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UNMET TRANSIT NEEDS SUMMARY AND FINDINGS 
 
 
Summary 
 
As the Regional Transportation Planning Agency for Placer County, the Placer County 
Transportation Planning Agency (PCTPA) is responsible for the administration of Transportation 
Development Act Funds (TDA) funds.  This responsibility includes the annual unmet transit 
needs process, which has four key components:  

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

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

the next fiscal year.   
 
Unmet transit needs may include establishing, contracting for, or expanding public 
transportation, in addition to services or measures required to comply with the Americans with 
Disabilities Act.  If, based on the adopted definition and criteria, any unmet transit needs are 
determined to be reasonable to meet by the PCTPA Board of Directors; they must be funded in 
the next fiscal year prior to any TDA funds being allocated for non-transit purposes.   
 
The unmet transit needs analysis was conducted in accordance with the definitions of “unmet 
transit needs” and “reasonable to meet” amended by the PCTPA Board of Directors in 
September 2006.  The analysis relied upon the recently approved Short Range Transit Plans 
(SRTPs), the Long Range Transit Master Plan, the South Placer Dial-a-Ride Study,  and the 
Sacramento Area Council of Government’s (SACOG’s) Public Transit Human Services 
Transportation Coordinated Plan.  
 
This year PCTPA reviewed 39 comments submitted by the public as part of the FY 2012/2013 
unmet transit needs process; 15 comments lie outside of PCTPA’s jurisdiction (with the majority 
focused on improving and expanding transit services and specialized transportation within the 
North Lake Tahoe Basin and the Town of Truckee) and five comments are for requests that do 
not pertain to the unmet transit needs process. Of the remaining comments analyzed, there are no 
new unmet transit needs that are reasonable to meet for implementation in FY 2013/14. 
 
Of the comments addressing unmet transit needs, the list below summarizes the more prominent 
themes: 

 New service or service extensions. 
 More direct routes, with fewer transfers. 
 More consistent service hours among the different Placer transit operators to provide 

better connectivity. 
 More frequent service at 30-minute headways. 
 Later evening and night service consistent with employer work schedules, particularly in 

the North Lake Tahoe area. 
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 More weekend service, with longer service hours. 
 
In accordance with TDA requirements, the SSTAC met on January 29, 2013 to review the draft 
report and had until February 12, 2013 to complete its review. At the January 29 meeting the 
SSTAC recommended approval of the draft report, inclusive of the comments presented at the 
meeting as well as those comments subsequently submitted by the February 12 deadline. The 
final report incorporates all SSTAC comments and is included in Appendix “F” of the Report. 
  
In addition, the draft report was reviewed by the Transit Operator’s Working Group (TOWG) on 
January 29, 2013 and PCTPA’s Technical Advisory Group (TAC) on February 13, 2013. These 
committees had no comments. The SSTAC, TOWG, and TAC concur with the recommended 
findings.  
 
Recommended Findings 
 

1) There are no new unmet transit needs in FY 2012/2013 that are reasonable to meet for 
implementation in FY 2013/2014. 

2) The following finding from FY 2004/05, as amended in FY 2009/2010, is considered a 
continuing unmet transit need on a conditional basis: 

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

3) That the FY 2012/13 Unmet Transit Needs Analysis and Recommendations Final Report 
for FY 2013/14 is accepted as complete. 
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INTRODUCTION 
 
 
Background 
 
This report presents an analysis of the recent public testimony on unmet transit needs in Placer 
County.  This annual process fulfills the requirements of the Transportation Development Act 
(TDA) regarding uses of the Local Transportation Fund (LTF).  The LTF consists of ¼ cent of 
the sales taxes collected in Placer County.  Transit needs are the highest priority for funds 
received under the TDA. The legislative intent for the use of the LTF funds is stated in the Public 
Utilities Code: 
 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

The Lincoln Loop operates throughout north of the Auburn Ravine, with stops at many schools, 
parks, community centers, and other points of interest. Service hours are Monday through Friday 
(except holidays) from 7:00 am to 5:40 pm. Final drop-off is at 5:40 pm at Foskett Regional 
Park. 

Lincoln Transit offers complementary paratransit service to ADA-certified individuals and 
seniors (age 60 and above). The program, which operates as a shared-ride, reservation-based 
service, provides curb-to-curb service to any location within a ¾-mile radius of any Lincoln 
Transit route as well as the Del Webb community. With respect to ride requests, priority will be 
given to ADA-certified individuals followed by seniors (defined as persons age 60 and above). 
Use of the dial-a-ride service by the general public is available solely on a space-available basis. 
The service operates Monday through Friday, from 7:00 am to 6:00 pm. Final pickup occurs at 
5:30 pm. 
 
Placer County Transit (PCT) 
Placer County Transit directly operates fixed route service between 1) Alta, Colfax and Auburn, 
2) Auburn and the Watt-I-80 Light Rail, 3) Dry Creek Road in North Auburn to Downtown 
Auburn, and 4) Lincoln, Rocklin and Sierra College.  This service operates Monday through 
Friday, 5:00 am to 9:00 pm; and on Saturdays from 8:00 am to 7:00 pm. 
 
PCT contracts Dial-A-Ride service and the Taylor Road Shuttle to PRIDE Industries. Dial-A-
Ride provides service based on reservations directly to requested destinations within the service 
area.  Dial-A-Ride is provided in Auburn in the Highway 49 Corridor, Loomis, Rocklin and 
Granite Bay.   The Taylor Road Shuttle provides service to Newcastle, Penryn and Loomis from 
Auburn to Sierra College in Rocklin. 
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PCT provides connections with Auburn Transit, Gold Country Stage (Nevada County), Lincoln 
Transit, Roseville Transit, and the Sacramento Regional Transit District (RT) at designated 
transfer points within respective jurisdictions.  
The Placer Commuter Express (PCE) service begins in Colfax and stops at Clipper Gap, Auburn, 
Penryn, Loomis, Rocklin and Roseville, and ends in downtown Sacramento.  This service 
operates Monday through Friday from 5:00 am to 8:00 am and from 4:00 pm to 7:00 pm. 
 
The Placer County vanpool program is administered by PCT.  The vanpools are leased from a 
private firm and driven by one of the commuters in the vanpool.  Currently there are ten 
vanpools originating from Placer County to various employers in Sacramento and Davis.  The 
vanpool program is supported with County subsidy. 
 
Roseville Transit 
The City of Roseville Department of Public Works is responsible for providing transit service 
within the City of Roseville. The City owns and maintains the bus fleet and contracts with a 
transit provider for the daily operation of Roseville Transit. 
 
Roseville Transit is comprised of three modes: a fixed route service with ten local routes 
operated throughout the City, as well as an evening college shuttle; Dial-A-Ride, a city-wide 
demand-response service open to the general public; and a weekday peak-period commuter 
service from park-and-ride facilities within Roseville to downtown Sacramento (as well as a 
reverse commuter service using the same commuter buses).  All services operate weekdays, from 
5:30 am to 10:00 pm., except the Commuter service, which operates from 5:00 am to 9:00 am 
and from 3:30 pm to 6:30 pm. The fixed-route service (except for the college shuttle) operates on 
Saturdays from 8:00 am to 5:00 pm, while the Dial-A-Ride operates on Saturdays and Sundays. 
Dial-A-Ride services operate on Saturday and Sunday from 8:00 am to 5:00 pm.   
 
Roseville Transit provides connections with Placer County Transit (PCT) and the Sacramento 
Regional Transit District (RT) at designated transfer points in Roseville.   
 
Tahoe Area Regional Transit (TART) 
Transit services in the North Tahoe area are primarily provided by Tahoe Area Regional Transit 
(TART) which is operated by the Placer County Department of Public Works.  TART service 
differs from other transit services operated in Placer County, as it operates within the 
jurisdictions of multiple planning agencies including the Nevada County Transportation 
Commission (NCTC), the Tahoe Regional Planning Agency (TRPA), and the Placer County 
Transportation Planning Agency (PCTPA).   
 
TART operates public bus transit service in North Tahoe.  TART’s “mainline” route runs year-
round between Tahoma on the Westshore to the Hyatt in Incline Village.  The route serves Tahoe 
City, Kings Beach and all of the other communities along this route.  TART also operates route 
service between Tahoe City, Squaw Valley and Truckee.  In the summer time, TART adds the 
Tahoe Trolley service, which increases daytime service and adds nighttime service.  In the winter 
and summer TART adds runs on SR 267 between Truckee, Northstar and Kings Beach.  
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In general, TRPA is responsible for analyzing unmet transit needs within the Tahoe Basin, and 
PCTPA is responsible for the unmet transit needs outside the Basin, but within Placer County.  
NCTC performs the required unmet transit needs analysis within the Town of Truckee, where 
TART also provides a level of transit service.  For purposes of this report, PCTPA focuses only 
on transit services located within its jurisdiction - State Routes 89 and 267 corridors.     
 
Western Placer Consolidated Transportation Services Agency (WPCTSA) 
The Western Placer Consolidated Transportation Services Agency (WPCTSA) replaced PRIDE 
Industries as the Consolidated Transportation Service Agency (or CTSA) to serve western Placer 
County. WPCTSA is a joint powers authority, consisting of Placer County and all of the cities 
within the County. The WPCTSA became effective October 13, 2008, and new the service went 
into effect on January 2, 2009. On January 2, 2009, three PRIDE Industries transportation 
programs – the administration of the non-emergency medical transportation program, the 
transportation voucher program, and the door-to-door ride program transferred to a new public / 
private partnership between the WPCTSA and Seniors First, Inc.   
 
