99 and 267 at Various Locations  ‐ Upgrade 
closed caption televisions  (CCTV) [EFIS ID 0313000197; CTIPS ID 107‐
0000‐0966] (Toll Credits for PE, ROW, CON)

$546,800 $546,800 Project complete by 
2020

Programmed

CAL20571 Caltrans D3 A‐ Bike & Ped Complete  Streets Improvements to the SHS Complete  Streets improvements in various locations  on the State 
Highway System (SHS) in El Dorado, Placer, Sacramento, Sutter, Yuba 
and Yolo Counties.

$10,000,000 $13,100,000 Project complete by 
2036

Planned

CAL20538 Caltrans D3 G‐ System Management, 
Operations, and ITS

Crispin Cider STAA Access I‐80 at Canyon Way IC, Illinoistown OC and driveway  entrance to 
Crispin Cider warehouse  ‐ Widen ramp pavement  at three locations,  
modify overcrossing and install signage to accommodate Surface 
Transportation Assistance  Act (STAA) (PM 31.1/31.9)  [SHOPP Minor A 
program 201.310]  (Toll credits for CON)

$2,020,000 $2,020,000 Project complete by 
2020

Programmed

CAL20511 Caltrans D3 C‐ Maintenance & 
Rehabilitation

Gold Run SRRA Water System Upgrades On I‐80 in Placer County, near Gold Run, at the Gold Run Safety 
Roadside  Rest Area ‐ Replace water distribution system (PM 
41.4/42.2)  [EFIS ID 0313000017; CTIPS ID 107‐0000‐0960] (Toll credits 
for PE, ROW, CON)

$3,061,000 $3,061,000 Project complete by 
2020

Programmed

CAL20655 Caltrans D3 G‐ System Management, 
Operations, and ITS

HAR Update at 25 locations  in 11 counties In Sacramento, Butte, El Dorado, Nevada, Placer and Yolo Counties, on 
Routes 5, 50, 70, 80, 89, 99 and 267 at various locations.  Upgrade 
Highway Advisory Radios

$626,000 $976,560 Project complete by 
2036

Planned

CAL20548 Caltrans D3 G‐ System Management, 
Operations, and ITS

HAR Upgrades  ‐ Various Counties  and Routes In Sacramento, Butte, El Dorado, Nevada, Placer and Yolo Counties,  
on Routes 5, 50, 70, 80, 89, 99 and 267, at various locations  ‐ Upgrade 
Highway Advisory Radios (HAR) [CTIPS ID 107‐0000‐1001]  (Toll credits 
for PE, ROW, CON)

$626,000 $626,000 Project complete by 
2020

Programmed

CAL20424 Caltrans D3 C‐ Maintenance & 
Rehabilitation

I‐80 3‐Mile Truck Climbing  Lane Near Colfax on Route 80, from the Long Ravine UP to east of Magra 
Road OC ‐ Construct  eastbound  truck climbing  lane and related 
improvements (PM 35.1/38.0)  (Toll Credits for PE, ROW, CON) [EFIS 
ID 0300020420]

$50,637,337 $50,637,337 Project complete by 
2020

Programmed

CAL20521 Caltrans D3 C‐ Maintenance & 
Rehabilitation

I‐80 Culvert Rehabilitation In and near Colfax on Pla‐80, from 0.3 mile south of Weimar 
overhead  to 0.3 mile south of Illinoistown overcrossing ‐ Rehabilitate 
culvert (PM 28.5/31.5)  [EFIS ID 0300020597; CTIPS ID 107‐0000‐
0959] (Toll Credits for PE, ROW, CON)

$1,918,000 $1,918,000 Project complete by 
2020

Programmed

CAL18828 Caltrans D3 C‐ Maintenance & 
Rehabilitation

I‐80 Vertical Clearance  Improvements Placer County, I‐80, in and near Loomis at various locations from 
Brace Road to Magra Road ‐ Improve vertical clearance (PM 8.1/37.8)  
[CTIPS ID 107‐0000‐0757; EFIS ID 0300000473] (Toll Credits)

$36,045,000 $36,045,000 Project complete by 
2020

Programmed

CAL20609 Caltrans D3 G‐ System Management, 
Operations, and ITS

Ramp Meters Installation of Ramp Meters: Various Locations  in Placer, 
Sacramento, and Yolo Counties.

$1,584,000 $1,584,000 Project complete by 
2020

Planned
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Project  ID LEAD AGENCY CATEGORY TITLE PROJECT  DESCRIPTION TOTAL  COST (2015 Dollars) YEAR OF EXPENDITURE COST COMPLETION TIMING STATUS

CAL20533 Caltrans D3 G‐ System Management, 
Operations, and ITS

Replace/Upgrade Sign Panels/Structures at
Various Locations

In Sacramento, El Dorado and Yolo counties,  on US 50, I‐5, SR51, I‐80 
and SR 99 at various locations  ‐ Replace sign panels and upgrade sign 
structures  [EFIS ID 0314000244; CTIPS ID 107‐0000‐0987] (Toll Credits 
for PE, ROW, CON)

$417,300 $417,300 Project complete by 
2020

Programmed

CAL20656 Caltrans D3 G‐ System Management, 
Operations, and ITS

Roadway  Weather Information Stations (RWIS) In Sacramento, El Dorado, Nevada, Placer and Yolo Counties, on 
Routes 5, 28, 50, 51, 80, 89, 99 and 267 at various locations. Repair 
and upgrade roadway information systems

$546,000 $851,760 Project complete by 
2036

Planned

CAL20547 Caltrans D3 G‐ System Management, 
Operations, and ITS

RWIS Upgrades  ‐ Various Counties In Sacramento, El Dorado, Nevada, Placer and Yolo Counties, on 
Routes 5, 28, 50, 51, 80, 89, 99 and 267, at various locations:  Repair 
and upgrade roadway information systems (RWIS) also known as ITS, 
Intelligent  Transportation Systems. [CTIPS ID 107‐0000‐1000] (Toll 
credits for PE, ROW, CON)

$546,000 $546,000 Project complete by 
2020

Programmed

CAL17380 Caltrans D3 D‐ Programs  & Planning SACOG Region Emergency  Repair Program Lump Sum ‐ Emergency  Repair (excluding  Federal Emergency Relief 
Program funds)for  non‐capacity increasing  projects only.

$400,000 $400,000 Project complete by 
2020

Programmed

CAL20615 Caltrans D3 C‐ Maintenance & 
Rehabilitation

SHOPP ‐ Bridge Preservation Various bridge preservation projects throughout the six‐county 
region.

$157,380,000 $206,167,800 Lump Sum or
Ongoing

Planned

CAL20616 Caltrans D3 C‐ Maintenance & 
Rehabilitation

SHOPP ‐ Collision Reduction SHOPP ‐ Collision Reduction $92,415,000 $121,063,650 Lump Sum or
Ongoing

Planned

CAL20617 Caltrans D3 C‐ Maintenance & 
Rehabilitation

SHOPP ‐ Emergency  Response SHOPP ‐ Emergency  Response $1,830,000 $2,397,300 Lump Sum or
Ongoing

Planned

CAL20584 Caltrans D3 C‐ Maintenance & 
Rehabilitation

SHOPP ‐ Facilities SHOPP‐ Facilities $3,660,000 $4,794,600 Lump Sum or
Ongoing

Planned

CAL20618 Caltrans D3 C‐ Maintenance & 
Rehabilitation

SHOPP ‐ Mandates SHOPP ‐ Mandates $1,738,500 $2,277,435 Lump Sum or
Ongoing

Planned

CAL20622 Caltrans D3 C‐ Maintenance & 
Rehabilitation

SHOPP ‐ Minor SHOPP ‐ Minor $36,600,000 $47,946,000 Lump Sum or
Ongoing

Planned

CAL20619 Caltrans D3 C‐ Maintenance & 
Rehabilitation

SHOPP ‐ Mobility SHOPP ‐ Mobility $19,306,500 $25,291,515 Lump Sum or
Ongoing

Planned

CAL20620 Caltrans D3 C‐ Maintenance & 
Rehabilitation

SHOPP ‐ Roadside  Preservation SHOPP ‐ Roadside  Preservation $2,745,000 $3,595,950 Lump Sum or
Ongoing

Planned

CAL20621 Caltrans D3 C‐ Maintenance & 
Rehabilitation

SHOPP ‐ Roadway  Preservation SHOPP ‐ Roadway  Preservation $104,310,000 $136,646,100 Lump Sum or
Ongoing

Planned

CAL20486 Caltrans D3 G‐ System Management, 
Operations, and ITS

Shoulder  and Centerline  Rumble Strips (Safety) at 
Various Locations

In Butte, Colusa, El Dorado, Nevada, Placer, Sacramento, Sutter, Yolo 
and Yuba counties  at various locations  ‐ Install shoulder and 
centerline  rumble strips [CTIPS ID 102‐0000‐0174]

$520,500 $520,500 Project complete by 
2020

Programmed

CAL20389 Caltrans D3 C‐ Maintenance & 
Rehabilitation

SR 193 Curve Improvement Near Lincoln, SR 193, from 0.1 mile west to 0.9 mile east of Clark 
Tunnel Road ‐ Curve improvements and widening  (SHOPP Lump Sum ‐
Collision Reduction)  (PM 4.4/5.4) [CTIPS ID 107‐ 0000‐0798; EFIS ID 
0300000725] (Toll Credits)

$17,393,000 $17,393,000 Project complete by 
2020

Programmed

CAL20635 Caltrans D3 C‐ Maintenance & 
Rehabilitation

SR 193 Pavement  Rehabilitation Rehabilitate SR 193 roadway from Sierra College to Newcastle. $6,500,000 $10,166,000 Project complete by 
2036

Planned

CAL20494 Caltrans D3 C‐ Maintenance & 
Rehabilitation

SR 267 Pavement  Rehab In Placer County, on SR 267 near Truckee, from Nevada County line to 
Brockway  Summit ‐ Pavement  overlay (PM 0.0/6.8) [Toll Credits]

$5,101,000 $5,101,000 Project complete by 
2020

Programmed

CAL20638 Caltrans D3 G‐ System Management, 
Operations, and ITS

SR 267 SB Truck Climbing  Lane Extend the existing SR 267 SB truck‐climbing lane; shoulder widening  
from Northstar  Dr to Brockway  Summit (PM 3.76/PM
6.67)

$15,000,000 $18,304,000 Project complete by 
2036

Planned
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Project  ID LEAD AGENCY CATEGORY TITLE PROJECT  DESCRIPTION TOTAL  COST (2015 Dollars) YEAR OF EXPENDITURE COST COMPLETION TIMING STATUS

CAL20541 Caltrans D3 C‐ Maintenance & 
Rehabilitation

SR 49 Bridge Rehab In Auburn, SR 49, from 0.1 mile south of Routes 49/80 separation  to 
0.1 mile north of Dry Creek Road ‐ Rehabilitate Pavement  (PM 
3.1/7.5) [CTIPS ID 107‐0000‐0992] [EFIS ID 0300020616] (Toll Credits 
for PE, ROW, and CON)

$29,400,000 $29,400,000 Project complete by 
2020

Programmed

CAL20628 Caltrans D3 A‐ Bike & Ped SR 49 Class II Bike Lane On SR 49, construct  Class II bicycle lane  from Bell Rd to Dry
Creek Rd.

$480,000 $751,000 Project complete by 
2036

Planned

CAL20651 Caltrans D3 A‐ Bike & Ped SR 49 Class II Bike Lane On SR 49, construct  Class II bicycle lane from Lincoln Way to Luther 
Rd.

$960,000 $1,501,000 Project complete by 
2036

Planned

CAL20573 Caltrans D3 G‐ System Management, 
Operations, and ITS

SR 49 Signal Coordination Install signal at Shale Ridge Rd., coordinate  to the north on Dry Creek 
Rd. and to the south on Bell Rd. (PM 6.38/7.427)

$2,000,000 $2,441,000 Project complete by 
2036

Planned

CAL20531 Caltrans D3 C‐ Maintenance & 
Rehabilitation

SR 65 Pavement  Rehab On SR 65, in and near Roseville,  from I‐80 to Twelve Bridges Drive ‐ 
Pavement  rehabilitation (PM 4.8/12.5)  [EFIS ID0314000010; CTIPS ID 
107‐0000‐0991] (Toll Credits for PE, ROW, CON)

$10,445,000 $10,445,000 Project complete by 
2020

Programmed

CAL20550 Caltrans D3 G‐ System Management, 
Operations, and ITS

Upgrade CMS Panels ‐ Various Counties In Sacramento, El Dorado, Nevada, Placer, Solano and Yolo Counties,  
on Routes 5, 50, and 80, at various locations  ‐ Upgrade Changeable 
Message  Sign (CMS) panels [CTIPS ID 107‐0000‐1003] (Toll credits for 
PE, ROW, CON)

$1,064,000 $1,064,000 Project complete by 
2020

Programmed

CAL20654 Caltrans D3 G‐ System Management, 
Operations, and ITS

Upgrade CMS panels to LED In Sacramento, Butte, Colusa, El Dorado, Glenn, Nevada, Placer, 
Sierra, Sutter, Yolo and Yuba Counties  on Routes 5, 50 and 80 at 
various locations.  Upgrade Changeable Message  Sign (CMS)

$1,064,000 $1,098,048 Project complete by 
2036

Planned

CAL20516 Caltrans D3 A‐ Bike & Ped Upgrade Pedestrian  Facilities  @ Various
Locations

In Yuba, Sacramento, Placer, El Dorado and Butte counties  on 
Various Routes at Various Locations  ‐ Upgrade pedestrian facilities 
[EFIS ID 0312000071; CTIPS ID 107‐0000‐0974] [Total Project Cost 
$3,482,000 in 17/18 FY] (Toll Credits for PE, ROW, CON)

$696,400 $696,400 Project complete by 
2020

Programmed

CAL20519 Caltrans D3 G‐ System Management, 
Operations, and ITS

Upgrade Traffic Monitoring Stations In Sacramento, Placer, Yolo and Yuba counties,  on Routes 5, 50, 51, 
65, 70, 80, 99 and 113, at Various Locations  ‐ Upgrade Traffic 
Monitoring Stations (TMS) [EFIS ID 0313000198; CTIPS ID 107‐0000‐
0967] (Toll Credits for PE, ROW, CON)

$1,045,200 $1,045,200 Project complete by 
2020

Programmed

SUBTOTAL $621,601,537 $763,810,255

CAPITOL CORRIDOR JOINT POWERS AUTHORITY

CAL18320 Capitol Corridor JPA E‐ Transit Capital (Vehicles) Roseville Third Track On the UP mainline, from Elvas Tower in Sacramento County to 
Roseville Station in Placer County: Construct third track. Project 
involves: extension of freight lead track; construction of track and 
signal improvements; construction of satellite maintenance facility 
and other associated improvements; and possible relocation of the 
Roseville rail station to address conflicting train movements that 
affect capacity. Project improvements will permit service capacity 
increases for Capitol Corridor in Placer County, with up to ten round 
trips to Roseville.

$250,800,000 $250,800,000 Project complete by 2036 Programmed

SUBTOTAL $250,800,000 $250,800,000
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Project  ID LEAD AGENCY CATEGORY TITLE PROJECT  DESCRIPTION TOTAL  COST (2015 Dollars) YEAR OF EXPENDITURE COST COMPLETION TIMING STATUS

CITY OF AUBURN

PLA25353 City of Auburn E‐ Transit Capital (Minor) Auburn Multi Modal Station ‐ Rail Platform
Extension

At the existing Auburn Multi Modal Station: Obtain right‐of‐ way and 
install rail platform extension  . (Emission  Benefits in kg/day: 0.93 
ROG 1 18 NOx 0 43 PM10)

$1,416,480 $1,416,480 Project complete by 
2020

Programmed

PLA25569 City of Auburn E‐ Transit Capital (Vehicles) Auburn Transit Bus Replacement Replace one bus. $408,469 $408,469 Project complete by 
2020

Programmed

PLA25547 City of Auburn F‐ Transit O&M (Bus) City of Auburn Non‐Urbanized Transit
Operations

For the ongoing operation  of transit within the non‐urbanized area 
of Auburn and a portion of non‐urbanized Placer County.

$1,584,934 $1,584,934 Project complete by 
2020

Programmed

PLA25639 City of Auburn A‐ Bike & Ped Marguerite Mine Road Pedestrian  and Bikeway 
Facilities

Marguerite Mine Road, from Marguerite Mine Road/State Route 49 
intersection to the north and Marguerite Mine Road/Auburn Ravine 
Road intersection approximately 2 200 feet: install curb gutter

$448,710 $448,710 Project complete by 
2020

Programmed

PLA25471 City of Auburn A‐ Bike & Ped Nevada Street Pedestrian  & Bicycle Facilities Class 2 bike lane and adjacent sidewalks  along Nevada St from Placer 
St to Fulweiler  Ave to allow for continuous pedestrian and bicycle 
access from Old Town Auburn to the Auburn Station and EV Cain 
Middle School. (Emission  reductions  in kg/day: ROG 0.01, NOx 0.01.)

$1,700,645 $1,700,645 Project complete by 
2020

Programmed

Regional Maintenance 
and Rehabilitation Lump 
Sum 1

City of Auburn C‐ Maintenance & 
Rehabilitation

Street & Road Maintenance Estimated street and road maintenance costs including signals, safety 
devices, & street lights, storm drains, storm damage, patching, overlay 
and sealing, other street purpose maintenance. Excludes major 
rehabilitation and reconstruction projects.  ($ 500,000 annually)

$11,000,000 $14,454,000 Lump Sum or Ongoing Planned

SUBTOTAL $16,559,238 $20,013,238

CITY OF COLFAX

PLA25439 City of Colfax C‐ Maintenance & 
Rehabilitation

Grass Valley Street Railroad Crossing  Pedestrian 
and Bike Improvements

Construct  of pedestrian  improvements across UP railroad tracks to 
improve pedestrian  safety, road rehabilitation, and bike lane/route  
along Grass Valley St west of South Auburn St.

$537,100 $537,100 Project complete by 
2020

Programmed

PLA25591 City of Colfax G‐ System Management, 
Operations, and ITS

I‐80/SR174  Interchange Improvements
(Construction funds)

Reconstruct I‐80/SR 174 Interchange $15,000,000 $23,459,000 Project complete by 
2036

Planned

PLA25577 City of Colfax A‐ Bike & Ped North Main Street Bike Route Along N. Main Street, from the Depot Transit Center to Highway 174: 
Construct  class III bike route and associated improvements. 
Improvements include tree trimming,  road repairs, non‐capacity 
road widening,  re‐striping,  drain inlet upgrade,  bike rack, and 
barrier curb. (Requesting state‐only ATP.)

$299,333 $299,333 Project complete by 
2020

Programmed

Regional Maintenance 
and Rehabilitation Lump 
Sum 2

City of Colfax C‐ Maintenance & 
Rehabilitation

Street & Road Maintenance Estimated street and road maintenance costs including signals, safety 
devices, & street lights, storm drains, storm damage, patching, overlay 
and sealing, snow removal, other street purpose maintenance. 
Excludes major rehabilitation and reconstruction projects.  ($ 135,000 
annually)

$2,970,000 $3,902,580 Lump Sum or Ongoing Planned

SUBTOTAL $18,806,433 $28,198,013

CITY OF LINCOLN

PLA25161 City of Lincoln B‐ Road & Highway
Capacity

12th St. Widen: 4 lanes from East Ave. to Harrison Ave. $48,700 $51,000 Project complete by 
2020

Planned
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PLA25022 City of Lincoln A‐ Bike & Ped Auburn Ravine Bike/Ped  Bridge Phase 1 In Lincoln: Construction of multi‐use  bridge across Auburn Ravine: 
Preliminary Engineering, Environmental Documentation, Permitting, 
and Construction of bicycle and pedestrian  bridge crossing Auburn 
Ravine.

$987,193 $1,035,000 Project complete by 
2020

Planned

PLA25515 City of Lincoln A‐ Bike & Ped East Ave. and East Joiner Pkwy. Sidewalks  (SRTS) East side East Ave. between  SR 93 (McBean  Park Dr.) and 12th St.; 
east side E. Joiner Pkwy. between  12 Bridges Dr. and Westview  Dr.: 
Construct  sidewalk,  curb and gutter, curb ramps; install bike lanes. 
SRTS3‐03‐005

$519,600 $519,600 Project complete by 
2020

Programmed

PLA18790 City of Lincoln B‐ Road & Highway
Capacity

East Joiner Parkway Widen East Joiner Parkway from 2 to 4 lanes from Del Webb Blvd. to 
Twelve Bridges.

$1,104,290 $1,158,000 Project complete by 
2020

Planned

PLA25531 City of Lincoln G‐ System Management, 
Operations, and ITS

Lincoln Blvd. Signal Upgrade and Lighting Lincoln Blvd. (Old 65) between  Sterling Pkwy. and 7th St.: Upgrade 
traffic signals; install safety lighting and bike lanes. (HSIP5‐03‐006)

$1,080,000 $1,080,000 Project complete by 
2020

Programmed

PLA25464 City of Lincoln A‐ Bike & Ped Lincoln Blvd. Streetscape ‐ Phase 1 In Lincoln: Between  7th Street and McBean Park Drive; construct 
various pedestrian, bicycle, NEV, and ITS improvements along Lincoln 
Boulevard  (old Highway 65 / G Street).  Improvements will consist of 
gap sidewalk construction, pedestrian  improvements to railroad 
crossings, pedestrian  crossings  along Lincoln Boulevard,  bicycle and 
NEV lanes, connection to the existing trail along Auburn Ravine east of 
Highway 65, roadway narrowing  through the construction of 
landscape  medians  and frontage improvements where appropriate, 
and traffic signal interconnection and
coordination along the corridor. (Emission  Benefits in kg/day: ROG 
0.58, NOx 0.41, PM10 0.08)

$3,278,812 $3,278,812 Project complete by 
2020

Programmed

PLA25554 City of Lincoln A‐ Bike & Ped Lincoln Blvd. Streetscape ‐ Phase 2 Lincoln Blvd, First Street to McBean Park Drive: Provide a more 
pedestrian, bicycle and Neighborhood Electric Vehicle (NEV) friendly 
environment along the main street through the city. Pedestrian  
improvements include wider sidewalks,  bulb‐outs at intersections 
and crosswalks. Bicycle and NEV improvements include Class 2 lanes 
on each side of the street. (Emission  Benefits in kg/day: ROG 0.16, 
NOx 0.11, PM10 0.06) (Toll Credits for PE and CON)

$1,019,639 $1,019,639 Project complete by 
2020

Programmed

PLA25540 City of Lincoln C‐ Maintenance & 
Rehabilitation

McBean Park Bridge Rehabilitation McBean Park Dr. over Auburn Ravine, east of East Ave.: Rehabilitate 
existing 2 lane bridge. No added lane capacity.

$8,083,000 $8,083,000 Project complete by 
2020

Programmed

City of Lincoln B‐ Road & Highway
Capacity

McBean Drive Widening  ‐ Phase 1 Widen McBean Drive to four lanes from Ferrari Ranch to Oak Tree 
Lane

$7,047,977 $8,600,000 Project complete by 
2036

Planned

City of Lincoln B‐ Road & Highway
Capacity

McBean Drive Widening  ‐ Phase 2 Widen McBean Drive from Oak Tree Lane to N/S Connector
Loop

$5,971,878 $7,287,000 Project complete by 
2036

Planned

PLA25595 City of Lincoln B‐ Road & Highway
Capacity

Nelson Lane Extension Extend Nelson Lane south of SR‐65 Bypass $25,000,000 $39,098,000 Project complete by 
2036

Planned

PLA25509 City of Lincoln B‐ Road & Highway
Capacity

Nelson Ln/Markham Ravine Bridge Replacement Nelson Ln, over Markham  Ravine, 0.25 mi south of Nicolaus Rd. 
Replace existing functionally obsolete 2 lane bridge with a new 4 lane 
bridge.

$8,212,828 $8,212,828 Project complete by 
2020

Programmed

PLA25553 City of Lincoln C‐ Maintenance & 
Rehabilitation

Twelve Bridges Drive & Joiner Parkway 
rehabilitation

In Lincoln, street rehabilitation of (1) Twelve Bridges Drive
from Industrial  Avenue east to Sierra College Boulevard  and (2) 
Joiner Parkway from the southern  city limits to First Street. (Toll 
Credits for CON)

$1,332,655 $1,332,655 Project complete by 
2020

Programmed
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Regional Maintenance 
and Rehabilitation Lump 
Sum 3

City of Lincoln C‐ Maintenance & 
Rehabilitation

Street & Road Maintenance Estimated street and road maintenance costs including signals, safety 
devices, & street lights, storm drains, storm damage, patching, overlay 
and sealing, other street purpose maintenance. Excludes major 
rehabilitation and reconstruction projects.  ($ 1,400,000 annually)

$30,800,000 $40,471,200 Lump Sum or Ongoing Planned

SUBTOTAL $94,486,572 $121,226,734

CITY OF ROCKLIN

PLA25566 City of Rocklin C‐ Maintenance & 
Rehabilitation

Bridge Preventive  Maintenance Program Bridge Preventive  Maintenance Program,  various locations  in City 
of Rocklin. See Caltrans Local Assistance  HBP web site for backup list 
of bridges.

$600,000 $600,000 Project complete by 
2020

Programmed

PLA19260 City of Rocklin B‐ Road & Highway
Capacity

Dominguez Road In Rocklin, Dominguez Road: extend with 2 lanes from Granite Drive 
to Sierra College Boulevard,  including  new bridge over I‐80.

$11,000,000 $17,203,000 Project complete by 
2036

Planned

PLA25635 City of Rocklin G‐ System Management, 
Operations, and ITS

Granite Drive at Rocklin Road Roundabout At Rocklin Rd/Granite  Dr.,  between  east of Meyers St to the 
Caltrans WB on‐ramp/right of way on Rocklin Road. : Replace the 
existing four lane signalized  intersection with a two lane roundabout 
(Toll Credits for PE, ROW, CON)..  Toll Credits for ENG, ROW, CON

$2,707,607 $2,707,607 Project complete by 
2020

Programmed

PLA17820 City of Rocklin G‐ System Management, 
Operations, and ITS

Pacific Street On Pacific Street: Construct  downtown  improvements. $8,000,000 $8,391,000 Project complete by 
2020

Planned

PLA25552 City of Rocklin A‐ Bike & Ped Pacific Street‐Bikeway/Neighborhood Electric 
Vehicle Expansion  Project

Construct  & add striped median ,striping, pavement  markings and 
signage on both NB and SB lanes of Pacific Street. The project will 
also construct  a Class II bike path on the northwest portion of Pacific 
Street from Town of Loomis border to Del Mar Ave.(Emission 
Benefits in kg/day: ROG 0.16; NOx 0.13; PM10 0.08)

$1,698,542 $1,698,542 Project complete by 
2020

Programmed

PLA19400 City of Rocklin B‐ Road & Highway
Capacity

Rocklin Rd. Widening In Rocklin, Rocklin Road: widen to 6 lanes from Granite Drive to 
westbound I‐80 ramps.

$1,320,000 $1,320,000 Project complete by 
2020

Programmed

PLA25345 City of Rocklin B‐ Road & Highway
Capacity

Rocklin Road/I‐80  Interchange In Rocklin: from Rocklin Rd. onto both WB and EB I‐80;
construct  roundabouts at ramp EB/WB ramp terminus.

$26,150,000 $26,150,000 Project complete by 
2020

Programmed

PLA15400 City of Rocklin B‐ Road & Highway
Capacity

Sierra College Blvd. Widening In Rocklin, widen Sierra College Boulevard  from 4 to 5 lanes from I‐
80 to Aguliar Tributary.

$3,800,000 $4,637,000 Project complete by 
2036

Planned

PLA20460 City of Rocklin B‐ Road & Highway
Capacity

Sierra College Blvd. Widening In Rocklin, Sierra College Boulevard  from Aguilar Tributary  to 
Nightwatch: widen from 4 to 5 lanes.

$2,750,000 $3,356,000 Project complete by 
2036

Planned

PLA25551 City of Rocklin C‐ Maintenance & 
Rehabilitation

Sunset Blvd Reconstruction Reconstruct Sunset Blvd from Fairway Drive to Stanford Ranch Road. 
(Toll credits for CON.)

$876,500 $876,500 Project complete by 
2020

Programmed

PLA25156 City of Rocklin B‐ Road & Highway
Capacity

Sunset Blvd. Widening Sunset Boulevard:  Widen from 4 to 6 lanes from north bound SR 65 
ramp to West Stanford Ranch Road.

$1,100,000 $1,342,000 Project complete by 
2036

Planned

PLA17910 City of Rocklin B‐ Road & Highway
Capacity

Sunset Boulevard Widen Sunset Boulevard  bridge at UPRR from 4 to 6 lanes from South 
Whitney Blvd. to Pacific St.

$2,600,000 $4,066,000 Project complete by 
2036

Planned

PLA19360 City of Rocklin B‐ Road & Highway
Capacity

Sunset Boulevard Widen Sunset Boulevard  from 4 to 6 lanes from Stanford
Ranch Rd. to Topaz.

$2,600,000 $4,066,000 Project complete by 
2036

Planned

PLA25268 City of Rocklin B‐ Road & Highway
Capacity

University  Avenue Phase 1 University Avenue: Construct new four lane roadway from the 
intersection of Whitney Ranch Parkway north to the extension of 
West Ranch View Drive. One or more phases of this project may 
require federal permitting.

$2,500,000 $2,500,000 Project complete by 
2020

Programmed
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PLA25151 City of Rocklin B‐ Road & Highway
Capacity

West Oaks Boulevard West Oaks Boulevard:  Construct  new 4‐lane extension  from 
terminus  to 4‐lane portion to Whitney Ranch Parkway.

$3,500,000 $4,271,000 Project complete by 
2036

Planned

PLA19290 City of Rocklin B‐ Road & Highway
Capacity

Whitney Ranch Parkway Whitney Ranch Parkway,  construct  new 4‐lane facility from east of 
Wildcat Blvd. to Whitney Oaks Dr.

$12,428,000 $15,166,000 Project complete by 
2036

Planned

PLA25025 City of Rocklin B‐ Road & Highway
Capacity

Whitney Ranch Parkway In Rocklin, Whitney Ranch Parkway:  construct  four‐lane  facility 
from SR 65 to east of Wildcat Boulevard.

$1,730,000 $1,730,000 Project complete by 
2020

Programmed

PLA25521 City of Rocklin B‐ Road & Highway
Capacity

Whitney Ranch Parkway Interchange Phase 1A At SR 65 and Whitney Ranch Parkway:  Construct  Phase 1A of the 
Whitney Ranch Interchange by constructing NB on‐ and off‐ ramps, 
overcrossing structure,  and southbound loop on‐ramp.

$3,800,000 $3,800,000 Project complete by 
2020

Programmed

Regional Maintenance 
and Rehabilitation Lump 
Sum 4

City of Rocklin C‐ Maintenance & 
Rehabilitation

Street & Road Maintenance Estimated street and road maintenance costs including signals, safety 
devices, & street lights, storm drains, storm damage, patching, overlay 
and sealing, other street purpose maintenance. Excludes major 
rehabilitation and reconstruction projects.  ($ 5,400,000 annually)

$118,800,000 $156,103,200 Lump Sum or Ongoing Planned

SUBTOTAL $207,960,649 $259,983,849

CITY OF ROSEVILLE

PLA25578 City of Roseville C‐ Maintenance & 
Rehabilitation

2015 RSTP Arterial Microsurfacing Project In Roseville,  resurface  the following  arterial roadways  ‐ Pleasant 
Grove Blvd from Hartley Wy to Fiddyment  Rd & from Michner Dr to 
Foothills  Blvd; Fiddyment  Rd from Pleasant Grove Blvd to Blue Oaks 
Blvd; Foothills  Blvd from Pleasant Grove Blvd to Junction Blvd & from 
Baseline Rd to Atkinson St; Galilee Rd from Industrial  Ave to Pleasant 
Grove Blvd; Vineyard Rd from Brady Ln to Atkinson St; Denio Loop 
from Foothills Blvd to Atkinson St; E Roseville  Parkway from Douglas 
Blvd to Sierra College Blvd; Atlantic St from Wills Rd to I‐80 WB On 
Ramp; Eureka Rd from Sunrise Ave to Douglas Blvd; Sunrise Ave from 
Smith Ln to Kensington Dr; N. Sunrise Ave from Frances Dr to Lead Hill 
Blvd; Sierra Gardens Dr from Santa Clara Dr to Douglas Blvd; Santa 
Clara Dr from Sierra gardens Dr to Douglas Blvd; and Douglas Blvd 
from N. Sunrise Ave to Sierra Gardens.   (Toll credits for CON.)

$6,374,233 $6,374,233 Project complete by 
2020

Programmed

PLA25581 City of Roseville A‐ Bike & Ped 2017 Pedestrian  Facilities  Improvement In Roseville,  upgrade ADA pedestrian  ramps along various arterial 
and collector roadways  for safety and to meet current ADA 
standards.  (Emission  Benefits in kg/day: 0.10 ROG; 0.06 NOx; 0.02 
PM2.5)

$815,925 $815,925 Project complete by 
2020

Programmed

PLA15660 City of Roseville B‐ Road & Highway
Capacity

Baseline Rd. Widening In Roseville,  Baseline Rd., from Brady Lane to Fiddyment  Road: 
widen from 3 to 4 lanes.

$6,106,889 $6,106,889 Project complete by 
2020

Programmed

PLA15100 City of Roseville B‐ Road & Highway
Capacity

Baseline Road In Roseville,  Baseline Road from Fiddyment  Road to Sierra Vista 
Western edge west of Watt Avenue: widen from 2 to 6 lanes.

$7,852,055 $7,852,055 Project complete by 
2020

Programmed

PLA25528 City of Roseville B‐ Road & Highway
Capacity

Blue Oaks Blvd Extension  ‐ Phase 1 In Roseville,  Extend 2 lanes of Blue Oaks Blvd from Hayden Parkway 
to Westside  Dr., Including  south half of a 6‐lane bridge over 
Kaseberg  Creek.

$6,000,000 $6,000,000 Project complete by 
2020

Programmed

PLA25539 City of Roseville B‐ Road & Highway
Capacity

Blue Oaks Blvd. Extension  Phase 2 In Roseville,  Blue Oaks Blvd., from Westbrook   Dr. to Santucci Blvd. 
(formerly  Watt Ave.), extend 2 lanes.

$6,350,000 $6,350,000 Project complete by 
2020

Programmed
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PLA25465 City of Roseville A‐ Bike & Ped Downtown  Pedestrian  Bridge In Roseville,  improve access to Civic Center transit transfer facility by 
constructing transit/bicycle/pedestrian related improvements, 
including  pedestrian  bridge and Class I trail improvements. (Emission 
benefits in kg/day: ROG 0.55, NOx 0.34, PM2.5 0.11)

$3,217,000 $3,217,000 Project complete by 
2020

Programmed

PLA19910 City of Roseville A‐ Bike & Ped Dry Creek Greenway  Trail In Roseville,  along Dry Creek, Cirby Creek and Linda Creek, construct  
class 1 bike trail. (Emission  Benefits in kg/day: 0.09 ROG, 0.07 NOx, 
0.03 PM2.5)

$3,268,629 $3,268,629 Project complete by 
2020

Programmed

PLA25386 City of Roseville A‐ Bike & Ped I‐80 To Royer Park Bikeway Phase 2 ‐ Segment 3 Roseville,  Harding Blvd @ Dry Creek, I‐80 to Royer Park: Construct  
class 1 bikeway in 2 phases.  Phase 1 from I‐80 to Harding Blvd 
completed  in 2004 (PLA20870). Phase 2 construction is separated  
into 3 segments:  Segment 3 is located from Folsom Road to Lincoln 
Street/Royer Park. (Emission  benefits in kg/day: 0.25 ROG, 0.2 NOx 
0.09 PM10)

$870,909 $870,909 Project complete by 
2020

Programmed

PLA25507 City of Roseville C‐ Maintenance & 
Rehabilitation

Industrial  Ave/Pleasant Grove Creek Bridge
Replacement

Industrial  Ave, over Pleasant Grove Creek, 0.7 mi S Placer Blvd. 
Replace the existing 2 lane functionally obsolete bridge with a new 2 
lane bridge.

$4,960,000 $4,960,000 Project complete by 
2020

Programmed

REG17928 City of Roseville E‐ Transit Capital (Minor) Louis/Orlando Transfer Point Improvements In Roseville,  on Louis Blvd at Orlando Ave.: Develop and construct  
an improved  transfer point and intermodal  facility with a 35‐space  
park and ride facility. (Includes  previously programmed PLA16080.)

$4,738,000 $4,738,000 Project complete by 
2020

Programmed

PLA25377 City of Roseville B‐ Road & Highway
Capacity

Market St. City of Roseville,  Market St., from approx. 800 feet north of Baseline 
Road to Pleasant Grove: Extend 2 lanes.

$8,500,000 $8,500,000 Project complete by 
2020

Programmed

PLA25571 City of Roseville B‐ Road & Highway
Capacity

Market Street South In Roseville,  Market Street South, from Baseline Road to approx. 800 
feet north: construct  2‐lane road.

$500,000 $500,000 Project complete by 
2020

Programmed

PLA25508 City of Roseville C‐ Maintenance & 
Rehabilitation

Oak Ridge Dr/Linda Creek Bridge Replacement Oak Ridge Dr, over Linda Creek, 0.2 mi N Cirby Way. Replace the 
existing functionally obsolete 2 lane bridge with a new 2 lane bridge. 
11/8/2010: (Toll Credits programmed for PE, ROW, and & CON.)