Transit Expenditures 
 
Public transit services in western Placer County are funded by a variety of local, state, and 
federal sources. The primary source of local transit funds is the Transportation Development Act 
(TDA). While all transit operators in Placer County use TDA funds to operate their respective 
services, other federal, state and local funds are also used for capital and operations, which help 
conserve TDA dollars. 
 
The TDA provides funding under two separate programs called the Local Transportation Fund 
(LTF) and the State Transit Assistance (STA) fund. The LTF is derived from ¼ percent of the 
statewide sales tax collected in Placer County. Each jurisdiction in Placer County receives LTF 
funds according to a formula apportioned on the basis of population. Population estimates come 
from the California Department of Finance (DOF).  
 
The Unmet Transit Needs process relates only to the use of the LTF for transit expenditures and 
the use of those funds to fulfill any unmet transit need that is found to be reasonable to meet by 
this process.   
  
A compilation of FY 2012/2013 LTF expenditures by jurisdiction within Placer County for 
transit and for streets and roads purposes is not available at the time of publication of this report. 
To date, not all jurisdictions have submitted their LTF claims. Also, the annual LTF fiscal audit 
process verifying past expenditures will not be completed until March 2013. 
 
The table below shows for FY 2011/2012 Local Transportation Fund (LTF) expenditures by 
jurisdiction within Placer County for transit and for streets and roads purposes. For the western 
slope of Placer County, transit expenditures comprise 62.1 percent and street expenditures 
comprise 37.9 percent of the LTF in FY 2011/2012.  
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Local Transportation Fund (LTF) Expenditures 
by Placer County Jurisdiction for Western Slope – FY 2011/2012 

 
LTF 

Transit $ 
LTF 

Transit % 

LTF 
Transit $ 

Per 
Capita1 

LTF 
Streets $ 

LTF 
Streets % 

LTF 
Streets $ 

Per 
Capita1 

Total LTF 

Auburn $254,181 46.6% $18.95 $291,093 53.4% $21.71 $545,274 

Call Center2 $284,948 100.0% $0.83 NA 0.0% NA $284,948 

Colfax $3,253 4.1% $1.65 $76,885 95.9% $39.01 $80,138 

WPCTSA2 $606,514 100.0% $1.77 NA 0.0% NA $606,514 

Lincoln $699,098 39.9% $16.16 $1,053,323 60.1% $24.36 $1,752,421 

Loomis $54,797 20.8% $8.46 $208,914 79.2% $32.26 $263,711 

Placer 
County3 

$2,767,729 69.3% $28.17 $1,225,000 30.7% $12.47 $3,992,729 

Rocklin $509,006 21.7% $8.79 $1,839,395 78.3% $31.77 $2,348,401 

Roseville4 $3,989,081 81.6% $33.08 $900,000 18.4% $7.46 $4,889,081 

Western 
Slope Total 

$9,168,607 62.1% $26.82 $5,594,610 37.9% $16.37 $14,763,217 

 
Sources:  
FY 2011/2012 Final LTF Apportionment, August 2011; & FY 2011/2012 jurisdiction TDA Claims under Article 4, 
Article 4.5, Articles, 8a, and 8. 
 
Notes:  
1. Per capita figures based on California Department of Finance City/County Population Estimates Table E-1: 

January 1, 2010 to January 1, 2011. 
2. LTF Transit $ Per Capita for both the Call Center and WPCTSA are calculated using the total Western Slope 

population figure. 
3. LTF Transit $ includes $500,000 in Article 4 funds allocated toward Tahoe Area Regional Transit (TART) 

operations. 
4. Roseville LTF Street $ are used for ridesharing, TSM, and bikeway programs (i.e., planning, implementation 

and capital projects). 
 
Assuming the LTF currently allocated in FY 2011/2012 to streets and roads was re-allocated 
toward transit operations as recommended in the Transit Master Plan, approximately 12 new bus 
routes could be implemented within western Placer County – each operating daily (12 hours), 
with an assumed annual operating cost of about $450,000 per route. 
 
The table below reviews the prior four-year trend in the percentage of LTF devoted toward 
transit and LTF spent on transit per capita for each jurisdiction. As can be seen from this table, 
over the last four fiscal years LTF allocated to transit has averaged about 67.5 percent; while 
LTF allocated to streets and roads has averaged about 32.5 percent. LTF allocations between 
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transit and streets and roads may vary widely from year-to-year depending upon the 
determination of unmet transit needs, current economic conditions and budget considerations. 
 

Four Year Trend – LTF Devoted by Jurisdictions Toward Transit 
 FY 2007/2008 FY 2008/2009 FY 2009/2010 FY 2010/2011 

 
LTF 

Transit 
 % 

LTF Transit 
$ per Capita1 

LTF 
Transit 

% 

LTF Transit 
$ per Capita1 

LTF 
Transit 

% 

LTF Transit 
$ per Capita1 

LTF 
Transit 

% 

LTF Transit 
$ per Capita1 

 
 
Auburn 39.3% $18.94 50.5% $22.33 92.0% $24.42 66.7% $       25.83 

Call Center2 NA NA NA NA NA NA 100.0% 0.00 
 
Colfax 12.3% $5.94 9.0% $3.46 18.7% $5.99 4.8% $         1.86 
 
WPCTSA2,3 100.0% NA 100.0% NA 100.0% NA 100.0% $        2.07 
 
Lincoln 30.3% $13.89 1.8% $0.71 58.5% $18.70 52.8% $       20.40 
 
Loomis 8.0% $3.82 12.4% $5.53 37.2% $11.87 24.1% $         9.32 
Placer 
County4 50.9% $24.50 58.1% $25.71 77.2% $21.38 68.4% $       26.48 
 
Rocklin 15.9% $7.49 25.9% $11.41 53.0% $16.92 25.4% $         9.83 
 
Roseville5 100.0% $47.48 83.4% $31.61 80.2% $25.67 83.2% $       32.18 
Western 
Slope Total 59.7% $29.88 54.6% $23.70 72.6% $23.20 64.9% $       26.46 

 
Sources:  
FY2007/08, FY 2008/09, FY 2009/10 & FY 2010/11 TDA Claims. 
 
Notes: 
1. Per capita figures based on California Department of Finance City/County Population Estimates Table E-1: 

January 1, 2007 to January 2008; January 1, 2008 to January 1, 2009; January 1, 2009 to January 1, 2010; 
and January 1, 2010 to January 1, 2011. The per capita figures are typically published in April. 

2. LTF Transit $ Per Capita for both the Call Center and WPCTSA are calculated using the total Western Slope 
population figure. 

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

4. Includes $35,000 Article 4.5 funds converted to Article 4.0 funds from PCTPA Interim CTSA in FY 2007/08. 
5. Remaining Roseville LTF $ spent on ridesharing, TDM, bikeway programs in FY 2007/08, FY 2008/09, FY 

2009/10, and FY 2010/11. 
   
Short Range Transit Plans 
 
Short range transit plans (SRTP) are prepared for each of the transit operators in Placer County.  
These plans look at countywide demographics, review operating histories of each transit 
operator, analyze demand for transit services, present a series of goals, objectives and 
performance standards, analyze a series of service alternatives, identify operating, maintenance 
and capital program needs, address the requirements of the ADA, the FTA and the TDA, and 
present the steps that each transit operator will take over the seven year plan period to improve 
and enhance transit services.  Because these documents represent a focused and calculated 
approach to improve each transit system, the PCTPA Board of Directors requires that any unmet 
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transit need that is identified to be consistent with the applicable SRTP before it can be 
considered “reasonable to meet.” 
 
In 2011, SRTPs were updated for Auburn Transit, Placer County Transit, Roseville Transit, and 
the Western Placer CTSA.  Lincoln Transit’s SRTP was updated in 2009. These plans contain a 
long list of service enhancements to fill identified gaps and needs for route improvements, 
including extension of hours of service and frequency changes. Appendix “B’ summarizes the 
various service alternatives considered in each operator’s SRTP. Implementation of the plans, 
however, is contingent upon funding. While it is a priority to implement the plan’s various transit 
service improvements, funding uncertainties in the current economy continues to be an important 
constraint in implementing the plan recommendations. 
 
Service Evaluation Process 
 
Each transit operator routinely follows a service evaluation process. Through the service 
evaluation process, data is collected on transit services which are compared against the standards 
identified in the SRTPs. Continuous monitoring of service aids in the identification of system 
performance, whether or not existing services perform at acceptable levels, identify trends, 
evaluate proposed service changes and/or possible new services, and to prioritize the allocation 
of available resources within the overall system. Overall, this leads to better service planning 
decisions by the transit operator. Appendix “H” summarizes ridership trends, an important 
performance indicator, for each Placer transit operator. 
 
Status of Prior Year Unmet Transit Needs Recommendations 
 
The following findings are based on analysis conducted in accordance with the definitions and 
criteria adopted by the Placer County Transportation Planning Agency Board in September 2006, 
as amended.  
 