$3,250,000 $3,250,000 Project complete by 
2020

Programmed

PLA25469 City of Roseville A‐ Bike & Ped Oak Street Extension  of Miners Ravine Trail In Roseville,  Miners Ravine Trail, from Lincoln Street to Royer Park 
along the Dry Creek corridor:  Extend class 1 trail, including relocation  
and safety upgrades  to existing Ice House Bridge. From transit stop at 
Downtown  Roseville  Library to existing class 1 trail in Royer Park: 
provide bicycle and pedestrian  improvements including  replacement 
of Taylor Street Bridge. (Emission  benefits in kg/day: ROG 0.13, NOx 
0.09, PM10 0.04) (FTA 5307 to be used on Taylor Street bridge and 
bike/ped  improvements leading to transit stop at library.)

$3,046,159 $3,046,159 Project complete by 
2020

Programmed

PLA25500 City of Roseville A‐ Bike & Ped Pedestrian  Facilities  Improvement Project In Roseville,  reconstruct ADA pedestrian  ramps along various 
arterial and collector roadways  to current ADA standards. (Emission  
Benefits in kg/day: 0.10 ROG, 0.06 NOx, 0.02 PM2.5) (Toll Credits for 
CON)

$562,525 $562,525 Project complete by 
2020

Programmed

PLA25337 City of Roseville B‐ Road & Highway
Capacity

Placer Parkway Phase 2 Construct  New Road: 4 lane divided Hwy. between  Foothills 
Boulevard  and Fiddyment  Road. Includes signalized intersections at 
Fiddyment  Rd.

$14,500,000 $22,677,000 Project complete by 
2036

Planned

PLA25527 City of Roseville B‐ Road & Highway
Capacity

Pleasant Grove Blvd. Extension In Roseville,  extend 4 lanes of Pleasant Grove from 1500 feet west of 
Market St to Santucci Blvd (Watt Ave).

$5,300,000 $5,300,000 Project complete by 
2020

Programmed
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PLA15760 City of Roseville B‐ Road & Highway
Capacity

Pleasant Grove Blvd. Widening In Roseville,  from Foothills  Blvd to Wood Creek Oaks, widen Pleasant 
Grove Blvd from 4 to 6 lanes.

$4,200,000 $5,125,000 Project complete by 
2036

Planned

PLA25572 City of Roseville B‐ Road & Highway
Capacity

Roseville  Bridge Preventive  Maintenance
Program

Bridge Preventive  Maintenance Program (BPMP) for various bridges 
in the City of Roseville.  See Caltrans Local Assistance HBP website for 
backup list of projects.

$817,000 $817,000 Project complete by 
2020

Programmed

PLA25545 City of Roseville G‐ System Management, 
Operations, and ITS

Roseville  CMS Installation Project ‐ Pleasant Grove 
Blvd.

In Roseville,  install Changeable Message  Sign (CMS) on SW/B 
Pleasant Grove Blvd. approaching Roseville  Pkwy. to reduce traffic 
congestion  by improving  traffic information dissemination per the 
ITS Master Plan.  (Qualitative emission benefits on file.)

$200,000 $200,000 Project complete by 
2020

Programmed

PLA25534 City of Roseville B‐ Road & Highway
Capacity

Roseville  Rd. Realignment Roseville  Rd. from Cirby Way to the city limits: Realign roadway.  
(HSIP5‐03‐017)

$3,539,500 $3,539,500 Project complete by 
2020

Programmed

PLA15850 City of Roseville B‐ Road & Highway
Capacity

Roseville  Road Widening Widen Roseville  Rd. from 2 to 4 lanes Between  Cirby Way and 
southern  city limit.

$2,500,000 $2,500,000 Project complete by 
2020

Programmed

CAL20563 Caltrans HQ F‐ Transit O&M (General) FTA 5310 ‐ City of Roseville  Mobility
Management Program

Transit Ambassador and Mobility Training programs.  Assist new 
transit and paratransit/demand response  transportation riders that 
are seniors and persons with disabilities  in Placer County, as well as 
the South Placer County "One Stop" Call Center that distributes  
transit and paratransit/demand response transportation information 
and handles reservations/transfers for paratransit/demand response  
transportation users in Placer County.  Transportation Development 
Credits/Toll Credits are being used as match, and as allowable  under 
FTA Section 5310 federal funds will fund
100% of this project.  Toll Credits for CON

$234,000 $234,000 Project complete by 
2020

Programmed

CAL20565 Caltrans HQ E‐ Transit Capital (Minor) FTA 5310 ‐ City of Roseville  South Placer Call
Center Equipment

Purchase  training equipment  (a laptop and LCD projector)  for Call 
Center employees  and Transit Ambassadors to use, as well as 
replacement digital recording  system and TDD equipment for the 
South Placer Call Center. Transportation Development Credits/Toll 
Credits are being used as match, and as allowable under FTA Section 
5310 federal funds will fund 100% of this project.  Toll Credits for CON

$28,100 $28,100 Project complete by 
2020

Programmed

CAL20564 Caltrans HQ E‐ Transit Capital (Minor) FTA 5310 ‐ City of Roseville  Transit Vehicle
Navigation  Units

Purchase  25 global positioning  system (GPS) navigation  units to 
assist demand response  drivers serving seniors and people with 
disabilities.  Transportation Development Credits/Toll Credits are 
being used as match, and as allowable  under FTA Section 5310 
federal funds will fund 100% of this project.

$6,900 $6,900 Project complete by 
2020

Programmed

PLA25214 City of Roseville E‐ Transit Capital (Minor) Roseville  Transit ITS Project To purchase  and install electronic  fareboxes,  software,  probes, 
software,  automatic  vehicle location devices, mobile data 
computers, video security cameras  and software,  and digital 
readerboard equipment  for transfer points. [Project replaces 
PCT10430  and PCT10420]

$1,100,000 $1,100,000 Project complete by 
2020

Programmed

VAR56109 SACOG F‐ Transit O&M (Bus) Roseville  Transit JARC Operating  Assistance Use FY 2011 & 2012 Urbanized  Area JARC funds to operate two fixed 
route buses to extend routes A & B from 6:30 to 9:30 PM M‐F, and 1 
DAR bus to extend service from 7:00 to 9:30 PM.

$371,680 $371,680 Project complete by 
2020

Programmed

VAR56096 SACOG D‐ Programs  & Planning Roseville  Transit Mobility Management The proposed mobility management services would enhance the 
ability of passengers to successfully ride transit in multiple areas 
(Placer County, Loomis, Rocklin, Lincoln, Auburn and Roseville). The 
goal of the program would include providing travel training from 
transit staff, trip planning training, and practice trips with staff.

$47,500 $47,500 Project complete by 
2020

Programmed
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PLA25498 City of Roseville F‐ Transit O&M (Demand 
Response)

Roseville  Transit Preventive  Maintenance and ADA 
Operations  2011‐2016

Maintenance of transit fleet and operating  ADA transit services.2013 
Preventive  Maintenance = $0;  2013 ADA Operations  = $260,000; 
2014 Operating  Assistance  = $1,322,938; 2014 ADA Operations  = 
$20,6952015 Preventive Maintenance = $200,000; 2016 Preventive  
Maintenance = $200,000;

$5,036,745 $5,036,745 Project complete by 
2020

Programmed

PLA25378 City of Roseville B‐ Road & Highway
Capacity

Santucci Blvd. Extension City of Roseville,  Santucci Blvd. (North Watt Ave.): Extend four lanes 
from Vista Grande Blvd.to Blue Oaks Boulevard.

$6,500,000 $6,500,000 Project complete by 
2020

Programmed

PLA25570 City of Roseville B‐ Road & Highway
Capacity

Santucci Boulevard  South In Roseville,  Santucci Boulevard  South (Watt Ave.) from Baseline 
Road north to Vista Grande Boulevard:  Construct  4‐ lane road.

$1,000,000 $1,000,000 Project complete by 
2020

Programmed

PLA25323 City of Roseville E‐ Transit Capital (Minor) Sierra Gardens  Transfer Point Improve Sierra Gardens  Transfer Point. Improvements may include 
new bus turnouts,  shelters, restrooms,  landscaping, lighting, 
crosswalks, sidewalks,  and other pedestrian improvements such as 
bulb‐outs.  (Emission  benefits in kg/day: 63 ROG, 63 Nox, 25 PM10.)

$1,012,151 $1,012,151 Project complete by 
2020

Programmed

PLA25416 City of Roseville F‐ Transit O&M (Demand 
Response)

South Placer Call Center Operating  cost contribution towards ADA complementary paratransit  
services provided  for the South Placer Call Center.

$187,500 $187,500 Project complete by 
2020

Programmed

PLA25516 City of Roseville D‐ Programs  & Planning SRTS Toolkit Expansion Multiple Schools in the Roseville  City School District: Expand Safe 
Routes to School (SRTS) toolkit. SRTS3‐03‐006

$295,000 $295,000 Project complete by 
2020

Programmed

PLA15911 City of Roseville B‐ Road & Highway
Capacity

Taylor Rd. In Roseville;  from just N/O E. Roseville  Parkway to City Limits, widen 
Taylor Rd. from 2 to 4 lanes.

$5,042,390 $6,153,000 Project complete by 
2036

Planned

PLA25538 City of Roseville B‐ Road & Highway
Capacity

Vista Grande Arterial In Roseville,  from Fiddyment  Rd west to Westbrook  Blvd, construct  
new 4‐lane arterial.

$2,500,000 $2,500,000 Project complete by 
2020

Programmed

PLA25501 City of Roseville B‐ Road & Highway
Capacity

Washington Blvd/Andora Undercrossing
Improvement Project

In Roseville,  widen Washington Blvd from 2 to 4 lanes, including  
widening  the Andora Underpass  under the UPRR tracks, between  
Sawtell Rd and just south of Pleasant Grove Blvd. and construct  
bicycle and pedestrian  improvements adjacent to roadway.  (CMAQ 
funds are for bicycle and pedestrian  improvements only. Emission 
Benefits in kg/day: 0.9 ROG, 0.51 NOx, 0.16 PM10)

$16,091,643 $16,091,643 Project complete by 
2020

Programmed

PLA25582 City of Roseville A‐ Bike & Ped Washington Boulevard  Improvement In Roseville,  along Washington Boulevard  from Kaseburg  Drive to 
Pleasant Grove Boulevard,  construct  new concrete sidewalks, Class I 
& Class II bike facilities.   Proposed  facilities cross under the Union 
Pacific tracks (aka "Andora Underpass"). (Emission  Benefits in 
kg/day: 0.24 ROG; 0.16 NOx; 0.05 PM2.5).

$1,242,517 $1,242,517 Project complete by 
2020

Programmed

PLA25481 City of Roseville B‐ Road & Highway
Capacity

Westbrook  Blvd. Construct  New Road: west of Fiddyment  and north of Blue
Oaks in proposed  new Creekview  Specific Plan.

$6,000,000 $6,293,000 Project complete by 
2020

Planned

Regional Maintenance 
and Rehabilitation Lump 
Sum 5

City of Roseville C‐ Maintenance & 
Rehabilitation

Street & Road Maintenance Estimated street and road maintenance costs including signals, safety 
devices, & street lights, storm drains, storm damage, patching, overlay 
and sealing, other street purpose maintenance. Excludes major 
rehabilitation and reconstruction projects.  ($ 14,400,000 annually)

$316,800,000 $416,275,200 Lump Sum or Ongoing Planned

SUBTOTAL $460,964,950 $570,945,760
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PLACER COUNTY TRANSPORTATION PLANNING AGENCY

PLA25626 PCTPA G‐ System Management, 
Operations, and ITS

At‐Grade  Railroad Crossings At‐Grade  Railroad Crossings, including quite zones throughout County $500,000,000 $516,000,000 Project complete by 
2036

Planned

PLA25588 PCTPA A‐ Bike & Ped Bicycle Facilities Construct  various bicycle facilities according  to implement  the 
Regional Bicycle Master Plan and Local Bicycle Master Plans as 
amended.

$40,000,000 $52,565,000 Lump Sum or
Ongoing

Planned

PLA25632 PCTPA E‐ Transit Capital (Vehicles) Bus Replacement Lump‐sum  for bus vehicles for fiscal years 2019‐2036; does not 
account for expansion  of service. Placer County operators  only.

$63,153,000 $82,991,000 Lump Sum or
Ongoing

Planned

PLA25587 PCTPA A‐ Bike & Ped Complete  Street & Safe Routes to School
Improvements

Enhance pedestrian/bicycle and landscaping along approximately 40 
miles of roadway and construct  Safe Routes to School improvements 
to implement local plans

$52,000,000 $68,335,000 Lump Sum or
Ongoing

Planned

PLA25586 PCTPA G‐ System Management, 
Operations, and ITS

Electric Vehicle Charging  and Alternative  Fuels 
Infrastructure

Develop and construct  an electric vehicle charging  and alternative  
fuels infrastructure.

$20,000,000 $26,283,000 Lump Sum or
Ongoing

Planned

PLA25519 PCTPA B‐ Road & Highway
Capacity

I‐80 Eastbound  Auxiliary Lane: SR 65 to Rocklin Rd. In Rocklin: Between  SR 65 (PM 4.5) and Rocklin Rd. (PM 5.9); 
Construct  eastbound  I‐80 auxiliary lane, including  two‐lane  off‐ 
ramp, concrete barrier/retaining walls, and shoulder improvements. 
(Toll credits for PE, ROW, and CON)

$4,990,000 $4,990,000 Project complete by 
2020

Programmed

PLA25576 PCTPA B‐ Road & Highway
Capacity

I‐80 Westbound 5th Lane In Roseville:  Between  east of Douglas Blvd. off‐ramp  to west of 
Riverside  Ave.; Extend I‐80 westbound auxiliary lane (PLA25542) to 
the east and west to create continuous 5th lane on westbound I‐80. 
The Douglas Boulevard off‐ramp  would be reduced from a 2‐lane off‐
ramp  to a 1‐lane off‐ramp.

$3,700,000 $3,700,000 Project complete by 
2020

Programmed

PLA25542 PCTPA B‐ Road & Highway
Capacity

I‐80 Westbound Auxiliary Lane ‐ Douglas Blvd. to 
Riverside  Ave.

In Roseville:  Between  Douglas Blvd. (PM  2.0) and Riverside  Ave. 
(PM 0.2); Construct  westbound I‐80 auxiliary lane and shoulder 
improvements. (Toll credits for PE, ROW, and CON)

$5,910,000 $5,910,000 Project complete by 
2020

Programmed

PLA25440 PCTPA B‐ Road & Highway
Capacity

I‐80/SR 65 Interchange Improvements Phase 1A In Placer County: Between I‐80 and Galleria Blvd./Stanford Ranch Rd.; 
Reconfigure I‐80/SR 65 interchange to widen northbound SR 65 from 
2 to 3 lanes, including widening Galleria Boulevard/Stanford 
Ranch Road northbound off‐ramp and on‐ramp, and southbound on‐ 
ramp (PA&ED, PS&E, ROW, and CON to be matched with Toll Credits) 
SHOPP funding (EA 03‐0H260) for auxiliary lane on northbound SR 65 
between I‐80 and Galleria Boulevard/Stanford Ranch Road.

$37,099,700 $37,099,700 Project complete by 
2036

Programmed

PLA25648 PCTPA B‐ Road & Highway
Capacity

I‐80/SR 65 Interchange Improvements Phase 1B In Placer County: Between Galleria Boulevard/Stanford Ranch Road 
and Pleasant Grove Boulevard; Reconfigure I‐80/SR 65 interchange to 
widen northbound SR 65 from 2 to 3 lanes, and widen I‐80 westbound 
to SR 65 northbound ramp from 1 to 2 lanes.

$17,500,000 $17,500,000 Project complete by 
2036

Programmed

PLA25649 PCTPA B‐ Road & Highway
Capacity

I‐80/SR 65 Interchange Improvements Phase 1C In Placer County: Between I‐80 and Pleasant Grove Boulevard; 
Reconfigure I‐80/SR 65 interchange to widen southbound SR 65 from 
2 to 3 lanes.

$11,500,000 $11,500,000 Project complete by 
2036

Programmed

PLA25601 PCTPA B‐ Road & Highway
Capacity

I‐80/SR 65 Interchange Improvements Phase 2 In Placer County: Between  Douglas Blvd. and Rocklin Road; 
Reconfigure I‐80/SR 65 interchange to widen southbound to 
eastbound  ramp from 1 to 2 lanes, and replace existing eastbound  
to northbound loop ramp with a new 3 lane direct flyover ramp.

$110,000,000 $172,033,000 Project complete by 
2036

Planned
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PLA25602 PCTPA B‐ Road & Highway
Capacity

I‐80/SR 65 Interchange Improvements Phase 3 In Placer County: Between  Douglas Blvd. and Rocklin Road; Widen 
Taylor Road from 2 to 4 lanes between  Roseville Parkway and Pacific 
Street, and Reconfigure I‐80/SR 65 interchange to widen the 
southbound to westbound ramp from 2 to 3 lanes.

$179,000,000 $279,944,000 Project complete by 
2036

Planned

PLA25603 PCTPA B‐ Road & Highway
Capacity

I‐80/SR 65 Interchange Improvements Phase 4 In Placer County: Between  Douglas Blvd. and Rocklin Road; 
Reconfigure I‐80/SR 65 interchange to construct  one lane HOV direct 
connectors  from eastbound  to northbound and southbound to 
westbound (HOV lanes would extend to between  Galleria Blvd. and 
Pleasant Grove Blvd. on SR 65).

$95,000,000 $148,574,000 Project complete by 
2036

Planned

PLA25634 PCTPA E‐ Transit Capital (Major) Placer County ‐ Bus Rapid Transit Capital Capital Costs for a three route Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) system serving 
South Placer County; including  planning,  engineering, environmental 
studies, right‐of‐way acquisition, vehicles, related roadway 
improvements, signalization, park & ride facilities,  signage, bus stop 
improvements, ITS elements,  fare vending equipment. BRT Route 1‐
CSUS Placer to Galleria to Watt/I‐80  LRT station via I‐80 HOV lane. 
BRT Route 2  ‐ CSUS Placer to Placer Vineyards  to Watt/I‐80  LRT 
station via Watt Avenue. BRT Route  3 ‐ Galleria to Hazel & Sunrise 
LRT stations via Sierra College Boulevard/Hazel Avenue.

$82,526,000 $108,450,000 Lump Sum or
Ongoing

Planned

PLA25585 PCTPA F‐ Transit O&M (BRT & 
Express)

Placer County ‐ Bus Rapid Transit O&M Annual operating  & maintenance (O&M) costs ($5,704,000) 
specifically  for a three route BRT system for Fiscal years 2019‐2036) 
for a TBD transit operator.

$142,600,001 $187,394,000 Lump Sum or
Ongoing

Planned

PLA25468 PCTPA D‐ Programs  & Planning Placer County Congestion Management Program Provide educational and outreach  efforts regarding  alternative 
transportation modes to employers,  residents,  and the school 
community through the Placer County Congestion Management 
Program (CMP). CMP activities  will be coordinated with the City of 
Roseville  and SACOG's  Regional Rideshare  / TDM Program.  (KG/day 
ROG 54.00; NOx 60.00; PM10 39.00)

$955,429 $955,429 Project complete by 
2020

Programmed

PLA25543 PCTPA G‐ System Management, 
Operations, and ITS

Placer County Freeway Service Patrol In Placer County: provide motorist assistance  and towing of disabled 
vehicles during am and pm commute  periods on I‐80 (Riverside  Ave 
to SR 49) and SR 65 (I‐80 to Twelve Bridges Dr). (Emission  Benefits in 
kg/day: ROG 7.35; NOx 1.10; PM10 1.16)

$550,000 $550,000 Project complete by 
2020

Programmed

PLA25413 PCTPA D‐ Programs  & Planning Planning,  Programming, Monitoring 2011‐2015 PCTPA plan, program,  monitor (PPM) for RTPA related activities. $1,455,000 $1,455,000 Project complete by 
2020

Programmed

PLA25529 PCTPA B‐ Road & Highway
Capacity

SR 65 Capacity & Operational Improvements
Phase 1

SR 65, from Galleria Blvd. to Lincoln Blvd., make capacity and 
operational improvements. Phase 1: From Galleria Blvd. to Pleasant 
Grove Blvd., construct auxiliary lanes on northbound and southbound 
SR 65, including widening Galleria Blvd. southbound off‐ramp.

$16,520,000 $16,520,000 Project complete by 
2020

Programmed

PLA25637 PCTPA B‐ Road & Highway
Capacity

SR 65 Capacity & Operational Improvements
Phase 2

SR 65, from Galleria Blvd. to Lincoln Blvd., make capacity and 
operational improvements. Phase 2: From Galleria Blvd. to Blue Oaks 
Blvd., widen from 4 to 7 lanes with 1 carpool lane and 1 general 
purpose lane southbound, and 1 general purpose lane northbound, 
including widening Pleasant Grove Blvd. southbound on‐ramp, and 
Blue Oaks Blvd. southbound on‐ramps and northbound on‐ramp.

$32,500,000 $50,828,000 Project complete by 
2036

Planned
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PLA25638 PCTPA B‐ Road & Highway
Capacity

SR 65 Capacity & Operational Improvements
Phase 3

SR 65, from Galleria Blvd. to Lincoln Blvd., make capacity and 
operational improvements. Phase 3: From Blue Oaks Blvd. to Lincoln 
Blvd., construct auxiliary lanes both northbound and southbound, 
including widening Lincoln Blvd. southbound on‐ramp.

$12,000,000 $18,767,000 Project complete by 
2036

Planned

PLA25631 PCTPA F‐ Transit O&M (Bus) Transit Operating  & Maintenance Lump‐sum  annual Operating  & Maintenance costs for fiscal years 
2019‐2036; does not account for expansion  of service

$224,910,000 $295,560,000 Lump Sum or
Ongoing

Planned

Regional Service 
Expansion Lump Sum 1

PCTPA E‐ Transit Capital (vehicles) Local and Commuter Transit Bus Expansion Lump‐Sum for increased local and commuter bus service operating 
and maintenance cost and bus vehicle purchase and replacement.

$475,000,000 $631,750,000 Lump Sum or
Ongoing

Planned

Regional Maintenance 
and Rehabilitation Lump 
Sum 6

PCTPA C‐ Maintenance & 
Rehabilitation

Street & Road Maintenance Lump‐sum estimated street and road maintenance costs including 
signals, safety devices, & street lights, storm drains, storm damage, 
patching, overlay and sealing, snow removal, other street purpose 
maintenance. Excludes major rehabilitation and reconstruction 
projects.  ($52,000,000 annually)

$938,000,000 $1,232,532,000 Lump Sum or Ongoing Planned

SUBTOTAL $3,066,869,130 $3,972,186,129

PLACER COUNTY

PLA25477 Placer County C‐ Maintenance & 
Rehabilitation

Alpine Meadows  Rd Bridge Rehabilitation Alpine Meadows  Rd over Truckee River, 0.1 miles west of SH 89: 
Replace the existing structurally deficient 2 lane bridge with a new 2 
lane bridge. (Toll Credits programmed for ROW & CON)

$22,625,063 $22,625,063 Project complete by 
2020

Programmed

PLA25472 Placer County A‐ Bike & Ped Auburn Folsom Rd Class II Bike Lane On Auburn‐Folsom Rd between  Douglas Blvd and Joe Rodgers Rd, 
construct  a Class II Bike lane on both sides of the road, including  
signing and striping; construct  sidewalk on both sides of Auburn‐
Folsom Rd from Wilcox Place north to Joe Rodgers. (Emission  
benefits in kg/day: ROG 0.06, NOx 0.04, PM10 0.03) [Toll Credits for 
CON]

$1,227,674 $1,227,674 Project complete by 
2020

Programmed

PLA25533 Placer County A‐ Bike & Ped Auburn Folsom Rd. Safety Improvements Auburn Folsom Rd. from approximately 60' N of Willow Ln. to Robin 
Hood Ln.: Construct  sidewalks,  curb ramps, curb and gutter; install 
mid‐block  crosswalk;  improve pavement  friction; provide dynamic 
speed sign.(HSIP5‐03‐013)

$746,300 $746,300 Project complete by 
2020

Programmed

PLA15070 Placer County B‐ Road & Highway
Capacity

Auburn Ravine Road at I‐80 Overcrossing Auburn Ravine Road overcrossing over I‐80 between  Bowman Road 
to Lincoln Way: widen overcrossing from 2 to 4 lanes.

$29,000,000 $45,354,000 Project complete by 
2036

Planned

PLA15080 Placer County B‐ Road & Highway
Capacity

Auburn‐Folsom Rd Widening From Placer / Sacramento County line to Douglas Blvd, : Widen to 4 
lanes. Install signal at Auburn‐Folsom Blvd and Fuller Dr.

$28,300,000 $28,300,000 Project complete by 
2020

Programmed

PLA20680 Placer County B‐ Road & Highway
Capacity

Baseline Road Four to Six Lane Widening  (East 
Portion)

Widen From 4 to 6 lanes from Watt Avenue to
Fiddyment/Walerga Road.

$11,270,000 $17,626,000 Project complete by 
2036

Planned

PLA15105 Placer County B‐ Road & Highway
Capacity

Baseline Road Widening  Phase 1 (West Portion) Baseline Rd. from Watt Avenue to future 16th street: Widen from 2 
to 4 lanes.

$19,200,000 $19,200,000 Project complete by 
2020

Programmed

PLA25463 Placer County B‐ Road & Highway
Capacity

Baseline Road Widening  Phase 2 (West Portion) Baseline Road from Sutter County Line to Future 16th Street. Widen 
from 2 to 4 lanes.

$29,000,000 $35,380,000 Project complete by 
2036

Programmed

PLA25447 Placer County C‐ Maintenance & 
Rehabilitation

Bowman  Rd Bridge Bowman  Rd, over UP Railroad,  BNSF RR and AMTRAK,  0.1 miles 
south of 19C‐62: Rehabilitate the existing bridge without adding 
additional  lanes.

$2,230,002 $2,230,002 Project complete by 
2020

Programmed

PLA25448 Placer County C‐ Maintenance & 
Rehabilitation

Bowman  Rd Bridge Bowman  Rd, over UP Railroad,  BNSF Railyards  & AMTRAK,  0.1 
miles north of 19C‐61: Rehabilitate the existing bridge without adding 
additional  lanes.

$2,230,002 $2,230,002 Project complete by 
2020

Programmed
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PLA25518 Placer County C‐ Maintenance & 
Rehabilitation

Brewer Rd. Bridge Replacement Brewer Rd., over Pleasant Grove Creek, 4.2 miles north of Baseline 
Rd.: Replace 2‐lane bridge with a new 2‐lane bridge. (Toll Credits for 
PE, ROW, & CON.)

$5,518,500 $5,518,500 Project complete by 
2020

Programmed

PLA25559 Placer County C‐ Maintenance & 
Rehabilitation

Bridge Approach  and Non‐HBP  Participating  Costs In Placer County, bridge approach  and non‐HBP  participating costs at 
Alpine Meadows  @ Truckee River and Dowd Road @ Yankee Slough. 
(Toll Credits for CON)

$1,000,000 $1,000,000 Project complete by 
2020

Programmed

PLA25458 Placer County C‐ Maintenance & 
Rehabilitation

Bridge Preventive  Maintenance In various location ins Placer County, perform preventive 
maintenance on bridges.1.  Squaw Valley Rd., over Squaw Creek, 2 mi 
west of SH 89, Bridge Rail Replacement, Deck Rehab.2. Donner Pass 
Rd., over S. Yuba River, north of Yuba Dr., Bridge Rail Replacement, 
Deck Rehab.3. Cisco Rd., over S. Yuba River, near Hampshire  Rocks 
Rd., Replace Joint Seals, Deck Rehab.4. Alpine Meadows  Rd., over 
Bear Creek, 0.9 mi west of SH 89, Polyester  Concrete  Deck Overlay.5. 
Fowler Rd., over Auburn Ravine, 0.6 mi north of SH 193, Methacrylate
Deck Overlay.6.  Gold Hill Rd., over Doty Ravine, 0.3 mi south of Wise 
Rd., Methacrylate Deck Overlay.7.  Develop Bridge Preventive  
Maintenance Plan.

$1,356,000 $1,356,000 Project complete by 
2020

Programmed

PLA25583 Placer County E‐ Transit Capital (Vehicles) CNG Bus Replace one CNG bus with one new cleaner CNG Bus for Placer 
County Transit.  (Emissions  Benefits in kg/day: NOx 0.75.)

$530,000 $530,000 Project complete by 
2020

Programmed

PLA25565 Placer County A‐ Bike & Ped Cook Riolo Road Pathway Pedestrian  Pathway along Cook Riolo Rd from existing sidewalk at 
Creekview  Ranch Middle School North (Emission  Benefits in kg/day: 
ROG 0.04, NOx 0.02, PM10 0.01) [Toll Credits for PE, ROW, CON]

$2,190,157 $2,190,157 Project complete by 
2020

Programmed

PLA25536 Placer County C‐ Maintenance & 
Rehabilitation

Crosby Harold Rd. Bridge Crosby Harold Rd. Over Doty Creek, 0.9 mi N of Wise Rd.: Replace an 
existing 1 lane bridge with a new 2 lane bridge. (Toll Credits for PE, 
ROW, CON)

$2,790,000 $2,790,000 Project complete by 
2020

Programmed

PLA25453 Placer County C‐ Maintenance & 
Rehabilitation

Dowd Rd at Yankee Slough Bridge Replacement Dowd Rd. over Yankee Slough, just south of Dalby Rd.: Replace 
existing structurally deficient 1 lane bridge with new 2 lane bridge. 
(Toll Credits for CON)

$4,812,511 $4,812,511 Project complete by 
2020

Programmed

PLA25449 Placer County C‐ Maintenance & 
Rehabilitation

Dowd Rd Bridge Replacement at Coon Creek Dowd Rd over Coon Creek, 0.4 miles north of Wise Rd.: Replace 
existing 2 lane bridge with a new 2 lane bridge. (Toll Credits 
programmed for ROW & CON)

$5,675,000 $5,675,000 Project complete by 
2020

Programmed

PLA25474 Placer County C‐ Maintenance & 
Rehabilitation

Dowd Rd Bridge Replacement at Markham
Ravine

Dowd Rd, over Markham  Ravine, 0.5 miles south Nicolaus  Rd: 
Replace existing 2 lane structurally deficient bridge with a new 2 lane 
bridge. (Toll credits for CON.)

$5,050,000 $5,050,000 Project complete by 
2020

Programmed

PLA25541 Placer County C‐ Maintenance & 
Rehabilitation

Gold Hill Rd. Bridge Replacement Gold Hill Rd. over Auburn Ravine, 0.65 mi north of SR 193: Replace 
existing 2 lane bridge with a new 2 lane bridge. (Toll credits for PE, 
ROW, CON)

$5,018,250 $5,018,250 Project complete by 
2020

Programmed

PLA25475 Placer County C‐ Maintenance & 
Rehabilitation

Haines Rd Bridge Replacement Haines Rd, over Wise Canal, 0.45 miles North of Bell Rd: Replace the 
existing functionally obsolete 2 lane bridge with a new 2 lane bridge. 
(Toll Credits for PE, ROW, & CON)

$5,180,000 $5,180,000 Project complete by 
2020

Programmed

PLA25562 Placer County C‐ Maintenance & 
Rehabilitation

HMA Overlay, Various County Roads (Yr2) In Placer County, hot mix asphalt (HMA) overlay on various County 
roads: (1) Douglas Boulevard  from Barton to Auburn‐ Folsom, (2) Dry 
Creek Road from Joeger to HWY 49, (3) Richardson  Drive from 
Atwood Rd to Bell Rd, (4) Nevada Street from 150' east of Nevada 
Way to Auburn City Limits, (5) Edgewood  Road from SR49 to 
Edgewood  Place (Toll Credits for CON).  Toll Credits for CON

$2,809,435 $2,809,435 Project complete by 
2020

Programmed
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PLA25563 Placer County C‐ Maintenance & 
Rehabilitation

HMA Overlay, Various County Roads (Yr3) In Placer County, hot mix asphalt (HMA) overlay on various County 
roads: (1) Sierra College Boulevard  from Olympus  Rd to Eureka Rd, 
(2) Old State Highway from Taylor Rd to HWY 193, (3) Fruitvale Road 
from Fowler Rd to Gold Hill Rd, (4) West Wise Road from HWY 65 to 
Lincoln‐Sheridan Blvd (Toll Credits for CON)

$2,299,047 $2,299,047 Project complete by 
2020

Programmed

PLA25512 Placer County D‐ Programs  & Planning King Rd. Safety Lane Widening King Rd. between  Auburn Folsom Rd. and Sudor Ln.: Widen travel 
lanes; construct  drainage improvements. HSIP4‐03‐007 [Toll Credits 
for CON]

$1,200,000 $1,200,000 Project complete by 
2020

Programmed

PLA20350 Placer County B‐ Road & Highway
Capacity

Local Roads in Auburn In and near Auburn ‐ adjacent to Route 49 between  I‐80 and Dry 
Creek Road ‐ three new local connector  roads; 1)Quartz Drive 
Connector  from Route 49 to Locksley Lane, 2) Willow Creek Drive 
Connector  from Route 49 to 1st Street in Dewitt Center, and 
3)Edgewood Road Connector  from Route 49 to Alta Mesa Drive (City 
of Auburn) ‐ state and local funding only. LIMITS: Auburn and north of 
Auburn, three connector  roads intersecting with State Route 49. (1) 
Quartz Drive Connector, (2) Willow Creek Drive Connector  (3) 
Edgewood  Road Connector.   STREET NAME: Local Roads in Auburn

$3,671,000 $3,851,000 Project complete by 
2020

Planned

PLA25549 Placer County A‐ Bike & Ped Martis Valley Trail Complete  a 10' wide paved Class I multipurpose trail connecting  
Northstar  Village roundabout to the southerly border of Army Corps 
property.  (Emission  Benefits in kg/day; ROG 0.02;NOx  0.01;PM10  
0.01)

$4,700,000 $4,700,000 Project complete by 
2020

Programmed

PLA25532 Placer County C‐ Maintenance & 
Rehabilitation

Pavement  Markings Various locations  throughout Placer County: Install pavement 
markings  (HSIP5‐03‐011, HSIP5‐03‐012)

$1,251,500 $1,251,500 Project complete by 
2020

Programmed

PLA25564 Placer County A‐ Bike & Ped Pedestrian  Improvements along Hwy 49, Education  
Street, and Town Court

Along Hwy 49 on the westside from Bell Rd to Education  St. South 
side of Education  St. west to connect to existing sidewalk and 
improve ADA ramps & crosswalks  along Town Court (Emissions  
Benefits in kg/day:  ROG 0.07, NOx 0.04, PM10 0.02) (Toll Credits for 
PE, ROW, CON)

$925,000 $925,000 Project complete by 
2020

Programmed

PLA18490 Placer County B‐ Road & Highway
Capacity

PFE Rd. Widening PFE Rd, from Watt Ave. to Walerga Rd: Widen from 2 to 4 lanes and 
realign.

$13,085,000 $13,085,000 Project complete by 
2020

Programmed

PLA25299 Placer County B‐ Road & Highway
Capacity

Placer Parkway Phase 1 In Placer County: Between  SR 65 and Foothills  Boulevard; Construct  
phase 1 of Placer Parkway,  including  upgrading  the SR 65/Whitney 
Ranch Parkway interchange to include a southbound slip off‐ramp,  
southbound loop on‐ramp,
northbound loop on‐ramp,  six‐lane bridge over SR 65, and four‐ lane 
roadway extension  from SR 65 (Whitney  Ranch Parkway) to Foothills  
Boulevard.

$70,000,000 $70,000,000 Project complete by 
2020

Programmed

PLA25567 Placer County G‐ System Management, 
Operations, and ITS

Safety Surface Treatment At 18 various locations  throughout Placer County: install high friction 
surface treatment.  (HSIP6‐03‐010)

$1,537,600 $1,537,600 Project complete by 
2020

Programmed

PLA25568 Placer County G‐ System Management, 
Operations, and ITS

Signage Upgrades Various corridors  throughout Placer County: Conduct a Roadway  
Safety Signing Audit and upgrade signs. (HSIP6‐03‐011)

$1,658,522 $1,658,522 Project complete by 
2020

Programmed

PLA25628 Placer County B‐ Road & Highway
Capacity

SR 49 Widen from 4 lanes to 6 lanes from Luther Road to Nevada
Street.

$1,000,000 $1,220,000 Project complete by 
2036

Planned

PLA25630 Placer County G‐ System Management, 
Operations, and ITS

SR49 Signalizations/ Improvements Signalizations and Improvements along SR 49 in Auburn/North 
Auburn.

$13,000,000 $13,636,000 Project complete by 
2020

Planned
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PLA25170 Placer County B‐ Road & Highway
Capacity

Sunset Blvd Phase 2 Sunset Blvd, from Foothills  Boulevard  to Fiddyment  Rd: Construct  a 
2‐lane road extension   [PLA15410  is Phase 1.]

$6,365,000 $6,365,000 Project complete by 
2020

Programmed

PLA25044 Placer County B‐ Road & Highway
Capacity

Sunset Blvd. Widening Widen Sunset Boulevard  from State Route 65 to Cincinnati Avenue 
from 2 to 4 lanes.  Project includes widening  Industrial Blvd / UPRR 
overcrossing from 2 to 4 lanes.