FY 2004/05 Unmet Transit Needs Process Approved Finding 
In FY 2004/2005 the PCTPA Board approved a finding that year-round service between 
Truckee and Kings Beach on SR 267 provided by TART via a new or combined route that 
connects Truckee, Northstar-at Tahoe and Kings Beach is a continuing unmet transit need that 
is reasonable to meet on a conditional basis. Subsequent annual unmet transit needs processes 
continued to find that year round service along SR 267 to be reasonable to meet on a conditional 
basis. The PCTPA Board amended the original finding on February 24, 2010 to read as 
follows: 

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

Analysis 
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TART began transit service along the SR 267 corridor in the winter 2007. This service runs only 
during the winter months between the Town of Truckee (Nevada County) and Kings Beach 
(Placer County), with service to the Northstar-at-Tahoe Ski Resort. 
   
The TART Systems (Short Range Transit) Plan suggests that the projected fare box recovery of 
several service alternatives along SR 267 operated by TART would meet the minimum 
requirement to be considered as an unmet transit need that is reasonable to meet.  The Plan 
recommended that the current winter-only service along SR 267 remain unchanged until the 
Community Service Areas (CSAs) for Martis Valley are established, generating the funding 
needed to implement a new TART route along this corridor year-round. The year round service 
when implemented is expected to incrementally cost about $400,000 annually to add the off-
season (summer service).  
 
Six CSA zones of benefit have been created in Martis Valley for transit expansion. These zones 
were estimated to raise approximately $210,000 per year. As of January 2013 the zones are 
earning approximately $35,000 per year due to much slower growth in development than 
originally forecast. 
 
The jurisdictions outside of the PCTPA jurisdiction – Nevada County, Town of Truckee and 
TRPA - do not have sufficient funding at this point to contribute to their fair share of year-round 
service along this corridor.  These jurisdictions currently commit 100 percent of their LTF funds 
toward transit services.  
 
TART does not have a policy regarding funding to initiate new service.  As a practice, TART 
recommends a minimum of three years of funding be set aside for service implementation before 
TART can make a commitment to the public to initiate the new service.  
 
There is however a growing concern regarding the declining ridership on the TART SR 89 bus 
route. The SR 89 bus route currently operates year-round and is similar to the year-round service 
proposed on SR 267. Ridership on the SR 89 route has declined over the past two fiscal years. 
Placer County will need to take this issue into account when determining the cost-effectiveness 
of increasing the SR 267 bus route to a year-round service.  
 
For year round SR 267 service to occur, jurisdictions and partners outside of PCTPA’s purview 
would need to commit their participation toward the fair share cost of the service, whether 
through the use of LTF or another fund source(s).  
 
Currently, the Resort Triangle Transportation Vision Coalition (RTTVC) is actively exploring 
approaches to fund year-round SR 267 transit service. The RTTVC represents a group of 
interested stakeholders operating under the TNT/TMA. The resort triangle area encompasses 
Washoe County/Incline Village/Crystal Bay, eastern Placer County, and Nevada 
County/Truckee. In addition to the issue of year-round SR 267 service, the RTTVC is discussing 
how to achieve a seasonably reliable, consistent year round transportation system that meets the 
needs of residents and visitors within the resort triangle area.  
FY 2011/2012 Unmet Transit Needs Process Approved Finding 
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There were no new unmet transit needs that were considered reasonable to meet in FY 
2011/2012.  
 
Analysis 
Several of the public comments noted during the FY 2011/2012 unmet transit needs process 
identified issues that required further study in order to address their feasibility. These issues 
required additional analysis that was beyond the scope of the recently approved SRTPs; and 
therefore required PCTPA to pursue grant funding in order to conduct the work. The status 
regarding these comments is as follows: 
 
1. During FY 2012/2013, PCTPA to pursue grant funding to study the potential of providing 

rural transit service(s). 
 Project was not selected for FY 2012/2013 Caltrans funding. WPCTSA approved an 

agreement with Seniors First on November 28, 2012 to implement the “My Rides” 
Program in new geographic areas within Placer County where transit service is not 
available or an option. The three new geographic areas within Placer County are: 
east of the existing service area at Colfax to SR-20/I-80 Interchange near Yuba Gap; 
the Sheridan community; and the North Lake Tahoe area. 
 

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

 WPCTSA is proposing to participate in joint transit service procurement with Placer 
County. The scope of the Health Express service includes proposed service to the 
Placer County communities of Foresthill and Sheridan one day per week (day to be 
determined) for up to a two-year pilot basis. Implementation of the pilot service and 
its continuation beyond the two year period will be contingent upon the pilot’s 
success and future grant funding availability. 
 

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

 WPCTSA is proposing to participate in joint transit service procurement with Placer 
County. The scope of the Health Express service includes proposed service to the 
Placer County communities of Foresthill and Sheridan one day per week (day to be 
determined) for up to a two-year pilot basis. Implementation of the pilot service and 
its continuation beyond the two year period will be contingent upon the pilot’s 
success and future grant funding availability. 
 

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

 Project was not selected for FY 2012/2013 Caltrans funding. 
 

5. During FY 2012/13, Placer County Transit and Roseville Transit to jointly develop a 
schedule to implement Sierra College bus route improvements. 
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 Placer County Transit currently provides hourly bus service between the Galleria 
Transfer Point and Sierra College during the day. Working with Placer County 
Transit, Roseville Transit initiated the Sierra College Evening Shuttle from the same 
arrival and departure locations. The Shuttle service went into effect September 10, 
2012. 
 

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

 WPCTSA is proposing to participate in joint transit service procurement with Placer 
County. The scope of the Health Express service includes two partial days per week, 
Tuesdays and Thursdays, (up to six hours each day) for Placer residents to go to 
medically related appointments in the Sacramento area.  Service start-up is 
scheduled for July 2013. 
 

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

 WPCTSA approved an agreement with Seniors First on November 28, 2012 to 
implement the “My Rides” Program in new geographic areas within Placer County 
where transit service is not available or an option. The three new geographic areas 
within Placer County are: east of the existing service area at Colfax to SR-20/I-80 
Interchange near Yuba Gap; the Sheridan community; and the North Lake Tahoe 
area. 
 

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

 Project was not selected for FY 2012/2013 Caltrans funding. In July of 2012, Placer 
County began a new contract for Placer Commuter Express (PCE) service which 
changed the operating model and costs for this service moving forward for the next 
three to five years.  Placer County is currently working on a new budget for the 
upcoming fiscal year.  By the summer of 2013 Placer County expects to develop the 
cost model for future service improvement scenarios.  The 2012 SRTP will be used as 
a guideline for developing service improvement scenarios. 
 

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

 Service expansion will require a long-term commitment in funding to provide 
enhanced services and connections. Placer County’s current focus is to provide the 
most productive service within existing resources through increasing cost and labor 
efficiencies, increasing cost and service effectiveness, and improving farebox 
recovery. In July of 2012, Placer County began a new contract for Placer Commuter 
Express (PCE) service which changed the operating model and costs for this service 
moving forward for the next three to five years.  Placer County is currently working 
on a new budget for the upcoming fiscal year.  By the summer of 2013 Placer County 
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expects to develop the cost model for future service improvement scenarios.  The 
2012 SRTP will be used as a guideline for developing service improvement 
scenarios. 
 

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

 Service expansion will require a long-term commitment in funding to provide 
enhanced services and connections. Placer County’s current focus is to provide the 
most productive service within existing resources through increasing cost and labor 
efficiencies, increasing cost and service effectiveness, and improving farebox 
recovery. In July of 2012, Placer County began a new contract for Placer Commuter 
Express (PCE) service which changed the operating model and costs for this service 
moving forward for the next three to five years.  Placer County is currently working 
on a new budget for the upcoming fiscal year.  By the summer of 2013 Placer County 
expects to develop the cost model for future service improvement scenarios.  The 
2012 SRTP will be used as a guideline for developing service improvement 
scenarios. 
 

11. During FY 2012/13, Placer County Transit to develop an analysis, including identification 
of costs, funding and fare revenues, to determine the feasibility of schedule and frequency 
changes for the Auburn to Light Rail route.  

 Service expansion will require a long-term commitment in funding to provide 
enhanced services and connections. Placer County’s current focus is to provide the 
most productive service within existing resources through increasing cost and labor 
efficiencies, increasing cost and service effectiveness, and improving farebox 
recovery. In July of 2012, Placer County began a new contract for Placer Commuter 
Express (PCE) service which changed the operating model and costs for this service 
moving forward for the next three to five years.  Placer County is currently working 
on a new budget for the upcoming fiscal year.  By the summer of 2013 Placer County 
expects to develop the cost model for future service improvement scenarios.  The 
2012 SRTP will be used as a guideline for developing service improvement 
scenarios. 

 
12. During FY 2012/13, Lincoln Transit to develop an analysis, including identification of costs, 

funding and fare revenues, to determine the feasibility to implement Saturday service. 
 Service expansion will require a long-term commitment in funding to provide 

enhanced services and connections. The City of Lincoln’s current focus is to provide 
the most productive service within existing resources through increasing cost and 
labor efficiencies, increasing cost and service effectiveness, and improving farebox 
recovery. 
  