$8,675,000 $8,675,000 Project complete by 
2020

Programmed

PLA25584 Placer County A‐ Bike & Ped Truckee River Trail Along SR89, from Squaw Valley Road to the USFS Silver Creek 
Campground: construct  1.4 miles of multi‐use  trail . (Emission 
Benefits in kg/day; ROG 0.01; NOx 0.01)

$4,500,000 $4,500,000 Project complete by 
2020

Programmed

PLA25506 Placer County C‐ Maintenance & 
Rehabilitation

Walerga Rd/Dry Creek Bridge Replacement Walerga Rd, over Dry Creek, 1.1 mi S Base Line Rd. Rehabilitate the 
existing 2 lane bridge without adding additional  lanes. High Cost 
Project agreement  required.

$21,870,000 $21,870,000 Project complete by 
2020

Programmed

PLA15420 Placer County B‐ Road & Highway
Capacity

Walerga Road Walerga Rd: Widen and realign from 2 to 4 lanes from Baseline Rd. to 
Placer / Sacramento County line.

$13,781,700 $13,781,700 Project complete by 
2020

Programmed

PLA25535 Placer County B‐ Road & Highway
Capacity

Watt Ave. Bridge Replacement Watt Ave./Center Joint Ave., over Dry Creek, 0.4 mi north of
P.F.E. Rd.: Replace existing 2 lane bridge with a 4 lane bridge.

$19,892,750 $19,892,750 Project complete by 
2020

Programmed

PLA20700 Placer County B‐ Road & Highway
Capacity

Watt Avenue Watt Avenue, from Baseline Rd. to Sacramento County Line: Widen 
from 2 to 4 lanes.

$13,270,800 $16,194,000 Project complete by 
2036

Planned

PLA25513 Placer County C‐ Maintenance & 
Rehabilitation

Wise Rd Bridge Replacement Wise Rd, over Doty Creek, 0.5 miles east of Garden Bar: Replace 
existing 1‐lane functionally obsolete bridge with a new 2‐lane bridge.

$4,759,200 $4,759,200 Project complete by 
2020

Programmed

PLA25505 Placer County B‐ Road & Highway
Capacity

Yankee Jim's Rd Bridge at North Fork American River Bridge No. 19C0002,  Yankee Jim's Rd over North Fork American  
River, 1.5MI W of Shirttail Cyn Rd, Replace structurally deficient 1 lane 
bridge with a new 2 lane bridge. (Toll credits programmed for PE, 
ROW & CON.)

$14,999,400 $14,999,400 Project complete by 
2020

Programmed

PCT10503 Placer County E‐ Transit Capital (Vehicles) PCT Bus Replacements ‐ 2015 Replace two CNG powered buses currently in use by Placer County 
Transit.  The new CNG buses will be used on regional transit routes 
connecting Rocklin, Lincoln, Loomis, Auburn and Placer County to 
Roseville and the Watt/I‐80 Light Rail Station. (Emission Benefits in 
kg/day: 1.49 NOx)

$1,082,000 $1,082,000 Project complete by 
2020

Programmed

PCT10494 Placer County Transit E‐ Transit Capital (Minor) CNG Station Upgrade  Phase 2 Dewitt Center in Auburn: Increase of CNG compressor capacity at 
Placer County CNG fueling station in Auburn. (Emissions Benefits in 
kg/day: 3.46 NOx, 0.12 PM10.) *Local Funds are Air District Funds*

$576,809 $576,809 Project complete by 
2020

Programmed

PLA25550 Placer County Transit F‐ Transit O&M (Bus) Lincoln Transit (Subrecipient) Operating
Assistance

Lincoln Transit (Subrecipient)‐ Operating  assistance  and preventive  
maintenance for transit services within the City of Lincoln.  
Sacramento Urbanized  Area. FFY  2014 operating assistance:  
$149,108; FFY 2014 preventive maintenance: $12,281

$1,616,076 $1,616,076 Project complete by 
2020

Programmed

PCT10501 Placer County Transit E‐ Transit Capital (Vehicles) Placer County CNG Replacement Buses Replace four CNG powered  buses currently  in use by Placer County 
Transit.  The new CNG buses will be used on regional transit routes 
connecting  Rocklin, Lincoln, Loomis, Auburn and Placer County to 
Roseville  and the Watt/I‐80  Light Rail Station. (Emission  Benefits in 
kg/day: 3.16 NOx)

$2,059,528 $2,059,528 Project complete by 
2020

Programmed

PCT10491 Placer County Transit F‐ Transit O&M (Bus) Placer County Non‐Urbanized Transit Operations Operating  assistance  for rural transit services within Placer County.  
Outside the Sacramento Urbanized  Area. FFY  2015: $291,197; FFY 
2016: $291,197

$7,357,017 $7,357,017 Project complete by 
2020

Programmed
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PCT10493 Placer County Transit F‐ Transit O&M (Demand 
Response)

Preventive  Maintenance,  ADA Operations, and 
Operating  Assistance   2009‐2016

Operating  assistance,  preventive  maintenance, and ADA operations  
for transit services for urban transit services within El Dorado County 
as well as commuter  service to / from Sacramento. Sacramento 
Urbanized  Area. FFY  2009 preventive maintenance: $324,890; FFY 
2009 ADA operations: $281,700; FFY 2010 preventive  maintenance: 
$300,000; FFY 2010 ADA operations: $200,000; FFY 2011 preventive 
maintenance: $324,890; FFY 2011 ADA operations: $206,700; FFY 2012 
preventive  maintenance: $32,890; FFY 2012 ADA operations: 
$217,000; FFY 2012 Fuel: $84,429; FFY 2013 Operating assistance: 
$539,341; FFY 2014 Operating assistance:  $563,744; FFY 2014 
preventive  maintenance: $56,696; FFY 2015 preventive maintenance: 
$341,000; FFY 2015 ADA operations: $217,000; FFY 2016 preventive 
maintenance: $341,000; FFY 2016 ADA operations: $217,000

$8,821,325 $8,821,325 Project complete by 
2020

Programmed

PCT10488 Placer County Transit E‐ Transit Capital (Vehicles) Purchase  2 Replacement Buses Purchase  of two (2) 35' CNG replacement buses for Placer County 
Transit. (Emission  Benefits:  0.5 kg/day NOx)

$1,000,000 $1,000,000 Project complete by 
2020

Programmed

PCT10504 Placer County Transit E‐ Transit Capital (Vehicles) T.A.R.T Bus Purchase Replace one 35‐foot bus for Tahoe Area Reginal Transit. $525,000 $525,000 Project complete by 
2020

Programmed

PCT10505 Placer County Transit F‐ Transit O&M (Bus) TART Operations TART operations  (lump sum) on SR89 and SR267 corridors within 
Placer County/SACOG region.

$22,000,000 $28,911,000 Lump Sum or
Ongoing

Planned

Regional Maintenance 
and Rehabilitation Lump 
Sum 7

Placer County C‐ Maintenance & 
Rehabilitation

Street & Road Maintenance Estimated street and road maintenance costs including signals, safety 
devices, & street lights, storm drains, storm damage, patching, overlay 
and sealing, snow removal, other street purpose maintenance. 
Excludes major rehabilitation and reconstruction projects.  ($ 
19,000,000 annually)

$418,000,000 $549,252,000 Lump Sum or Ongoing Planned

SUBTOTAL $873,238,168 $1,044,450,368

PRIDE INDUSTRIES

CAL20562 Caltrans HQ E‐ Transit Capital (Vehicles) FTA 5310 ‐ Pride Industries  Replacement Buses Replace three existing buses that provide transportation to persons 
with developmental and other disabilities  in Placer and Sacramento 
counties.  Transportation Development Credits/Toll Credits are being 
used as match, and as allowable under FTA Section 5310 federal funds 
will fund 100% of this project. Toll Credits for CON

$229,500 $229,500 Project complete by 
2020

Programmed

VAR56123 Pride Industries E‐ Transit Capital (Vehicles) Pride Industries  One, Inc. 5310 Replacement Bus 
and Cameras

FTA 5310 funds will be used to purchase  one (1) Medium Bus that 
accommodates up to 14 passengers  (incl. 2 wheelchair positions)  & a 
driver and thirty‐eight (38) cameras  for Pride Industries.  (Uses Toll 
Credits for local match).

$105,989 $105,989 Project complete by 
2020

Programmed

SUBTOTAL $335,489 $335,489

SOUTH PLACER REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY

PLA25592 South Placer Regional
Transportation Authority

B‐ Road & Highway
Capacity

Placer Parkway Phase 3 Construct  New Road: 4 lane divided Hwy. between  Fiddyment Rd 
and Watt Avenue. Includes signalized  intersections at Watt Avenue.

$85,000,000 $132,934,000 Project complete by 
2036

Planned

SUBTOTAL $85,000,000 $132,934,000
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TOWN OF LOOMIS

PLA25530 Town of Loomis C‐ Maintenance & 
Rehabilitation

Taylor Road Overlay Maintenance Project Taylor Road: Asphalt overlay. $460,000 $460,000 Project complete by 
2020

Programmed

PLA25548 Town of Loomis D‐ Programs  & Planning Town Center Implementation Plan
Improvements Phase 2

Taylor Road, Horseshoe  Bar Road to Walnut Street:
streetscape improvements. (Emissions  in kg/day: 0.06 ROG, 0.04 NOx, 
0.02 PM10)

$791,000 $791,000 Project complete by 
2020

Programmed

Regional Maintenance 
and Rehabilitation Lump 
Sum 8

Town of Loomis C‐ Maintenance & 
Rehabilitation

Street & Road Maintenance Estimated street and road maintenance costs including signals, safety 
devices, & street lights, storm drains, storm damage, patching, overlay 
and sealing, other street purpose maintenance. Excludes major 
rehabilitation and reconstruction projects.  ($ 634,000 annually)

$13,948,000 $18,327,672 Lump Sum or Ongoing Planned

SUBTOTAL $15,199,000 $19,578,672

USFS TAHOE NATIONAL FOREST

PLA25556 USFS Tahoe National Forest G‐ System Management, 
Operations, and ITS

Sugar Pine OHV Staging Area Outside of Foresthill,  Sugar Pine Off Highway Vehicle (OHV) Staging 
Area: Renovation of an existing staging area, including parking, 
accessible  restrooms,  and picnic facilities.  (RM‐13‐016)

$325,950 $325,950 Project complete by 
2020

Programmed

SUBTOTAL $325,950 $325,950

WESTERN PLACER CONSOLIDATED TRANSPORTATION SERVICE AGENCY

PLA25594 Western Placer Consolidated
Transportation Service Agency

E‐ Transit Capital (Major) Placer County ‐ CTSA Capital Capital costs for CTSA Article 4.5 & complementary ADA dial‐a‐ ride 
services for designated  CTSA operating  in Placer County, including  
vehicles, miscellaneous capital items & facilities expansion.

$55,490,317 $72,921,000 Lump Sum or
Ongoing

Planned

PLA25593 Western Placer Consolidated
Transportation Service Agency

F‐ Transit O&M (Demand 
Response)

Placer County ‐ CTSA O&M Annual operation  & maintenance (O&M) costs for Article 4.5 
Community Transit Services & complimentary Transit Services & 
complimentary ADA dial‐a‐ride  services for designated  CTSA of 
Placer County servicing  Placer County & Cities

$28,233,907 $37,103,000 Lump Sum or
Ongoing

Planned

PLA25511 Western Placer Consolidated
Transportation Service Agency

F‐ Transit O&M (Bus) New Freedom (Rural) Operating Assistance Operating Assistance for the rural portion of the "Health Express." 
This service is being provided as a new transportation alternative to 
traditional public transit fixed route and dial‐a‐ride services.   The 
service is a low‐to‐no‐cost scheduled door‐to‐door transportation 
service to non‐emergency medical appointments for rural Placer 
County residents. Service operates Monday through Friday, 8:00 a.m. 
to 5:00 p.m., and Thursdays, 10:00 a.m. to 2:00 p.m. in Sacramento.

$416,176 $416,176 Project complete by 
2020

Programmed

PLA25510 Western Placer Consolidated
Transportation Service Agency

F‐ Transit O&M (Demand 
Response)

Western Placer CTSA Operations The Western Placer CTSA operates non‐emergency medical 
transportation demand‐response paratransit service; volunteer door‐
to‐door transportation; & voucher program within western Placer 
County.

$4,900,000 $4,900,000 Project complete by 
2020

Programmed
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VAR56116 Western Placer Consolidated
Transportation Service Agency

F‐ Transit O&M (Bus) WPCTSA ‐ New Freedom Operating Assistance Western Placer Consolidated Transportation Service Agency: 
Operating assistance for Health Express", a low‐to‐no cost, scheduled, 
door‐to‐door, shared ride service for Placer County residents needing 
transportation to non‐emergency medical appointments.

$600,000 $600,000 Project complete by 
2020

Programmed

SUBTOTAL $89,640,400 $115,940,176

Short‐Term $1,069,419,063 $1,075,799,063

Long‐Term $4,732,368,453 $6,224,929,570

Project Development Cost (10% of project total) $105,146,710 $164,028,868

Total $5,906,934,226 $7,464,757,501
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CALTRANS

CAL20583 Placer Caltrans D3 G‐ System Management, 
Operations, and ITS

SR89 UPRR Undercrossing Widening  of SR89 (mousehole) under UPRR tracks $42,000,000 N/A Project complete 
after 2036

Project 
Development 
Only

CAL20612 Multiple
Counties

Caltrans D3 G‐ System Management, 
Operations, and ITS

System Management/Traffic Operations  System on 
SR 65 between  I‐80 and SR 70

Operational Improvements: traffic monitoring  stations, closed circuit 
television,  highway advisory radio, changeable message signs, and 
other system management infrastructure in Placer and Yuba 
Counties.

$1,795,600 N/A Project complete 
after 2036

Project 
Development 
Only

CAL20630 Placer Caltrans D3 B‐ Road & Highway
Capacity

I‐80 Bus/carpool Lanes East of SR65 in both 
directions

New bus/carpool lanes ‐ one each direction  ‐ on I‐80 from SR65 east 
to SR49 in Auburn.

$200,000,000 N/A Project complete 
after 2036

Project 
Development 
Only

CAL20633 Placer Caltrans D3 B‐ Road & Highway
Capacity

Route 65 Lincoln Bypass Phase 2B In Placer County, SR65: Right‐of‐way acquisition  & construct  a 4‐lane 
expressway from North Ingram Slough to Sheridan.

$55,000,000 N/A Project complete 
after 2036

Project 
Development 
Only

CAL20637 Placer Caltrans D3 G‐ System Management, 
Operations, and ITS

System Management/Traffic Operations  System on 
SR49

Operational Improvements: traffic monitoring  stations, closed circuit 
television,  highway advisory radio, changeable message signs, and 
other system management infrastructure in Placer County.

$4,000,000 N/A Project complete 
after 2036

Project 
Development 
Only

PLA25136 Placer Caltrans D3 B‐ Road & Highway
Capacity

SR 267 Widening In eastern Placer County, widen SR 267 from 2 lanes to 4 lanes from 
Nevada County line (PM 0.001) to Northstar  Drive (PM 3.785).

$10,000,000 N/A Project complete 
after 2036

Project 
Development 
Only

CAL20639 Placer Caltrans Division of Rail E‐ Transit Capital (Major) Auburn to Donner Summit Track Improvements
Phases 1 & 2

Upgrade Donner Pass Summit (UP Line) double track: including 
addition of crossovers, notching  of tunnels, reactivation & 
replacement of second mainline track between  Auburn &Reno, 
Nevada

$86,000,000 N/A Project complete 
after 2036

Project 
Development 
Only

CAL20640 Placer Caltrans Division of Rail E‐ Transit Capital (Major) UP Over/Under Crossing Build over/undercrossing at Union Pacific crossing of Sierra College 
Boulevard

$30,000,000 N/A Project complete 
after 2036

Project 
Development 
Only

SUBTOTAL $428,795,600

CAPITOL COORIDOR JOINT POWERS AUTHORITY

VAR56134 Placer Capitol Corridor Joint Powers
Authority

F‐ Transit O&M (Rail) Capitol Corridor Operations  & Maintenance Capitol Corridor operations  & equipment  maintenance, funded by 
the State of California/  Caltrans Division of Rail. (Total Cost: 
$728,000,000)

$58,181,760 N/A Project complete 
after 2036

Project 
Development 
Only

VAR56135 Placer Capitol Corridor Joint Powers
Authority

E‐ Transit Capital (Minor) Capitol Corridor Rail Replacement & Expansion Lump‐sum  of capital improvements between  Colfax & Davis (Total 
Cost: $120,720,000)

$9,647,942 N/A Project complete 
after 2036

Project 
Development 
Only

SUBTOTAL $67,829,702

CITY OF AUBURN

PLA25234 Placer City of Auburn B‐ Road & Highway
Capacity

Baltimore  Ravine Development Construct  New Road: various roadways  in the Baltimore  Ravine area 
of Auburn. Includes:  widening  and construction of new local 
roadways  as a result of new development.

$200,000 N/A Project complete 
after 2036

Project 
Development 
Only

SUBTOTAL $200,000

Projects listed as "Project Development Only" are anticipated to begin early stages of development including project planning, design, preliminary engineering, environmental clearance, and ROW acquisition by 2036.  
These projects remain eligible to seek federal and state funding, but under the financial constraint requirements for projecting revenues, the construction phase is not included.  If/when additional revenue s for these 
projects become available to cover full construction costs, these projects can be considered as part of an amendment to the RTP following a technical analysis and consistency with plan requirements. While total costs are 
shown for these projects, for budgeting purposes, no more than 10% of the total project costs are anticipated to be captured within the RTP planning period. Year of expenditure costs are not provided since construction of 
these projects is not part of the financially constrained project list.
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Projects listed as "Project Development Only" are anticipated to begin early stages of development including project planning, design, preliminary engineering, environmental clearance, and ROW acquisition by 2036.  
These projects remain eligible to seek federal and state funding, but under the financial constraint requirements for projecting revenues, the construction phase is not included.  If/when additional revenue s for these 
projects become available to cover full construction costs, these projects can be considered as part of an amendment to the RTP following a technical analysis and consistency with plan requirements. While total costs are 
shown for these projects, for budgeting purposes, no more than 10% of the total project costs are anticipated to be captured within the RTP planning period. Year of expenditure costs are not provided since construction of 
these projects is not part of the financially constrained project list.

CITY OF COLFAX

PLA25146 Placer City of Colfax G‐ System Management, 
Operations, and ITS

Grass Valley St./UPRR  Overcrossing Rail Crossing  Project; above‐grade crossing of UP Tracks from east 
side (S Auburn) to  west side (Main)

$300,000 N/A Project complete 
after 2036

Project 
Development 
Only

PLA20420 Placer City of Colfax G‐ System Management, 
Operations, and ITS

I‐80/Canyon Wy. Intersection Improvements Intersection Improvements at Canyon Wy. / I‐80 Overpass,  to include 
signalization, intersection realignment and striping.

$50,000 N/A Project complete 
after 2036

Project 
Development 
Only

PLA25490 Placer City of Colfax G‐ System Management, 
Operations, and ITS

I‐80/SR174  Road Widening  and Signal
Improvements

Roadway  Operational Improvements at Hwy. 174 & I‐80, to include  
2 new signals and intersection widening  with sidewalks  and curb 
ramps

$100,000 N/A Project complete 
after 2036

Project 
Development 
Only

PLA25466 Placer City of Colfax G‐ System Management, 
Operations, and ITS

Main and Grass Valley Signal Improvements Design and construction of a new traffic signal and turn‐lane  at the 
intersection of Main Street and Grass Valley Street. (Emission  
reductions: ROG .02 kg/day; NOx .01 kg/day)

$200,000 N/A Project complete 
after 2036

Project 
Development 
Only

PLA25237 Placer City of Colfax A‐ Bike & Ped S Auburn Street Bicycle Improvements Add bike routes lanes on both sides of South Auburn Street from 
Mink Creek to Grass Valley UP Tracks.

$36,000 N/A Project complete 
after 2036

Project 
Development 
Only

PLA25235 Placer City of Colfax G‐ System Management, 
Operations, and ITS

S. Auburn/Central/Hwy.174 Intersection
Improvements

Intersection improvements on S. Auburn St. at Central Ave./Hwy.  174 
intersection, to include widening,  signalization, and pedestrian  
improvements.

$60,000 N/A Project complete 
after 2036

Project 
Development 
Only

SUBTOTAL $746,000

CITY OF LINCOLN

PLA20740 Placer City of Lincoln B‐ Road & Highway
Capacity

Airport Rd. Construct  New Road: 2 lanes from Weco Access Rd. to Wise Rd. $550,000 N/A Project complete 
after 2036

Project 
Development 
Only

PLA18650 Placer City of Lincoln B‐ Road & Highway
Capacity

Aviation Blvd. Widen Aviation Blvd. from 2 to 4 lanes from Venture Dr. to terminus  
0.5 miles north of Venture Dr.

$850,000 N/A Project complete 
after 2036

Project 
Development 
Only

PLA25304 Placer City of Lincoln B‐ Road & Highway
Capacity

Aviation Blvd. Road Extension:  4 lanes from Venture Dr. to Wise Rd. $1,500,000 N/A Project complete 
after 2036

Project 
Development 
Only

PLA18760 Placer City of Lincoln B‐ Road & Highway
Capacity

E. Joiner Pkwy. Widen: 6 lanes from Ferrari Ranch Rd. to Sterling Pkwy. Includes:  
Hwy. 65 / UPRR overcrossing.

$700,000 N/A Project complete 
after 2036

Project 
Development 
Only

PLA18810 Placer City of Lincoln B‐ Road & Highway
Capacity

East Joiner Parkway Widen East Joiner Parkway from 2 to 4 lanes from Twelve
Bridges Dr. to Rocklin city limits.

$290,000 N/A Project complete 
after 2036

Project 
Development 
Only

PLA25169 Placer City of Lincoln B‐ Road & Highway
Capacity

Ferrari Ranch Road Widen from 2 to 4 lanes from SR 65 to SR 193 to Ferrari Ranch Road $275,000 N/A Project complete 
after 2036

Project 
Development 
Only

PLA25467 Placer City of Lincoln B‐ Road & Highway
Capacity

Ferrari Ranch Road Extension Extend Ferrari Ranch Road from existing City Limit near
Caledon Circle to Moore Road (Village 7 boundary).

$1,920,000 N/A Project complete 
after 2036

Project 
Development 
Only

PLA20780 Placer City of Lincoln B‐ Road & Highway
Capacity

Gladding  Parkway In Lincoln: from Nicolaus  Rd.(near K Street)to  East Avenue; including  
overpass  over UPRR and SR 65 and connection to 12th Street, 
construct  a new 2 lane roadway.

$2,300,000 N/A Project complete 
after 2036

Project 
Development 
Only

Appendix E - Project Development Only  Master Project List (Financially Unconstrained) - Tier 2 Page E 4  



Project  ID COUNTY LEAD AGENCY CATEGORY TITLE PROJECT  DESCRIPTION
TOTAL  COST (2015 Dollars) YEAR OF EXPENDITURE COST COMPLETION 

TIMING STATUS

Projects listed as "Project Development Only" are anticipated to begin early stages of development including project planning, design, preliminary engineering, environmental clearance, and ROW acquisition by 2036.  
These projects remain eligible to seek federal and state funding, but under the financial constraint requirements for projecting revenues, the construction phase is not included.  If/when additional revenue s for these 
projects become available to cover full construction costs, these projects can be considered as part of an amendment to the RTP following a technical analysis and consistency with plan requirements. While total costs are 
shown for these projects, for budgeting purposes, no more than 10% of the total project costs are anticipated to be captured within the RTP planning period. Year of expenditure costs are not provided since construction of 
these projects is not part of the financially constrained project list.

PLA18710 Placer City of Lincoln B‐ Road & Highway
Capacity

Industrial  Blvd. Industrial  Blvd., from Route 65 to 12 Bridges Dr.: Widen from 2 to 4 
lanes.

$948,000 N/A Project complete 
after 2036

Project 
Development 
Only

PLA18720 Placer City of Lincoln B‐ Road & Highway
Capacity

Industrial  Blvd. Industrial  Blvd., from 12 Bridges Dr. to Athens Blvd.: Widen from 2 to 
4 lanes.

$1,876,246 N/A Project complete 
after 2036

Project 
Development 
Only

PLA25164 Placer City of Lincoln B‐ Road & Highway
Capacity

Joiner Pkwy. Widen: 6 lanes from Nicolaus  Rd. to Ferrari Ranch Rd. $344,000 N/A Project complete 
after 2036

Project 
Development 
Only

PLA25162 Placer City of Lincoln B‐ Road & Highway
Capacity

McCourtney Rd. Widen: 4 lanes from 12th St. to north Lincoln city limits. $48,800 N/A Project complete 
after 2036

Project 
Development 
Only

PLA15970 Placer City of Lincoln B‐ Road & Highway
Capacity

Nicolaus  Rd. Widen Nicolaus  Rd. from 2 to 4 lanes from Airport Rd. to
Aviation Blvd.

$2,250,600 N/A Project complete 
after 2036

Project 
Development 
Only

PLA25305 Placer City of Lincoln B‐ Road & Highway
Capacity

Oak Tree Extension Construct  New Road: 2 lanes between  Sierra College Blvd. and Wise 
Rd. / Hwy. 65

$1,500,000 N/A Project complete 
after 2036

Project 
Development 
Only

PLA19020 Placer City of Lincoln B‐ Road & Highway
Capacity

Twelve Bridges Dr. Twelve Bridges Dr. from Industrial  Blvd. to SR 65 Interchange: widen 
from 2 to 4 lanes, including  interchange improvements.

$2,817,000 N/A Project complete 
after 2036

Project 
Development 
Only

PLA25166 Placer City of Lincoln B‐ Road & Highway
Capacity

Twelve Bridges Dr. Widen: 6 lanes from Hwy. 65 Interchange to Lincoln Pkwy. Includes:  
interchange improvements.

$225,200 N/A Project complete 
after 2036

Project 
Development 
Only

PLA20760 Placer City of Lincoln B‐ Road & Highway
Capacity

Venture Drive In Lincoln: from Aviation Blvd. to Lakeside Dr., widen Venture Dr. from 
2 to 4 lanes.

$90,000 N/A Project complete 
after 2036

Project 
Development 
Only

PLA25315 Placer City of Lincoln B‐ Road & Highway
Capacity

Village 1‐7, SUD A‐C local streets Construct  New Road: Local roads for various villages and SUD. 
Includes:  street enhancements.

$11,800,000 N/A Project complete 
after 2036

Project 
Development 
Only

PLA25163 Placer City of Lincoln B‐ Road & Highway
Capacity

Virginiatown Rd. Widen: 4 lanes from McCourtney Rd. to east Lincoln city limits. $50,200 N/A Project complete 
after 2036

Project 
Development 
Only

PLA25310 Placer City of Lincoln B‐ Road & Highway
Capacity

Wise Rd. Road Realignment: between  Hwy. 65 Lincoln Bypass and existing 
Hwy. 65. Includes:  overcrossing.

$6,000,000 N/A Project complete 
after 2036

Project 
Development 
Only

SUBTOTAL $36,335,046

CITY OF ROCKLIN

PLA25373 Placer City of Rocklin E‐ Transit Capital (Minor) Midas Ave. Grade Separation Midas Ave., from Pacific St. to Third St., construct  2 lane grade 
separation  of UP tracks including  right of way.

$5,650,000 N/A Project complete 
after 2036

Project 
Development 
Only

PLA25272 Placer City of Rocklin B‐ Road & Highway
Capacity

Pacific St. Widen: 6 lanes from SW of Sunset Blvd. to NE of Sunset Blvd. $240,000 N/A Project complete 
after 2036

Project 
Development 
Only

PLA19401 Placer City of Rocklin B‐ Road & Highway
Capacity

Rocklin Road In Rocklin, Rocklin Road from Aguilar Road / Eastbound  I‐80 on‐ 
ramps to Sierra College Blvd: widen from 4 to 6 lanes.

$1,534,000 N/A Project complete 
after 2036

Project 
Development 
Only

PLA25273 Placer City of Rocklin B‐ Road & Highway
Capacity

Rocklin Road Widening Widen Rocklin Road from 2 to 4 lanes from Loomis town limits to east 
of Sierra College Boulevard.

$372,266 N/A Project complete 
after 2036

Project 
Development 
Only

PLA19330 Placer City of Rocklin B‐ Road & Highway
Capacity

Sierra College Boulevard In Rocklin, Sierra College Boulevard:  widen to 4 lanes from 
intersection with Valley View Parkway to Loomis Town limits (SPRTA 
Segment #2a).

$8,650,000 N/A Project complete 
after 2036

Project 
Development 
Only
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Project  ID COUNTY LEAD AGENCY CATEGORY TITLE PROJECT  DESCRIPTION
TOTAL  COST (2015 Dollars) YEAR OF EXPENDITURE COST COMPLETION 

TIMING STATUS

Projects listed as "Project Development Only" are anticipated to begin early stages of development including project planning, design, preliminary engineering, environmental clearance, and ROW acquisition by 2036.  
These projects remain eligible to seek federal and state funding, but under the financial constraint requirements for projecting revenues, the construction phase is not included.  If/when additional revenue s for these 
projects become available to cover full construction costs, these projects can be considered as part of an amendment to the RTP following a technical analysis and consistency with plan requirements. While total costs are 
shown for these projects, for budgeting purposes, no more than 10% of the total project costs are anticipated to be captured within the RTP planning period. Year of expenditure costs are not provided since construction of 
these projects is not part of the financially constrained project list.

PLA15620 Placer City of Rocklin B‐ Road & Highway
Capacity

Sunset Boulevard Widen Sunset Boulevard  from 4 to 6 lanes, from Stanford Ranch Road 
to Pacific Street

$4,177,406 N/A Project complete 
after 2036

Project 
Development 
Only

PLA19250 Placer City of Rocklin B‐ Road & Highway
Capacity

Valley View Parkway Valley View Parkway:  Construct  2 lanes from Park Drive to Sierra 
College Blvd.

$9,575,000 N/A Project complete 
after 2036

Project 
Development 
Only

SUBTOTAL $30,198,672

CITY OF ROSEVILLE

PLA19810 Placer City of Roseville B‐ Road & Highway
Capacity

Atkinson St./PFE Rd. Widening In Roseville,  Atkinson St./PFE Rd.: widen from two to four lanes from 
Foothills  Blvd to just south of Dry Creek, including connector  road 
from Foothills  to Atkinson (mirror image of existing Denio Loop 
connector  on N/E side of Foothills)  and signal removal.

$7,000,000 N/A Project complete 
after 2036

Project 
Development 
Only

PLA25318 Placer City of Roseville B‐ Road & Highway
Capacity

Dry Creek Bikeway Facilities:  from Darling Wy. to western Roseville  City limits 
along Dry Creek.

$550,000 N/A Project complete 
after 2036

Project 
Development 
Only

PLA25496 Placer City of Roseville B‐ Road & Highway
Capacity

Foothills  Boulevard Widen: 6 lanes from Cirby to Vineyard  and from Switchman  to 
Pilgrims.

$2,390,000 N/A Project complete 
after 2036

Project 
Development 
Only

PLA15740 Placer City of Roseville B‐ Road & Highway
Capacity

Galleria Blvd. Widen: 6 lanes from Berry to Roseville  Pkwy. $150,000 N/A Project complete 
after 2036

Project 
Development 
Only

PLA25211 Placer City of Roseville B‐ Road & Highway
Capacity

Galleria Blvd. Interchange Modification: Hwy. 65 / Galleria Blvd. Interchange. 
Includes:  re‐stripe Galleria/ Stanford Ranch to 6 lanes; modify 3 NB & 
SB off ramps and SB Stanford Ranch Rd. to NB 65 on ramp; add 2nd 
N/B Galleria to NB Hwy. 65 left‐turn lane (Phase II).

$400,000 N/A Project complete 
after 2036

Project 
Development 
Only

PLA25209 Placer City of Roseville B‐ Road & Highway
Capacity

Galleria Blvd./SR 65 Interchange Phase II 
Improvements

In Roseville,  at existing interchange on State Route 65/Galleria 
Blvd/Stanford Ranch Rd.: modify all on and off ramps to provide 
improved  operations.

$5,000,000 N/A Project complete 
after 2036

Project 
Development 
Only

PLA25489 Placer City of Roseville B‐ Road & Highway
Capacity

Pleasant Grove Blvd. Extend 4‐lanes from 1500 feet west of market to Santucci
(Watt)

$1,045,000 N/A Project complete 
after 2036

Project 
Development 
Only

PLA15600 Placer City of Roseville B‐ Road & Highway
Capacity

Sierra College Blvd Widening Sierra College Blvd from Sacramento County line to Olympus Dr.: 
widen to 6 lanes.

$1,661,100 N/A Project complete 
after 2036

Project 
Development 
Only

PLA25483 Placer City of Roseville B‐ Road & Highway
Capacity

Westbrook  Blvd. Construct  New Road: west of Fiddyment  Road between Baseline and 
Pleasant Grove in proposed  new Sierra Vista Specific Plan.

$7,500,000 N/A Project complete 
after 2036

Project 
Development 
Only

PLA19470 Placer City of Roseville B‐ Road & Highway
Capacity

Woodcreek Oaks Widen from 2 ‐ 4 lanes from Canavari Dr to North Branch of
Pleasant Grove Creek.

$3,500,000 N/A Project complete 
after 2036

Project 
Development 
Only

SUBTOTAL $29,196,100
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Project  ID COUNTY LEAD AGENCY CATEGORY TITLE PROJECT  DESCRIPTION
TOTAL  COST (2015 Dollars) YEAR OF EXPENDITURE COST COMPLETION 

TIMING STATUS

Projects listed as "Project Development Only" are anticipated to begin early stages of development including project planning, design, preliminary engineering, environmental clearance, and ROW acquisition by 2036.  
These projects remain eligible to seek federal and state funding, but under the financial constraint requirements for projecting revenues, the construction phase is not included.  If/when additional revenue s for these 
projects become available to cover full construction costs, these projects can be considered as part of an amendment to the RTP following a technical analysis and consistency with plan requirements. While total costs are 
shown for these projects, for budgeting purposes, no more than 10% of the total project costs are anticipated to be captured within the RTP planning period. Year of expenditure costs are not provided since construction of 
these projects is not part of the financially constrained project list.

PLACER COUNTY TRANSPORTATION PLANNING AGENCY

Placer PCTPA B‐ Road & Highway
Capacity

SR 65 Capacity & Operational Improvements
Phase 4

SR 65, from Galleria Blvd. to Lincoln Blvd., make capacity and 
operational improvements. Phase 4: From Lincoln Blvd. to Blue Oaks 
Blvd., widen southbound in median to add lane; and from north of 
Galleria Blvd. (end of the I‐80/SR 65 Interchange project) to Lincoln 
Blvd., widen northbound in median to add lane. Future environmental 
document will be completed to determine if widening in median will 
be carpool or general purpose lanes.

$57,000,000 N/A Project complete 
after 2036

Project 
Development 
Only

SUBTOTAL $57,000,000

PLACER COUNTY

PLA25479 Placer Placer County B‐ Road & Highway
Capacity

16th St. Construct  New Road: 4 lanes from Sacramento/Placer County Line to 
Baseline Rd.

$12,955,800 N/A Project complete 
after 2036

Project 
Development 
Only

PLA25127 Placer Placer County B‐ Road & Highway
Capacity

Baseline Road Four to Six Lane Widening  (West
Portion)

Placer County, Baseline Road from Watt Avenue to Sutter County Line, 
widen from 4 to 6 lanes.

$2,400,000 N/A Project complete 
after 2036

Project 
Development 
Only

PLA18390 Placer Placer County B‐ Road & Highway
Capacity

Dyer Lane Extension Extend Dyer Lane west/north to Baseline Road at Brewer Road and 
east/north  to Baseline Road west of Fiddyment  Road and widen to 
four lanes in accordance with the Placer Vineyards Specific Plan.

$18,247,600 N/A Project complete 
after 2036

Project 
Development 
Only

PLA25130 Placer Placer County B‐ Road & Highway
Capacity

Fiddyment  Road Widening Widen Fiddyment  Road from 2 lanes to 4 lanes from Roseville City 
Limits to Athens Road.

$11,550,000 N/A Project complete 
after 2036

Project 
Development 
Only

PLA15220 Placer Placer County B‐ Road & Highway
Capacity

Foothills  Boulevard Foothills  Blvd.: Construct  as a 2 lane road from the City of Roseville  
to Sunset Blvd.

$4,062,300 N/A Project complete 
after 2036

Project 
Development 
Only

PLA15270 Placer Placer County B‐ Road & Highway
Capacity

North Antelope  Rd. North Antelope  Rd: Widen from 2 to 4 lanes from Sacramento County 
line to PFE Rd.

$1,551,000 N/A Project complete 
after 2036

Project 
Development 
Only

PLA15300 Placer Placer County B‐ Road & Highway
Capacity

Parallel Rd. In Placer County, east of Route 49, from Dry Creek Rd to Quartz Rd, 
construct  a 2 lane road.  Name of road shall be determined in the 
future.

$6,025,000 N/A Project complete 
after 2036

Project 
Development 
Only

PLA20690 Placer Placer County B‐ Road & Highway
Capacity

PFE Rd. Widen: 4 lanes from North Antelope  Rd. to Roseville  City
Limits.