13. During FY 2012/13, Lincoln Transit, Placer County Transit, Roseville Transit and PCTPA 
to jointly develop a schedule to implement extension of hours of operation.  

 In an ongoing process to jointly develop a unified schedule, PCTPA and the transit 
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operators developed and published in 2012 the “Transit Connections in South 
Placer County” brochure. 

 
2012/2013 Unmet Transit Needs Comments: Compilation and Distribution 
 
As in previous years, the comments analyzed for this year’s Unmet Transit Needs report were 
compiled through telephone calls, web site access, email communication, letters, and fax 
messages. Public comments for the unmet transit needs process were accepted from September 
26, 2012 through November 30, 2012; however, late comments were accepted up to the 
publication of this draft report.  
 
Appendix “C” depicts the flyer advertising the unmet transit needs public workshops and public 
hearing. Each of the public workshops and the public hearing was advertised in local 
newspapers, along with flyers distributed by the transit operators (including versions available in 
Spanish), and on PCTPA’s website. All of the locations for each public workshop and the public 
hearing were considered transit accessible, and jurisdiction and transit operator staffs were 
encouraged to attend all meetings 
 
Public workshops were held in the following jurisdictions: 

 Wednesday, October 3 
Loomis Train Depot – 10:00 a.m. 
Lincoln City Hall – 4:00 p.m. 

 Thursday, October 4 
Tahoe City Public Utility District – 1:30 p.m. 

 Tuesday, October 9 
Roseville Martha Riley Library – 6:00 p.m. 

 Thursday, October 10 
Auburn City Hall – 10:00 a.m. 

 Tuesday, October 16 
Rocklin City Council Chambers – 2:00 p.m. 
 

A workshop with social service agencies was also held in collaboration with the Placer 
Collaborative Network (PCN) on October 31, 2012.  Summaries of input provided plus sign-in 
sheets are included in Appendix “D.” 
 
The Unmet Transit Needs public hearing was held on October 24, 2012, 9:15 a.m., at the Placer 
County Administrative Center, location of the regularly scheduled meetings of the PCTPA Board 
of Directors.  The minutes from the Board public hearing are included in Appendix “E.” 
 
The graph below shows the percent distribution (by category) of the total amount of comments 
received during this year’s unmet transit needs public comment period. 
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Note: *All comments received, including those that are duplicative of other comments, are counted. 

 
This year PCTPA reviewed 39 comments submitted by the public; 15 comments refer to issues 
outside of PCTPA’s jurisdiction (the majority focus on improving and expanding transportation 
options in North Lake Tahoe and the Town of Truckee); and five comments are for requests that 
do not pertain to the unmet transit needs process. 
 
Many of the comments received are similar or duplicative.  Therefore, some consolidation of the 
comments has been made for purposes of avoiding duplicative analysis. 
 
Additionally, the graph below shows the percent distribution (by category) of the average 
number of unmet transit need comments received over an eight-year period. This graph was 
requested by SSTAC members. As shown, new services or route extensions has been the 
dominant comment category over the period. 
 

Note: *All comments received, including those that are duplicative of other comments, are counted. 
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Involvement of the Social Services Transportation Advisory Council (SSTAC) 
 
The Transportation Development Act requires that the Placer County Social Service 
Transportation Advisory Council (SSTAC) annually participate in the identification of transit 
needs in Placer County, including unmet transit needs that may exist.  The SSTAC, established 
by the PCTPA, includes members representing the following constituencies: 

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

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

 
The SSTAC’s responsibilities include: 

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

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

of specialized transportation services. 
 
The SSTAC met on January 29, 2013 to review the FY 2012/2013 Unmet Transit Needs Draft 
Report and had until February 12, 2013 to complete its review. At the January 31 meeting the 
SSTAC recommended approval of the draft report, inclusive of the comments presented at the 
January 31 meeting as well as those comments subsequently submitted by the February 12 
deadline. The final report includes all of these comments from the SSTAC, which are included in 
Appendix “F” of this report. 
 
PCTPA TOWG and TAC Comments 
 
In conjunction with the SSTAC, the Transit Operators Working Group (TOWG) met on January 
29, 2013 to review the Draft Report. The Draft Report was also reviewed by the PCTPA’s 
Technical Advisory Committee on February 13, 2013. The TOWG and the TAC concurred with 
the recommendations included in the Report. 
 
PCTPA Board of Directors Action 
 
On February 27, 2013, the PCTPA Board of Directors approved the following staff 
recommended findings: 

1. There are no new unmet transit needs in FY 2012/2013 that are reasonable to meet for 
implementation in FY 2013/2014. 

2. The following finding from FY 2004/05, as amended in FY 2009/2010, is considered 
a continuing unmet transit need on a conditional basis: 

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

3.  That the FY 2012/13 Unmet Transit Needs Analysis and Recommendations Final 
Report for FY 2013/14 is accepted as complete. 

 
PCTPA Board Resolution #13-06 is included in Appendix “G.”  
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ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
 
Categories of Unmet Transit Need Requests 
 
The unmet transit needs analysis is organized by categories of unmet transit need requests 
expressed during the public comment period. These categories are further defined below. Within 
each of these categories, the unmet transit needs are sorted by jurisdiction.  Each request is 
accompanied by an analysis as appropriate, and a recommendation is offered for PCTPA Board 
consideration.   
 
Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA)  
The Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) is a civil rights law passed by Congress in 1990, 
which makes it illegal to discriminate against people with disabilities in employment, services 
provided by state and local governments, public and private transportation, public 
accommodations and telecommunications. 
 
Fares 
Fares refer to the fee paid by a passenger allowing the person to make use of a public transit 
system.  
 
New Service / Route Extensions  
A new route is a specified path taken in a previously unserved or underserved area by a transit 
vehicle, along which passengers are picked up or discharged. Usually, the route is designated by 
a number or a name.  Route extensions typically involve greater than 25 percent of an existing 
route’s miles or service hours. 
 
Other Requests 
Many comments cover operational, customer service, bus stops / transit shelters and park-and-
ride facilities, fares, and miscellaneous issues.  They do not meet the PCTPA definition of an 
unmet transit need.  These comments do indicate areas where changes if implemented by the 
transit operators, could contribute to improved customer service, increased ridership, 
convenience, safety, and overall comfort. Therefore, they are included here as valued customer 
input regarding existing public transit services, and will be forwarded to the transit operators in 
Placer County for their consideration. Responses to these requests have been provided where 
pertinent information is available. 
 
Service Area 
Service area is defined as a geographic area, which is provided with public transit services. 
Service area is typically defined to be consistent with ADA requirements; i.e., service that can be 
provided up to ¾ mile of a bus route.  Individual service area descriptions for Placer transit 
operators are described in the section “Existing Transit Operations” of this report. 
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Service Frequency 
Service frequency refers to the amount of time scheduled between consecutive buses (or trains) 
on a given route segment; in other words, how often the bus (or train) comes (also referred to as 
Headway). 
 
Service Schedule 
Service schedule refers an existing time table by which an individual route of transit system 
operates.  The schedule typically shows days of the week (weekday vs. weekend), time of day, 
frequency, and time points for key bus stop locations, and a route map over which the route 
operates, with key locations / activity centers served indicated by the map. 
 
Service Span 
Service span refers to the approximate starting and ending hours of transit service operated; for 
example, 6:00 a.m. to 10:00 p.m.  Typically, service span does not include deadhead time. 
Service span often varies by weekday, Saturday, or Sunday; or by type of service provided. 
 
FY 2012/2013 Unmet Transit Needs Public Comments Received, Analysis, and 
Recommendations for FY 2013/2014 
 
The unmet transit needs analysis and recommendations for FY 2013/2014 are presented on the 
following table.   
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Unmet Transit Needs Public Comments Received, Analysis, and Recommendations for FY 2013-2014 
Jurisdiction Public Comments Analysis Recommendation 

New Service / Route Extensions 
Lincoln Are there any bus service plans for the new park-

and-ride lot on Industrial and SR 65? 
Currently, neither Lincoln Transit nor PCT serve or have near-term plans 
to serve the new SR 65 park-and-ride lot.  

This is not an unmet transit need. 
 

Lincoln Are there any plans to expand commuter service 
on SR 65 from Lincoln to Roseville and 
Sacramento? 

Currently, a Lincoln resident could use existing PCT service for commute 
purposes by taking the Lincoln/Sierra College bus route to the Galleria 
transit center, connect to the PCT Auburn/Light Rail bus, and then connect 
to the RT light rail system at Watt Avenue. This existing PCT service, it 
should be noted, functions as an intercity bus service rather than a 
commuter/express bus service. 
 
The PCT SRTP recommends a future SR 65 commuter service between 
the Galleria Mall and the City of Lincoln during peak hours. The proposed 
commuter service would have limited stops and most likely include this 
park-and-ride lot location. Implementation of the commuter service would 
require possible systemwide changes to other PCT, Lincoln Transit and 
Roseville Transit routes to support connections between local services and 
the commuter service. 
 
Implementation of a new commuter service along SR 65 would require at 
a minimum development of a funding partnership between the City of 
Lincoln and Placer County, and possibly other benefiting corridor 
jurisdictions as well. It should be noted that the Lincoln and Roseville 
SRTPs do not include a similar recommendation to implement a SR 65 
commuter service. In order to be considered an unmet transit need that is 
reasonable to meet this service request must be consistent with these 
SRTPs. 