$2,215,100 N/A Project complete 
after 2036

Project 
Development 
Only

PLA15390 Placer Placer County B‐ Road & Highway
Capacity

Sierra College Blvd. Widen Sierra College Blvd. from 2 to 4 lanes from Route 193 to Loomis 
Town Limits.

$13,000,000 N/A Project complete 
after 2036

Project 
Development 
Only

PLA25598 Placer Placer County B‐ Road & Highway
Capacity

SR 49 Widen from Bell Road to Dry Creek Road (total construction cost is 
$10,000,000)

$1,000,000 N/A Project complete 
after 2036

Project 
Development 
Only

SUBTOTAL $73,006,800
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Project  ID COUNTY LEAD AGENCY CATEGORY TITLE PROJECT  DESCRIPTION
TOTAL  COST (2015 Dollars) YEAR OF EXPENDITURE COST COMPLETION 

TIMING STATUS

Projects listed as "Project Development Only" are anticipated to begin early stages of development including project planning, design, preliminary engineering, environmental clearance, and ROW acquisition by 2036.  
These projects remain eligible to seek federal and state funding, but under the financial constraint requirements for projecting revenues, the construction phase is not included.  If/when additional revenue s for these 
projects become available to cover full construction costs, these projects can be considered as part of an amendment to the RTP following a technical analysis and consistency with plan requirements. While total costs are 
shown for these projects, for budgeting purposes, no more than 10% of the total project costs are anticipated to be captured within the RTP planning period. Year of expenditure costs are not provided since construction of 
these projects is not part of the financially constrained project list.

SOUTH PLACER REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY

PLA20721 Placer South Placer Regional
Transportation Authority

B‐ Road & Highway
Capacity

Placer Parkway New 4 lane connector  (ultimate  6 lanes freeway)  in 500'‐ to 1,000'‐
wide corridor connecting  SR 70/99 (between  Riego Road & Sankey 
Road) to Watt Avenue.  (Note: as the project proceeds,  Parkway 
segments  will be administered by different lead agencies  depending  
upon location of the segment.  In Placer County, it will be SPRTA or 
Roseville  and/or Placer County; in Sutter County it will be Sutter 
County.)

$295,000,000 N/A Project complete 
after 2036

Project 
Development 
Only

SUBTOTAL $295,000,000

TOWN OF LOOMIS

PLA25264 Placer Town of Loomis A‐ Bike & Ped Antelope  Creek Bikeway Facilities:  In Loomis along Antelope  Creek, construct Class I 
bike and pedestrian  facility. Federal permitting  may be required as 
part of this project.

$50,000 N/A Project complete 
after 2036

Project 
Development 
Only

PLA25278 Placer Town of Loomis G‐ System Management, 
Operations, and ITS

Antelope  Creek Roadway  Operational Improvements: Expand/ replace culvert along 
Antelope  Creek at King Rd. from Sierra College Blvd. to Vet Clinic. 
Includes:  ancillary road work.

$60,000 N/A Project complete 
after 2036

Project 
Development 
Only

PLA25260 Placer Town of Loomis B‐ Road & Highway
Capacity

Barton Rd. Widening Widen: from Brace Rd. to S. Town limits to standard  lane widths. 
Includes:  bike lanes.

$210,000 N/A Project complete 
after 2036

Project 
Development 
Only

PLA25259 Placer Town of Loomis B‐ Road & Highway
Capacity

Brace Rd. Widen from Sierra College Blvd. to Horseshoe  Bar Rd. to standard  
lane widths. Includes:  bike lanes.

$100,000 N/A Project complete 
after 2036

Project 
Development 
Only

PLA25258 Placer Town of Loomis B‐ Road & Highway
Capacity

Brace Rd. / Horseshoe  Bar Rd. Road Realignment: two existing intersections into one intersection. 
Includes:  related signalization improvements.

$60,000 N/A Project complete 
after 2036

Project 
Development 
Only

PLA25277 Placer Town of Loomis C‐ Maintenance & 
Rehabilitation

Brace Rd. Bridge Improvements Replace Bridge: at Secret Ravine creek. Includes:  ancillary road work. $50,000 N/A Project complete 
after 2036

Project 
Development 
Only

PLA15290 Placer Town of Loomis B‐ Road & Highway
Capacity

Doc Barnes Dr. Road Extension:  2 lanes, landscaped median and bike lanes from 
Horseshoe  Bar Rd. to King Rd.

$200,000 N/A Project complete 
after 2036

Project 
Development 
Only

PLA16350 Placer Town of Loomis B‐ Road & Highway
Capacity

Horseshoe  Bar Road at I‐80 Overcrossing
Widening

Widen Horseshoe  Bar Rd. @ I‐80 overcrossing 2 to 4 lanes and 
improve ramps.

$15,000,000 N/A Project complete 
after 2036

Project 
Development 
Only

PLA25597 Placer Town of Loomis B‐ Road & Highway
Capacity

Horseshoe  Bar Road Widening Widen from Taylor Rd.  to Highway 80 Interchange  2000 feet of two‐
way left turn lanes/landscaped median, bike lanes, sidewalk,  curb, 
gutter & underground Drainage  system

$800,000 N/A Project complete 
after 2036

Project 
Development 
Only

PLA25261 Placer Town of Loomis C‐ Maintenance & 
Rehabilitation

I‐80 at Brace Road Modify Bridge: Brace Rd. Bridge to Caltrans standards. $1,000,000 N/A Project complete 
after 2036

Project 
Development 
Only

PLA25262 Placer Town of Loomis G‐ System Management, 
Operations, and ITS

King Rd. Interchange Modification: existing King Rd. overcrossing to 
accommodate freeway access for traffic from King Rd. onto WB I‐80. 
Includes:  a transition  auxiliary lane on I‐80 from King Rd. to 
Horseshoe  Bar interchange.

$500,000 N/A Project complete 
after 2036

Project 
Development 
Only
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Project  ID COUNTY LEAD AGENCY CATEGORY TITLE PROJECT  DESCRIPTION
TOTAL  COST (2015 Dollars) YEAR OF EXPENDITURE COST COMPLETION 

TIMING STATUS

Projects listed as "Project Development Only" are anticipated to begin early stages of development including project planning, design, preliminary engineering, environmental clearance, and ROW acquisition by 2036.  
These projects remain eligible to seek federal and state funding, but under the financial constraint requirements for projecting revenues, the construction phase is not included.  If/when additional revenue s for these 
projects become available to cover full construction costs, these projects can be considered as part of an amendment to the RTP following a technical analysis and consistency with plan requirements. While total costs are 
shown for these projects, for budgeting purposes, no more than 10% of the total project costs are anticipated to be captured within the RTP planning period. Year of expenditure costs are not provided since construction of 
these projects is not part of the financially constrained project list.

PLA25279 Placer Town of Loomis G‐ System Management, 
Operations, and ITS

King Rd. Roadway  Operational Improvements: at Sucker Ravine and King Rd. 
expand culvert. Includes:  ancillary road work. Federal permitting  
may also be required as part of this project.

$10,000 N/A Project complete 
after 2036

Project 
Development 
Only

PLA15350 Placer Town of Loomis B‐ Road & Highway
Capacity

Rocklin Rd. Widening In Loomis, Rocklin Rd. from Barton Rd. to west town limits:
widen from 2 to 4 lanes.

$1,200,000 N/A Project complete 
after 2036

Project 
Development 
Only

PLA25274 Placer Town of Loomis G‐ System Management, 
Operations, and ITS

S. Holly Area Roadway  Operational Improvements: Storm drain extension  in the 
South Holly area. Includes:  ancillary road work. Federal permitting  
may also be required as part of this project.

$40,000 N/A Project complete 
after 2036

Project 
Development 
Only

PLA25263 Placer Town of Loomis A‐ Bike & Ped Secret Ravine Bikeway Facilities:  Along Secret Ravine creek system from north 
Loomis town limits to south Loomis town limits, construct  Class I bike 
and pedestrian  facility.

$60,000 N/A Project complete 
after 2036

Project 
Development 
Only

PLA25280 Placer Town of Loomis G‐ System Management, 
Operations, and ITS

Sierra College Blvd. Roadway  Operational Improvements: Culvert expansion  at Loomis 
Tributary  and Sierra College Blvd. Includes:  ancillary road work.

$40,000 N/A Project complete 
after 2036

Project 
Development 
Only

PLA20510 Placer Town of Loomis B‐ Road & Highway
Capacity

Sierra College Blvd. Railroad Crossing
Improvements

Construct  4 lane overcrossing/undercrossing at UPRR Tracks. $3,000,000 N/A Project complete 
after 2036

Project 
Development 
Only

PLA20890 Placer Town of Loomis B‐ Road & Highway
Capacity

Sierra College Blvd. Widening In Loomis, Sierra College Blvd. from railroad tracks (Taylor Rd.) to the 
north town limits: widen from 2 to 4 lanes and construct turn lanes, 
bike lanes, and landscaped median.

$5,899,180 N/A Project complete 
after 2036

Project 
Development 
Only

PLA20960 Placer Town of Loomis B‐ Road & Highway
Capacity

Sierra College Boulevard  Widening In Loomis, Sierra College Blvd. from Granite Drive to Taylor
Road: widen from 4 to 6 lanes.

$3,600,000 N/A Project complete 
after 2036

Project 
Development 
Only

PLA25276 Placer Town of Loomis G‐ System Management, 
Operations, and ITS

Sunrise‐Loomis Subdivision Roadway  Operational Improvements: Upgrade storm drain facilities 
in the Sunrise‐Loomis subdivision. Includes:  ancillary road work.

$50,000 N/A Project complete 
after 2036

Project 
Development 
Only

PLA25269 Placer Town of Loomis G‐ System Management, 
Operations, and ITS

Taylor Rd. Roadway  Operational Improvements: Construct  storm drain facility 
from King Rd. to Sierra College Blvd. Includes:  ancillary road work. 
Federal permitting  may also be required as part of this project. Phase 
1 is King Rd. to Walnut Street, $800,000.

$230,000 N/A Project complete 
after 2036

Project 
Development 
Only

PLA25600 Placer Town of Loomis B‐ Road & Highway
Capacity

Webb St. Extension Extend from Laird St. to future Doc Barnes Dr. 1800 feet of two‐ way 
left turn lanes/landscaped median, bike lanes, sidewalk, curb, gutter 
& underground Drainage  system

$1,000,000 N/A Project complete 
after 2036

Project 
Development 
Only

SUBTOTAL $33,159,180

Short‐Term Unconstrained $0 $0

Long‐Term Unconstrained $1,051,467,100 $1,640,288,676

Project Development Cost (10% of project total) $105,146,710 $164,028,868

Total Unconstrained (excluding project development cost) $1,051,467,100 $1,640,288,676
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The following table shows the links between the RTP goals and Objectives outlined in 
Chapter 5 - Policy Element and the short-range and long-range actions listed in the Action 
Element, as well as the Air Quality and Financial Elements. 

 

Short-Range & Long-Range Actions RTP Objective 

GOAL 1: HIGHWAYS/STREETS/ ROADWAYS 

Short Range Action #1.  Continually develop and 
implement innovative approaches to delivering 
projects as quickly and cost effectively as possible.  
(PCTPA, project sponsors) 

OBJECTIVE A: Identify and prioritize improvements 
to the roadway system. 
 
OBJECTIVE B: Construct, maintain, and upgrade 
roadways to meet current safety standards. 

Short Range Action #2.  Obtain funding for and 
construct high priority regional road network projects 
shown in Figure 6.1-4.  (PCTPA, SPRTA, Caltrans, 
jurisdictions) 

OBJECTIVE A: Identify and prioritize improvements 
to the roadway system. 
 
OBJECTIVE B: Construct, maintain, and upgrade 
roadways to meet current safety standards. 

Short Range Action #3.  Identify deficiencies and/or 
future congestion impacts on the regional road 
network.  (PCTPA, Caltrans, jurisdictions) 

OBJECTIVE C: To promote economic development, 
prioritize roadway maintenance and improvement 
projects on principal freight and tourist travel routes in 
Placer County. 

Short Range Action #4.  Identify and pursue 
additional funding sources, as appropriate.  (PCTPA, 
Caltrans, jurisdictions) 

OBJECTIVE B: Construct, maintain, and upgrade 
roadways to meet current safety standards. 

Short Range Action #5.  Maintain street and 
highway system, including vegetation management.  
(Caltrans, jurisdictions) 

OBJECTIVE B: Construct, maintain, and upgrade 
roadways to meet current safety standards. 
 
OBJECTIVE C: To promote economic development, 
prioritize roadway maintenance and improvement 
projects on principal freight and tourist travel routes in 
Placer County. 

Short Range Action #6.  Identify and implement 
operational improvements on local streets and roads.  
(Jurisdictions) 

OBJECTIVE A: Identify and prioritize improvements 
to the roadway system. 
 
OBJECTIVE B: Construct, maintain, and upgrade 
roadways to meet current safety standards. 
 
OBJECTIVE C: To promote economic development, 
prioritize roadway maintenance and improvement 
projects on principal freight and tourist travel routes in 
Placer County. 

Short Range Action #7.  Consider the concept of 
complete streets when developing and implementing 
local roadway improvement projects.  (Jurisdictions) 

OBJECTIVE B: Construct, maintain, and upgrade 
roadways to meet current safety standards. 

Short Range Action #8. Improve select rural roads 
to an urban standard that serve new Blueprint 
development on the urban edge. (Jurisdictions)) 

OBJECTIVE B: Construct, maintain, and upgrade 
roadways to meet current safety standards. 
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Short-Range & Long-Range Actions RTP Objective 

Short Range Action #9. Continue to participate in 
the Caltrans system planning and corridor planning 
processes. (PCTPA, jurisdictions, Caltrans) 

OBJECTIVE B: Construct, maintain, and upgrade 
roadways to meet current safety standards. 

Short Range Action #10. Consider access 
management strategies along older retail corridors to 
improve economic performance. (Jurisdictions, 
transit operators, Caltrans) 

OBJECTIVE C: To promote economic development, 
prioritize roadway maintenance and improvement 
projects on principal freight and tourist travel routes in 
Placer County. 

Short Range Action #11.  Begin construct the Placer 
Parkway connecting from SR 65 to SR 70/99. 
(PCTPA, , SPRTA, Caltrans, jurisdictions, other 
state/federal agencies) 

OBJECTIVE C: To promote economic development, 
prioritize roadway maintenance and improvement 
projects on principal freight and tourist travel routes in 
Placer County. 

Long Range Action #2.  Continue to implement the 
actions called for in the short range action plan.  
(PCTPA, Caltrans, jurisdictions, other state/federal 
agencies) 

OBJECTIVE C: To promote economic development, 
prioritize roadway maintenance and improvement 
projects on principal freight and tourist travel routes in 
Placer County. 

GOAL 2: PUBLIC TRANSIT 

Short Range Action #1.  Continue to maximize 
available Federal Transit Administration (FTA) 
funds through the Section 5310 (Enhanced Mobility 
for Seniors and Individuals with Disabilities), 5311 
(rural transit), Section 5307 (urban transit), and other 
FTA discretionary programs.  (PCTPA, transit 
operators, WPCTSA) 

FUNDING OBJECTIVE A: Obtain funding of vital 
transportation needs through all conventional sources.  

Short Range Action #2. Continue to maximize 
available State funds through the State Transit 
Assistance, bond programs, and other related funding 
programs. (PCTPA, transit operators, WPCTSA) 

FUNDING OBJECTIVE A: Obtain funding of vital 
transportation needs through all conventional sources. 

Short Range Action #3. Update the short range 
transit plans for Auburn, Roseville, Placer County, 
and the Western Placer CTSA. (PCTPA, 
jurisdictions, transit operators, WPCTSA) 
 

OBJECTIVE A:  Provide transit services that fulfill all 
“unmet transit needs that are reasonable to meet.” 
 
OBJECTIVE D:  Develop and encourage the use of 
public transit as a viable alternative to the automobile in 
order to maximize transit ridership. 

Short Range Action #4. Monitor transit services 
regularly and make adjustments to routes and 
schedules to improve operational efficiency and on-
time performance, and maintain a discipline of cost 
recovery (Transit operators, WPCTSA)  

OBJECTIVE B:  Tailor transit service provision to the 
area’s population characteristics and special needs. 
 
OBJECTIVE C:  Provide a transit system that is 
responsive to the needs of persons who rely on public 
transportation. 

Short Range Action #5. Conduct an independent 
performance audit every three years of the activities 
of each of the five transit operators under its 
jurisdiction that it allocates LTF (funds). (PCTPA, 
transit operators, WPCTSA) 

OBJECTIVE C:  Provide a transit system that is 
responsive to the needs of persons who rely on public 
transportation. 
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Short-Range & Long-Range Actions RTP Objective 

Short Range Action #6. Conduct an independent 
financial audit annually of the TDA funds allocated 
to each jurisdiction to determine compliance with 
statutes, rules and regulations of TDA and the 
allocation instructions of PCTPA. (PCTPA, 
jurisdictions, transit operators, WPCTSA) 

OBJECTIVE C:  Provide a transit system that is 
responsive to the needs of persons who rely on public 
transportation. 
 

Short Range Action #7. Continue to obtain public 
input on public transportation systems by holding 
annual unmet transit needs workshops and hearings. 
Implement expanded services to respond to needs 
that are reasonable to meet.  (PCTPA, transit 
operators, jurisdictions, WPCTSA) 
 

OBJECTIVE A:  Provide transit services that fulfill all 
“unmet transit needs that are reasonable to meet.” 
 
OBJECTIVE B:  Tailor transit service provision to the 
area’s population characteristics and special needs. 
 
OBJECTIVE C:  Provide a transit system that is 
responsive to the needs of persons who rely on public 
transportation. 

Short Range Action #8. Continue active 
participation in local and regional coordinating 
groups (e.g., SACOG Transit Coordinating 
Committee, Transit Operators Working Group, Best 
Step Transportation Collaborative).  (PCTPA, transit 
operators) 

OBJECTIVE E:  Coordinate various transportation 
services to maximize efficiency and convenience and 
minimize duplication of services. 

Short Range Action #9. Work with public transit 
operators and social service transportation providers 
to improve or increase transit services to rural areas 
of Placer County. (PCTPA, transit operators, 
WPCTSA) 
 

OBJECTIVE B:  Tailor transit service provision to the 
area’s population characteristics and special needs. 
 
OBJECTIVE C:  Provide a transit system that is 
responsive to the needs of persons who rely on public 
transportation. 

Short Range Action #10. Implement and/or modify 
paratransit services to continually meet the 
requirements of the Americans with Disabilities Act. 
(PCTPA, transit operators) 

OBJECTIVE E:  Coordinate various transportation 
services to maximize efficiency and convenience and 
minimize duplication of services. 

Short Range Action #11. Continue to coordinate 
and consolidate social service transportation 
whenever possible. (PCTPA, WPCTSA, social 
service agencies 

OBJECTIVE B:  Tailor transit service provision to the 
area’s population characteristics and special needs. 
 
OBJECTIVE E:  Coordinate various transportation 
services to maximize efficiency and convenience and 
minimize duplication of services. 

Short Range Action #12. Implement the 
recommendations outlined in the South Placer 
Regional Dial-a-Ride Study to avoid duplication and 
coordinate respective Dial-a-Ride services. (PCTPA, 
transit operators, WPCTSA) 

OBJECTIVE B:  Tailor transit service provision to the 
area’s population characteristics and special needs. 
 
OBJECTIVE E:  Coordinate various transportation 
services to maximize efficiency and convenience and 
minimize duplication of services. 
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Short-Range & Long-Range Actions RTP Objective 

Short Range Action #13. Encourage the transit 
operators to work cooperatively to optimize service 
delivery, offer complementary services and fare 
media to improve ease of connectivity among transit 
systems. (PCTPA, transit operators, WPCTSA) 

OBJECTIVE B:  Tailor transit service provision to the 
area’s population characteristics and special needs. 
 
OBJECTIVE E:  Coordinate various transportation 
services to maximize efficiency and convenience and 
minimize duplication of services. 

Long Range Action #1. Continue to update the short 
range transit plans for the transit operators with 
continued emphasis on meeting the transit needs of 
the growing and changing population, public 
education, enhancing the convenience of regional 
travel, offering alternatives to the automobile, and 
improving connections between various modes of 
travel. (PCTPA, transit operators, WPCTSA, 
jurisdictions) 
 
 

OBJECTIVE A:  Provide transit services that fulfill all 
“unmet transit needs that are reasonable to meet.” 
 
OBJECTIVE B:  Tailor transit service provision to the 
area’s population characteristics and special needs. 
 
OBJECTIVE C:  Provide a transit system that is 
responsive to the needs of persons who rely on public 
transportation. 
 
OBJECTIVE D:  Develop and encourage the use of 
public transit as a viable alternative to the automobile in 
order to maximize transit ridership. 
 
OBJECTIVE E:  Coordinate various transportation 
services to maximize efficiency and convenience and 
minimize duplication of services. 

Long Range Action #2. Pursue the 
recommendations outlined for Scenario 2 in the 
Transit Master Plan in the development of future 
transit services in Placer County through the year 
2036, with a focus on coordination and integration 
opportunities.  (PCTPA, transit operators, WPCTSA, 
jurisdictions)  
 

OBJECTIVE A:  Provide transit services that fulfill all 
“unmet transit needs that are reasonable to meet.” 
 
OBJECTIVE B:  Tailor transit service provision to the 
area’s population characteristics and special needs. 
 
OBJECTIVE C:  Provide a transit system that is 
responsive to the needs of persons who rely on public 
transportation. 
 
OBJECTIVE D:  Develop and encourage the use of 
public transit as a viable alternative to the automobile in 
order to maximize transit ridership. 
 
OBJECTIVE E:  Coordinate various transportation 
services to maximize efficiency and convenience and 
minimize duplication of services. 

GOAL 3: PASSENGER RAIL 

Short Range Action #1.  Seek funding through 
Caltrans to implement the CCJPA Business Plan and 
Capital Improvement Program, as continuously 
updated.  (PCTPA, CCJPA, Caltrans, jurisdictions) 

OBJECTIVE A: Provide more frequent, convenient, 
and reliable passenger rail service to and through Placer 
County. 

Short Range Action #2.Continue to partner with 
CCJPA to bring additional Capitol Corridor 
passenger rail service to western Placer County. 
(PCTPA, CCJPA, Caltrans, jurisdictions, UPRR) 

OBJECTIVE A: Provide more frequent, convenient, 
and reliable passenger rail service to and through Placer 
County. 
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Short-Range & Long-Range Actions RTP Objective 

Short and Long Range Action #3. Continue to 
partner with CCJPA to promote destination and rail 
travel to / from Placer County (PCTPA and CCJPA) 

OBJECTIVE A: Provide more frequent, convenient, 
and reliable passenger rail service to and through Placer 
County. 

Short Range Action #4. Support the allocation of 
Proposition 1A high speed rail bond funding and 
other intercity rail funding to the Capitol Corridor 
from the California Transportation Commission. 
(PCTPA, CCJPA, and jurisdictions) 

OBJECTIVE A: Provide more frequent, convenient, 
and reliable passenger rail service to and through Placer 
County. 

Short Range Action #5. Support the allocation of 
Proposition 1A high speed rail bond funding to the 
Capitol Corridor from the California Transportation 
Commission (PCTPA and jurisdictions) 

OBJECTIVE A: Provide more frequent, convenient, 
and reliable passenger rail service to and through Placer 
County. 

Short Range Action #6.  Support the allocation Of 
Cap and Trade funding to the Capitol Corridor from 
the California Transportation Commission (PCTPA, 
CCJPA, and jurisdictions) 

OBJECTIVE A: Provide more frequent, convenient, 
and reliable passenger rail service to and through Placer 
County. 

Short Range Action #7.  Consider implementing 
new safety / quiet zones at at-grade rail crossings to 
eliminate train horn noise provided that the crossing 
accident rate meets Federal Railroad Administration 
(FRA) standards and supplemental or alternative 
safety measures are in place in accordance with the 
FRA Final Train Horn and Quiet Zone Rule 
(effective June 2005). (Local jurisdictions, CCJPA, 
CPUC, Caltrans, PCTPA and FRA) 

OBJECTIVE A: Provide more frequent, convenient, 
and reliable passenger rail service to and through Placer 
County. 

Long Range Action #1.  Encourage expansion of the 
Capitol Corridor service to Colfax, Soda Springs, 
Truckee, and Reno/Sparks.  (PCTPA, CCJPA, 
Nevada County Transportation Commission, 
Caltrans, Washoe County Regional Transportation 
Commission, jurisdictions, UPRR) 

OBJECTIVE A: Provide more frequent, convenient, 
and reliable passenger rail service to and through Placer 
County. 

Long Range Action #2.  Pursue implementation of 
regional rail service between Auburn and Oakland.  
(PCTPA, Regional Transit, Yolo County 
Transportation District, CCJPA, Solano 
Transportation Authority, Contra Costa 
Transportation Authority, Caltrans, UPRR) 

OBJECTIVE A: Provide more frequent, convenient, 
and reliable passenger rail service to and through Placer 
County. 

Long Range Action #3.  Continue to explore the 
feasibility of rail service between Marysville and 
Sacramento with stops in Lincoln and Roseville. 
(PCTPA, Caltrans, Yuba County, jurisdictions, 
UPRR) 

OBJECTIVE A: Provide more frequent, convenient, 
and reliable passenger rail service to and through Placer 
County. 
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Short-Range & Long-Range Actions RTP Objective 

GOAL 4: AVIATION 

Short Range Action #1.  Continue efforts to avoid 
conflicts over noise issues.  (PCTPA, airport 
operators) 

OBJECTIVE A: Promote the development, operation, 
and maintenance of a regional system of airports. 
 
OBJECTIVE B: Update and revise Airport Master 
Plans as necessary. 
 
OBJECTIVE C: Promote and secure adequate air 
passenger, goods movement, and other aviation and air 
transportation services as part of a multi-modal 
transportation system. 
 
OBJECTIVE D: Promote the safe, orderly, and 
efficient use of airports and ensure compatible 
development around them via the Placer County Airport 
Land Use Compatibility Plan (PCALUCP). 

Short Range Action #2.  Continue to protect 
airspace and runway approaches.  (PCTPA, airport 
operators) 

OBJECTIVE A: Promote the development, operation, 
and maintenance of a regional system of airports. 
 
OBJECTIVE D: Promote the safe, orderly, and 
efficient use of airports and ensure compatible 
development around them via the Placer County Airport 
Land Use Compatibility Plan (PCALUCP). 
 

Short Range Action #3.  Continue to upgrade 
navigational equipment as needed.  (Jurisdictions, 
airport operators) 

OBJECTIVE A: Promote the development, operation, 
and maintenance of a regional system of airports. 
 

Short Range Action #4.  Promote public awareness 
of airport services and benefits.  (PCTPA, 
jurisdictions, airport operators) 

OBJECTIVE A: Promote the development, operation, 
and maintenance of a regional system of airports. 

Short Range Action #5.  Maintain and improve 
existing airport facilities in accordance with adopted 
airport master plans, as updated.  (Jurisdictions, 
airport operators) 

OBJECTIVE A: Promote the development, operation, 
and maintenance of a regional system of airports. 
 
OBJECTIVE B: Update and revise Airport Master 
Plans as necessary. 
 
OBJECTIVE D: Promote the safe, orderly, and 
efficient use of airports and ensure compatible 
development around them via the Placer County Airport 
Land Use Compatibility Plan (PCALUCP). 

Short Range Action #6.  Assist operators of public 
use airports in pursuing funding sources.  (PCTPA, 
airport operators) 

OBJECTIVE A: Promote the development, operation, 
and maintenance of a regional system of airports. 
 
OBJECTIVE C: Promote and secure adequate air 
passenger, goods movement, and other aviation and air 
transportation services as part of a multi-modal 
transportation system. 
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Short-Range & Long-Range Actions RTP Objective 

Short Range Action #7. Explore opportunities to 
improve passenger and cargo airport ground access 
to relieve potential bottlenecks around airports 
through local road and intersection improvements 
(PCTPA, jurisdictions) 

OBJECTIVE C: Promote and secure adequate air 
passenger, goods movement, and other aviation and air 
transportation services as part of a multi-modal 
transportation system. 

Short Range Action #8. Promote the development 
of general aviation airport security for functional 
areas such as personnel, aircraft, airports/facilities, 
surveillance, security plans and communications, and 
specialty operations.  (Caltrans Division of 
Aeronautics, jurisdictions) 

OBJECTIVE C: Promote and secure adequate air 
passenger, goods movement, and other aviation and air 
transportation services as part of a multi-modal 
transportation system. 

Short Range Action #9. Participate in SACOG’s 
development of the McClellan Field ALUCP update 
to ensure that any potential impacts from ongoing 
operations at McClellan Field to Placer jurisdictions 
are minimized, and update the Placer County 
ALUCP, as necessary. (PCTPA, jurisdictions, 
SACOG, Sacramento County) 
 

OBJECTIVE A: Promote the development, operation, 
and maintenance of a regional system of airports. 
 
OBJECTIVE B: Update and revise Airport Master 
Plans as necessary 
 
OBJECTIVE D: Promote the safe, orderly, and 
efficient use of airports and ensure compatible 
development around them via the Placer County Airport 
Land Use Compatibility Plan (PCALUCP).  

Short Range Action #10. Work cooperatively with 
NCTC to address Truckee-Tahoe Airport ALUCP 
coordination issues. (PCTPA, NCTC) 
 

OBJECTIVE A: Promote the development, operation, 
and maintenance of a regional system of airports. 
 
OBJECTIVE D: Promote the safe, orderly, and 
efficient use of airports and ensure compatible 
development around them via the Placer County Airport 
Land Use Compatibility Plan (PCALUCP). 

Short Range Action #11. Encourage Placer County 
to initiate the State-mandated requirement to update 
its General Plan and supporting planning documents 
to be consistent with the Placer County ALUCP. 
(PCTPA, Placer County) 

OBJECTIVE D: Promote the safe, orderly, and 
efficient use of airports and ensure compatible 
development around them via the Placer County Airport 
Land Use Compatibility Plan (PCALUCP). 
 

Short Range Action #12. Prepare a comprehensive 
update of the Placer County ALUCP, once the 
Caltrans Division of Aeronautics State Handbook 
update is completed. (PCTPA) 
 

OBJECTIVE A: Promote the development, operation, 
and maintenance of a regional system of airports. 
 
OBJECTIVE D: Promote the safe, orderly, and 
efficient use of airports and ensure compatible 
development around them via the Placer County Airport 
Land Use Compatibility Plan (PCALUCP). 
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Short-Range & Long-Range Actions RTP Objective 

Long Range Action #1.  Continue to implement the 
actions outlined in the short range action plan.  
(PCTPA, jurisdictions, airport operators) 

 OBJECTIVE A: Promote the development, operation, 
and maintenance of a regional system of airports. 
 
OBJECTIVE B: Update and revise Airport Master 
Plans as necessary. 
 
OBJECTIVE C: Promote and secure adequate air 
passenger, goods movement, and other aviation and air 
transportation services as part of a multi-modal 
transportation system. 
 
OBJECTIVE D: Promote the safe, orderly, and 
efficient use of airports and ensure compatible 
development around them via the Placer County Airport 
Land Use Compatibility Plan (PCALUCP). 

Long Range Action #2. Encourage more flexible 
use of airport revenues for off-airport ground access 
projects (PCTPA, jurisdictions) 
 

OBJECTIVE A: Promote the development, operation, 
and maintenance of a regional system of airports. 
 
OBJECTIVE C: Promote and secure adequate air 
passenger, goods movement, and other aviation and air 
transportation services as part of a multi-modal 
transportation system. 

GOAL 5: GOODS MOVEMENT 

Short Range Action #1.  Identify obstacles that 
prevent or impede goods movement.  (PCTPA, 
jurisdictions, industry). 

OBJECTIVE A: Promote a balance of roads, rail, 
airports, and pipelines for the improvement of goods 
transport.   
 
OBJECTIVE B: Mitigate conditions that transporters 
of goods deem dangerous or unacceptable. 

Short Range Action #2.  Encourage industry to 
maximize use of rail and air for the transportation of 
goods.  (PCTPA, jurisdictions) 

OBJECTIVE A: Promote a balance of roads, rail, 
airports, and pipelines for the improvement of goods 
transport.   

Short Range Action #3.  Support the development 
of grade separations of railroad tracks where 
necessary.  (PCTPA, jurisdictions, Caltrans) 

OBJECTIVE B: Mitigate conditions that transporters 
of goods deem dangerous or unacceptable. 

Short Range Action #4.  Support the designation of 
hazardous waste routes by federal and state 
regulators.  (PCTPA, jurisdictions)  

OBJECTIVE B: Mitigate conditions that transporters 
of goods deem dangerous or unacceptable. 

Short Range Action #5. Designate a subregional or 
countywide backbone truck route system (PCTPA, 
jurisdictions, Caltrans) 
 

OBJECTIVE A: Promote a balance of roads, rail, 
airports, and pipelines for the improvement of goods 
transport. 
 
OBJECTIVE B: Mitigate conditions that transporters 
of goods deem dangerous or unacceptable. 
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Short-Range & Long-Range Actions RTP Objective 

Short Range Action #5.  Maintain a balanced freight 
transportation system to provide for the safe and 
efficient movement of goods.  (PCTPA, jurisdictions, 
Caltrans) 

OBJECTIVE A: Promote a balance of roads, rail, 
airports, and pipelines for the improvement of goods 
transport.  

Short Range Action #7. Support local development 
of truck parking strategies (PCTPA, jurisdiction and 
industry) 

 

OBJECTIVE A: Promote a balance of roads, rail, 
airports, and pipelines for the improvement of goods 
transport. 
 
OBJECTIVE B: Mitigate conditions that transporters 
of goods deem dangerous or unacceptable. 

Short Range Action #8. Specially designate roads 
that connect key agricultural producers with 
processing facilities and the regional road network. 
(Jurisdictions) 
 

OBJECTIVE A: Promote a balance of roads, rail, 
airports, and pipelines for the improvement of goods 
transport. 
 
OBJECTIVE B: Mitigate conditions that transporters 
of goods deem dangerous or unacceptable. 

Short Range Action #9.  Act as a resource to local 
jurisdictions for interrelationship of industrial and 
wholesale land use and transportation planning. 
(PCTPA) 

OBJECTIVE A: Promote a balance of roads, rail, 
airports, and pipelines for the improvement of goods 
transport.   
 

Long Range Action #1.  Continue to implement the 
actions outlined in the short-range action plan.  
(PCTPA, Caltrans, jurisdictions, industry) 

 OBJECTIVE A: Promote a balance of roads, rail, 
airports, and pipelines for the improvement of goods 
transport. 

Long Range Action #2. Continue to support 
accelerating truck and rail modernization, with 
cleaner technologies, in order to reduce current and 
long-term impacts of the goods movement system on 
public health and air quality (PCTPA, SACOG, 
APCDs, jurisdiction and industry)  

OBJECTIVE A: Promote a balance of roads, rail, 
airports, and pipelines for the improvement of goods 
transport. 

Long Range Action #3. Coordinate goods 
movement plans and projects (PCTPA, Caltrans, 
jurisdictions, SACOG) 

OBJECTIVE A: Promote a balance of roads, rail, 
airports, and pipelines for the improvement of goods 
transport. 
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Short-Range & Long-Range Actions RTP Objective 

GOAL 6: ACTIVE & ALTERNATIVE TRANSPORTATION (NEVS) 

Short Range Action #1.  Identify issues and 
problems pertaining to active and alternative 
transportation. (PCTPA, jurisdictions) 

OBJECTIVE A: Plan and develop a continuous and 
easily-accessible bicycle, pedestrian, and low-speed 
vehicle system within the region. 
 
OBJECTIVE B: Provide bicycle, pedestrian, and low-
speed vehicle system that emphasizes the safety of 
people and property. 
 
OBJECTIVE C: Integrate bicycle, pedestrian, and low-
speed vehicle facilities into a multi-modal transportation 
system that encourages alternatives to driving alone. 
 
OBJECTIVE D: Promote the development of multi-use 
trails in rural and other areas. 
 
OBJECTIVE E: Provide an informational/ educational 
program for motorists, bicyclists, and NEV users that 
identify the proper role and responsibilities of each in 
the transportation environment. 

Short Range Action #2.  Develop policies for the 
allocation of funds and processing of claims active 
and alternative transportation projects. (PCTPA, 
jurisdictions) 

OBJECTIVE A: Plan and develop a continuous and 
easily-accessible bicycle, pedestrian, and low-speed 
vehicle system within the region. 
 
OBJECTIVE B: Provide bicycle, pedestrian, and low-
speed vehicle system that emphasizes the safety of 
people and property. 
 
OBJECTIVE C: Integrate bicycle, pedestrian, and low-
speed vehicle facilities into a multi-modal transportation 
system that encourages alternatives to driving alone. 
 
OBJECTIVE D: Promote the development of multi-use 
trails in rural and other areas. 

Short Range Action #3.  Promote active and 
alternative transportation as a viable transportation 
control measure for the mitigation of air quality and 
congestion problems. (PCTPA, jurisdictions, air 
district) 

OBJECTIVE C: Integrate bicycle, pedestrian, and low-
speed vehicle facilities into a multi-modal transportation 
system that encourages alternatives to driving alone. 
 
OBJECTIVE D: Promote the development of multi-use 
trails in rural and other areas. 

Short Range Action #4.  Work with PCTPA 
member agencies and Caltrans to connect the 
urbanized centers of the region through active and 
alternative transportation facilities. (PCTPA, 
jurisdictions, Caltrans) 

OBJECTIVE A: Plan and develop a continuous and 
easily-accessible bicycle, pedestrian, and low-speed 
vehicle system within the region. 
 
OBJECTIVE C: Integrate bicycle, pedestrian, and low-
speed vehicle facilities into a multi-modal transportation 
system that encourages alternatives to driving alone. 
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Short-Range & Long-Range Actions RTP Objective 

Short Range Action #5. Work with PCTPA member 
jurisdictions to encourage the development of 
support facilities, such as secure bicycle parking or 
storage lockers, shower and changing space, 
appropriate signage, and adequate lighting, at new 
commercial and industrial sites, transit centers, park-
and-ride lots, and all transit buses. (PCTPA, 
jurisdictions, Caltrans, transit operators) 

OBJECTIVE A: Plan and develop a continuous and 
easily-accessible bicycle, pedestrian, and low-speed 
vehicle system within the region. 
 
OBJECTIVE B: Provide bicycle, pedestrian, and low-
speed vehicle system that emphasizes the safety of 
people and property. 
 
OBJECTIVE C: Integrate bicycle, pedestrian, and low-
speed vehicle facilities into a multi-modal transportation 
system that encourages alternatives to driving alone. 

Short Range Action #6. Encourage PCTPA member 
jurisdictions to evaluate the feasibility of installing 
Class II bike lanes as part of street overlay projects. 
(PCTPA, jurisdictions) 
 

OBJECTIVE A: Plan and develop a continuous and 
easily-accessible bicycle, pedestrian, and low-speed 
vehicle system within the region. 
 
OBJECTIVE B: Provide bicycle, pedestrian, and low-
speed vehicle system that emphasizes the safety of 
people and property. 
 
OBJECTIVE C: Integrate bicycle, pedestrian, and low-
speed vehicle facilities into a multi-modal transportation 
system that encourages alternatives to driving alone. 

Short Range Action #7.  Pursue new revenue 
sources for active and alternative transportation 
development. (PCTPA, jurisdictions) 

OBJECTIVE A: Plan and develop a continuous and 
easily-accessible bicycle, pedestrian, and low-speed 
vehicle system within the region. 
 
OBJECTIVE B: Provide bicycle, pedestrian, and low-
speed vehicle system that emphasizes the safety of 
people and property. 
 
OBJECTIVE C: Integrate bicycle, pedestrian, and low-
speed vehicle facilities into a multi-modal transportation 
system that encourages alternatives to driving alone. 
 
OBJECTIVE D: Promote the development of multi-use 
trails in rural and other areas. 

Short Range Action #8.  Review existing 
abandoned railroad corridors for possible conversion 
to active and alternative transportation facilities. 
(PCTPA, jurisdictions) 

OBJECTIVE A: Plan and develop a continuous and 
easily-accessible bicycle, pedestrian, and low-speed 
vehicle system within the region. 
 
OBJECTIVE D: Promote the development of multi-use 
trails in rural and other areas. 

Short Range Action #9. Promote the beneficial 
aspects of active and alternative transportation 
through Spare the Air, Bike-to-Work Month, and 
other similar programs. (PCTPA, jurisdictions, 
Caltrans) 

OBJECTIVE E: Provide an informational/ educational 
program for motorists, bicyclists, and NEV users that 
identify the proper role and responsibilities of each in 
the transportation environment. 
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Short-Range & Long-Range Actions RTP Objective 

Long Range Action #1.  Continue to implement the 
actions outlined in the short range action plan.  
(PCTPA, jurisdictions) 

 OBJECTIVE A: Plan and develop a continuous and 
easily-accessible bicycle, pedestrian, and low-speed 
vehicle system within the region. 
 
OBJECTIVE B: Provide bicycle, pedestrian, and low-
speed vehicle system that emphasizes the safety of 
people and property. 
 
OBJECTIVE C: Integrate bicycle, pedestrian, and low-
speed vehicle facilities into a multi-modal transportation 
system that encourages alternatives to driving alone. 
 
OBJECTIVE D: Promote the development of multi-use 
trails in rural and other areas. 
 
OBJECTIVE E: Provide an informational/ educational 
program for motorists, bicyclists, and NEV users that 
identify the proper role and responsibilities of each in 
the transportation environment. 

GOAL 7: TRANSPORTATION SYSTEMS MANAGEMENT (TSM)  

Short and Long Range Action #1.  Work 
cooperatively with neighboring jurisdictions to 
implement ITS improvements that would support 
TSM efforts in the region. (PCTPA, SACOG, TRPA, 
NCTC, EDCTC, Sierra County, Caltrans) 

OBJECTIVE C: Promote the use of electronic 
information transfer systems to reduce work-related, 
education-related, and personal trips. 

Short and Long Range Action #2.  Continue to 
work cooperatively with SACOG, SMAQMD, and 
the City of Roseville on implementation and 
enhancement of regional rideshare programs that 
encourage the use of alternative modes of 
transportation.  (SACOG, SMAQMD, PCTPA, City of 
Roseville, local employers) 

OBJECTIVE A: Create a multi-modal transportation 
network between major residential areas, educational 
and recreational facilities, and employment centers. 
 
OBJECTIVE B: Advance the use of Transportation 
Demand Management (TDM) in a thorough, cost-
effective manner. 

Short and Long Range Action #3.  Continue to 
work cooperatively with area school districts on 
outreach to children in educating them about the 
benefits realized through the use of alternative 
transportation. 

OBJECTIVE B: Advance the use of Transportation 
Demand Management (TDM) in a thorough, cost-
effective manner. 
 
OBJECTIVE C: Promote the use of technology to 
reduce work-related, education-related, and personal 
trips. 

Short and Long Range Action #4.  Implement 
traffic flow improvements on regionally significant 
roadways.  (PCTPA, jurisdictions, Caltrans) 

OBJECTIVE A: Create a multi-modal transportation 
network between major residential areas, educational 
and recreational facilities, and employment centers. 
 
OBJECTIVE B: Advance the use of Transportation 
Demand Management (TDM) in a thorough, cost-
effective manner. 
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Short-Range & Long-Range Actions RTP Objective 

Short and Long Range Action #5.  Improve and 
expand public transportation systems (bus and rail) 
as feasible, to maintain existing and increase new 
ridership. (PCTPA, CCJPA, transit operators) 

OBJECTIVE A: Create a multi-modal transportation 
network between major residential areas, educational 
and recreational facilities, and employment centers. 
 
OBJECTIVE B: Advance the use of Transportation 
Demand Management (TDM) in a thorough, cost-
effective manner. 

Short and Long Range Action #6.  Develop and 
expand facilities to support the use of alternative 
transportation such as pedestrian and bicycle 
facilities, park-and-ride lots, and intermodal transfer 
stations.  (PCTPA, CCJPA, jurisdictions, Caltrans) 

OBJECTIVE A: Create a multi-modal transportation 
network between major residential areas, educational 
and recreational facilities, and employment centers. 
 
OBJECTIVE B: Advance the use of Transportation 
Demand Management (TDM) in a thorough, cost-
effective manner. 

Short and Long Range Action #7. Increase the 
awareness of alternative transportation options in 
Placer County through outreach, educational and 
incentive programs. (PCTPA, jurisdictions, transit 
operators) 

OBJECTIVE B: Advance the use of Transportation 
Demand Management (TDM) in a thorough, cost-
effective manner. 

Short and Long Range Action #8. Encourage 
SACOG to develop a periodic regional survey of 
traveler choices, which would monitor trends in 
traveler choices related to external influences and the 
impact of public policy programs. 

OBJECTIVE B: Advance the use of Transportation 
Demand Management (TDM) in a thorough, cost-
effective manner. 

Short and Long Range Action #9. Continue to 
implement regional Transportation Demand 
Management (TDM) programs as a strategy for 
education and promotion of alternative travel modes 
for all types of trips toward reducing Vehicle Miles 
Traveled (VMT) by 10 percent. 

 
 

OBJECTIVE A: Create a multi-modal transportation 
network between major residential areas, educational 
and recreational facilities, and employment centers. 
 
OBJECTIVE B: Advance the use of Transportation 
Demand Management (TDM) in a thorough, cost-
effective manner. 
 
OBJECTIVE C: Promote the use of technology to 
reduce work-related, education-related, and personal 
trips. 

Intelligent Transportation Systems Short Range 
Action #1. Maximize the operating efficiency of the 
existing surface transportation system.  (PCTPA, El 
Dorado County, Nevada County, Sierra County, 
jurisdictions, SACOG, Caltrans) 
 

TSM OBJECTIVE C: Promote the use of technology 
to reduce work-related, education-related, and personal 
trips. 
 
 

Intelligent Transportation Systems Short Range 
Action 2. Improve the safety of travel into, through, 
and out of the Tahoe Gateway Region. (PCTPA, El 
Dorado County, Nevada County, Sierra County, 
jurisdictions, Caltrans) 
 

TSM OBJECTIVE C: Promote the use of technology 
to reduce work-related, education-related, and personal 
trips. 
 
RECREATIONAL TRAVEL OBJECTIVE A: 
Incorporate access to recreational centers in the 
transportation infrastructure. 
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Short-Range & Long-Range Actions RTP Objective 

Intelligent Transportation Systems Short Range 
Action 3. Ensure that accurate and reliable traveler 
information regarding traffic and weather conditions 
is available to those entering the region as well as 
those traveling within the region. (PCTPA, El 
Dorado County, Nevada County, Sierra County, 
jurisdictions, SACOG, Caltrans) 
 

TSM OBJECTIVE C: Promote the use of technology 
to reduce work-related, education-related, and personal 
trips. 

Intelligent Transportation Systems Short Range 
Action #4. Provide more effective and convenient 
transit services. (PCTPA, El Dorado County, Nevada 
County, Sierra County, jurisdictions, transit 
operators, SACOG) 
 

TSM OBJECTIVE C: Promote the use of technology 
to reduce work-related, education-related, and personal 
trips. 
 
PUBLIC TRANSIT OBJECTIVE D:  Develop and 
encourage the use of public transit as a viable alternative 
to the automobile in order to maximize transit ridership. 

Intelligent Transportation Systems Short Range 
Action #5. Ensure efficient commercial vehicle 
operations into, through and out of the Tahoe 
Gateway Region. (PCTPA, El Dorado County, 
Nevada County, Sierra County, jurisdictions, 
Caltrans) 
 

TSM OBJECTIVE C: Promote the use of technology 
to reduce work-related, education-related, and personal 
trips. 

Intelligent Transportation Systems Short Range 
Action #6. Ensure the long-term viability of ITS in 
the Tahoe Gateway Region. (PCTPA, El Dorado 
County, Nevada County, Sierra County, jurisdictions, 
Caltrans, FHWA) 
 

TSM OBJECTIVE C: Promote the use of technology 
to reduce work-related, education-related, and personal 
trips. 

Intelligent Transportation Systems Short Range 
Action #7. Maintain an ITS program that is 
compatible and supported by National ITS efforts.  
(PCTPA, El Dorado County, Nevada County, Sierra 
County, jurisdictions, SACOG, Caltrans, FHWA) 
 

TSM OBJECTIVE C: Promote the use of technology 
to reduce work-related, education-related, and personal 
trips. 

Intelligent Transportation Systems Long Range 
Action #1. Continue implementation (deployment, 
operations, and maintenance) of the Tahoe Gateway 
Counties ITS.  (PCTPA, El Dorado County, Nevada 
County, Sierra County, jurisdictions, Caltrans, 
SACOG, FHWA) 
 

TSM OBJECTIVE C: Promote the use of technology 
to reduce work-related, education-related, and personal 
trips. 

Intelligent Transportation Systems Long Range 
Action #2. Continue implementation (deployment, 
operations, and maintenance) of the Sacramento 
Region ITS.  (PCTPA, El Dorado County, 
Sacramento County, Sutter County, Yolo County, 
Yuba County, jurisdictions, Caltrans, SACOG, 
FHWA) 
 

TSM OBJECTIVE C: Promote the use of technology 
to reduce work-related, education-related, and personal 
trips. 
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Short-Range & Long-Range Actions RTP Objective 

Intelligent Transportation Systems Long Range 
Action #3. Continue regional ITS management via 
each member County, neighboring regions, and other 
agencies, organizations, and individuals.  (PCTPA, 
El Dorado County, Nevada County, Sierra County, 
jurisdictions, Caltrans, SACOG, FHWA) 
 

TSM OBJECTIVE C: Promote the use of technology 
to reduce work-related, education-related, and personal 
trips. 

Intelligent Transportation Systems Long Range 
Action #4. Mainstream or incorporate ITS 
technologies into the planning process as stand-alone 
projects and/or as part of larger transportation 
projects.  (PCTPA, El Dorado County, Nevada 
County, Sierra County, jurisdictions, Caltrans, 
SACOG, FHWA) 
 

TSM OBJECTIVE C: Promote the use of technology 
to reduce work-related, education-related, and personal 
trips. 

Intelligent Transportation Systems Long Range 
Action #5. Ensure that the Regional ITS Architecture 
Maintenance Plan continues to be implemented.  
(PCTPA, El Dorado County, Nevada County, Sierra 
County, jurisdictions, Caltrans, SACOG, FHWA) 
 

TSM OBJECTIVE C: Promote the use of technology 
to reduce work-related, education-related, and personal 
trips. 

GOAL 8: RECREATIONAL TRAVEL 

Short and Long Action #1. Promote and use 
intelligent transportation systems (ITS) to improve 
recreational travel.  (PCTPA, Caltrans, SACOG, 
TRPA, FHWA) 

OBJECTIVE A: Incorporate access to recreational 
centers in the transportation infrastructure. 

Short and Long Range Action #2. Work with 
SACOG and other regional partners to implement 
and expand the 511 traveler information system 
(electronic information system) so it can be used to 
provide accurate and timely information on roads, 
traffic, transit, and alternative routes.  (SACOG, 
Caltrans, PCTPA, transit operators) 

OBJECTIVE A: Incorporate access to recreational 
centers in the transportation infrastructure. 

Short and Long Range Action #3. Provide 
education and marketing of alternatives to the 
personal automobile.  (PCTPA, employers, resorts, 
TNT TMA, transit operators) 

OBJECTIVE A: Incorporate access to recreational 
centers in the transportation infrastructure. 

Short and Long Range Action #4. Identify public 
infrastructure in need of expansion, as well as 
maintenance and repair to support tourism and 
recreation. (PCTPA, jurisdictions, Caltrans, transit 
operators) 

OBJECTIVE A: Incorporate access to recreational 
centers in the transportation infrastructure. 
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Short-Range & Long-Range Actions RTP Objective 

Short and Long Range Action #5. Expand the 
availability of alternative transportation options 
(transit, rail, bike, pedestrian, airport shuttles) to 
driving the personal (private or rental) automobile.  
(transit operators, PCTPA, jurisdictions, Capitol 
Corridor, employers, resorts) 

OBJECTIVE A: Incorporate access to recreational 
centers in the transportation infrastructure. 

Short and Long Range Action #6. Provide 
coordinated feeder transit services to parks and 
attractions.  (transit operators, resorts, employers, 
Caltrans) 

OBJECTIVE A: Incorporate access to recreational 
centers in the transportation infrastructure. 

Short and Long Range Action #7. Coordinate 
transportation planning with the tourism and resort 
industry to cooperatively develop, recommend, and 
implement transportation-related programs for 
improving recreational travel.  (resorts, employers, 
Caltrans, TNT TMA, transit operators) 

OBJECTIVE A: Incorporate access to recreational 
centers in the transportation infrastructure. 

Short and Long Range Action #8. Identify 
opportunities for joint projects and activities to 
maximize the effectiveness of limited funding 
opportunities. (PCTPA, jurisdictions, Caltrans, 
SACOG, TNT TMA, resorts, employers) 

OBJECTIVE A: Incorporate access to recreational 
centers in the transportation infrastructure. 

Short and Long Range Action #9. Work with 
primary marketing organizations to develop travel 
guides, way finding signage and to designate tourism 
routes. (PCTPA, jurisdictions, Caltrans, SACOG, 
TNT TMA, resort, business and merchant 
associations, visitors bureau, chambers of 
commerce’s, recreation providers) 

OBJECTIVE A: Incorporate access to recreational 
centers in the transportation infrastructure. 
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Short-Range & Long-Range Actions RTP Objective 

GOAL 9: INTEGRATED LAND USE, AIR QUALITY, AND 
TRANSPORTATION PLANNING 

Short Range Action #1.  Continue to coordinate 
with jurisdictions and agencies inside and outside of 
Placer County to help establish county-wide 
transportation priorities, implement studies and 
projects in cooperation with other counties, facilitate 
joint transportation projects, and anticipate impacts 
on Placer County from governmental decisions. 
(PCTPA, jurisdictions, SACOG, Caltrans, PCAPCD, 
CCJPA, Nevada County, Sacramento County, El 
Dorado County, Yuba County, Sutter County)   
 

OBJECTIVE A: Provide information and support 
services to jurisdictions regarding the countywide 
transportation impacts of local land use decisions. 
 
OBJECTIVE B: Provide transportation infrastructure 
that meets existing and future needs.  
 
OBJECTIVE D: Work with local jurisdictions, the 
Sacramento Area Council of Governments, Caltrans, the 
California Transportation Commission, and other 
transportation agencies to develop a regional planning 
and programming process to ensure that Placer County 
jurisdictions have maximum participation and control in 
the transportation decision-making process. 
 
OBJECTIVE E: Participate in state, multi-county, and 
local transportation efforts to ensure coordination of 
transportation system expansion and improvements.    

Short Range Action #2.  Review local general and 
specific plans, and land use entitlement applications 
for consistency with airport land use plans. (PCTPA, 
jurisdictions) 

OBJECTIVE A: Provide information and support 
services to jurisdictions regarding the countywide 
transportation impacts of local land use decisions. 

Short Range Action #3.  Seek grant funding to 
support transportation projects that benefit the 
environment, housing, sustainable communities, air 
quality, or reduced traffic congestion. (PCTPA, 
jurisdictions, PCAPCD, Caltrans) 

OBJECTIVE B: Provide transportation infrastructure 
that meets existing and future needs.  
 
OBJECTIVE C: Ensure that transportation satisfy 
regional air quality conformity standards. 

Short Range Action #4.  Continue to participate in 
the SACOG regional Blueprint planning efforts. 
(PCTPA, jurisdictions, SACOG) 
 

OBJECTIVE A: Provide information and support 
services to jurisdictions regarding the countywide 
transportation impacts of local land use decisions. 
 
OBJECTIVE D: Work with local jurisdictions, the 
Sacramento Area Council of Governments, Caltrans, the 
California Transportation Commission, and other 
transportation agencies to develop a regional planning 
and programming process to ensure that Placer County 
jurisdictions have maximum participation and control in 
the transportation decision-making process. 
 
OBJECTIVE E: Participate in state, multi-county, and 
local transportation efforts to ensure coordination of 
transportation system expansion and improvements.  

Short Range Action #5.  Develop guidelines and/or 
policies to prioritize transportation projects that have 
air quality benefits while providing cost effective 
movement of people and goods. (PCTPA, PCAPCD) 

OBJECTIVE C: Ensure that transportation satisfy 
regional air quality conformity standards. 
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Short-Range & Long-Range Actions RTP Objective 

Short Range Action #6.  Provide support for 
projects consistent with Placer County’s Ozone 
Reduction Ordinance, and also lead to reduced 
Greenhouse Gas emissions. (PCTPA, PCAPCD) 

OBJECTIVE C: Ensure that transportation satisfy 
regional air quality conformity standards. 

Short Range Action #7.  Encourage jurisdictions to 
develop roadways that complement Blueprint 
planned growth patterns, infill development, 
economic development programs , and requirements 
of infrastructure to support planned land uses 
(PCTPA, jurisdictions) 

OBJECTIVE B: Provide transportation infrastructure 
that meets existing and future needs.  
 
OBJECTIVE E: Participate in state, multi-county, and 
local transportation efforts to ensure coordination of 
transportation system expansion and improvements.   

Short Range Action #8.  Encourage jurisdictions to 
review and assess the impact of new development 
proposals consistency with Blueprint principles, and 
the impact on local circulation plans and transit 
system demand and supply.(PCTPA, jurisdictions, 
transit operators) 
 

OBJECTIVE A: Provide information and support 
services to jurisdictions regarding the countywide 
transportation impacts of local land use decisions. 
 
OBJECTIVE B: Provide transportation infrastructure 
that meets existing and future needs.  
 
OBJECTIVE C: Ensure that transportation satisfy 
regional air quality conformity standards. 

Short Range Action #9.  Continue active 
participation in local and regional coordinating 
groups as well as statewide forums to maximize 
opportunities for transportation improvements in 
Placer County.(PCTPA) 
 

OBJECTIVE B: Provide transportation infrastructure 
that meets existing and future needs.  
 
OBJECTIVE E: Participate in state, multi-county, and 
local transportation efforts to ensure coordination of 
transportation system expansion and improvements. 

Short Range Action #10. Provide written support 
for development projects which may increase 
residential and employment densities near existing 
transit and rail stations, as well as future rail stations 
that may emerge as a result of expansion of the 
Capitol Corridor service to Colfax, Soda Springs, 
Truckee, and Reno/Sparks. (PCTPA)   

OBJECTIVE A: Provide information and support 
services to jurisdictions regarding the countywide 
transportation impacts of local land use decisions. 
 

Short Range Action #11. Plan for new/expanded 
facilities such as pedestrian and bicycle facilities, 
park-and-ride lots, and intermodal transfer stations 
where development projects will provide increased 
residential and/or employment densities. (PCTPA, 
jurisdictions, Caltrans, CCJPA)   

OBJECTIVE B: Provide transportation infrastructure 
that meets existing and future needs.  
 

Short Range Action #12. Encourage thorough 
examination, context sensitive design, and mitigation 
of transportation impacts when planning and 
constructing transportation improvements through or 
near residential communities. (PCTPA, jurisdictions) 

OBJECTIVE A: Provide information and support 
services to jurisdictions regarding the countywide 
transportation impacts of local land use decisions. 
 
OBJECTIVE C: Ensure that transportation satisfy 
regional air quality conformity standards. 



 

Appendix F – RTP Objectives & Related Short Range & Long Range Actions Page F-20 

Short-Range & Long-Range Actions RTP Objective 

Short Range Action #13. Work with jurisdictions to 
include the needs of all transportation users in the 
planning, design, construction and maintenance of 
roadway (complete streets) and transit facilities 
where feasible. (PCTPA, jurisdictions, transit 
operators, Caltrans) 

OBJECTIVE A: Provide information and support 
services to jurisdictions regarding the countywide 
transportation impacts of local land use decisions. 
 
OBJECTIVE B: Provide transportation infrastructure 
that meets existing and future needs.  
 

Short Range Action #14. Encourage jurisdictions to 
consider multi-modal transportation facility 
proximity when siting educational, social service, 
and major employment and commercial facilities. 
(PCTPA, jurisdictions, transit operators) 
 

OBJECTIVE A: Provide information and support 
services to jurisdictions regarding the countywide 
transportation impacts of local land use decisions. 
 
OBJECTIVE B: Provide transportation infrastructure 
that meets existing and future needs.  
 
OBJECTIVE C: Ensure that transportation satisfy 
regional air quality conformity standards. 

Short Range Action #15. Provide information and 
support services to jurisdictions regarding the 
countywide transportation impacts of local land use 
decisions. (PCTPA, jurisdictions, transit operators, 
Caltrans)) 
 

OBJECTIVE A: Provide information and support 
services to jurisdictions regarding the countywide 
transportation impacts of local land use decisions. 
 
OBJECTIVE C: Ensure that transportation satisfy 
regional air quality conformity standards. 

Short Range Action #16. Where possible, support 
jurisdictions’ efforts to maintain their adopted Level 
of Service (LOS) on local streets and roads in 
accordance with the applicable general plan 
Circulation Element. (PCTPA, jurisdictions) 
(PCTPA, jurisdictions) 

OBJECTIVE A: Provide information and support 
services to jurisdictions regarding the countywide 
transportation impacts of local land use decisions. 
 
OBJECTIVE B: Provide transportation infrastructure 
that meets existing and future needs.  
 
 

Short Range Action #17. Encourage jurisdictions to 
require land uses which produce significant trip 
generation to be served by roadways with adequate 
capacity and design standards to provide safe usage 
for all modes of travel. (PCTPA, jurisdictions, 
Caltrans) 

OBJECTIVE A: Provide information and support 
services to jurisdictions regarding the countywide 
transportation impacts of local land use decisions. 
 
OBJECTIVE B: Provide transportation infrastructure 
that meets existing and future needs.  
 

Short Range Action #18. Encourage jurisdictions to 
include transit-oriented development Blueprint 
principles in designing neighborhoods and 
communities to reduce vehicle miles traveled (VMT) 
and to deal with more short trips.(PCTPA, 
jurisdictions, transit operators, Caltrans) 

OBJECTIVE A: Provide information and support 
services to jurisdictions regarding the countywide 
transportation impacts of local land use decisions. 
 
OBJECTIVE C: Ensure that transportation satisfy 
regional air quality conformity standards. 
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Short-Range & Long-Range Actions RTP Objective 

Long Range Action #1. Integrate land, air, and 
transportation planning, build and maintain the most 
efficient and effective transportation system possible 
while achieving the highest possible environmental 
standards. 

OBJECTIVE A: Provide information and support 
services to jurisdictions regarding the countywide 
transportation impacts of local land use decisions. 
 
OBJECTIVE B: Provide transportation infrastructure 
that meets existing and future needs.  
 
OBJECTIVE C: Ensure that transportation satisfy 
regional air quality conformity standards. 
 
OBJECTIVE E: Participate in state, multi-county, and 
local transportation efforts to ensure coordination of 
transportation system expansion and improvements.    

Long Range Action #2.  Continue to coordinate with 
SACOG, the Placer County Air Pollution Control 
District, and the Sacramento Metropolitan Air 
Quality Management District to ensure transportation 
projects meet all applicable budgets for air quality 
conformity standards. 

OBJECTIVE C: Ensure that transportation satisfy 
regional air quality conformity standards. 

Long Range Action #3.  Encourage the use of 
general plan designations, zoning controls, access 
management, acquisition, development easements, 
and development agreements to help secure future 
right of way for essential transportation corridors. 

OBJECTIVE A: Provide information and support 
services to jurisdictions regarding the countywide 
transportation impacts of local land use decisions. 
 
OBJECTIVE B: Provide transportation infrastructure 
that meets existing and future needs.  
 
OBJECTIVE E: Participate in state, multi-county, and 
local transportation efforts to ensure coordination of 
transportation system expansion and improvements. 

Long Range Action #4. Coordinate and arrange for 
regional workshops focused on the incorporation of 
“smart growth” and transportation project planning. 

OBJECTIVE A: Provide information and support 
services to jurisdictions regarding the countywide 
transportation impacts of local land use decisions.  
 
OBJECTIVE E: Participate in state, multi-county, and 
local transportation efforts to ensure coordination of 
transportation system expansion and improvements. 

Air Quality Element Short and Long Range 
Action #1. Solicit the input of the Placer County Air 
Pollution Control District on all transportation plans, 
programs and projects.(PCTPA, jurisdictions, 
PCAPCD) 
 

INTEGRATED LAND USE, AIR QUALITY, AND 
TRANSPORTATION PLANNING OBJECTIVE C: 
Ensure that transportation projects do not contribute to 
increased vehicle emissions. 
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Short-Range & Long-Range Actions RTP Objective 

Air Quality Element Short and Long Range 
Action #2. Prioritize and recommend transportation 
projects that minimize vehicle emissions while 
providing cost effective movement of people and 
goods. (PCTPA, jurisdictions, PCAPCD, SMAQMD, 
SACOG) 
 

INTEGRATED LAND USE, AIR QUALITY, AND 
TRANSPORTATION PLANNING OBJECTIVE C: 
Ensure that transportation projects do not contribute to 
increased vehicle emissions. 
 
PUBLIC TRANSIT OBJECTIVE D:  Develop and 
encourage the use of public transit as a viable alternative 
to the automobile in order to maximize transit ridership. 

Air Quality Element Short and Long Range 
Action #3. Continue to promote projects that can be 
demonstrated to reduce air pollution and greenhouse 
gases, maintain clean air and better public health, 
through programs and strategies, to green the 
transportation system. (PCTPA, jurisdictions, 
PCAPCD, SMAQMD, SACOG) 
 

INTEGRATED LAND USE, AIR QUALITY, AND 
TRANSPORTATION PLANNING OBJECTIVE C: 
Ensure that transportation projects do not contribute to 
increased vehicle emissions. 
 
PUBLIC TRANSIT OBJECTIVE D:  Develop and 
encourage the use of public transit as a viable alternative 
to the automobile in order to maximize transit ridership 

Air Quality Element Short and Long Range 
Action #4. Work with the Placer County Air 
Pollution Control District in developing plans that 
meet the standards of the California Clean Air Act 
and the Federal Clean Air Act Amendments, and also 
lead to reduced greenhouse gas emissions. (PCTPA, 
jurisdictions, PCAPCD, SMAQMD, SACOG) 
 

INTEGRATED LAND USE, AIR QUALITY, AND 
TRANSPORTATION PLANNING OBJECTIVE C: 
Ensure that transportation projects do not contribute to 
increased vehicle emissions. 
 
PUBLIC TRANSIT OBJECTIVE D:  Develop and 
encourage the use of public transit as a viable alternative 
to the automobile in order to maximize transit ridership 

Air Quality Element Short and Long Range 
Action #5. Work with the Sacramento Area Council 
of Governments to evaluate the impacts of each 
transportation plan and program on the timely 
attainment of ambient air quality standards, and 
regional greenhouse gas emission reduction targets. 
(PCTPA, jurisdictions, PCAPCD, SMAQMD, 
SACOG) 

 
 

INTEGRATED LAND USE, AIR QUALITY, AND 
TRANSPORTATION PLANNING OBJECTIVE C: 
Ensure that transportation projects do not contribute to 
increased vehicle emissions. 

Air Quality Element Short and Long Range 
Action #6. Expand the use of alternative fuels to 
reduce impacts on air quality and GHG emissions.  
(PCTPA, jurisdictions, PCAPCD, SMAQMD, 
SACOG) 
 

INTEGRATED LAND USE, AIR QUALITY, AND 
TRANSPORTATION PLANNING OBJECTIVE C: 
Ensure that transportation projects do not contribute to 
increased vehicle emissions. 

GOAL 10: FUNDING  

Regional Roadway Short Range Action #2.  Obtain 
funding for and construct high priority regional road 
network projects shown in Figure 3-1.  (PCTPA, 
Caltrans, jurisdictions) 

OBJECTIVE A: Obtain funding of vital transportation 
needs through all conventional sources. 
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Short-Range & Long-Range Actions RTP Objective 

Regional Roadway Short Range Action #4.  
Identify and pursue additional funding sources, as 
appropriate.  (PCTPA, Caltrans, jurisdictions) 

OBJECTIVE A: Obtain funding of vital transportation 
needs through all conventional sources. 
 
OBJECTIVE B: Develop innovative funding sources 
for vital transportation needs where conventional 
funding sources are insufficient to do so. 

Regional Roadway Short Range Action #6.  
Develop Regional Transportation Improvement 
Program.  (PCTPA, jurisdictions) 

OBJECTIVE A: Obtain funding of vital transportation 
needs through all conventional sources. 
 

Public Transit Short Range Action #1.  Continue 
to maximize the available Federal Transit 
Administration (FTA) funds through the Section 
5311 (rural transit) and Section 5307 (urban transit) 
programs, and other FTA discretionary programs.  
(PCTPA, transit operators) 

OBJECTIVE A: Obtain funding of vital transportation 
needs through all conventional sources. 
 
OBJECTIVE B: Develop innovative funding sources 
for vital transportation needs where conventional 
funding sources are insufficient to do so. 

Public Transit Short Range Action #2. Continue to 
maximize available State funds through the State 
Transit Assistance, bond programs, and other related 
funding programs (PCTPA, transit operators) 

OBJECTIVE A: Obtain funding of vital transportation 
needs through all conventional sources. 
 

Public Transit Short Range Action #6. Conduct an 
independent financial audit annually of the TDA 
funds allocated to each jurisdiction to determine 
compliance with statutes, rules and regulations of 
TDA and the allocation instructions of PCTPA. 
(PCTPA, jurisdictions, transit operators, CTSA) 

OBJECTIVE A: Obtain funding of vital transportation 
needs through all conventional sources. 
 

Passenger Rail Short and Long Range Action #1.  
Seek funding through Caltrans to implement the 
CCJPA Business Plan and Capital Improvement 
Program, as continuously updated.  (PCTPA, 
CCJPA, Caltrans, jurisdictions) 

OBJECTIVE A: Obtain funding of vital transportation 
needs through all conventional sources. 
 
OBJECTIVE B: Develop innovative funding sources 
for vital transportation needs where conventional 
funding sources are insufficient to do so. 

Passenger Rail Short and Long Range Action #4. 
Support Capitol Corridor program / project 
applications for high-speed rail funding from the 
Federal Railroad Administration (FRA).  (PCTPA, 
CCJPA, Nevada County Transportation Commission, 
Regional Transportation Commission, jurisdictions, 
federal representatives) 

OBJECTIVE A: Obtain funding of vital transportation 
needs through all conventional sources. 
 
OBJECTIVE B: Develop innovative funding sources 
for vital transportation needs where conventional 
funding sources are insufficient to do so. 
 

Passenger Rail Short and Long Range Action #5. 
Support the allocation of Proposition 1A high speed 
rail bond funding to the Capitol Corridor from the 
California Transportation Commission (PCTPA and 
jurisdictions) 

OBJECTIVE A: Obtain funding of vital transportation 
needs through all conventional sources. 
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Short-Range & Long-Range Actions RTP Objective 

Aviation Short Range Action #6.  Assist operators 
of public use airports in pursuing funding sources.  
(PCTPA, airport operators) 

OBJECTIVE A: Obtain funding of vital transportation 
needs through all conventional sources. 
 
OBJECTIVE B: Develop innovative funding sources 
for vital transportation needs where conventional 
funding sources are insufficient to do so. 

Aviation Long Range Action #2. Encourage more 
flexible use of airport revenues for off-airport ground 
access projects (PCTPA, jurisdictions) 
 

OBJECTIVE A: Obtain funding of vital transportation 
needs through all conventional sources. 
 
OBJECTIVE B: Develop innovative funding sources 
for vital transportation needs where conventional 
funding sources are insufficient to do so. 

Non-Motorized Transportation and Low-Speed 
Vehicles Short Range Action #2.  Develop policies 
for the allocation of funds and processing of claims 
for non- motorized and low-speed projects. (PCTPA, 
jurisdictions) 

OBJECTIVE A: Obtain funding of vital transportation 
needs through all conventional sources. 
 

Non-Motorized Transportation and Low-Speed 
Vehicles Short Range Action #5.  Pursue new 
revenue sources for low speed and non-motorized 
transportation development. (PCTPA, jurisdictions) 

OBJECTIVE A: Obtain funding of vital transportation 
needs through all conventional sources. 
 
OBJECTIVE B: Develop innovative funding sources 
for vital transportation needs where conventional 
funding sources are insufficient to do so. 

Recreational Travel Short and Long Range 
Action #8. Identify opportunities for joint projects 
and activities to maximize the effectiveness of 
limited funding opportunities. (PCTPA, jurisdictions, 
Caltrans, SACOG, TNT TMA, resorts, employers) 

 

OBJECTIVE A: Obtain funding of vital transportation 
needs through all conventional sources. 
 
OBJECTIVE B: Develop innovative funding sources 
for vital transportation needs where conventional 
funding sources are insufficient to do so. 

Integrated Land Use, Air Quality, and 
Transportation Planning Short Range Action #3.  
Seek grant funding to support transportation projects 
that benefit the environment, housing, sustainable 
communities, air quality, or reduced traffic 
congestion. 

OBJECTIVE A: Obtain funding of vital transportation 
needs through all conventional sources. 
 
OBJECTIVE B: Develop innovative funding sources 
for vital transportation needs where conventional 
funding sources are insufficient to do so. 

Financial Element Short and Long Range Action 
#1. Encourage multi-agency package of projects for 
federal and State funding programs, where a regional 
strategy may improve chances of success. (PCTPA, 
jurisdictions, Caltrans, SACOG) 
 
 

OBJECTIVE A: Obtain funding of vital transportation 
needs through all conventional sources. 
 
OBJECTIVE B: Develop innovative funding sources 
for vital transportation needs where conventional 
funding sources are insufficient to do so. 
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FEDERAL 

Regional Surface Transportation Program (RSTP) 

RSTP was established by the 1991 Federal Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act 
(ISTEA) and continued with the passage of TEA 21 in 1997 and SAFEATEA-LU in 2005. 
RSTP is the most flexible of the Federal transportation funding programs.  A broad variety of 
transportation projects and modes, are eligible on federal-aid roads and all bridges.   
 
Examples of projects eligible for RSTP include highway projects; bridges (including 
construction, reconstruction, seismic retrofit and painting); transit capital improvements; 
carpool, parking, bicycle, and pedestrian facilities; safety improvements and hazard 
elimination; research; traffic management systems; surface transportation planning; 
transportation enhancement activities and control measures; and wetland and other 
environmental mitigation. 
 