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

Lincoln Are there any plans for Sacramento County and 
Placer County to work together to expand light rail 
north along I-80 into Placer County? 

Future Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) services are envisioned in the Placer 
Transit Master Plan as a high capacity rubber wheel extension of the RT 
light rail system into south Placer County.  
 
In addition, an ongoing focus of PCTPA is to bring additional Capitol 
Corridor passenger rail service to western Placer County. 

This is not an unmet transit need. 

Lincoln If I could get from Lincoln to Downtown in about 
an hour I would be able to commute using public 
transit.  Currently, to get from my house (in 
downtown Lincoln) to downtown Sacramento by 
bus is about 90 minutes.  Would it be possible to 
strengthen the bus service with a connection with 
light rail?  Light rail is the fastest way into 
downtown Sacramento, so if there was a faster 
way to get to the light rail, then the commute time 
would be greatly reduced. 

Currently, the only option for a Lincoln resident to take transit from the 
City of Lincoln to downtown Sacramento with a connection to light rail is 
to take the PCT Lincoln/Sierra College bus route to the Galleria transit 
center and connect to the PCT Auburn/Light Rail bus. The Auburn/Light 
Rail bus connects to the RT light rail system at Watt Avenue.  

This is not an unmet transit need. 

Loomis The current Placer County Transit commuter bus 
only drops off as far as 15th street in downtown 
Sacramento. There are other state buildings and 

The commenter could alight from the Placer Commuter Express bus at “J” 
and 3rd Streets in downtown Sacramento and transfer to the RT Route 34 
bus. The RT Route 34 bus goes pass McKinley Park, which is about a 

During FY 2013/2014, the Placer 
Commuter Express annual rider 
survey should evaluate the 
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Unmet Transit Needs Public Comments Received, Analysis, and Recommendations for FY 2013-2014 
Jurisdiction Public Comments Analysis Recommendation 

other employment near McKinley Park in 
Sacramento. My job in particular is located at 
3301 C Street in Sacramento. Could your bus 
service drop passengers near this area? With your 
current service I would have to transfer twice. I 
don't mind walking a few blocks but this is 
dangerous especially for women walking by 
themselves.  

three block walk to the referenced employment destination.  
 
Generally, PCT seeks a certain number of passengers to board/alight when 
considering a potential route deviation to justify the added time and cost 
required to make the deviation. The tradeoff is that the passenger(s) who 
are boarding/alighting during the deviation must be balanced against the 
impacts to other existing passengers using the commuter service. 

boarding/alighting needs of 
commuters within downtown 
Sacramento. 

Placer  
County 
(Foresthill) 

There is a need for a lifeline level of bus service 
for residents of Foresthill. There are four new 
housing developments being established that will 
add to the demand for bus service over time. 

The Western Placer CTSA discontinued Foresthill service at the end of 
December 2009 due to its history of low productivity. An existing 
alternative for a Foresthill resident is to participate in a van pool 
subsidized by PCT. PCT currently operates ten such vanpools. The 
vanpool currently serving the Colfax and Foresthill community has 
available capacity to accommodate new riders. Specific information 
regarding the program is available by contacting PCT at (530) 745-7570. 
 
The PCT SRTP includes a recommendation that the County implement a 
future deviated fixed route pilot service to Foresthill. To determine the 
feasibility of implementing a pilot service to Foresthill, PCTPA applied 
for a Caltrans transportation planning grant. PCTPA was not however 
awarded this Caltrans funding.  
 
In addition, the Western Placer CTSA SRTP recommends a similar pilot 
service be launched for Health Express. WPCTSA is proposing to 
participate in joint transit service procurement with Placer County. The 
scope of the Health Express service includes proposed service to the 
Placer County communities of Foresthill and Sheridan one day per week 
(day to be determined) for up to a two-year pilot basis. Implementation of 
the pilot service will be determined upon cost and funding availability and 
approval of the WPCTSA Board. Its continuation beyond the two year 
period will be contingent upon the pilot’s success and future grant funding 
availability. 

PCTPA to seek grant funding to 
study the feasibility of 
implementing PCT service to 
Foresthill.  
 
 

Placer  
County 
(Sheridan) 

Sheridan has no transit service at the present time, 
not even Dial-a-Ride. Please consider proving 
transit service to our area in the near future. 

Currently, transit service is only provided as far north as the City of 
Lincoln along SR 65. Neither the PCT nor the Lincoln Transit SRTPs 
recommend implementing service to the Sheridan community.  In order to 
be considered an unmet transit need that is reasonable to meet this service 
request must be consistent with one or both of these SRTPs. If a new route 
between Sheridan and Lincoln was established, it is assumed that this 
service would operate two round trips daily on weekdays, stopping at the 
Lincoln airport and at 3rd and F Streets in Lincoln.  Prior SRTP analyses 
assumed an estimated productivity of three passengers per service hour for 
a new fixed-route service to Sheridan operated by Lincoln Transit would 
cost approximately $20,000 per year to operate, providing a marginal fare 
box recovery ratio of about 6.0 percent.  This is below the minimum 10.0 
percent required to be considered an unmet transit need that is reasonable 
to meet.  

PCTPA to seek grant funding to 
study the feasibility of 
implementing PCT service to 
Sheridan.  
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Unmet Transit Needs Public Comments Received, Analysis, and Recommendations for FY 2013-2014 
Jurisdiction Public Comments Analysis Recommendation 

 
To determine the feasibility of implementing a pilot service to Sheridan, 
PCTPA applied for a Caltrans transportation planning grant. PCTPA was 
not however awarded this Caltrans funding.  
 
In addition, the Western Placer CTSA SRTP recommends a similar pilot 
service be launched for Health Express. WPCTSA is proposing to 
participate in joint transit service procurement with Placer County. The 
scope of the Health Express service includes proposed service to the 
Placer County communities of Foresthill and Sheridan one day per week 
(day to be determined) for up to a two-year pilot basis. Implementation of 
the pilot service will be determined upon cost and funding availability and 
approval of the WPCTSA Board. Its continuation beyond the two year 
period will be contingent upon the pilot’s success and future grant funding 
availability. 
 
WPCTSA also approved an agreement with Seniors First on November 
28, 2012 to implement the “My Rides” Program in new geographic areas 
within Placer County where transit service is not available or an option. 
The three new geographic areas within Placer County are: east of the 
existing service area at Colfax to SR-20/I-80 Interchange near Yuba Gap; 
the Sheridan community; and the North Lake Tahoe area. 

Placer  
County 
(SR 193) 

Lincoln Transit and Placer County Transit each 
serve one end of this corridor, but people in the 
middle have no service. 

Prior PCT SRTP service analyses indicated the addition of fixed-route 
transit service along SR 193 would operate at a 4.4 percent farebox 
recovery ratio, well below the minimum requirement of 10.0 percent to be 
considered an unmet transit need that is reasonable to meet. There is 
potential for future residential growth south of the SR 193 corridor within 
the Bickford Ranch Specific Plan area. A fixed-route service may be 
appropriate along SR 193 between Auburn and Lincoln once new 
residential growth can support adequate ridership numbers.  This route 
would provide links to Lincoln Transit, Auburn Transit, Placer County 
Transit, and the Gold County State Route 5 while serving the Bickford 
Ranch Specific Plan area and commuters between Lincoln and Auburn.  
 
The current PCT SRTP includes a recommendation that the County 
develop a future SR l93 service. The prior SRTP indicated that PCT 
should consider extension of transit service along SR 193 once 
development in the Bickford Ranch Specific Plan area is underway. Also, 
Caltrans is planning to improve safety along segments of SR 193 in phases 
by realigning and widening the highway to address traffic collision issues. 
Implementation of these road safety improvements will improve the 
capability to provide fix-route service in this corridor. 
 
To determine the feasibility of implementing a pilot service along SR 193, 
PCTPA applied for a Caltrans transportation planning grant. PCTPA was 
not however awarded this Caltrans funding.  

PCTPA to seek grant funding to 
study the feasibility of 
implementing PCT service along 
SR 193.  
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Placer  
County 
(Taylor 
Road) 

There is a mobile home park that is located about a 
mile beyond the ¾ mile corridor served by the 
Taylor Road Shuttle. Would like to see some type 
of basic lifeline transit service for the mobile home 
park residents, several of whom are seniors and/or 
have a disability. 

The PCT SRTP recommends  two additional round trips be incorporated 
into the existing schedule for the Taylor Road Shuttle; however, the SRTP 
does not include a recommendation to extend the Shuttle beyond the ¾ 
mile service corridor. In order to be considered an unmet transit need that 
is reasonable to meet this service request must be consistent with the 
SRTP. 

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

Truckee 
(Glenshire) 

Glenshire is in an area in Truckee that would 
benefit from having fixed route transit service.   

NCTC is updating the Eastern Nevada County Transit Development Plan, 
which includes the Town of Truckee. The Plan will guide growth of transit 
services over the next five years, and is anticipated to be completed by 
June 2013. This comment will be forwarded to the Nevada County 
Transportation Commission (NCTC) for analysis as part of their unmet 
transit needs processes. 

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

Service Area 
Kings 
Beach and 
Truckee 

People in Kings Beach and Truckee need to get to 
community services, but public transportation is 
not available to do so. 

The TART Systems Plan contains a long list of service enhancements to 
fill identified gaps and needs for route improvements. An update of the 
TART Systems Plan is currently underway to identify new transit needs 
and proposed projects. This update is scheduled for completion by June 
2013. 
 
NCTC is also updating the Eastern Nevada County Transit Development 
Plan. The Plan will guide growth of transit services over the next five 
years, and is anticipated to be completed by June 2013.  
 
The Western Placer CTSA SRTP includes a recommendation to develop a 
rural mileage reimbursement program, which would include the North 
Lake Tahoe area that falls within PCTPA jurisdiction. WPCTSA approved 
an agreement with Seniors First on November 28, 2012 to implement the 
“My Rides” Program in new geographic areas within Placer County where 
transit service is not available or an option. The three new geographic 
areas within Placer County are: east of the existing service area at Colfax 
to SR-20/I-80 Interchange near Yuba Gap; the Sheridan community; and 
the North Lake Tahoe area. 

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

Regional Out of the area transportation is needed for people 
that need to access essential food, medical or 
county services in Auburn, Grass Valley, Nevada 
City, Reno, and Sacramento.  Families without 
access to personal transportation struggle to find a 
way to access these essential services and often 
miss critical appointments due to lack of public 
transportation. 

Several of these areas lie outside of PCTPA’s jurisdiction. This comment 
will be forwarded to the Nevada County Transportation Commission 
(NCTC) and the Tahoe Regional Planning Agency (TRPA) for analysis as 
part of their unmet transit needs processes. 
 
The Western Placer CTSA SRTP includes a recommendation to develop a 
rural mileage reimbursement program, which would include the North 
Lake Tahoe area that falls within PCTPA jurisdiction. The rural mileage 
reimbursement program would help address some, but not all, of the out of 
area transportation needs expressed in the comment. WPCTSA approved 
an agreement with Seniors First on November 28, 2012 to implement the 
“My Rides” Program in new geographic areas within Placer County where 
transit service is not available or an option. The three new geographic 
areas within Placer County are: east of the existing service area at Colfax 

This area lies outside of PCTPA’s 
jurisdiction.  This comment will be 
forwarded to the Nevada County 
Transportation Commission 
(NCTC) and the Tahoe Regional 
Planning Agency (TRPA) for 
analysis as part of their unmet 
transit needs processes. 
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to SR-20/I-80 Interchange near Yuba Gap; the Sheridan community; and 
the North Lake Tahoe area 

Regional Continue to advocate for improved regional transit 
connectivity to achieve seamless travel across the 
region for increased efficiency, cost-effectiveness, 
and expanded services. Currently, the number of 
transfers required makes many transit trips too 
long and arduous. 

During FY 2013/2014, SACOG and a consortium of transit agencies 
within the Sacramento region will be introducing a regional electronic fare 
card, known as the Connect Card, which will allow transit users to ride 
seven transit systems using a single fare instrument. The Connect Card 
will make using transit easier and more seamless throughout the 
Sacramento region. 
 
Participating transit operators include: Sacramento Regional Transit 
District, Yolo County Transportation District, Yuba-Sutter Transit, Elk 
Grove Transit, El Dorado Transit, Folsom Stage Lines, and Roseville 
Transit. A Memorandum of Understanding governing the Consortium was 
executed on May 4, 2011. Placer County Transit has deferred a decision to 
join the Consortium until a later time and will have an opportunity to 
exercise a contract option during implementation of the Connect Card. 
 
The commenter is correct regarding the transfer issue; however, it should 
be noted that this type of timed transfer service pattern is typical of transit 
services provided within lower density suburban areas, such as Placer 
County. 

This is not an unmet transit need. 

Regional Need for agreements to be developed among the 
various incorporated cities with the County to 
facilitate crossing jurisdictional boundaries by 
dial-a-ride paratransit services. 

The first phase toward having intercity dial-a-ride service was the 
implementation of a centralized call center, as outlined in the South Placer 
County Dial-a-Ride Study. The next phase is to develop a plan that 
coordinates the public dial-a-ride service and Health Express service to 
meet the intercity purpose. 

This is not an unmet transit need. 

Reno There is a need for limited fixed route service 
(twice per day) to Reno from Truckee for medical 
appointments. Possibilities for collaboration with 
Washoe County in Reno should be explored.   

NCTC is also updating the Eastern Nevada County Transit Development 
Plan. The Plan will guide growth of transit services over the next five 
years, and is anticipated to be completed by June 2013. This comment will 
be forwarded to the Nevada County Transportation Commission (NCTC) 
for analysis as part of their unmet transit needs process. 

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

Service Frequency 
Placer  
County 

Placer County Transit’s Auburn/Light Rail service 
should operate on 30 minute headway. 

Service frequency is primarily a function of passenger demand, and is 
typically set by a transit operator so that passenger demand is evenly 
distributed and that buses do not exceed a given vehicle load standard. A 
vehicle load standard defines the level of crowding that is acceptable. 
When load levels are high, the frequency of service should be increased to 
provide a sufficient number of vehicles to accommodate passenger 
demand or larger vehicles need to be used to increase the overall capacity 
of the bus route. 
 
Because PCT serves a large geographic area, its service levels represent a 
compromise between economic efficiency and the functionality of the 
system. To maintain accessibility to the overall transit system within a 

During FY 2013/2014, PCT should 
evaluate systemwide passenger 
loads to determine whether a 
change in the service frequency 
and/or span of service is warranted. 
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reasonable waiting period, the prior PCT SRTP established a minimum 
frequency level of 60 minutes. 
 
The current PCT SRTP includes a recommendation to increase the 
frequency of the Auburn/Light Rail service, from 60 to 30 minutes. It 
should be noted that variability of service frequencies among PCT bus 
routes may cause passengers to perceive the service as unreliable. When 
service frequencies are consistent, passenger’s confidence is increased. 
The PCT SRTP recommendation to increase the frequency of the 
Auburn/Light Rail service would need to be implemented systemwide, 
and as such require similar changes to the Lincoln/Sierra College and 
Highway 49 bus routes. 

TART Placer County Transit’s TART service should 
operate on 30 minute headway. 

As a top priority, the TART Systems Plan recommends doubling the 
existing one hour frequency of the mainline service to 30 minute service 
year during the summer months followed eventually by 30 minute 
mainline service year-round on the North Shore.  This comment will be 
forwarded to the Tahoe Regional Planning Agency (TRPA) for analysis as 
part of their unmet transit needs process. 

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

TART TART SR 28 service should operate every 30 
minutes. Currently, there only is service in the 
summer (68 days) for TART. 

As a top priority, the TART Systems Plan recommends doubling the 
existing one hour frequency of the mainline service to 30 minute service 
year during the summer months followed eventually by 30 minute 
mainline service year-round on the North Shore.  This comment will be 
forwarded to the Tahoe Regional Planning Agency (TRPA) for analysis as 
part of their unmet transit needs process.  

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

TART Approximately eighteen (18) K-8 students live in 
Truckee (three additional students from Truckee 
attend in winter time) and attend the Creekside 
Charter School in Tahoe City. The Charter School 
is located on Fairway Drive. Student arrival times 
at the Charter School are at 8:30 a.m. and 2:30 
p.m.  TART service runs from Truckee to Tahoe 
City, but requires a transfer in Tahoe City.  
Increasing the frequency of all TART bus routes to 
30 minute headways would make it more 
convenient for students to access the Charter 
School. 

As a top priority, the TART Systems Plan recommends doubling the 
existing one hour frequency of the mainline service to 30 minute service 
year during the summer months followed eventually by 30 minute 
mainline service year-round on the North Shore.  This comment will be 
forwarded to the Nevada County Transportation Commission (NCTC) and 
the Tahoe Regional Planning Agency (TRPA) for analysis as part of their 
unmet transit needs processes.  
 

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

Service Schedule 
Regional Placer transit operators should operate consistent 

holiday services. 
All transit operators in Placer County, working through the PCTPA 
Transit Operator Working Group (TOWG) coordinate their services, 
schedules and fare media with one another.  

This is not an unmet transit need. 

Regional A trip from Auburn to Roseville or Lincoln 
requires either two or three transfers. Combined 
with waiting time, this is too arduous for many 
people with disabilities who need and would like 
to use the service. 

The commenter is correct regarding the transfer issue; however, it should 
be noted that this type of timed transfer service pattern is common used 
among transit operators serving lower density suburban communities. 

This is not an unmet transit need 
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Roseville Route B needs to start its service earlier by 30 

minutes, which would allow connections to Placer 
County Transit’s Lincoln/Sierra College service 
and the Capitol Corridor morning train #529. 

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

This is not an unmet transit need. 

Service Span 
Loomis Placer County Transit commuter bus service 

should be extended to at least 6:00 p.m. or 
possibly 7:00 p.m. for those who work late 
unexpectantly. 

There are 12 combined commuter bus trips provided by Placer County 
Transit and Roseville Transit.  The Placer Commuter Express service 
currently operates four of these buses. These services are scheduled to 
meet the majority of commuter needs for those riders working in 
downtown Sacramento. In addition, PCT operates the Auburn/Light Rail 
bus, which connects with the RT light rail system at the Watt/I-80 station.  
The Auburn/Light Rail bus route operates hourly. The last bus leaves the  
Watt/I-80 station at 8:00 pm. 