80% of the STP apportionment is distributed among the urbanized and non-urbanized areas of 
the State through Metropolitan Planning Organizations and Regional Transportation Planning 
Agencies.   The remainder goes directly to counties in a formula equal to 110% of the Federal 
Aid Urban/Federal Aid Secondary (FAU/FAS) funding in place prior to 1991. The maximum 
federal reimbursement rate is 88.53 percent. 

Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality Program (CMAQ) 

The Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality (CMAQ) Improvement Program was established 
by the 1991 Federal Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act (ISTEA) and was re-
authorized with the passage of TEA-21 in 1997 and SAFETEA-LU in 2005.  Funds are 
directed to transportation projects and programs which contribute to the attainment of 
maintenance of National Ambient Air Quality Standards in non-attainment or air quality 
maintenance areas for ozone, carbon monoxide, or particulate matter under provisions in the 
federal Clean Air Act.  As part of the Sacramento Valley air basin, which is in non-attainment 
for ozone, Placer County is eligible for CMAQ funds. 
 
Eligible federal-aid projects include public transit improvements; high occupancy vehicles 
(HOV) lanes; Intelligent Transportation Infrastructure (ITI); traffic management and traveler 
information systems (i.e., electric toll collection systems; employer-based transportation 
management plans and incentives; traffic flow improvement programs (signal coordination); 
fringe parking facilities serving multiple occupancy vehicles; shared ride services; bicycle and 
pedestrian facilities; flexible work-hour programs; outreach activities establishing 
Transportation Management Associations (TMAs); fare/fee subsidy programs; and under 
certain conditions, PM-10 projects. The maximum federal reimbursement rate is 88.53 
percent. 
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Transportation Enhancement Activities Program (TE) 

TRANSPORTATION ALTERNATIVES PROGRAM (TAP) 
MAP-21 established a new program to provide for a variety of alternative transportation 
projects that were previously eligible activities under separately funded programs. This 
program is funded at a level equal to two percent of the total of all MAP-21 authorized 
Federal-aid highway and highway research funds, with the amount for each State set aside 
from the State’s formula apportionments. Unless a State opts out, it must use a specified 
portion of its TAP funds for recreational trails projects. TAP consolidated the following 
programs: 
 

 Recreational Trails Program 
 Safe Routes to Schools 
 Transportation Enhancements  

National Highway System (NHS) 

The National Highway System program provides funding for the 163,000 mile of the National 
Highway System.  The NHS system consists of interstate highways and major primary roads. 
NHS funds are distributed based on a formula including each state’s lane-miles of principal 
arterials, vehicle miles, and diesel fuel use.  States may transfer up to 50 percent of NHS 
funds to other road programs or transit, and up to 100 percent of these funds in states with 
Clean Air Act non-attainment areas with approval of the U.S. Secretary of Transportation. 

Highway Bridge Replacement and Rehabilitation Program (HBRR) 

The intent of the Highway Bridge Replacement and Rehabilitation program is to rehabilitate 
or replace bridges that are unsafe because of structural deficiencies, physical deterioration, or 
functional obsolescence.  
 
Deficient highway bridges eligible for replacement or rehabilitation must be over waterways, 
other topographical barriers, other highways, or railroads.  HBRR funds may be used for: 
 

 The total replacement of a structurally deficient or functionally obsolete highway 
bridge on any public road with a new facility constructed in the same general traffic 
corridor; 

 The rehabilitation that is required to restore the structural integrity of a bridge on any 
public road, as well as the rehabilitation work necessary to correct major safety 
(functional) defects; 

 The replacement of low-water crossings; 
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 Bridge painting and bridge railing replacement; 

 Seismic retrofit; 

 Engineered scour countermeasures, and 

 Bridge approach barrier and railing replacement. 
 
Funding is distributed by continuous competitive project selection through Caltrans and 
requires non-federal matching funds. The maximum federal reimbursement rate is 88.53 
percent. 

Highway Safety Improvement Program (HSIP) 

SAFETEA-LU established the Highway Safety Improvement Program (HSIP) as a core 
federal-aid program. The HSIP purpose is to achieve a significant reduction in traffic fatalities 
and serious injuries on all public roads through implementation of infrastructure-related 
highway safety improvements. The HSIP has several program features, including the 
Railroad/Highway At-Grade Crossings and High-Risk Rural Roads programs. The federal 
reimbursement rate is 90 percent. 

Railroad/Highway At-Grade Crossing Program (Section 130) 

The purpose of this program, which is also known as Section 130, is to reduce the number and 
severity of highway accidents by eliminating hazards to vehicles and pedestrians at existing 
railroad crossings.  To be eligible the project location must be a public road on both sides of 
the intersection and must be included on California’s Section 130 Priority List. 
Railroad/highway at-grade crossing improvement projects include, but are not limited to, 
installation and upgrade of railroad protection systems to a state-of-the-art condition at grade 
crossings and grade crossing eliminations.  Projects are evaluated under existing conditions 
and any roadway widening projects to improve roadway capacity will not be considered.  The 
project must be delivered in the year programmed. Additionally, locations that are funded will 
not be eligible for a subsequent project for ten years. The program is competitive and the 
federal reimbursement rate is 100 percent. 

High-Risk Rural Roads Program (HR3) 

The purpose of the High-Risk Rural Roads Program is to correct or improve hazardous 
roadway locations or features to reduce the frequency and severity of accidents on rural roads. 
The project must be located on a rural major collector, a rural minor collector, or a rural local 
road. The program is competitive and the federal reimbursement rate is 90 percent. 
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Hazard Elimination Safety Program (HES) 

The purpose of this program is to eliminate or reduce the number and severity of traffic 
accidents at hazardous locations.  To be eligible for federal HES funds, the project must be 
located on any local road.  Projects must correct an identified safety hazard or problem. 

Safe Routes to School Program (SR2S) 

Caltrans has established a “Safe Routes to School” construction program utilizing federal 
transportation funds for construction of bicycle and pedestrian safety and traffic calming 
projects, or outreach programs that promote walking and bicycling through education, 
encouragement and enforcement.   The intent of the program is to increase the number of 
children in grades K-8 to walk or bicycle to school by removing barriers that currently prevent 
them from doing so. To be eligible for SR2S funds, the project must be located on either a 
state highway or local road.  Projects must correct an identified safety hazard or problem on a 
route that students use for trips to, and from, school.  The SR2S program was created as a 
subset of the Hazard Elimination Safety (HES) program. The program is competitive and the 
federal reimbursement rate is 100 percent. 

Emergency Relief Program (ER) 

The ER Program is intended to assist local agencies when local resources are inadequate to 
cope with disasters or catastrophic failures.  For a declared disaster, ER funds are intended to 
aid state and local highway agencies in paying unusually heavy expenses or repairing serious 
damage to Federal-aid highways resulting from natural disasters or catastrophic failure.  Only 
work that exceeds heavy maintenance, is extraordinary, and restores the facility to its previous 
level of service is eligible. 
 
The annual amount available to an individual state varies each year depending on disasters 
experienced by the sates. 

Highways for LIFE Pilot Program (HFL) 

FHWA’s new Highways for LIFE program is a competitive discretionary program, that 
provides funding for projects with the purpose of advancing longer-lasting highway 
infrastructure using innovations to accomplish fast construction of efficient and safe highways 
and bridges. An eligible project include construction, reconstruction or rehabilitates a federal-
aid highway, and employs innovative technologies, manufacturing processes, financing, or 
construction methods that improve safety, decrease construction congestion, and improve 
overall highway quality. Agencies that have not received HFL grants in the past are given 
preference.  Funding projects in as many states is an important factor in the selection process 
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Federal Discretionary Programs 

There are a number of highway, transit, and rail discretionary programs available to California 
applicants authorized by various sections of MAP-21. Funding for these programs vary—
some are formula driven and others are nationally competitive.  Funds are distributed over the 
two-year life of MAP-21 and continuing resolutions. 
 
The following are some of the programs with a brief description: 
 
Corridors and Borders: Provides funds to states for coordinated planning, design and 
construction of transportation corridors of national significance, economic growth or 
interregional or international trade.   
 
Transportation and Community and System Preservation Pilot Program:  Researches 
relationships between transportation, community preservation and the environment and funds 
projects to address transportation efficiency and community system preservation.   
 
National Scenic Byways:  Provides funding for eligible scenic byway projects along All-
American Roads or designated scenic byways and for the planning, design and development 
of State scenic byway programs.   
 
Public Lands Highways:  Provides funding for eligible transportation projects within, adjacent 
to, or providing access to the areas served by federal public lands highways.   
 
Interstate Maintenance Discretionary:  Provides funding for resurfacing, restoring, 
rehabilitating and reconstructing, including adding travel lanes, of the interstate system, 
including interchanges and overcrossings along the system. 
 
Intelligent Transportation System Deployment:  Provides funds for ITS integration and 
deployment projects—funding and projects are congressionally designated.   

Federal Demonstration Program (High Priority Projects) 

A demonstration project is specifically established and funded by Congress through federal 
law.  Demonstration projects are generally provided as part of the periodic transportation 
authorization acts or the annual transportation appropriation acts.  The federal reimbursement 
rate is typically 80 percent; however, demonstration funds provided by legislation may not be 
enough to fully fund a project. Demonstration projects are initiated by Congress, usually at 
the request of constituents within a given congressional district. The Federal Demonstration 
Program has provided funding toward the Interstate 80 operation improvement projects and 
the Lincoln Bypass. 
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FTA Section 5307 

Formerly known as the Section 9 program, Section 5307 provides capital assistance funds, 
including preventative maintenance, for transit services in urbanized areas by formula.  In 
Placer County, the 2000 Federal census expanded the urbanized area from Roseville/Rocklin 
to add Loomis and Auburn and unincorporated urban Placer County for eligibility for these 
funds.  Because the FTA sees the overall Sacramento urbanized area as a single unit, Section 
5307 funds are funneled to these areas via the Sacramento Regional Transit District. 
 

FTA Section 5309  

Capital investment grants for bus and rail modernization, fixed guideway facilities, and New 
Start projects. 

FTA Section 5311 

Formerly known as the Section 18 program, Section 5311 provides operating and capital 
assistance funds for transit services in non-urbanized/rural areas by formula.  Colfax, Lincoln, 
and rural Placer County are eligible for these funds.  Caltrans administers this program, with 
the assistance of regional transportation planning agencies, which develop the annual Program 
of Projects. 

FTA Section 5310 

Section 5310 provides competitive grants on a statewide basis for capital improvements to 
transit services specifically targeted to the elderly and disabled.  Examples of successful 
applications are typically new accessible transit vehicles, particularly vans and small busses.  
Caltrans administers this program in California, with the assistance of regional transportation 
planning agencies. The maximum federal reimbursement rate is 88.53 percent. 

Airport Improvement Program (AIP) 

The Federal AIP provides funding directly to federally designated airports for the planning 
and development of public-use airports that are in the National Plan of Integrated Airport 
Systems (NPIAS). Eligible projects include improvements related to enhancing airport safety, 
capacity, security, and environmental concerns. In general, sponsors can use AIP funds on 
most airfield capital improvements or repairs, except for terminal hangers, and non-aviation 
development.   
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STATE 

State funding also comes largely from the fuel tax, augmented by contribution from the state 
sales tax on motor fuel via Proposition 42.  State funds are combined with funding from 
various federal programs through the biennial State Transportation Improvement Program 
(STIP) programming process and apportioned to the state highway system, rail projects, and 
other projects throughout the state on the basis of a geographically based formula.  State 
programs of interest to Placer County include: 

State Transportation Improvement Program (STIP) 

The STIP is a multi-year capital improvement program that assists state and local entities to 
plan and implement transportation improvements and to utilize resources in a cost effective 
manner.  All STIP projects must be capital projects (including project development costs) 
needed to improve transportation.  These projects generally may include, but are not limited 
to, improving state highways, local roads, public transit, intercity rail, pedestrian and bicycle 
facilities, grade separations, transportation system management, transportation demand 
management, soundwalls, intermodal facilities, safety, and environmental enhancement and 
mitigation, including TEA projects.  
 
STIP funding is split 25% to the Interregional Transportation Improvement Program (ITIP) 
for projects nominated by Caltrans, and 75% to County Shares for the state’s 58 counties for 
projects nominated in each county’s Regional Transportation Improvement Program (RTIP), 
as decided by regional agencies.  The overall STIP is adopted by the California Transportation 
Commission (CTC), which can accept or reject each RTIP and ITIP in its entirety. 

State Highway Operations and Protection Program (SHOPP) 

The SHOPP is a ten year program developed by Caltrans for the expenditure of transportation 
funds for major capital improvements that are necessary to preserve and protect the state 
highway system.  Projects included in the SHOPP are limited to capital improvements relative 
to maintenance, safety and operations, and rehabilitation of state highways and bridges which 
do not add capacity to the system.  Caltrans updates the SHOPP periodically. The RTP 
includes the programmed portion of the SHOPP as well as planned investments over a ten 
year horizon. 
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Local Transportation Fund (LTF) 

The Transportation Development Act (TDA) of 1971 added ¼% to the statewide sales tax to 
fund transit services throughout the state.  These monies, known as the Local Transportation 
Fund, are returned to the county of origin for use to operate the transit systems in that area.  
The funds are administered by the regional transportation planning agency in accordance with 
TDA regulations.   While the primary focus of the LTF is transit service, there are provisions 
for use of the funds for other transportation modes.   For example, under Section 3 of the 
TDA statute, regions may elect to set aside up to two percent of the LTF for pedestrian and 
bicycle projects, and under Article 4.5, regions may elect to set aside up to five percent of the 
LTF for Consolidated Transportation Service Agency (CTSA).  In regions with less than 
500,000 population, some funds may also be used for street and road purposes upon 
completion of an annual unmet transit needs process.  
 
Funding levels vary both annually and by locale, depending on the sales tax generated.   

State Transit Assistance (STA) Fund 

In addition to the LTF, the Transportation Development Act (TDA) of 1971 also established a 
program of direct subvention for transit services through state generated funding, known as 
the Public Transportation Account (PTA).  Funds are allocated through the annual state 
budget.  Distribution is calculated by the State Controller and administered by the regional 
transportation planning agency.  Funds are distributed under Section 99313 of the Public 
Utilities Code based on population, and under Section 99314 based on the fares generated by 
the various transit operators. Due to State budgetary issues the STA program has been 
deferred to FY 2013/14. 

Highway-Railroad Grade Separation Program 

The purpose of this program is to improve safety and to expedite the movement of vehicles by 
eliminating highway-rail crossings at grade.  Agencies with jurisdiction over public roadways 
that cross railroad tracks are eligible to receive funds under this program.  Three types of 
projects are considered:  1) the alteration or reconstruction of existing grade separations; 2) 
the construction of new grade separations to eliminate existing or proposed grade crossings; 
3) the removal or relocation of roads or tracks to eliminate existing grade crossings.  Projects 
must be included on the Public Utilities Commission list for eligibility, and are selected for 
funding on a competitive basis by Caltrans. 
 
Current statutes require that $15 million be included in each annual state budget for grade 
separation projects under this program.  In general, State participation per project is limited to 
$5 million or 80 percent of the project cost, whichever is less. 
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Environmental Enhancement and Mitigation Program (EEM) 

The purpose of the EEM Program is to mitigate environmental impacts or new or modified 
public transportation facilities beyond the mitigation level required by the project’s 
environmental document.  Projects must provide mitigation or enhancement in addition to the 
mitigation required as part of the transportation projects to which they are related.   Funding is 
distributed on a competitive basis and is administered jointly by the Resource Agency and 
Caltrans. There are three categories of EEM funding: Highway Landscape and Urban 
Forestry, Resource Lands, and Roadside Recreational. 

Active Transportation Program (ATP) 

On September 26, 2013, Governor Brown signed legislation creating the Active 
Transportation Program (ATP). The ATP consolidates existing federal and state transportation 
programs, including the Transportation Alternatives Program (TAP), Bicycle Transportation 
Account (BTA), and State Safe Routes to School (SR2S), into a single program with a focus 
to make California a national leader in active transportation. The purpose of the ATP is to 
encourage increased use of active modes of transportation by achieving the following goals: 

 Increase the proportion of trips accomplished by biking and walking 
 Increase safety and mobility for non-motorized users 
 Advance the active transportation efforts to achieve greenhouse gas reduction goals 
 Enhance public health 
 Ensure that disadvantaged communities fully share in the benefits of the program 
 Provide a broad spectrum of projects to benefit many types of active transportation 

users 

Traffic Congestion Relief Program (TCRP) 

The TCRP was a one-time direction of surplus state funds to transportation purposes.  At an 
overall total of more than $5.3 billion, funding was been provided for selected projects that 
will relieve traffic congestion, improve goods movement, and provide connectivity between 
systems.  However, none of the named projects were in Placer County. 
 
The TCRP program does, however, include approximately $1.5 billion generated through the 
dedication of the sales tax on motor fuel over five years (2001/02 through 2005/06), 
distributed 40% to augment the STIP, 40% to cities and counties for continued local street and 
road maintenance, and 20% to augment the Public Transportation Account.   
 
State budget problems, starting in FY 2002/03, have necessitated the suspension of the TCRP 
program, and borrowing from the State Highway Account to cover previously approved 
expenditures.   The long-term fate of the TCRP program remains unclear, but the overall 
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direction appears to be to repay loans and replace funds to the State Highway Account over 
the long term.  

Fuel Taxes 

The State of California imposes an excise tax of 18 cents per gallon on motor fuel.  These 
funds are then distributed by formula directly to cities and counties for street and road 
maintenance. 

Motor Vehicle Fees 

Vehicle registration and drivers license fees are deposited into the State’s Motor Vehicle 
Account and are used to fund California Air Resource Board (CARB), California Highway 
Patrol (CHP) and Department of Motor Vehicle (DMV) programs and activities. Any balance 
from this account is deposited into the State Highway Account. Vehicle license fees are 
deposited into the State’s Motor Vehicle License Fee Account and are used to fund 
Department of Motor Vehicle (DMV) programs and activities, and are also distributed based 
on population to cities and counties as local general funds. 

California Aid to Airports Program (CAAP) 

The CAAP encompasses three different programs administered by Caltrans Division of 
Aeronautics.  These include discretionary grants for capital improvements, annual grants of 
$10,000 each to general aviation airports, and matching funds for Federal Aviation 
Administration (FAA) grants.   

LOCAL 

Transit Fares 

Funds generated by passenger fares on transit are used to help fund that transit system.  Under 
the requirements of the TDA, fares must generate at least 10% of the operating revenue for 
rural transit systems and for CTSA services, and 15% for others. 

General Funds 

At the discretion of the City Council or Board of Supervisors, city and county general funds 
generated primarily from property and local sales taxes may be used to augment 
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transportation funding.  With high demand on such funds, and generally low availability, 
general funds are not considered a strong source of transportation funding. 

Traffic Impact Fees 

Under state law, jurisdictions may impose fees on development that mitigate their impacts on 
local services.  One common impact fee is for traffic generated by the new development on 
the road system.   Fees must be backed by a traffic study that provides a nexus of the 
improvements to the traffic generated by the development, as required by AB 1600.   
 
In 2002, Lincoln, Roseville, Rocklin, and Placer County formed the South Placer Regional 
Transportation Authority Joint Powers Authority to develop a regional traffic impact fee.  
This fee, known as the Regional Transportation and Air Quality Mitigation Fee Program, is 
set to generate $125 million for specified transportation projects through 2022.    
 
In addition, each jurisdiction in Placer County has imposed a traffic impact fee of some type.  

Traffic Mitigation Measures 

Traffic mitigation decisions are, by necessity, made on a case-by case basis.  Each 
development project is unique, and the extent and types of traffic mitigation measures 
selected for a project will be determined by the projected traffic characteristics of the project 
as well as the site in which it is located. Additionally, some development projects offer special 
traffic mitigation challenges and some measures will be better able than others to accomplish 
mitigation needs. Traffic mitigation is typically imposed through the environmental review 
process or as conditions of development approval. 

Community Facilities Districts 

In 1982, the Mello-Roos Community Facilities Act of 1982 was created to provide an 
alternate method of financing needed improvements and services. The Mello-Roos 
Community Facilities Act of 1982 allows any county, city, special district, school district or 
joint powers authority to establish a Community Facilities District (CFD), which allows for 
financing of public improvements or services when no other source of funding is available. 
CFDs are normally formed in undeveloped areas and are used to build streets, install water 
and sewer system, and other basic infrastructure so that new homes or commercial space can 
be built. CFDs are also used in older areas to finance new schools or other additions to the 
community. A CFD is created by a sponsoring local government agency. The proposed 
district would include all properties that benefit from the improvements to be constructed or 
the services to be provided. A CFD cannot be formed without a two-thirds majority vote of 
residents living within the proposed boundaries. Or, if there are fewer than 12 residents, the 
vote is instead conducted of current landowners. 
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Special Benefit Assessment Districts 

The passage of Proposition 218 on November 6, 1996, established a strict definition of 
"special benefit," which applies to any new or increased assessments proposed after that date.  
In a reversal of previous law, a local agency is now prohibited by Proposition 218 from 
including the cost of any general benefit in an assessment apportioned to individual 
properties. Assessments are limited to those necessary to recover the cost of the special 
benefit provided the property. A special benefit means "a particular and distinct benefit over 
and above general benefits conferred on real property located in the district or the public at 
large.  General enhancement of property value does not constitute special benefit.  An 
example of a special benefit could include a transportation improvement meeting the specific 
traffic needs within a geographic area. A special benefit assessment district cannot be formed 
without a two-thirds majority vote of residents living within the proposed assessment district 
boundaries  

Exactions 

An exaction may include a variety of development fees, construction of a public improvement 
or amenity as well as dedications, easements or a conveyance of land; for example, rights-of-
way for a new road or widening of an existing road. Exactions are often demanded as permit 
conditions of development.  

OTHER POTENTIAL FUNDING MECHANISMS 

Local Transportation Sales Tax 

Since 1984, state law has permitted counties to impose a sales tax dedicated to transportation 
purposes with the approval of a majority of the county voters.   
 
In 1995, however, it was determined by the State Supreme Court that transportation sales 
taxes were special taxes and under Proposition 62, would require a 2/3 majority vote.  This 
has made subsequent transportation sales tax approvals significantly more difficult.  Nine 
counties - Santa Clara, Alameda, Riverside, San Diego, San Francisco, San Mateo, San 
Bernadino, Contra Costa, and Sacramento - have passed sales tax extensions since 1995.  
Only Marin and Sonoma Counties have been able to pass new sales tax measures in the last 
decade. 
 
As of 2004, 18 counties have passed transportation sales taxes, representing 85 percent of the 
State’s population, generating billions of dollars for transportation purposes in those counties. 
Should Placer pursue and pass a transportation sales tax, it is estimated it could generate $930 
million to $1.25 billion over 30 years. 
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Local Option Motor Vehicle Fuel Tax 

The State has raised the gas tax through the passage of Proposition 111 in 1990, rising to 18 
cents per gallon.  Senate Bill 215 authorizes counties to hold an election to tax local sales of 
gasoline.  An increase in fuel tax requires a 2/3 approval of the general electorate.  The 
statutes do not limit the amount of tax increase that may be voted upon.  One advantage to a 
motor vehicle fuel tax is that it is user oriented.  Fuel consumption is related to roadway use, 
thus users bear the burden of costs commensurate with their use.   

User Fees 

Some transportation providers and facilities may impose fees for the use of those facilities.  
Such user fees may include parking fees, airport landing fees, airplane hangar rental fees, and 
so on.    
 
The recent state budget crisis has given rise to the concept of toll roads and high occupancy 
toll (HOT) lanes, which are both forms of user fees.  In these scenarios, drivers would pay to 
use either totally separate facilities (toll roads) or to access high occupancy vehicle lanes in a 
single occupant vehicle (HOT lanes).  Placer facilities that could lend themselves to this type 
of approach would be Placer Parkway (toll road or HOT lanes) and I-80 (HOT lanes only). 

Public/Private Partnerships 

Public/private partnerships involve cooperative development of projects involving the efforts 
of a private company and a public agency.  Examples of joint development include the private 
development of a public facility, cooperative financing of public facilities, transfer of 
development rights, and density bonuses.  The legal basis for joint development depends on 
the circumstances of the agreement; however, generally the authority to require dedication of 
land or exactions as a condition of development derives from the agency’s police power to 
protect public interests.    

Peak Hour Congestion Pricing 

This is a fee charged  to those using transportation facilities during the peak period.  As a user 
charge, it is neither a tax nor a toll and, therefore, not subject to state or federal tax 
restrictions.  Congestion pricing, while raising additional funds, has secondary benefits for 
transportation systems.  The imposition of user charges creates a disincentive to the use of 
transportation systems during peak periods.  This provides motivation for transportation 
system users to spread their use to non-peak periods.  As a result, the system demand is more 
evenly distributed, thus creating greater efficiency of use.   
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Bond Measures 

Cities and counties may issue general obligation bonds payable through increased property 
taxes by a 2/3 majority vote of the general electorate.  These bonds may be used to fund 
government services, including transportation improvements. 
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Appendix B-1 

Financial Plan 

 2016 Metropolitan Transportation Plan & Sustainable 
Communities Strategy 

Plan Finances 
  
The funding to support the transportation investments in the MTP/SCS comes from a number of 
federal, state, and local sources, each with specific purposes and restrictions.  The dollar amounts 
are presented in both current year (2015) dollars and nominal or “year of expenditure” values.  
The MTP/SCS provides current year dollars to illustrate the magnitude of investments in terms 
of the 2015 fiscal year.   However, federal statute requires regional transportation plans to 
provide costs and revenues in “year of expenditure” dollars.  Accordingly, the discussions below 
provide dollar values first in current year terms, followed in parentheses by “year of 
expenditure” (YOE) values.    
 
In total, SACOG forecasts $35.0 billion in revenues ($46.7 billion YOE) over the planning 
period. On average, this comes out to approximately $1.6 billion ($2.1 billion YOE) per year 
over 22 years.  

Conversion between Current Year (2015) and Year of Expenditure (YOE) Dollars 

The federal Moving Ahead for Progress in the 21st Century Act (MAP-21) requires that all 
cost estimates be escalated to year of expenditure or nominal values to reflect both the decrease 
in purchasing power of today’s dollar and the increase in costs for maintaining and building the 
transportation system over time.  The average rate of inflation used in the MTP/SCS is 2.7 
percent.   The first five years of the plan uses an inflation rate consistent with the California 
Legislative Analyst’s Office assumptions used in the 2014-15 Budget: California’s Fiscal 
Outlook.  Following fiscal year 2020, the MTP/SCS assumes a slight increase in the inflation 
rate annually until reaching the historical average of 3.2 percent and then maintains this average 
through the rest of the planning period.  Table 1.1 below illustrates the inflation rate assumptions 
for each year of the MTP/SCS.    

Table B1.1. MTP/SCS Inflation Rate Assumptions  

 2015 2016-
2019 2020 2021-2026 2027-

2036 

Inflation 
rate 1.7% 1.9% 2.0% Previous 

year + 0.2% 3.2% 

2015 through 2020 based on California Legislative Analyst’s Office assumptions in The 2014-15 Budget: California's 
Fiscal Outlook 
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On the revenue side, the nominal rate of growth for each funding source is determined by 
extrapolating recent trends, either on a straight line basis or in some cases using a trend curve.  
This methodology yields revenues in YOE dollars, which are then de-escalated using the 
inflation rates described above to yield current year dollars. 

On the expenditure side, project sponsors provide SACOG with project costs in current year 
dollars, which are then uniformly escalated to YOE dollars using the inflation rate described 
above through the assumed completion timeframe for the project. 

Summary of Revenue Sources and Assumptions 

The MTP/SCS must be financially constrained, meaning that the amount of funding programmed 
must not exceed the amount of funding estimated to be reasonably available within the planning 
period.  To meet this requirement, the revenue assumptions in the plan are based on existing 
federal and state sources of funding and existing or SACOG Board-approved sources of local 
funding for transportation purposes.  Each funding source is extrapolated at historic rates of 
growth or by reasonable assumptions about future trends to determine the total amount of that 
source that will be available for implementation of the MTP/SCS.  Attachments A and B 
describe the available revenues for each funding source over five and six year increments 
throughout the planning period.  In developing the MTP/SCS, SACOG has taken into 
consideration both transportation funding revenues and the costs of building, operating, and 
maintaining the regional transportation system over 22 years (Federal FFY 2014-15 through FY 
2035-36).   
 
Federal Funding 
 
Federal funding assumptions are derived from the annual apportionments provided to SACOG 
by the federal government or from historical funding levels.  MAP-21, which was signed into 
law in 2012, sets the program structure and distribution formulas for federal transportation funds.  
SACOG projects funding from both the Federal Highway Administration and Federal Transit 
Administration Programs listed below, with revenue assumptions outlined in Table B1.2. 

Federal Highway Administration Programs 
 Regional Surface Transportation Program (RSTP) 
 Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality Program (CMAQ) 
 Other federal discretionary programs  

Federal Transit Administration Programs 

 Section 5307 Urbanized Area Formula Program 
 Section 5309 Fixed-Guideway Capital Investment Grants 
 Section 5310 Enhanced Mobility of Seniors & Individuals with Disabilities 
 FTA 5311 Formula Grants for Rural Area 
 FTA 5337 State of Good Repair Grants 
 FTA 5339 Bus and Bus Facilities 
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Table B1.2. Federal Revenue Sources and Assumptions 
 
Federal Source MTP/SCS 
Congestion Mitigation and Air 
Quality (CMAQ) 

Base Year: 2015 
 
Key Assumptions: SACOG region will continue to receive CMAQ 
funds in a manner consistent with historical apportionments. 
 
Growth: 5% annual growth.  

Regional Surface Transportation 
Program (RSTP) 

Base Year: 2015 
 
Key Assumptions:   SACOG region will continue to receive RSTP 
funds in a manner consistent with historical apportionments. 
 
Growth: 5% annual growth.  

FTA Funds: 5307, 5310, 5311, 
5337, 5339 

Base Year: 2015 
 
Key Assumptions:  SACOG region will continue to receive FTA funds 
in a manner consistent with historical apportionments. 
 
Growth: 4% annual growth. 

FTA 5309 Fixed-Guideway 
Capital Investment Grants 

Base Year: N/A 
 
Key Assumptions: Presume continuation of FTA grants for rail 
expansion projects at 50% of new rail capital project costs. 

 
State Funding 
 
Senate Bill 45 (SB 45) establishes the program structure and distribution formulas for most state 
transportation funds.  The MTP/SCS assumes state funding will continue in a manner consistent 
with SB 45.  Additionally, every two years, the California Transportation Commission (CTC) 
approves a STIP Fund Estimate that details the distribution of funding for state transportation 
programs that pass through the State Highway Account over a six-year period. The MTP/SCS’s 
assumptions for state revenues, shown in Table B1.3, are derived primarily from the 2014 State 
Transportation Improvement Program Fund Estimate (STIP-FE).   
 
The state funding programs assumed in the MTP/SCS include: 
 
 State Highway Operations and Protection Program - (SHOPP) 
 State Transportation Improvement Program - (STIP) including; 

o Interregional -  ITIP 
o Regional - RTIP 

 State Cap and Trade Program 
 State Transit Assistance - (STA) 



 APPENDIX B1-4 

 Intercity Rail 
 State Highway Maintenance 
 Proposition 1B- Public Transportation Modernization, Improvement, and Service 

Enhancement Account Program (PTMISEA) 
 

Table B1.3. State Revenue Sources and Assumptions 
State Source MTP/SCS  
State Highway Operations and 
Protection Program (SHOPP) 

Base Year: 2014 
 
Key Assumptions: Based on transfers from the State Highway 
Account (SHA), Federal Trust Fund, and the new excise tax on 
gasoline.   
 
Includes adjustments resulting from ABX8 6 and ABX8 9 (Gas Tax 
Swap) including 12% of the revenues generated by the new 
excise tax on gasoline following transfers for bond debt service.   
 
Growth: 1.3% average annual growth 

Interregional Transportation 
Improvement Program (STIP- ITIP)  

Base Year: 2014 
 
Key Assumptions: ITIP will continue to receive 25% of the total 
STIP allocations from the Federal Highway Trust Fund, State 
Highway Account, Public Transportation Account  
 
Growth: 5.6% average annual growth 

Regional Transportation 
Improvement Program (STIP- RTIP) 

Base Year: 2014 
 
Key Assumptions: RTIP will continue to receive 75% of the total 
STIP allocations from the Federal Highway Trust Fund, State 
Highway Account, Public Transportation Account and the new 
excise tax on gasoline.  
 
Growth: 5.6% average annual growth 

State Cap and Trade Program Base Year: 2015 
 
Key Assumptions: Cap and Trade revenues are made up of the 
35% of auction proceeds that are allocated to Affordable 
Housing & Sustainable Communities, Intercity Rail, and Low 
Carbon Transit Programs. The region's capture of these revenues 
assumes SACOG member agencies receive revenues roughly 
equivalent the region's share of statewide population 
 
Growth: 5% average annual growth 

State Transit Assistance Base Year: 2014 
 
Key Assumptions:  STA will continue to receive funding from sales 
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taxes on diesel fuels consistent with current funding formulas. 
 
Growth: 5% average annual growth 

Intercity Rail (Operations) Base Year: 2013 
 
Key Assumptions: ITIP portion of Intercity Rail capital revenues 
included in the ITIP assumptions above.  Intercity Rail Operations 
based on historical share of state resources to CCJPA and San 
Joaquin. 
 
Growth: 4.9% average annual growth 

State Highway Maintenance Base Year: 2014 
 
Key Assumptions:  State Highway Maintenance will continue to 
receive transfers from the State Highway Account at an 
escalating rate indexed to inflation. 
 
Growth: 2.8 % average annual growth. 

Highway Bridge Program Base Year: 2015 
 
Key Assumptions: The region will continue to receive highway 
bridge program reimbursements for eligible activities that 
rehabilitate and replace structurally deficient bridges. 

State Discretionary Base Year: N/A 
 
Key Assumptions: Assumes the region will capture roughly 5% of 
statewide competitive discretionary program funding. 
 
Growth: 2.5% average annual growth 

 
 
 
Local Funding 
 
Local revenues are based on historical funding from local sources for each city, county, 
transportation commission, and transit operator in the region.  Local funding sources provide the 
majority of the funds that support the MTP/SCS and include: 
   

• Local Transportation Fund (LTF) 
• Sacramento County Measure A - (1/2-cent)  
• Sacramento County Measure B - (1/2-cent) 
• Placer County Sales Tax – (1/2 cent) 
• Gas Tax Subventions 
• Gas Tax Swap (Excise Tax Subventions) 
• Local Streets and Roads 
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• Developer In-Kind 
• Transit Fares 
 

Note on Local-Option County Sales Tax in the MTP/SCS 
 
All of the local revenues assumed in the MTP/SCS are based on the continuation of existing 
funding mechanisms with the exception of two new local option countywide sales tax measures 
in Sacramento County and Placer County.   Measure B would institute a new ½-cent sales tax 
equivalent to support road maintenance and transit operations within the county of Sacramento. 
Placer County is also pursuing a new ½ cent sales tax measure to support transportation 
investments in that county. While one or both of these local option measures may go forward in 
2016 or 2018, the draft MTP/SCS takes a conservative approach by not including any new 
revenue in the plan assumptions until 2020 and then continuing through the end of the planning 
horizon in 2036. 
 
 Table B1.4. Local Revenue Sources and Assumptions 

 MTP/SCS  
Local Transportation Fund 
(LTF) 

Base Year: 2014 
 
 
Key Assumptions: ¼-percent general sales tax for transportation will remain in 
place at existing rate. 
 
Growth: 3.5% annual average growth 

Measure A Base Year: 2014 
 
 
Key Assumptions: ½-cent general sales tax in Sacramento County will remain 
in place at existing rate. 
 
Growth: 3.5% annual average growth 

Measure B Base Year: N/A 
 
 
Key Assumptions: Equivalent of 1/2-percent general sales tax will begin in 
2020 and last through 2036. 
 
Growth: 3.5% annual average growth 

Placer ½ cent sales tax Base Year: N/A 
 
 
Key Assumptions: Equivalent of 1/2-percent general sales tax will begin in 
2020 and last through 2036. 
 
Growth: 3% annual average growth 

Gas Tax Subventions Base Year: 2014 
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Key Assumptions: Subventions will continue to flow to cities and counties 
based on existing formulas.   
 
Growth: Revenues remain flat 

Price-based Gasoline Excise 
Tax Subventions 

Base Year: 2014 
 
Key Assumptions: 44% of the revenues generated by the new excise tax on 
gasoline (after reductions for debt service payments) will flow to local streets 
and roads.  The state will adjust the excise tax annually to compensate for the 
loss of the gasoline sales tax. 
 
Growth: 6% average annual growth  
 

Local Streets and Roads Base Year: 2012 
 
Key Assumptions:  Based on 10-year historical average of budget information 
provided by local jurisdictions to the California State Controller.  Contains all 
revenues from local sources dedicated to local streets and roads.  
 
Nominal Growth Rate:  2% average annual growth 

Developer In-Kind Base Year: 2012 
 
Key Assumptions:  Developer investments in new roadways keep pace with 
housing growth over the life of the plan. 
 
Growth:  5% annual average growth 

Transit Fare revenues Base Year: 2012 
 
Key Assumptions: Based on SACOG ridership projections and average fare per 
rider. Assumes future fare increases keep pace with inflation. Average fare 
per rider increases as more choice riders that pay closer to full fares increases 
from $1.08 in 2012 to $1.24 in 2036 (in 2015 dollars). The regional farebox 
recovery rate increases from 25% in 2012 to 38% in 2036 based on the 
increases in average fare per rider and a shift in transit mode share from 1.2% 
in 2012 to 2.9% in 2036. 
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Regional Transportation Plan Checklist 
(Revised February 2010) 

 
 

(To be completed electronically in Microsoft Word format by the MPO/RTPA and 
 submitted along with the draft RTP to Caltrans) 

 
Name of MPO/RTPA:  Placer County Regional Transportation Planning Agency 
  
Date Draft RTP Completed:  November 20, 2015 
  
RTP Adoption Date:  February 24, 2016 
  
What is the Certification Date of the Environmental 
Document (ED)? 

February 24, 2016 

  
Is the ED located in the RTP or is it a separate 
document? 

 Separate Document 

 
 

By completing this checklist, the MPO/RTPA verifies the RTP addresses  
all of the following required information within the RTP. 

   

 Regional Transportation Plan Contents   
    
 General Yes/No Page # 
    
1. Does the RTP address no less than a 20-year planning horizon? (23 CFR 

450.322(a)) 
Y Ch. 1-3 

    
2. Does the RTP include both long-range and short-range strategies/actions? (23 

CFR part 450.322(b))  
Y Ch. 1-3, 

Ch. 6-4 
    
3. Does the RTP address issues specified in the policy, action and financial 

elements identified in California Government Code Section 65080? 
Y Ch. 5, 6, 

& 8 
    
4. Does the RTP address the 10 issues specified in the Sustainable Communities 

Strategy (SCS) component as identified in Government Code Sections 
65080(b)(2)(B) and 65584.04(i)(1)? (MPOs only) Applicable to SACOG 

N/A - 

 a. Identify the general location of uses, residential densities, and 
building intensities within the region? (MPOs only) Applicable to 
SACOG 

N/A - 

  
b. Identify areas within the region sufficient to house all the population 

of the region, including all economic segments of the population over 
the course of the planning period of the regional transportation plan 
taking into account net migration into the region, population growth, 
household formation and employment growth? (MPOs only) 
Applicable to SACOG 

N/A - 
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  Yes/No Page # 
 c. Identify areas within the region sufficient to house an eight-year 

projection of the regional housing need for the region pursuant to 
Government Code Section 65584? (MPOs only) Applicable to 
SACOG 

N/A - 

 d. Identify a transportation network to service the transportation needs 
of the region? (MPOs only) Applicable to SACOG 

 

N/A - 

 e. Gather and consider the best practically available scientific 
information regarding resource areas and farmland in the region as 
defined in subdivisions (a) and (b) of Government Code Section 
65080.01? (MPOs only) Applicable to SACOG 

 

N/A - 

 f. Consider the state housing goals specified in Sections 65580 and 
65581? (MPOs only) Applicable to SACOG 

 

N/A - 

 g. Utilize the most recent planning assumptions, considering local 
general plans and other factors? (MPOs only) Applicable to 
SACOG 

 

N/A - 

 h. Set forth a forecasted development pattern for the region, which, 
when integrated with the transportation network, and other 
transportation measures and policies, will reduce the greenhouse gas 
emissions from automobiles and light trucks to achieve, if there is a 
feasible way to do so, the greenhouse gas emission reduction targets 
approved by the ARB? (MPOs only) Applicable to SACOG 

 

N/A - 

 i. Provide consistency between the development pattern and allocation 
of housing units within the region (Government Code 65584.04(i)(1)? 
(MPOs only) Applicable to SACOG 

 

N/A - 

 j. Allow the regional transportation plan to comply with Section 176 of 
the federal Clean Air Act (42 U.S.C. Section 7506)? (MPOs only) 
Applicable to SACOG 

 

N/A - 

    
4. Does the RTP include Project Intent i.e. Plan Level Purpose and Need 

Statements?  
Yes Ch. 1-2 

    
5. Does the RTP specify how travel demand modeling methodology, results and 

key assumptions were developed as part of the RTP process? (Government Code 
14522.2) (MPOs only) Applicable to SACOG 

N/A - 

    
 Consultation/Cooperation   
    
1. Does the RTP contain a public involvement program that meets the requirements 

of Title 23, CFR part 450.316(a)? 
Yes Ch. 2-17 

through 
2-20, 
App. A 
& App. B
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  Yes/No Page # 
2. Did the MPO/RTPA consult with the appropriate State and local representatives 

including representatives from environmental and economic communities; 
airport; transit; freight during the preparation of the RTP? 
(23CFR450.316(3)(b)) 

Yes Ch. 2-18 
Ch. 2-19, 
App. B, 
PEIR 

    
3. Did the MPO/RTPA who has federal lands within its jurisdictional boundary 

involve the federal land management agencies during the preparation of the 
RTP? 

Yes Ch. 2-18, 
PEIR 

    
4. Where does the RTP specify that the appropriate State and local agencies 

responsible for land use, natural resources, environmental protection, 
conservation and historic preservation consulted? (23 CFR part 450.322(g)) 

Yes Ch. 2-20, 
PEIR 

    

5. Did the RTP include a comparison with the California State Wildlife Action 
Plan and (if available) inventories of natural and historic resources? (23 CFR 
part 450.322(g)) 

Yes Ch. 2-4, 
PEIR 

    
6. Did the MPO/RTPA who has a federally recognized Native American Tribal 

Government(s) and/or historical and sacred sites or subsistence resources of 
these Tribal Governments within its jurisdictional boundary address tribal 
concerns in the RTP and develop the RTP in consultation with the Tribal 
Government(s)?  (Title 23 CFR part 450.316(c)) 

Yes Ch. 2-16 
Ch. 2-18, 
App. B, 
& PEIR 

    
7. Does the RTP address how the public and various specified groups were given a 

reasonable opportunity to comment on the plan using the participation plan 
developed under 23 CFR part 450.316(a)? (23 CFR 450.316(i)) 

Yes Ch. 2-17, 
Ch. 2-18 
Ch. 2-19 
App. A 
& App. B

    
8. Does the RTP contain a discussion describing the private sector involvement 

efforts that were used during the development of the plan? (23 CFR part 450.316 
(a))  

Yes Ch. 2,-19 
App. A 
& App. B

    
9. Does the RTP contain a discussion describing the coordination efforts with 

regional air quality planning authorities? (23 CFR 450.316(a)(2)) (MPO 
nonattainment and maintenance areas only) Applicable to SACOG

N/A - 

    
10. Is the RTP coordinated and consistent with the Public Transit-Human Services 

Transportation Plan? 
Yes Ch. 6.2 

    
11. Were the draft and adopted RTP posted on the Internet? (23 CFR part 

450.322(j)) 
Yes Pg. ii-i 

    
12. Did the RTP explain how consultation occurred with locally elected officials? 

(Government Code 65080(D)) (MPOs only) Applicable to SACOG 
N/A - 
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  Yes/No Page # 
13. Did the RTP outline the public participation process for the sustainable 

communities strategy? (Government Code 65080(E) (MPOs only) Applicable 
to SACOG 

N/A - 

    

 Modal Discussion   
    
1. Does the RTP discuss intermodal and connectivity issues? Yes Ch. 4 
    
2. Does the RTP include a discussion of highways? Yes Ch. 6.1 
    
3. Does the RTP include a discussion of mass transportation? Yes Ch. 6.2 
    
4. Does the RTP include a discussion of the regional airport system? Yes Ch. 6.4 
    
5. Does the RTP include a discussion of regional pedestrian needs? Yes Ch. 6.6 
    
6. Does the RTP include a discussion of regional bicycle needs? Yes Ch. 6.6 
    
7. Does the RTP address the California Coastal Trail? (Government Code 65080.1) 

(For MPOs and RTPAs located along the coast only)  
N/A - 

   Ch. 6.3  
8. Does the RTP include a discussion of rail transportation? Yes & Ch. 

6.5 
    
9. Does the RTP include a discussion of maritime transportation (if appropriate)? N/A - 
    
10. Does the RTP include a discussion of goods movement? Yes Ch. 6.5 
    

 Programming/Operations   
    
1. Is a congestion management process discussed in the RTP? (23 CFR part 

450.450.320(b)) (MPOs designated as TMAs only) Applicable to SACOG 
N/A - 

    
2. Is the RTP consistent (to the maximum extent practicable) with the development 

of the regional ITS architecture?  
Yes Ch. 2-4 

Ch. 6.9-1 
Ch. 6.9-2 

    
3. Does the RTP identify the objective criteria used for measuring the performance 

of the transportation system? 
Yes Ch. 6.1-

20, 6.2-
30, 6.3-
12, 6.6-
16,  6.11-
16 

    
4. Does the RTP contain a list of un-constrained projects? Yes App. E 
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  Yes/No Page # 

 Financial   

    
1. Does the RTP include a financial plan that meets the requirements identified in 

23 CFR part 450.322(f)(10)? 
Yes Ch. 8-14 

Ch. 8-15 
   Ch. 1-4 

Ch. 6-4 
2. Does the RTP contain a consistency statement between the first 4 years of the 

fund estimate and the 4-year STIP fund estimate? (2006 STIP Guidelines, 
Section 19) 

Yes Ch. 8-14 

    
3. Do the projected revenues in the RTP reflect Fiscal Constraint? (23 CFR part 

450.322(f)(10)(ii)) 
Yes Ch. 8-14 

Ch. 8-15 
    
4. Does the RTP contain a list of financially constrained projects?  Any regionally 

significant projects should be identified.  (Government Code 65080(4)(A)) 
 

Yes App. D 
Figure 
6.1-4 

    
5. Do the cost estimates for implementing the projects identified in the RTP reflect 

“year of expenditure dollars” to reflect inflation rates? (23 CFR part 
450.322(f)(10)(iv)) 

Yes Ch. 8-10 

    
6. After 12/11/07, does the RTP contain estimates of costs and revenue sources that 

are reasonably expected to be available to operate and maintain the freeways, 
highway and transit within the region? (23 CFR 450.322(f)(10)(i))  

Yes Ch. 8-11 
Ch. 8-12 

    
7. Does the RTP contain a statement regarding consistency between the projects in 

the RTP and the ITIP? (2006 STIP Guidelines section 33)  
Yes Ch. 2-11 

    
8. Does the RTP contain a statement regarding consistency between the projects in 

the RTP and the FTIP? (2006 STIP Guidelines section 19) 
Yes Ch. 1-4 

Ch. 6-4 
Ch. 8-14 

    
9. Does the RTP address the specific financial strategies required to ensure the 

identified TCMs from the SIP can be implemented? (23 CFR part 
450.322(f)(10)(vi) (nonattainment and maintenance MPOs only) Applicable 
to SACOG 

N/A - 

 
 Environmental   

    
1. Did the MPO/RTPA prepare an EIR or a program EIR for the RTP in 

accordance with CEQA guidelines? 
Yes PEIR 

    
2. Does the RTP contain a list of projects specifically identified as TCMs, if 

applicable?   
N/A - 
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  Yes/No Page # 
3. Does the RTP contain a discussion of SIP conformity, if applicable? (MPOs 

only) Applicable to SACOG 
N/A - 

    
4. Does the RTP specify mitigation activities? (23 CFR part 450.322(f)(7))  Yes Ch. 9-2 

App. J 
    
5. Where does the EIR address mitigation activities? Yes PEIR,  

MMRP 
    
6. Did the MPO/RTPA prepare a Negative Declaration or a Mitigated Negative 

Declaration for the RTP in accordance with CEQA guidelines? 
No - 

    
7. Does the RTP specify the TCMs to be implemented in the region?  (federal 

nonattainment and maintenance areas only) Applicable to SACOG 
N/A - 

    
 
I have reviewed the above information and certify that it is correct and complete. 
 
 
 
  February 11, 2016 

      (Must be signed by MPO/RTPA      Date 
 Executive Director  
 or designated representative) 
 
Celia McAdam, AICP 
  Executive Director 

Print Name  Title 
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The following is a list of common acronyms used in transportation planning.  Each acronym is 
accompanied by a brief definition. 

 
AB  Assembly Bill 
  Legislation that originates in the California assembly. 
 
ADA  Americans with Disabilities Act 
  Federal act that requires equal accessibility for persons with disabilities.  It  
  mostly comes into play with transit issues.  
 
ATP  Active Transportation Program  
  A competitive annual statewide and regional funding program for bicycle and  
  pedestrian projects. 
 
ADT  Average Daily Traffic 
  Unit of measurement for the average amount of traffic that travels daily on a  
  specific roadway(s). 
 
ALUC  Airport Land Use Commission 
  The designated body that deals with the compatibility of land use around airports  
  to ensure the safety of the public while maintaining the integrity of the airport.   
  PCTPA is the ALUC for Placer County. 
 
ALUCP Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan 
  The plan that governs how jurisdictions will deal with land use around airports. 
 
APCD  Air Pollution Control District 
  The designated agency that deals with air quality requirements for both   
  stationary source and mobile source (transportation-based) pollution.  The Placer 
  County Air Pollution Control District is the APCD for our area. 
 
ARB  Air Resources Board (California) 
  California agency responsible for protecting the State’s air. 
 
CAAA  Clean Air Act Amendments 
  The federal law that sets air quality standards for the nation, including   
  procedures for meeting these standards and penalties for non compliance.  
 
CALTRANS California Department of Transportation   
  The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) is primarily responsible  
  for the planning, design, construction, maintenance, and operation of the State’s  
  transportation system.  
 
CASP  California Aviation System Plan 
  The California Aviation System Plan (CASP) is prepared by Caltrans every five  
  years as required by the Public Utilities Code. The CASP integrates regional  
  aviation system planning on a statewide basis. 
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CCAA  California Clean Air Act 
  The State law that sets air quality standards for California, including procedures  
  for meeting these standards and penalties for non compliance.  
 
CEQA  California Environmental Quality Act 
  The law that requires an assessment of the environmental impact of specified  
  governmental actions, including procedures for making determinations. 
 
CIP  Capital Improvement Program 
  Jurisdictions and agencies prepare a Capital Improvement Program (CIP) which  
  forecasts capital improvement needs, revenues and expenditures over a period of  
  time varying from two to up to ten years. 
 
CMA  Congestion Management Agency 
  Under Proposition 111, passed in 1990, each county with an urbanized   
  population of 50,000 or more was required to designate a CMA to perform  
  specified duties to better integrate transportation, land use, and air quality.   
  These duties were subsequently made voluntary, although PCTPA continues to  
  administer a Transportation Demand Management program.  PCTPA retains the  
  designation as the CMA for Placer County. 
 
CMAQ Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality 
  A funding program provided under Federal transportation legislation   
  that targets a certain portion of Federal transportation dollars to projects that  
  reduce congestion and/or improve air quality.  PCTPA programs these funds  
  through SACOG. 
 
CMP  Congestion Management Program 
  Under Proposition 111, passed in 1990, each county with an urbanized   
  population of 50,000 or more was required to designate a CMA and adopt a  
  program for integrating transportation, land use, and air quality decisions made  
  by local jurisdictions.   The CMP requirement was later made voluntary, although 
  PCTPA continues to assist with transportation control measures. 
 
CO  Carbon Monoxide 
  A colorless, odorless, poisonous gas emitted by vehicle combustion. 
 
CTC  California Transportation Commission 
  A nine-member board, appointed by the Governor, that governs the State   
  Transportation Improvement Program and other specified transportation funding  
  programs. 
  
 
CTSA  Consolidated Transportation Service Agency 
  A designation conferred by the Regional Transportation Planning Agency on a  
  transit provider to coordinate and consolidate the efforts of the county's   
  paratransit providers.  The CTSA is eligible to receive Transportation   
  Development Act funding. 
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DOT  Department of Transportation 
  The federal department responsible for transportation programs established by  
  Congress. 
 
EIR  Environmental Impact Report 
  An environmental document prepared to comply with the California   
  Environmental Quality Act that provides an assessment of the environmental  
  impacts of a proposed governmental action, as well as mitigation measures and  
  findings. 
  
EIS  Environmental Impact Statement 
  An environmental report that documents the actions and processes implemented  
  to comply with the National Environmental Protection Act.  The Environmental  
  Impact Statement (EIS) is required for any project involving federal funding. 
 
EPA  Environmental Protection Agency 
  The federal agency responsible for environmental protection and environmental  
  programs established by Congress. 
 
FHWA Federal Highway Administration 
  The federal agency charged with overseeing compliance with federal   
  requirements for highway projects.  The FHWA also acts as a conduit to other  
  federal agencies, such as US Fish & Wildlife, Army Corps of Engineers, and US  
  Environmental Protection Agency, on transportation related permits, air quality  
  conformity, and environmental documents. 
 
FSP  Freeway Service Patrol 
  A Freeway Service Patrol (FSP) is an umbrella term for a variety of programs  
  implemented by government agencies, typically state Highway Patrols or   
  Departments of Transportation, to reduce traffic congestion and improve highway 
  safety by having specially marked and equipped vehicles patrol designated  
  sections of roadway and provide incident management and motorist assistance. 
 
FTA  Federal Transit Administration 
  The federal agency charged with overseeing compliance with requirements for  
  federally funded transit projects. 
 
FY  Fiscal Year 
  Begins July 1 of each year and ends June 30 the following year. 
 
HCP  Habitat Conservation Plan 
  Regional planning mechanism designed to protect an area’s unique ecological  
  assets,  while clearing regulatory obstacles toward continued economic growth  
  and development. 
 
HOV  High Occupancy Vehicle 
  A passenger vehicle with 2 or more occupants sometimes referred to as a carpool. 
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IIP  Interregional Improvement Program 
  A programming document prepared by the Caltrans District that designates the  
  projects and amounts to be funded by the county's share of Interregional Choice  
  funding.  Every two years, the Caltrans ITIP, along with the RTIPs from  
  California's 58 counties, are adopted into the State Transportation Improvement  
  Program (STIP). 
 
ITIP  Interregional Transportation Improvement Program 
  The portion of the State Transportation Improvement Program that is controlled  
  by Caltrans.  ITIP funds are used by Caltrans to fund and construct projects of  
  statewide importance on the state highway system.   
 
ITS  Intelligent Transportation Systems 
  Refers to techniques that use technology to improve transportation safety and  
  mobility.  Techniques may include changeable message signs to alert drivers of  
  upcoming problems, sensors to detect ice on pavement, traffic monitoring   
  cameras, and so on.  
 
LOS  Level of Service 
  A letter designation indicating the level of traffic congestion on a particular  
  roadway or intersection, with "A" being free-flowing and "F" being gridlock. 
 
LTF  Local Transportation Fund 
  A funding source provided under the Transportation Development Act and  
  administered by the regional transportation planning agency, for jurisdictions to  
  operate local transit systems.  The LTF is funded by 1/4% of the statewide sales  
  tax, returned to the county of origin. 
 
MAP-21 Moving Ahead for Progress in the 21st Century 

The successor legislation to SAFETEA-LU, MAP-21 covers the years 2012 – 
2014, and has been extended three times under continuing resolutions. Funding 
levels for MAP-21 have remained essentially unchanged from SAFETEA-LU.  

 
SAFETEA- Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient, Transportation Equity Act: A Legacy 
LU  for Users 
  The successor legislation to TEA-21, SAFETEA-LU covers the years 2004 - 2009.  
  While funding levels increased, programs from TEA-21 remained essentially  
  unchanged. 
 
MPO   Metropolitan Planning Organization 
  A federally designated agency that provides transportation planning and   
  programming and other duties as specified for federal programs for a   
  metropolitan area, as designated in the federal census.  The Sacramento Area  
  Council of Governments is the MPO for the six county Sacramento area. 
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MTP  Metropolitan Transportation Plan  
  A federally required transportation planning document which inventories existing 
  transportation systems, forecasts needs, and designates a funding-constrained list 
  of projects for a 20 year horizon.  This document is prepared by the Sacramento  
  Area Council of Governments. 
 
MTIP  Metropolitan Transportation Improvement Program 
  A federally required document which lists federally funded and "regionally  
  significant" transportation projects over a four year horizon.  This document is  
  then used to demonstrate air quality conformity, which is required for a   
  transportation project to proceed. 
 
NEPA  National Environmental Protection Act 
  The federal law which outlines the processes required to determine the   
  environmental impact of federal projects. 
 
NHS  National Highway System 
  The National Highway System consists of 163,000 miles of interstate highways  
  and major primary roads. 
 
OWP  Overall Work Program 
  The document PCTPA prepares each year to outline the work the agency will be  
  undertaking, including the specific activities, products, time lines, and budgets. 
 
PA & ED Project Approval and Environmental Document 
  Project Approval and Environmental Document (PA&ED) include  commitments  
  between partners that apply to the PA&ED phase of the project    
  covered by an agreement. 
 
PDT  Project Development Team 
  A Project Development Team (PDT) is an interdisciplinary team composed of key  
  members of the project team and selected external stakeholders. 
 
PMP  Pavement Management Program 
  A Pavement Management Program (PMP) is a maintenance plan for streets. 
 
PS&E  Plans, Specifications and Estimate 
  This component includes all work to develop contract plans, specifications  
  engineer's estimate, and contract bid documents, allocation of funds, contract  
  award, and contract approval. In addition, environmental commitments must be  
  resolved. 
 
PSR  Project Study Report    
  Project Study Reports (PSRs) are engineering reports whose purpose is to   
  document agreement on the scope, schedule, and estimated cost of a project so  
  that it can be considered for inclusion in a future programming document such as  
  the STIP. PSRs are prepared for State highway projects. PSRs are also used by  
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  Caltrans for certain projects funded under the State Highway Operation and  
  Protection Program (SHOPP) and for certain locally funded projects on the State 
  highway system. 
 
RCRC  Regional Council of Rural Counties 
  An organization of rural counties that share information, and advocate for rural  
  issues at the state level. 
 
RCTF  Rural Counties Task Force 
  A group of regional transportation planning agencies from rural counties that  
  share information on rural transportation issues, and represent the rural   
  perspective on policy issues with Caltrans and the California Transportation  
  Commission. 
 
RFP  Request for Proposal 
  A Request for Proposal (RFP) is an early stage in a procurement process, issuing  
  an invitation for suppliers, often through a bidding process, to submit a proposal  
  on a specific commodity or service. 
 
RIP  Regional Improvement Program 
  Regional Improvement Program, funded through 75% of new STIP funding and  
  subdivided by formula into county shares. 
 
R-O-W Right-of-Way  
  Right-of-way is a strip of land granted for a transportation facility. It can also  
  refer to legally granted access for a public throughway. 
 
RSTP  Regional Surface Transportation Program 
  One of the funding programs included in the federal transportation legislation.  
  RSTP funds are the most flexible funding pot, and can be used for most   
  transportation purposes. 
 
RTIP  Regional Transportation Improvement Program 
  A programming document adopted by the regional transportation planning  
  agency (RTPA) that designates the projects and amounts to be funded by the  
  county's share of Regional Choice funding.  Every two years, the RTIPs from  
  California's 58 counties, along with Caltrans ITIP, are adopted into the State  
  Transportation Improvement Program (STIP). 
 
RTP  Regional Transportation Plan 
  A state required transportation planning document that inventories existing  
  transportation systems, forecasts needs, and designates a funding-constrained list 
  of projects for a 20 year horizon.  This document is prepared by PCTPA. 
 
RTPA  Regional Transportation Planning Agency 
  A state designation for the countywide agency charged with certain tasks under  
  California law, including administration of the Transportation Development Act,  
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  adoption of the Regional Transportation Improvement Program, and adoption of  
  the Regional Transportation Plan. 
 
SACOG Sacramento Area Council of Governments 
  The Metropolitan Planning Organization for the Sacramento region, SACOG also 
  acts as the RTPA for Sacramento, Yolo, Sutter, and Yuba Counties. 
 
SAFE  Service Authority for Freeway Emergencies 
  A Service Authority for Freeway Emergencies administers a freeway callbox  
  program. 
 
SECAT Sacramento Emergency Clean Air and Transportation Program 
  A $70 million program that combines $20 million of Congestion Mitigation and  
  Air Quality funds with $50 million from the Traffic Congestion Relief Program to  
  fund projects to repower older diesel engines with low polluting ones.  
 
SHOPP State Highway Operation Protection Program   
  A program created by state legislature, which includes projects needed to  
  maintain the integrity of the state highway system, primarily associated with  
  safety and rehabilitation without increasing roadway capacity. The SHOPP is a  
  four -year program of projects, approved by the CTC separately from the STIP  
  cycle. 
 
SIP  State Implementation Plan   
  A State Implementation Plan (SIP) is the framework for the state's program to  
  protect the air. It is not a single plan, but an accumulated record of a number of  
  air pollution documents showing what the state has done, is doing, or plans to do  
  to assure compliance with federal National Ambient Air Quality Standards  
  (NAAQS) for "criteria" pollutants. 
 
SOV  Single Occupancy Vehicle 
  A vehicle with a driver only, and no additional passengers. 
 
SRTP  Short Range Transit Plan 
  A document that assesses the existing conditions for a transit system, projects  
  short term (usually five year) demand, and outlines a plan for meeting those  
  needs.  While PCTPA usually develops these plans, they are adopted by the  
  jurisdiction's governing board. 
 
SSTAC Social Service Transportation Advisory Council 
  An appointed committee which advises the PCTPA Board on the Unmet Transit  
  Needs process, as required under the Transportation Development Act.   
 
STA  State Transit Assistance 
  A funding source provided under the Transportation Development Act.  Revenues  
  come through the state budget process. 
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STIP  State Transportation Improvement Program 
  The programming document that is adopted every two years by the California  
  Transportation Commission to designate the projects, schedule, and funding  
  amount for the state's portion of the federal gas tax funds.  Placer projects are  
  included in the STIP via PCTPA's adopted Regional Transportation Improvement  
  Program.  
 
TAC  Technical Advisory Committee 
  Public works and planning staff from each of the jurisdictions, Caltrans, and the  
  Placer County Air Pollution Control District staff make up PCTPA's Technical  
  Advisory Committee, which reviews and advises staff on issues before the Board.  
 
TART  Tahoe Area Regional Transit 
  The transit provider for the Tahoe area, including Truckee.  
 
TCM  Transportation Control Measure 
  Essentially interchangeable with Transportation Demand Management (TDM)  
  and Transportation Systems Management (TSM), these describe techniques to  
  reduce congestion and air quality problems by encouraging people to use   
  alternative transportation or carpool.  Some techniques include increased transit  
  frequency, carpool match listing programs, or providing bike maps to employers.  
 
TDA  Transportation Development Act 
  Passed in 1971, the TDA requires every county to provide transit service to its  
  residents, based on criteria of unmet transit needs that are reasonable to   
  meet.  The required transit service is funded by 1/4% of the state's sales tax,  
  returned to the Regional Transportation Planning Agency in the county of origin.   
 
TDM  Transportation Demand Management 
  Strategies designed to reduce vehicular demand upon the existing transportation  
  system.  
 
TEA  Transportation Enhancement Activities 
  One of the funding programs included in the federal transportation legislation  
  (see ISTEA and TEA-21).  TEA funds are targeted to provide enhancements over  
  and above those normally provided for transportation projects, such as   
  streetscape improvements, additional landscaping, or transportation museums. 
 
TMA  Transportation Management Association 
  A private non-profit association, usually made up of large employers, to develop  
  and encourage use of TCMs.  The Truckee/North Tahoe Transportation   
  Management Association is the only TMA currently operating in Placer County. 
 
TRO  Trip Reduction Ordinance 
  An ordinance specifying requirements for employers to encourage their   
  employees to use alternative transportation.  Local jurisdictions were required to  
  adopt these ordinances as part of Proposition 111, which passed in 1990, but  
  compliance was later made voluntary.   
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TRPA  Tahoe Regional Planning Agency 
  Amongst its many functions, TRPA is also the Regional Transportation Planning  
  Agency and Metropolitan Planning Organization for the Tahoe Basin, including a 
  portion of Placer County. 
 
TSM  Transportation System Management 
  Strategies designed to improve the efficiency and effectiveness of the existing  
  transportation system. 
  
VMT  Vehicle Miles Traveled 
  Unit of measurement of how far a vehicle or vehicles have traveled in a day,  
  month or year. 
 
YTD  Year-to-Date 
  Year-To-Date (YTD) represents the period starting January 1 of the current  
  year and ending today. 
 
ZEV  Zero Emission Vehicle 
  A vehicle that produces no tailpipe pollutants.  Electric vehicles and fuel cell  
  vehicles are considered ZEVs. 
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FINAL MMRP 4.0 
 

Final Environmental Impact Report – 2036 Placer County RTP 4.0-3 

 

TABLE 4.0-1:  MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT MITIGATION MEASURE MONITORING 

RESPONSIBILITY 
TIMING 

VERIFICATION 

(DATE/INITIALS) 

AESTHETICS     

Impact 3.1-2: Substantial Adverse 
Effects on Scenic Resources or 
Substantial Degradation of Visual 
Character  

Mitigation Measure 3.1-1: The implementing agency shall implement the 
following measures in the design of RTP projects:  

 Design transportation systems in a manner where the surrounding 
landscape dominates. 

 Design transportation systems to be compatible with the surrounding 
environment (e.g., colors and materials of construction material). 

 Design transportation systems such that landscape vegetation blends 
in and complements the natural landscape. 

 Design transportation systems such that trees are maintained intact, 
or if removal is necessary, incorporate new trees into the design. 

 Design grades to blend with the adjacent landforms and topography.  

 

Implementing 
Agency 

Prior to Design 
Approval 

 

 Mitigation Measure 3.1-2: Prior to the design approval of RTP projects, the 
implementing agency shall assess whether the project would remove any 
significant visual resources in the project area, which may include trees, rock 
outcroppings, and historical buildings, and shall also assess whether the project 
would significantly obstruct views of scenic resources including historic 
buildings, trees, rocks, or scenic water features.  

If it is determined that the RTP project would remove significant visual 
resources, the implementing agency shall consider alternative designs that seek 
to avoid and/or minimize impacts from removal of significant visual resources 
to the extent feasible. Project-specific design measures may include revisions to 
the plans to retain trees, rocks, and historic buildings, or replanting of trees, 
and/or the relocation of scenic features. 

If it is determined that the RTP project would significantly obstruct scenic 
views, the implementing agency shall consider alternative designs that seek to 
avoid and/or minimize obstruction of scenic views to the extent feasible. 
Project-specific design measures may include reduction in height of 
improvements or width of improvements to reduce obstruction of views, or 
relocation of improvements to reduce obstruction of views. 

Implementing 
Agency 

Prior to Design 
Approval 

 

Impact 3.1-3: Creation of New Sources Mitigation Measure 3.1-3: The RTP projects shall be designed to meet Implementing Prior to Design  



4.0 FINAL MMRP 
 

4.0-4 Final Environmental Impact Report – 2036 Placer County RTP 

 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT MITIGATION MEASURE MONITORING 

RESPONSIBILITY 
TIMING 

VERIFICATION 

(DATE/INITIALS) 

of Light and Glare  minimum safety and security standards and to avoid spillover lighting to 
sensitive uses. Design measures shall include the following:  

 Luminaries will be cutoff-type fixtures that cast low-angle 
illumination to minimize incidental spillover of light onto adjacent 
private properties and undeveloped open space. Fixtures that project 
light upward or horizontally will not be used. 

 Luminaries will be directed away from habitat and open space areas 
adjacent to the project site. 

 Luminaries will provide good color rendering and natural light 
qualities.  Low-pressure sodium and high-pressure sodium fixtures 
that are not color corrected will not be used. Light intensity at 
roadway intersections and crosswalks will be at approximately low 
average maintained illumination, as classified by the Recommended 
Practices for Roadway Lighting of the Illuminating Engineering 
Society of North American (IESNA). Low average maintained 
illumination is 1.8 foot-candle for major/major roadways, 1.5 foot-
candle at major/collector roadways, 1.3 foot-candle at major/local 
roadways, 1.2 foot-candle at collector/collector roadways, 1.0 foot-
candle at collector/local roadways, and 0.8 foot-candle at local/local 
roadways. 

 Luminary mountings will be downcast and the height of the poles 
minimized to reduce potential for back scatter into the nighttime sky 
and incidental spillover of light onto adjacent private properties and 
undeveloped open space. Luminary mountings will have non-glare 
finishes. 

 Exterior lighting features shall be directed downward and shielded in 
order to confine light to the boundaries of the subject project. Where 
more intense lighting is necessary for safety purposes, the design shall 
include landscaping to block light from sensitive land uses, such as 
residences. 

Agency Approval 

AGRICULTURAL RESOURCES     

Impact 3.2-1: Conversion of 
Farmlands, including Prime 
Farmland, Unique Farmland, and 
Farmland of Statewide Importance, to 
Non-Agricultural Uses  

Mitigation Measure 3.2-1: Prior to the design approval of RTP projects, the 
implementing agency shall assess the project area for agricultural constraints. 
For federally funded projects, the implementing agency shall complete a form 
AD-1006 to determine the Farmland Conversion Impact Rating in compliance 
with the Farmland Protection Policy Act. The AD-1006 shall be submitted to the 
NRCS for approval. For non-federally funded projects, the implementing agency 

Implementing 
Agency 

Prior to Design 
Approval 
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shall assess the project for the presence of important farmlands (prime 
farmland, unique farmland, farmland of statewide importance), and if present, 
perform a Land Assessment and Site Evaluation (LESA).  

If significant agricultural are identified within the limits of the project, the 
implementing agency shall consider alternative designs that seek to avoid 
and/or minimize impacts to the agricultural resources. Design measures may 
include, but are not limited to, reducing the proposed roadway width or 
relocating/realigning the improvement to avoid important and significant 
farmlands. If the improvement cannot be designed without complete avoidance 
of important or significant farmlands, the implementing agency shall 
compensate for unavoidable conversion impacts in accordance with the 
Farmland Protection Policy Act and local and regional standards, which may 
include enrolling offsite agricultural lands under a Williamson Act contract or 
other conservation easement, or paying mitigation fees.  

Impact 3.2-2: Conflict with Existing 
Zoning for Agricultural Use or a 
Williamson Act Contract 

Mitigation Measure 3.2-2: Prior to the design approval of individual RTP 
improvement projects that could impact forest or timber resources, the 
implementing agency shall retain a qualified arborist, forester, and, or biologist 
to Assess the potential impacts of tree removal and encroachment activities, 
and provide recommendations to the implementing agency.  

Implementing 
Agency 

Prior to Design 
Approval 

 

AIR QUALITY     

Impact 3.3-2: Short-term - Conflict 
with, or Obstruct, the Applicable Air 
Quality Plan, Cause a Violation of Air 
Quality Standards, Contribute 
Substantially to an Existing Air 
Quality Violation, or Result in a 
Cumulatively Considerable Net 
Increase of a Criteria Pollutant in a 
Non-Attainment Area  

Mitigation Measure 3.3-1: The implementing agency for any construction 
activities, including dismantling/demolition of structures, processing/moving 
materials (sand, gravel, rock, dirt, etc.), or operation of machines/equipment, 
shall prepare a dust control plan in accordance with APCD Rule 218 (Fugitive 
Dust Emissions). The dust control plan shall use reasonable precautions to 
prevent dust emissions, which may include: cessation of operations at times, 
cleanup, sweeping, sprinkling, compacting, enclosure, chemical or asphalt 
sealing, or other recommended actions by the APCD. 

Implementing 
Agency 

Prepare DCP 
prior to Design 
Approval, 
implement DCP 
during 
construction. 

 

Impact 3.3-3: Occasional Localized 
Carbon Monoxide Concentrations 
from Traffic Conditions at Some 
Individual Locations  

Mitigation Measure 3.3-2: The implementing agency shall screen individual 
RTP projects at the time of design for localized CO hotspot concentrations and, 
if necessary, incorporate project-specific measures into the project design to 
reduce or alleviate CO hotspot concentrations. 

Implementing 
Agency 

Prior to Design 
Approval 

 

Impact 3.3-5: Potential to release 
asbestos from earth movement or 

Mitigation Measure 3.3-3: Prior to construction of RTP projects, the 
implementing agency should assess the site for the presence of asbestos 

Implementing Prior 
commencement 
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structural asbestos from 
demolition/renovation of existing 
structures  

including asbestos from structures such as road base, bridges, and other 
structures. In the event that asbestos is present, the implementing agency 
should comply with applicable state and local regulations regarding asbestos, 
including ARB’s asbestos airborne toxic control measure (ATCM) (Title 17, CCR 
§ 93105 and 93106), to ensure that exposure to construction workers and the 
public is reduced to an acceptable level. This may include the preparation of an 
Asbestos Hazard Dust Mitigation Plan to be implemented during construction 
activities.  

Agency of construction 
activities 

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES     

Impact 3.4-1: Direct or Indirect 
Effects on Candidate, Sensitive, or 
Special-Status Species including their 
Habitat or Movement Corridors 

Mitigation Measure 3.4-1: Prior to final design approval of individual projects, 
the implementing agency shall have a qualified biologist conduct a field 
reconnaissance of the environmental limits of the project in an effort to identify 
any biological constraints for the project, including special status plants, 
animals, and their habitats, as well as protected natural communities including 
wetland and terrestrial communities. If the biologist identifies protected 
biological resources within the limits of the project, the implementing agency 
shall first, prepare alternative designs that seek to avoid and/or minimize 
impacts to the biological resources. If the project cannot be designed without 
complete avoidance, the implementing agency shall coordinate with the 
appropriate regulatory agency (i.e. USFWS, NMFS, CDFW, ACOE) to obtain 
regulatory permits and implement project-specific mitigation prior to any 
construction activities. 