This is not an unmet transit need. 

Placer 
County 

Placer County Transit’s Auburn/Light Rail service 
needs extended night service on weekdays. The 
last Regional Transit light rail train arrives at 
Watt/I-80 station around midnight. 

Service span defines the period of time that any given transit service will 
operate. Transit schedules are built based on demand for the service and 
available resources, so that operation of the service either meets the 
minimum standard, or does not.   
 
The PCT SRTP does not include a recommendation to expand the 
Auburn/Light Rail evening span of service. The existing service meets the 
adopted SRTP standard. 

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

Placer 
County 

Placer County Transit’s Auburn/Light Rail 
Saturday service should start at 7:00 a.m., which 
would allow for other transit connections at the 
Galleria. 

Service span may be extended at either end of the day, based on customer 
demand and in accordance with the other service standards outlined in the 
adopted SRTP. Typically, service span should be examined if the earlier 
or later trip performs better than 50 percent of the system average in 
passengers per hour. 
 
The PCT SRTP does not include a recommendation to expand the 
Auburn/Light Rail Saturday span of service. The existing service meets 
the adopted SRTP standard. 

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

Placer 
County 
(Granite 
Bay) 

Commuters from Granite Bay need to catch other 
buses in the Roseville area to/from their work, so 
please make the Placer County dial-a-ride service 
in Granite Bay available for the first trip at 7:00 
a.m. and the last drop off at 6:00 p.m. (Monday to 
Friday). 

Granite Bay Dial-A-Ride currently represents the most subsidized service 
per one-way passenger trip in Placer County. It currently operates at a 
farebox recovery ratio under 3.0 percent.  This is below the minimum 10.0 
percent farebox recovery required by PCTPA to be considered an unmet 
transit need that is reasonable to meet.  It is unlikely that service 
expansion - increasing frequency and / or expanding hours of operation in 
a low ridership community such as Granite Bay – will lead to an increase 
in farebox recovery performance. In fact, the prior PCT SRTP looked at 
eliminating this service and/or contracting the service with Roseville 
Transit.  Because most dial-a-ride trips from Granite Bay have 
destinations in Roseville, Roseville Transit is considered the most 
reasonable provider of an expanded dial-a-ride service in the Granite Bay 
area.  The prior PCT SRTP considered a Roseville Transit service scenario 
where the Granite Bay Dial-a-Ride would generate a 4.3 percent farebox 
recovery, still not meeting the PCTPA standard. 

This is an unmet transit need that is 
not reasonable to meet. 
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The current PCT SRTP does not include a recommendation to expand the 
span of service for the Granite Bay Dial-a-Ride. 

Regional Placer transit operators should provide service on 
Sundays in Placer County, starting with dial-a-ride 
services. 

None of the Placer transit operator SRTPs includes a recommendation to 
initiate Sunday dial-a-ride service. The Roseville Transit SRTP does not 
include a recommendation to expand existing Sunday dial-a-ride services. 

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

Regional The reduction of service hours over the past couple 
of years due to reductions in funding has created a 
hardship for workers who rely on public transit to 
get to their jobs. Jurisdictions need to provide 
sufficient transit funds to sustain transit services 
for the working public. 

PCTPA continues to seek opportunities to leverage state and federal 
dollars to enhance local transit funding as well as investigate opportunities 
for innovative funding sources. 
 
During FY 2012/2013, PCTPA will reconvene the Funding Strategy 
Steering Committee to reassess, update, and make recommendations to 
update the Regional Transportation Funding Strategy.  

During FY 2013/2014, consider the 
PCYPA to consider the Regional 
Transportation Funding Strategy 
update. 

TART Later service hours (after 6:00 pm) are needed on 
TART for those that work evening shifts. 

TART buses are currently scheduled to operate till 6:00 p.m. (or soon 
thereafter), and during winter months about an hour later. The TART 
Systems Plan examined service alternatives that would expand evening 
transit service on its mainline route, and noted that TART could expand 
service into the evening hours if sufficient operating funds became 
available. Initially, this expansion would include one additional hour of 
evening service and ultimately service till 10:00 p.m. This service 
alternative was not however included as part of the adopted TART 
Systems Plan. An update of the TART Systems Plan is currently 
underway to identify new transit needs and proposed projects. This update 
is scheduled for completion by June 2013. 

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

TART Year round fixed route service on SR 267 is the 
number one need. Currently, there only is service 
in the summer (115 days) between Truckee, 
Northstar, and Kings Beach.   

In FY 2004/2005 the PCTPA Board approved a finding that year-round 
service between Truckee and Kings Beach on SR 267 provided by 
TART via a new or combined route that connects Truckee, Northstar-at 
Tahoe and Kings Beach is a continuing unmet transit need that is 
reasonable to meet on a conditional basis. Subsequent annual unmet 
transit needs processes continue to find that year round service along SR 
267 to be reasonable to meet on a conditional basis.  

This is an unmet transit need found 
reasonable to meet in 2004 by the 
PCTPA Board. As part of each 
year’s unmet transit analysis the 
Board should reaffirm that year 
round fixed route service on SR 267 
continues to be a priority for 
implementation by PCTPA. 

TART Year round fixed route service on SR 267 is 
needed. Although there is fixed route 
transportation on SR 267 in the wintertime, during 
the rest of the year individuals must go through 
Tahoe City to access key services in Truckee and 
vice versa. Many essential medical services are 
located in Truckee and individuals must often take 
a day off from work to allow adequate time to take 
the bus to and from Truckee. 

In FY 2004/2005 the PCTPA Board approved a finding that year-round 
service between Truckee and Kings Beach on SR 267 provided by 
TART via a new or combined route that connects Truckee, Northstar-at 
Tahoe and Kings Beach is a continuing unmet transit need that is 
reasonable to meet on a conditional basis. Subsequent annual unmet 
transit needs processes continue to find that year round service along SR 
267 to be reasonable to meet on a conditional basis.  

This is an unmet transit need found 
reasonable to meet in 2004 by the 
PCTPA Board. As part of each 
year’s unmet transit analysis the 
Board should reaffirm that year 
round fixed route service on SR 267 
continues to be a priority for 
implementation by PCTPA. 
 

TART Continue to advocate for full year-round service 
on SR 267 for residents and tourists. Urge the 
PCTPA Board to make it a priority to develop a 
funding plan with the adjacent jurisdictions in 

In FY 2004/2005 the PCTPA Board approved a finding that year-round 
service between Truckee and Kings Beach on SR 267 provided by 
TART via a new or combined route that connects Truckee, Northstar-at 
Tahoe and Kings Beach is a continuing unmet transit need that is 

This is an unmet transit need found 
reasonable to meet in 2004 by the 
PCTPA Board. As part of each 
year’s unmet transit analysis the 
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Nevada County and the Tahoe Regional Planning 
Agency (TRPA), and with other potential 
beneficiaries such as employers and the hospitality 
industry, to cooperate in funding this service. 

reasonable to meet on a conditional basis. Subsequent annual unmet 
transit needs processes continue to find that year round service along SR 
267 to be reasonable to meet on a conditional basis.  

Board should reaffirm that year 
round fixed route service on SR 267 
continues to be a priority for 
implementation by PCTPA. 

TART Extended service hours would increase ridership 
on the fixed route because right now many people 
who work evening hours do not use it because they 
cannot get back after their shift ends.  The Night 
Rider service is good, but it is only seasonal. 

TART buses are currently scheduled to operate till 6:00 p.m. (or soon 
thereafter), and during winter months about an hour later. The TART 
Systems Plan examined service alternatives that would expand evening 
transit service on its mainline route, and noted that TART could expand 
service into the evening hours if sufficient operating funds became 
available. Initially, this expansion would include one additional hour of 
evening service and ultimately service till 10:00 p.m. This service 
alternative was not however included as part of the adopted TART 
Systems Plan. An update of the TART Systems Plan is currently 
underway to identify new transit needs and proposed projects. This update 
is scheduled for completion by June 2013. 

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

TART Limited hours of operation make it difficult for 
local residents to use the TART system. Increased 
hours would enable residents to use the bus to get 
to work, medical and other critical appointments. 

TART buses are currently scheduled to operate till 6:00 p.m. (or soon 
thereafter), and during winter months about an hour later. The TART 
Systems Plan examined service alternatives that would expand evening 
transit service on its mainline route, and noted that TART could expand 
service into the evening hours if sufficient operating funds became 
available. Initially, this expansion would include one additional hour of 
evening service and ultimately service till 10:00 p.m. This service 
alternative was not however included as part of the adopted TART 
Systems Plan. An update of the TART Systems Plan is currently 
underway to identify new transit needs and proposed projects. This update 
is scheduled for completion by June 2013. 

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

Other Requests 
PCTPA Suggest that Placer County Transportation 

Planning Agency prepare an information sheet for 
Sierra College Students about bus service to/from 
the College.  There may be many students that do 
not have access to cars and could use the bus 
services.  This could be included in new student 
information packets.   

In an ongoing process to develop a unified schedule, PCTPA and the 
TOWG jointly developed and published in 2012 the “Transit Connections 
in South Placer County” brochure. This brochure includes information 
regarding bus service to/from Sierra College, connections with other 
transit operators, and destinations served by public transit. The brochure is 
available through transit operators; information is posted at local transit 
centers kiosks, including Sierra College; and at the www.sptransitinfo.org 
website.  