For projects that are located within the Placer County Conservation Plan 
(PCCP) plan area, and are constructed after adoption of the PCCP, the 
implementing agency shall coordinate with the PCCP administrator to verify 
whether construction within the study area would require a permit. The permit 
process will require a field reconnaissance of the project study area by an 
approved biologist in an effort to identify any biological constraints, including 
covered species or habitat. If the biologist identifies covered species or habitat 
within the limits of the study limits the implementing agency shall implement 
all minimization measures and pay the appropriate mitigation fees or provide 
land in lieu of fees as established by the PCCP. 

Implementing 
Agency 

Prior to Design 
Approval 

 

Impact 3.4-2: Adverse Effects on 
Riparian Habitat or Other Sensitive 
Natural Community Identified in 
Local or Regional Plans, Policies, 

Mitigation Measure 3.4-2. Prior to approval of RTP projects, the 
implementing agency shall retain a qualified biologist to perform an 
assessment of the project area to identify wetlands, riparian, and other sensitive 
aquatic environments. If wetlands are present the qualified biologist shall 

Implementing 
Agency 

Prior to Design 
Approval 
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Regulations or by the California 
Department of Fish and Game or U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service, or on 
Federally Protected Wetlands as 
Defined by Section 404 of the Clean 
Water Act through Direct Removal, 
Filling, Hydrological Interruption, or 
Other Means  

perform a wetland delineation following the 1987 Army Corps of Engineers 
Wetlands Delineation Manual. The wetland delineation shall be submitted to 
the ACOE for verification.  

 

 Mitigation Measure 3.4-3. If wetlands, riparian, or other sensitive aquatic 
environments are found within the project area, the implementing agency shall 
design or modify the project to avoid direct and indirect impacts on these 
habitats, if feasible. Additionally, the implementing agency shall minimize the 
loss of riparian vegetation by trimming rather than removal where feasible.  

Prior to construction, the implementing agency shall install orange 
construction barrier fencing to identify environmentally sensitive areas around 
the wetland (20' from edge), riparian area (100' from edge), and other aquatic 
habitats (250' from edge of vernal pool). The location of the fencing shall be 
marked in the field with stakes and flagging and shown on the construction 
drawings. The fencing will be installed before construction activities are 
initiated and will be maintained throughout the construction period. The 
following paragraph will be included in the construction specifications: 

The Contractor’s attention is directed to the areas designated as 
“environmentally sensitive areas.” These areas are protected, and no 
entry by the Contractor for any purpose will be allowed unless 
specifically authorized in writing by the implementing agency. The 
Contractor will take measures to ensure that Contractor’s forces do 
not enter or disturb these areas, including giving written notice to 
employees and subcontractors. 

Temporary fences around the environmentally sensitive areas will be installed 
as the first order of work. Temporary fences will be furnished, constructed, 
maintained, and removed as shown on the plans, as specified in the special 
provisions, and as directed by the project engineer. The fencing will be 
commercial-quality woven polypropylene, orange in color, and at least 4 feet 
high (Tensor Polygrid or equivalent). The fencing will be tightly strung on posts 
with a maximum 10-foot spacing. 

Immediately upon completion of construction activities the contractor shall 
stabilize exposed soil/slopes. On highly erodible soils/slopes, use a 

Implementing 
Agency 

Prior to Design 
Approval, and 
prior to 
commencement 
of construction 
activities 
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nonvegetative material that binds the soil initially and breaks down within a 
few years. If more aggressive erosion control treatments are needed, geotextile 
mats, excelsior blankets, or other soil stabilization products will be used. All 
stabilization efforts should include habitat restoration efforts.  

 Mitigation Measure 3.4-4: If wetlands or riparian habitat are disturbed as 
part of the individual RTP project, the implementing agency shall compensate 
for the disturbance to ensure no net loss of habitat functions and values. 
Compensation ratios shall be based on site-specific information and determined 
through coordination with state, federal, and local agencies as part of the 
permitting process for the project. Compensation may comprise onsite 
restoration/creation, off-site restoration, preservation, or mitigation credits (or 
a combination of these elements). The implementing agency shall develop and 
implement a restoration and monitoring plan that describes how the habitat 
shall be created and monitored over a minimum period of time. 

Implementing 
Agency 

Prior to Design 
Approval 

 

Impact 3.4-3: Interference with the 
Movement of Native Resident or 
Migratory Fish or Wildlife Species or 
with Established Native Resident or 
Migratory Wildlife Corridors, or 
Impede the Use of Native Wildlife 
Nursery Sites 

Mitigation Measure 3.4-5: Prior to design approval of RTP projects that 
contain movement habitat, the implementing agency shall incorporate 
economically viable design measures, as applicable and necessary, to allow 
wildlife or fish to move through the transportation corridor, both during 
construction activities and post construction. Such measures may include 
appropriately spaced breaks in a center barrier, or other measures that are 
designed to allow wildlife to move through the transportation corridor. If the 
project cannot be designed with these design measures (i.e. due to traffic safety, 
etc.) the implementing agency shall coordinate with the appropriate regulatory 
agency (i.e. USFWS, NMFS, CDFW) to obtain regulatory permits and implement 
alternative project-specific mitigation prior to any construction activities.  

Implementing 
Agency 

Prior to Design 
Approval 

 

Impact 3.4-4: Potential Introduction 
or Spread of Noxious Weeds 
Associated with the RTP Projects  

Mitigation Measure 3.4-6: Prior to approval of RTP projects, the 
implementing agency shall retain a qualified botanist determine whether 
noxious weeds are an issue for the project. If the botanist determines that 
noxious weeds are an issue, the implementing agency shall review the noxious 
weed list from the County Agricultural Commission, California Department of 
Food and Agriculture, and the California Exotic Pest Plant Council to identify 
target weed species for a field survey. Noxious weed infestations shall be 
mapped and documented. The implementing agency shall incorporate the 
following measures into project plans and specifications: 

 Certified, weed-free, imported erosion-control materials (or rice straw 
in upland areas) will be used. 

Implementing 
Agency 

Prior to Design 
Approval 
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 The project sponsor will coordinate with the county agricultural 
commissioner and land management agencies to ensure that the 
appropriate BMPs are implemented. 

 Construction supervisors and managers will be educated about 
noxious weed identification and the importance of controlling and 
preventing their spread. 

 Equipment will be cleaned at designated wash stations after leaving 
noxious weed infestation areas. 

Impact 3.4-5: Conflicts with an 
Adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, 
Natural Community Conservation 
Plan, Recovery Plan, or Local Policies 
or Ordinances Protecting Biological 
Resources (less than significant with 
mitigation) 

Mitigation Measure 3.4-7: If the PCCP has been adopted, prior to design 
approval of individual projects, the implementing agency shall coordinate with 
Placer County (or the designated agency responsible for implementing the 
PCCP) to determine the appropriate coverage, permits, compensatory 
mitigation or fees, and project specific avoidance, minimization, and mitigation 
measures. 

Implementing 
Agency 

Prior to Design 
Approval 

 

CULTURAL RESOURCES     

Impact 3.5-1: Damage to or the 
Destruction of Archaeological 
Resources from Construction of RTP 
Projects  

Mitigation Measure 3.5-1: During environmental review of individual RTP 
improvement projects, the implementing agencies shall retain a qualified 
architectural historian to inventory and evaluate architectural resources 
located in project area using criteria for listing in the California Register of 
Historic Resources. In addition, the resources would be recorded by the 
architectural historian on appropriate California Department of Parks and 
Recreation (DPR) 523 forms, photographed, and mapped. The DPR forms shall 
be produced and forwarded to the Central California Information Center. If 
federal funding or approval is required, then the implementing agency shall 
comply with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act.  

If architectural resources are deemed as potentially eligible for the California 
Register of Historic Resources or the National Register of Historic Places, the 
implementing shall consider avoidance through project redesign as feasible. If 
avoidance is not feasible, the implementing agencies shall ensure that the 
historic resource is formally documented through the use of large-format 
photography, measured drawings, written architectural descriptions, and 
historical narratives. The documentation shall be entered into the Library of 
Congress, and archived in the California Historical Resources Information 
System. In the event of building relocation, the implementing agency shall 
ensure that any alterations to significant buildings or structures conform to the 
Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation and Guidelines for 

Implementing 
Agency 

Prior to Design 
Approval 
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Rehabilitating Historic Buildings.   

Impact 3.5-2: Inadvertent Discovery 
of Human Remains during 
Construction of RTP Projects  

Mitigation Measure 3.5-2: During environmental review of individual RTP 
improvement projects, the implementing agencies shall: 

 Consult with the United Auburn Indian Community (UAIC) to determine 
whether a project could affect cultural resources that may be of 
importance to the UAIC. Provide the UAIC with copies of any 
archaeological reports, environmental documents, and mitigation 
measures that are prepared for a project. Consult with the UAIC to 
determine if tribal monitors are needed for field surveys on individual 
projects.  

 Consult with the Native American Heritage Commission to determine 
whether known sacred sites are in the project area, and identify the 
Native American(s) to contact to obtain information about the project 
area.  

 Conduct a records search at the Central California Information Center of 
the California Historical Resources Information System to determine 
whether the project area has been previously surveyed and whether 
resources were identified.  

 
In the event the records indicate that no previous survey has been conducted, the 
Central California Information Center will make a recommendation on whether a 
survey is warranted based on the archaeological sensitivity of the project area. If 
recommended, a qualified archaeologist shall be retained to conduct 
archaeological surveys. The significance of any resources that are determined to 
be in the project area shall be assessed according to the applicable local, state, 
and federal significance criteria. Implementing agencies shall devise treatment 
measures to ameliorate “substantial adverse changes” to significant 
archaeological resources, in consultation with qualified archaeologists and other 
concerned parties. Such treatment measures may include avoidance through 
project redesign, data recovery excavation, and public interpretation of the 
resource. 
 
Implementing agencies and the contractors performing the improvements shall 
adhere to the following requirements: 
 

 If an improvement project is located in an area rich with cultural 
materials, the implementing agency shall retain a qualified 

Implementing 
Agency 

Prior to Design 
Approval, and 
during 
construction 
activities 
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archaeologist to monitor any subsurface operations, including but not 
limited to grading, excavation, trenching, or removal of existing 
features of the subject property.  

 If, during the course of construction cultural resources (i.e., prehistoric 
sites, historic sites, and isolated artifacts and features) are discovered 
work shall be halted immediately within 50 meters (165 feet) of the 
discovery, the implementing agency shall be notified, and a qualified 
archaeologist that meets the Secretary of the Interior’s Professional 
Qualifications Standards in prehistoric or historical archaeology shall be 
retained to determine the significance of the discovery.  

 The implementing agency shall consider mitigation recommendations 
presented by a professional archaeologist that meets the Secretary of 
the Interior’s Professional Qualifications Standards in prehistoric or 
historical archaeology for any unanticipated discoveries and shall carry 
out the measures deemed feasible and appropriate. Such measures may 
include avoidance, preservation in place, excavation, documentation, 
curation, data recovery, or other appropriate measures. The project 
proponent shall be required to implement any mitigation necessary for 
the protection of cultural resources.  

 

Impact 3.5-3: Damage to or the 
Destruction of Paleontological 
Resources from Construction of RTP 
Projects  

Mitigation Measure 3.5-3: During environmental review of RTP projects, the 
implementing agencies shall retain a qualified paleontologist to identify, survey, 
and evaluate paleontological resources where potential impacts are considered 
high. All construction activities shall avoid known paleontological resources, if 
feasible, especially if the resources in a particular lithologic unit formation have 
been determined to be unique or likely to contain paleontological resources. If 
avoidance is not feasible, paleontological resources should be excavated by a 
qualified paleontologist and given to a local agency, State University, or other 
applicable institution, where they could be curated and displayed for public 
education purposes. 

Implementing 
Agency 

Prior to Design 
Approval 

 

Impact 3.5-4: Damage to or the 
Destruction of Historical Resources 
from Construction of RTP Projects  

Mitigation Measure 3.5-4: Implement Stop-Work and Consultation 
Procedures Mandated by Public Resources Code 5097. In the event of discovery 
or recognition of any human remains during construction or excavation 
activities associated with an RTP project, the implementing agency shall cease 
further excavation or disturbance of the site or any nearby area reasonably 
suspected to overlie adjacent human remains until the following steps are 
taken: 

Implementing 
Agency 

Prior to Design 
Approval, and 
during 
construction 
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 The Placer County Coroner has been informed and has determined that 
no investigation of the cause of death is required.  If the remains are of 
Native American origin, either of the following steps will be taken: (1) 
The coroner will contact the Native American Heritage Commission in 
order to ascertain the proper descendants from the deceased individual. 
The coroner will make a recommendation to the landowner or the 
person responsible for the excavation work, for means of treating or 
disposing of, with appropriate dignity, the human remains and any 
associated grave goods, which may include obtaining a qualified 
archaeologist or team of archaeologists to properly excavate the 
human remains. (2) The implementing agency or its authorized 
representative will retain a Native American monitor, and an 
archaeologist, if recommended by the Native American monitor, and 
rebury the Native American human remains and any associated grave 
goods, with appropriate dignity, on the property and in a location that 
is not subject to further subsurface disturbance when any of the 
following conditions occurs: (a) The Native American Heritage 
Commission is unable to identify a descendent. (b) The descendant 
identified fails to make a recommendation. (c) The implementing 
agency or its authorized representative rejects the recommendation of 
the descendant, and the mediation by the Native American Heritage 
Commission fails to provide measures acceptable to the landowner.  

GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS     

Impact 3.6.1: Effects on Climate 
Change and Global Warming 

Mitigation Measure 3.6-1:  The PCTPA should continue to explore the 
feasibility of a transportation pricing policy for the transit system and selected 
portions of the road network to encourage people to drive less and increase use 
of transit, walking and bicycling modes. The PCTPA should continue to 
participate and host programs that are deemed feasible by the PCTPA for the 
region to incentivize alternative transportation modes (e.g. Spare the Air 
program, Commuter Club, Bucks for Bikes program, $10 Youth Summer Pass 
program, Walk to School Program, and Emergency Ride Home Services).  

Implementing 
Agency 

On-going  

 
Mitigation Measure 3.6-2:  The PCTPA should consider incorporating a 
complete streets policy with a strong focus on identifying opportunities to 
create more active transportation within the region (i.e. bike and pedestrian 
facilities). 

Implementing 
Agency 

On-going  

 
Mitigation Measure 3.6-3: Consistent with Appendix F of the CEQA Guidelines, 
the agencies implementing RTP projects should:  Implementing On-going  
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 Promote measures to reduce wasteful, inefficient and unnecessary 
consumption of energy during construction, operation, maintenance 
and/or removal. As the individual RTP projects are designed there 
should be an explanation as to why certain measures were 
incorporated in the RTP project and why other measures were 
dismissed.  

 Site, orient, and design projects to minimize energy consumption, 
increase water conservation and reduce solid-waste.  

 Promote efforts to reduce peak energy demand in the design and 
operation of RTP projects.  

 Promote the use of alternate fuels (particularly renewable ones) or 
energy systems for RTP projects.  

 Promote efforts to recycle materials used in the construction 
(including demolition phase) of RTP projects.  

Agency 

 Mitigation Measure 3.6-4:  The PCTPA should coordinate with local and 
regional agencies to assist in efforts to develop local and regional CAPs (Climate 
Action Plans) and/or General Plan policy that address climate change and 
greenhouse gas emissions. Some local agencies in Placer County have adopted a 
local CAP (Roseville 2009 and Rocklin 2012), or are in the process of preparing 
a local CAP (Lincoln, in process) to address climate change and greenhouse gas 
emissions. Local and regional CAPs should include the following components: 

 Baseline inventory of GHG emissions from community and municipal 
sources.  

 A target reduction goal consistent with AB 32.  

 Policies and measures to reduce GHG emissions.  

 Quantification of the effectiveness of the proposed policies and 
measures.  

 A monitoring program to track the effectiveness and implementation 
of the CAP(s).  

PCTPA’s role in the development of local and regional CAPs should include:  

 Assistance in seeking and securing funding for the development of 
local and regional CAPs.  

 Collaboration with local and regional agencies throughout their 
respective planning processes.  

Implementing 
Agency 

On-going  



4.0 FINAL MMRP 
 

4.0-14 Final Environmental Impact Report – 2036 Placer County RTP 

 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT MITIGATION MEASURE MONITORING 

RESPONSIBILITY 
TIMING 

VERIFICATION 

(DATE/INITIALS) 

 
Mitigation Measure 3.6-5: PCTPA has included alternative vehicle 

fueling/charging stations in the RTP. PCTPA should consider the development of 

an Alternative Fuel Vehicle (AFV) and Infrastructure Policy in the future and assist 

local agencies with the development of an Alternative Fuel Vehicle (AFV) and 

Infrastructure Policy. In developing an AFV policy, PCTPA should consider the 

studies prepared by SACOG (i.e. TakeCharge II: Infrastructure Roadmap). The 

policy could include provisions that address best practices, and standards related 

to saving energy and reducing GHG emissions through AFV use, including: 

 A procurement policy for using AFV by franchisees of these cities, such 

as trash haulers, green waste haulers, street sweepers, and curbside 

recyclable haulers. Such AFVs should have GHG emissions that are 

lower than comparable gasoline- or diesel- powered vehicles. 

 To the extent that is deemed economically feasible for the local agency, 

a fleet purchase policy to increase the number of AFVs (i.e., vehicles not 

powered strictly by gasoline or diesel fuel) for municipally owned fleets.  

 A public education policy to encourage the use of alternative fuel 

vehicles and development of supporting infrastructure. 

Implementing 
Agency 

On-going  

GEOLOGICAL AND MINERAL RESOURCES     

Impact 3.7‐1: Potential to expose 
people or structures to potential 
adverse effects involving rupture of a 
fault or strong seismic ground 
shaking (less than significant with 
mitigation) 

Mitigation Measure 3.7‐1: Conduct project‐level seismic hazard evaluations 
and design those project facilities according to the California Building Code. 
Implementing agencies will ensure evaluations of seismic ground shaking 
hazards for all individual improvement projects at the project level. Based on 
these evaluations, the implementing agencies will ensure that design and 
construction of all new facilities are constructed in accordance with the most 
appropriate building standards to minimize the potential impacts to new 
facilities. 

Implementing 
Agency 

Prior to Design 
Approval 

 

Impact 3.7‐3: Potential to be located 
on a geologic unit or soil that is 
unstable, or that would become 
unstable as a result of the Project, and 
potentially result in on‐ or off‐site 
landslide, lateral spreading, 
subsidence, liquefaction or collapse 

Mitigation Measure 3.7‐2: Conduct site‐specific geotechnical investigations 
for liquefaction, slope stability, lateral spreading, settlement, and subsidence. 
Implementing agencies will ensure that site specific geotechnical investigations 
are conducted before or during the preliminary and/or final design stages of 
the individual RTP improvement projects to identify and characterize areas 
that may be susceptible to these geological conditions. These site‐specific 
investigations may range from limited screening investigations to identify 
obvious hazards, to very detailed subsurface investigations. The findings of 
these site‐specific investigations will serve as the basis for the final design of the 

Implementing 
Agency 

Prior to Design 
Approval 
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(less than significant with mitigation) proposed projects and ensure that appropriate geotechnical methods are used 
to avoid or minimize the potential for damage to project‐related facilities. 

Impact 3.7‐4: Potential to result in 
risks from expansive soil (less than 
significant with mitigation) 

Mitigation Measure 3.7‐3: Conduct site‐specific geotechnical investigations 
for expansive soils and implement appropriate, proven geotechnical methods. 
Implementing agencies will conduct site specific geotechnical investigations 
before or during the preliminary and/or final design stages of the individual 
RTP improvement projects to identify areas with expansive soils. The findings of 
these site specific 
investigations would serve as the basis for the final design of the proposed 
projects and 
ensure that appropriate, proven geotechnical methods are used to avoid or 
minimize the potential for expansive soils and sediments to damage project‐
related structures. The exact methods that would be used to address potential 
expansive soil issues may include the selective placement of expansive fill 
materials; the use of imported, non‐expansive fill materials; or other methods of 
ground improvement. 

Implementing 
Agency 

Prior to Design 
Approval 

 

HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS     

Impact 3.8-4: Impact from being 
included on a list of hazardous 
materials sites compiled pursuant to 
Government Code Section 65962.5 

Mitigation Measure 3.8-1: Prior to approval of individual RTP improvement 
projects, the implementing agency should perform a Phase 1 Environmental 
Site Assessment that includes a review of all known databases for contaminated 
sites. If it is determined that a project is located on or near a contaminated site 
a Phase II Environmental Site Assessment should be performed to sample the 
soils/groundwater and further investigate the extent of the contamination. 
Based on the results of the Phase II Environmental Site Assessment, the 
implementing agency should devise a remediation plan or avoid disturbance of 
contaminated areas, in compliance with appropriate regulatory agency 
requirements. All work should be conducted under a work plan approved by the 
regulatory oversight agency and should be conducted by a registered 
environmental assessor (pursuant to 22 CCR 69200). 

Implementing 
Agency 

Prior to Design 
Approval 

 

HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY     

Impact 3.9-1: Violate any water 
quality standards or waste discharge 
requirements  

Mitigation Measure 3.9-1: Comply with NPDES General Construction Permit 
requirements.  To reduce or eliminate construction-related water quality 
effects, the implementing agency will ensure that transportation improvement 
projects comply with the requirements of the NPDES General Construction 
Permit.  Project implementation agencies are required to obtain coverage 
under the General Construction Permit before the onset of any construction 

Implementing 
Agency 

Prior to the 
commencement 
of construction 
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activities, where the disturbed area is 1 acre or greater in size. 

A SWPPP will be developed by a qualified engineer or erosion control specialist 
in accordance with the NPDES General Construction Permit requirements.  The 
SWPPP will be implemented prior to the issuance of any grading permit before 
construction.  The SWPPP will be kept on site during construction activity and 
will be made available upon request to representatives of the RWQCB.  

Compliance and coverage under the NPDES General Construction Permit will 
require controls of pollutant discharges that utilize BMPs and technology to 
reduce erosion and sediments to meet water quality standards.  BMPs may 
consist of a wide variety of measures taken to reduce pollutants in stormwater 
runoff from the construction site.  Measures may include, temporary erosion 
control measures (such as silt fences, staked straw bales/wattles, silt/sediment 
basins and traps, check dams, geofabric, sandbag dikes, and temporary 
revegetation or other ground cover) will be employed to control erosion from 
disturbed areas. 

Final selection of BMPs will be subject to approval by the implementing agency.  
The implementing agency will verify that an NOI has been filed with the SWRCB, 
and a SWPPP has been developed before allowing construction to begin.  

 Mitigation Measure 3.9-2: Implement a Spill Prevention and Control Program.  
As part of requiring compliance with the NPDES General Construction Permit, 
the implementing agency and its agents will develop and implement a spill 
prevention and control program to minimize the potential for, and effects from, 
spills of hazardous, toxic, or petroleum substances during all construction 
activities.  The program will be completed before any construction activities 
begin. 

Implementing 
Agency 

Prior to Design 
Approval, and 
during 
construction 

 

 Mitigation Measure 3.9-3: Implement measures to maintain water quality 
after construction.  The project implementing agencies will implement source 
and treatment control measures according to the Stormwater Quality Control 
Criteria Plan (San Joaquin County 2005).  For new development and 
redevelopment projects, general site design control measures are required to 
minimize the volume and rate of stormwater runoff discharge from the project 
site. General site design control measures incorporated into the project design 
can include: 

 conserving natural areas; 
 protecting slopes and channels; 
 minimizing impervious areas; 

Implementing 
Agency 

Prior to Design 
Approval, 
during/after 
construction 
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 storm drain identification, and appropriate messaging and signing; 
and 

 minimizing effective imperviousness through the use of turf buffers 
and/or grass-lined channels, if feasible. 

In addition, new development and redevelopment projects must include 
treatment control measures, if possible and when feasible, to remove pollutants 
from stormwater runoff prior to discharge to the storm drain system or 
receiving water.  Treatment control measures may include, but not be limited 
to, the following: 

 Vegetated buffer strip 
 Vegetated swale 
 Extended detention basin 
 Wet pond 
 Constructed wetland 
 Detention basin/sand filter 
 Porous pavement detention 
 Porous landscape detention 
 Infiltration basin 
 Infiltration trench 
 Media filter 
 Retention/irrigation 
 Proprietary control device 

Selection and implementation of these measures would be based on a project-
by-project basis depending on project size and stormwater treatment needs. 

 Mitigation Measure 3.9-4: Comply with provisions for dewatering.  Before 
discharging any dewatered effluent to surface water, the project 
implementation agency will obtain an NPDES permit and Waste Discharge 
Requirement from the Central Valley RWQCB.  Depending on the volume and 
characteristics of the discharge, coverage under the NPDES General 
Construction Permit may be permissible.  If coverage under the General 
Construction Permit is not allowed, the project will conform to requirements of 
the General Dewatering Permit, issued by the Central Valley RWQCB.  The 
project implementation agencies will design and implement measures as 
necessary so that the discharge limits identified in the relevant permit are met. 

Implementing 
Agency 

Prior to Design 
Approval, 
during/after 
construction 

 

Impact 3.9-3: Alter the existing 
drainage pattern in a manner which 

Mitigation Measure 3.9-5: Conduct project-level drainage studies.  As part of 
the infrastructure plan, the project implementation agencies and/or their 

Implementing Prior to Design  
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would result in substantial erosion, 
siltation, flooding, or polluted runoff.  

contractors will conduct a drainage study.  This study will address the following 
topics: 

 A calculation of pre-development runoff conditions and post-
development runoff scenarios using appropriate engineering methods.  
This analysis will evaluate potential changes to runoff through 
specific design criteria, and account for increased surface runoff. 

 An assessment of existing drainage facilities within the project area, 
and an inventory of necessary upgrades, replacements, redesigns, 
and/or rehabilitation, including the sizing of on-site stormwater 
detention features and pump stations. 

 A description of the proposed maintenance program for the onsite 
drainage system. 

 Standards for drainage systems to be installed on a project/parcel-
specific basis. 

 Proposed design measures to ensure structures are not located within 
100-year floodplain areas. 

Drainage systems will be designed in accordance with the County’s, Flood 
Control Agency’s, and other applicable flood control design criteria.  As a 
performance standard, measures to be implemented from those studies will 
provide for no net increase in peak stormwater discharge relative to current 
conditions, ensure that 100-year flooding and its potential impacts are 
maintained at or below current levels, and that people and structures are not 
exposed to additional flood risk.  

Agency Approval 

 Mitigation Measure 3.9-6: Avoid restriction of flood flows.  Proposed projects 
requiring federal approval or funding will comply with Executive Order 11988 
for floodplain management.  Projects will avoid incompatible floodplain 
development designs, they will restore and preserve the natural and beneficial 
floodplain values, and they will maintain consistency with the standards and 
criteria of the National Flood Insurance Program.  In addition, a Letter of Map 
Revision (LOMR) will be prepared and submitted to FEMA where unavoidable 
construction would occur within 100-year floodplains.  The LOMR will include 
revised local base flood elevations for projects constructed within flood prone 
areas. Potential impacts due to flooding as a result of RTP projects are assumed 
to be alleviated through the FEMA LOMR approval process. 

Implementing 
Agency 

Prior to Design 
Approval 

 

 Mitigation Measure 3.9-7: Avoid project dewatering.  Project designs that 
require continual de-watering activities for the life of the projects will be 
avoided if possible.  Due to the potential for flooding and destabilizing 

Implementing 
Agency 

Prior to Design 
Approval 
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conditions, project implementation agencies will choose project designs that do 
not require continual dewatering, if suitable project alternatives exist.  Project 
alternatives may include construction of overpasses, as opposed to below-grade 
underpasses, which would avoid interception with groundwater.  

Impact 3.9.7 Expose people or 
structures to a significant risk of loss, 
injury or death involving flooding, 
including flooding as a result of the 
failure of a levee or dam, seiche, 
tsunami, or mudflow.  

Mitigation Measure 3.9-8: Design projects to pass flows in the event of levee or 
dam failure.  If the proposed project would have the potential to impede or 
redirect flows from a levee or dam failure, such that there would be less than a 
one percent chance that flooding would extend to areas not previously mapped 
as inundation areas, the project applicant will redesign the project, to the 
maximum extent practicable, such that the site would exhibit pre-project 
inundation conditions.  This may be achieved through incorporation of culverts 
or bridges into the project design.  The project applicant would consult with the 
California and San Joaquin Offices of Emergency Services to ensure that the 
flooding risks of pre-project conditions would not increase.  

Implementing 
Agency 

Prior to Design 
Approval 

 

LAND USE PLANNING AND POPULATION     

Impact 3.10-1: Physical Division of an 
Established Community 

Mitigation Measure 3.10-1: Prior to approval of RTP projects, the 
implementing agency shall consult with local planning staff to ensure that the 
project will not physically divide the community. The consultation should 
include a more detailed project-level analysis of land uses adjacent to proposed 
improvements to identify specific impacts. The analysis should consider new 
road widths and specific project locations in relation to existing roads. If it is 
determined that a project could physically divide a community, the 
implementing agency shall redesign the project to avoid the impact, if feasible. 
The measures could include realignment of the improvements to avoid the 
affected community. Where avoidance is not feasible, the implementing agency 
shall incorporate minimization measures to reduce the impact. The measures 
could include: alignment modifications, right-of-way reductions, provisions for 
bicycle, pedestrian, and vehicle facilities, and enhanced landscaping and 
architecture.  

Implementing 
Agency 

Prior to Design 
Approval 

 

NOISE     

Impact 3.11-1: Exposure of Noise-
Sensitive Land Uses to Short-Term 
Construction Noise 

Mitigation Measure 3.11-1:  Subsequent projects under the RTP shall be 
designed and implemented to reduce adverse construction noise and vibration 
impacts to sensitive receptors, as feasible.  Measures to reduce noise and 
vibration effects may include, but are not limited to:  

Implementing 
Agency 

Prior to Design 
Approval 
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 Limit noise-generating construction activities, excluding those that 
would result in a safety concern to workers or the public, to the least 
noise-sensitive daytime hours, which is generally 6am to 9pm. 

 Construction of temporary sound barriers to shield noise-sensitive 
land uses. 

 Location of noise-generating stationary equipment (e.g., power 
generators, compressors, etc.) at the furthest practical distance from 
nearby noise-sensitive land uses. 

 Phase demolition, earth-moving and ground-impacting operations so 
as not to occur in the same time period. 

 Use of equipment noise-reduction devices (e.g., mufflers, intake 
silencers, and engine shrouds) in accordance with manufacturers’ 
recommendations. 

 Substituting noise/vibration-generating equipment with equipment 
or procedures that would generate lower levels of noise/vibration.  
For instance, in comparison to impact piles, drilled piles or the use of a 
sonic or vibratory pile driver are preferred alternatives where 
geological conditions would permit their use. 

 Other specific measures as they are deemed appropriate by the 
implementing agency to maintain consistency with adopted policies 
and regulations regarding noise. 

 Comply with all local noise control and noise rules, regulations, and 
ordinances.  

Impact 3.11-2: Exposure of Noise-
Sensitive Land Uses to Increases in 
Traffic Noise (less than significant 
with mitigation) 

Mitigation Measures 3.11-2: Prior to approval of RTP projects, the 
implementing agency shall perform a project-level noise evaluation. For 
projects adjacent to noise-sensitive uses, implementing agencies shall consider 
the following measures: 

 Construct vegetative earth berms with mature trees and landscaping 
to attenuate roadway noise on adjacent residences or other sensitive 
use, and /or sound walls or other similar sound-attenuating buffers, 
as appropriate.  

 Properly zone, buffer, and restrict development to ensure that future 
development is compatible with transportation facilities.  

 Design projects to maximize the distance between noise-sensitive land 
uses and new roadway lanes, roadways, rail lines, transit centers, 
park-and-ride lots, and other new noise generating facilities. 

 Improve the acoustical insulation of residential units where setbacks 
and sound barriers do not sufficiently reduce noise.  

Implementing 
Agency 

Prior to Design 
Approval 
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 Establish speed limits and limits on hours of operation of rail and 
transit systems. 

UTILITIES, PUBLIC SERVICES AND 

RECREATION 
    

Impact 3.12-1: The proposed project 
has the potential to exceed 
wastewater treatment requirements 
of the applicable Regional Water 
Quality Control Board. 

Mitigation Measure 3.12-1: Project implementation agencies shall evaluate 
the impacts to wastewater treatment, as part of project-specific environmental 
review. For any identified impacts, appropriate mitigation measures shall be 
identified. The project implementation agencies or local jurisdiction shall be 
responsible for ensuring adherence to the mitigation measures.  

Implementing 
Agency 

Prior to Design 
Approval 

 

Impact 3.12-2: The proposed project 
has the potential to result in a 
determination by the wastewater 
treatment and/or collection provider 
which serves or may serve the project 
that is does not have adequate 
capacity to serve the project’s 
projected demand in addition to the 
provider’s existing commitments 

Mitigation Measure 3.12-2: Prior to construction of facilities that would 
require wastewater treatment services; the implementing agency shall secure 
adequate wastewater treatment capacity and undertake project-level review as 
necessary to provide CEQA compliance. 

Implementing 
Agency 

Prior to Design 
Approval 

 

Impact 3.12-3: The proposed project 
has the potential to require or result 
in the construction of new 
wastewater treatment or collection 
facilities or expansion of existing 
facilities, the construction of which 
could cause significant environmental 
effects 

Mitigation Measure 3.12-3: The implementing agencies shall be required to 
provide CEQA review for all projects that require additional wastewater 
infrastructure upgrades. Projects shall be analyzed on a case by case basis to 
determine if construction or expansion of wastewater treatment and collection 
facilities, and or infrastructure upgrades of existing and new facilities would 
cause significant environmental effects. Implementing agencies shall determine 
appropriate mitigation measures that are project specific.  

Implementing 
Agency 

Prior to Design 
Approval 

 

Impact 3.12-4: The proposed project 
has the potential to require 
construction of new water treatment 
facilities or expansion of existing 
facilities, the construction of which 
could cause significant environmental 
effects 

Mitigation Measure 3.12-4: The implementing agencies shall be required to 
provide CEQA review for all projects that may require additional water 
treatment upgrades. Projects shall be analyzed on a case by case basis to 
determine if construction or expansion of water treatment facilities, and or 
infrastructure upgrades of existing and new facilities would cause significant 
environmental effects. 

Implementing 
Agency 

Prior to Design 
Approval 
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Impact 3.12-5: The proposed project 
has the potential to have insufficient 
water supplies available to serve the 
project from existing entitlements 
and resources 

Mitigation Measure 3.12-5: Prior to construction of facilities that would 
require water service for potable consumption and landscaping purposes; the 
implementing agency shall secure adequate water supplies to serve the 
proposed project and undertake project-level review as necessary to provide 
CEQA compliance. Wherever feasible, facilities should implement water 
conservation practices including but not limited to: the use of reclaimed water 
instead of potable water for landscaping purposes, low flow fixtures, and water 
efficient landscape design. 

Implementing 
Agency 

Prior to Design 
Approval 

 

Impact 3.12-6: The proposed project 
has the potential to require or result 
in the construction of new storm 
water drainage facilities or expansion 
of existing facilities, the construction 
of which could cause significant 
environmental effects 

Mitigation Measure 3.12-6: The implementing agency shall require projects to 
direct stormwater run-off and other surface drainage into an adequate on-site 
system or into a municipal system with capacity to accept the project drainage. 
This should be demonstrated by requiring consistency with local stormwater 
drainage master plans, and include a project-specific drainage analysis 
satisfactory to the jurisdiction’s engineer.  

Implementing 
Agency 

Prior to Design 
Approval 

 

Impact 3.12-7: The proposed project 
has the potential to be served by a 
landfill with sufficient permitted 
capacity to accommodate the project’s 
solid waste disposal needs and 
comply with federal, State, and local 
statutes and regulations related to 
solid waste 

Mitigation Measure 3.12-7: Prior to construction of transportation 
improvements and facilities that generate solid waste or require solid waste 
services; the implementing agency shall ensure receiving landfills have 
adequate solid waste capacity to serve additional project waste volumes. 
Additionally the implementing agency shall:  

 Require the construction contractor to work with the County 
Recycling Coordinator to ensure that source reduction techniques and 
recycling measures are incorporated into project construction.  

 Require the amount of solid waste generated during construction to 
be estimated prior to construction, and appropriate disposal sites will 
be identified and utilized.  

 
For individual projects that include facilities that produce ongoing waste 
streams (including trash receptacles) the implementing agency shall where 
feasible: 

 Require waste reduction strategies including but not limited to: 
convenient recycling stations (onsite recycling receptacles) at all solid 
waste collection (trash receptacle) locations. Waste reduction 
strategies shall be coordinated with the County Recycling 
Coordinator.  

Implementing 
Agency 

Prior to the 
commencement 
of construction 

 

TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION     
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Impact 3.13-2: The Proposed Project 
could result in the alteration of 
present patterns of vehicular, bicycle, 
and pedestrian circulation, increased 
traffic delay, and increased traffic 
hazards during construction of future 
projects. (less than significant with 
mitigation) 

Mitigation Measure 3.13-1:  The implementing agencies shall to develop a 
traffic control plan for construction projects to reduce the effects of 
construction on the roadway system throughout the construction period. As 
part of the traffic control plan, project proponents shall coordinate with 
emergency service providers to ensure that emergency routes are identified and 
remain available during construction activities.  

Implementing 
Agency 

Prior to the 
commencement 
of construction 
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