This is not an unmet transit need. 

Roseville Routes A and B service should be modeled after 
Yolobus Routes 42A and 42B. 

This comment reflects an operational (service planning) issue that will be 
forwarded to Roseville Transit to address. 

This is not an unmet transit need. 

Tahoe/ 
Truckee 

Develop a regional Social Service Transportation 
Advisory Committee, which would address Resort 
Area Triangle social service transportation issues 
on an ongoing basis. Subjects to discuss include 
public outreach, information sharing, and local 
attitudes about taking public transit. 

The North Lake Tahoe Basin lies within the jurisdiction of three regional 
transportation planning agencies (RTPAs): NCTC, PCTPA and TRPA. All 
three RTPA’s are required to have a SSTAC in place as a requirement 
under the State TDA.  
 
As noted in prior Unmet Transit Needs analyses, the Resort Triangle 
Transportation Planning Coalition could provide a forum for Resort Area 
Triangle social service transportation issues.  

This is not an unmet transit need. 
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Tahoe/ 
Truckee 

Explore transportation options for youth, senior 
and other community members to access “hard to 
reach places.” Access to classes, after school 
programs, community services and extracurricular 
programs is limited due to lack of fixed route 
transportation,  specifically at: 
 North Tahoe Middle School and North 

Tahoe High School; 
 Rideout Community Center;  
 Truckee High School (for youth who reside 

in Tahoe Donner); and 
 Sierra College. 

All of the locations identified in the comment are located outside of 
PCTPA’s jurisdiction. 
 
It should be noted that to serve these locations would most probably 
require TART service to deviate off existing routes. Any deviation off 
route would require additional equipment and funding for TART to cover 
the cost to maintain its existing schedule and connections.  

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

TART TART shelters need to be cleaned and maintained 
more frequently. 

This comment reflects an operational issue that will be forwarded to 
TART to address. 

This is not an unmet transit need. 

 
Acronyms 

 BRT – Bus Rapid Transit      RTPAs – Regional Transportation Planning Agencies 
 CTSA – Consolidated Transportation Services Agency  SACOG – Sacramento Area Council of Governments 
 FTA – Federal Transit Administration  SRTPs – Short Range Transit Plans 
 LRT – Light Rail Transit  TART – Tahoe Area Regional Transit 
 NCTC – Nevada County Transportation Commission  TDA – Transportation Development Act 
 PCT – Placer County Transit 
 PCTPA – Placer County Transportation Planning Agency 
 RT – Sacramento Regional Transit District 

 TOWG – Transit Operator Working Group 
 TRPA – Tahoe Regional Transportation Planning Agency 
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APPENDIX A 

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

Unmet Transit Need 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

SUMMARY OF SERVICE ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED IN 
PLACER TRANSIT OPERATOR SHORT RANGE TRANSIT PLANS 

Auburn Transit Service Plan 
The Auburn Transit Service Plan evaluated four service alternatives and a preferred 
alternative. Each alternative includes some level of operational, administrative, capital, 
and marketing enhancements. 

Alternative A presents a low-cost, status quo scenario, reflecting minor changes to 
Auburn Transit's schedule and route alignments. Alternative A recommendations 
include: 

• Implement a fare increase, 
• Adopt a policy limiting the number of"call-in" requests per run, 
• Establish tum-by-turn directions to guide Auburn Transit drivers, 
• Enhanced marketing of fare passes/media, and 
• Develop a marketing campaign with new and improved marketing collateral (i.e., 

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

Alternative B seeks to enhance bus stops through more visible and identifiable signage. 
Alternative B is more capital-intensive than Alternative A and includes all the 
recommendations proposed within Alternative A plus additional operational and capital 
improvements. Alternative B recommendations include: 

• Implement a fare increase, 
• Adopt a policy limiting the number of"call-in" requests per run, 
• Establish tum-by-turn directions for all drivers to follow, 
• Enhanced and more visible marketing of fare passes/media, 
• Develop a marketing campaign with new and improved marketing collateral (i.e., 

brochures and bus stop signs) and the redesign of the City's transit webpage, 
• Designate under-utilized published stops as "call-ins", 
• Undertake transit infrastructure improvements such as bus stop enhancements, 
• Add two new evening service stops, 
• Expand weekday evening service hours to mirror Placer County Transit lines 

connecting at Auburn Conheim Station, and 
• Modification of published schedule. 

Alternative C is aimed at increasing usage by current riders and expanding Auburn 
Transit's customer base to include "non-dependent" riders through a restructure to the 
fixed route service along with implementation of a separate ADA-complementary 
demand-response service. Alternative C is the most capital-intensive alternative and 
includes all recommendations presented in Alternative B. 



Alternative D closely resembles Alternative C, the primary difference being the two new 
fixed routes are interlined to reduce operating cost. Alternative D includes all 
recommendations presented in Alternative B. 

The Preferred Alternative represents the most desirable elements from the four service 
alternatives. The Preferred Alternative maintains the existing deviated fixed-route 
structure, but realigns the route alignments to reflect those in Alternatives C and D. 

Lincoln Transit Service Plan 
The Lincoln Transit Service Plan evaluated two alternatives: a Reallocation Scenario 
and a Growth Scenario. Each scenario represents a "blueprint" consisting of alignment 
and/or schedule alternatives and includes some level of operational, administrative, 
capital, and marketing enhancements. Both alternatives include the following 
recommendations: 

• Realign Lincoln Transit routes to optimize ridership growth and community 
mobility, 

• Expand fixed-route alignments to increase service along Joiner Parkway and 
Third Street in Lincoln, 

• Amend operating schedules to reflect actual running times, 
• Post maps with schedule and contact information, including Dial-a-Ride service 

along bus routes, 
• Increase awareness amongst Lincoln patrons regarding new policies governing 

the fixed-route system, 
• Introduce public Dial-A-Ride, with priority arrangements for seniors and persons 

with disabilities, and 
• Introduce general public Saturday Dial-A-Ride service. 

The Reallocation Scenario recommends alignment and schedule changes to the existing 
system route while not exceed current operating costs and revenues. The Reallocation 
Scenario includes the following recommendations: 

• Route 1 will provide trips to all Lincoln schools and operate the entire service 
day, and 

• Route 3 will provide a new downtown circulator route designed to serve 
shopping, healthcare, medical, and other uses along SR 65. 

The Growth Scenario recommends routing and schedule changes similar to those in the 
Reallocation Scenario and includes increased service frequencies and extending 
weekday revenue hours to promote further ridership growth and community mobility. 
The Growth Scenario includes the following recommendations: 

• Existing Routes 1 and 2 (Route 2 running counter-clockwise) will offer bi
directional service. 

• New Routes 4 and 5 will also provide bi-directional service and begin and end at 
the Lincoln Transit Center. 

• Odd numbered bus routes will travel in a clockwise direction, and even numbered 
routes will run in a counter- clockwise direction. 



• Amend operating schedules to reflect actual running times and prevailing 
operating conditions, as well as connectivity to other regional services. 

• Optional: discontinue Tuesday medical shuttle to Roseville. 
• Optional: implement a Galleria Tripper. 

Placer County Transit Service Plan 
The Placer County Transit Service Plan evaluated two alternatives. Each alternative 
includes some level of operational, administrative, capital, and marketing enhancements. 

Alternative A presents a low-cost scenario recommending the implementation of minor 
operational improvements meant to address the customer and community input in the 
most cost-effective manner. Alternative A recommendations include: 

• Develop a no-show and trip cancellation policy for Dial-a-Ride, 
• Develop a College Transit Pass Program, 
• Raise farebox recovery standard from 10 percent to 13.3 percent, 
• Reduce number of time points published in transit schedule, 
• Extend service hours on the Lincoln/Sierra College route, and 
• Seek grant funding to support service enhancements. 

Alternative B incorporates the recommendations made in Alternative A and includes 
additional operational and capital improvements that provide new routes to underserved 
areas, eliminate and extend existing routes/route segments, as well as improve bus stop 
visibility. Alternative B recommendations include: 

• Convert Highway 49 Loop to on-call service, 
• Reduce number of vehicles operating on Highway 49, 
• Launch "Foresthill deviated fixed-route" pilot program, 
• Convert Rocklin Dial-a-Ride into a deviated fixed-route, 
• Introduce commuter bus service along Highway 65 in Lincoln, 
• Increase frequency on Auburn/Light Rail service, 
• Extend service hours on the Lincoln/Sierra College service, 
• Extend Taylor Road Shuttle service to Sierra Gardens, 
• Develop a route to/within Meadow Vista, 
• Enhance Taylor Road Shuttle service by incorporating two round trips into the 

baseline schedule and 
• Develop a Highway 193 service. 

Roseville Transit Service Plan 
The Roseville Transit Service Plan examined two alternatives. Each alternative includes 
some level of operational, administrative, capital, and marketing enhancements. 

Alternative A presents a low-cost scenario recommending the implementation of minor 
operational improvements to maximize the effectiveness of service within existing 
resources. Alternative A recommendations include: 

• Adjust wait/transfer times, 
• Extend hours of operation, 



• Modify operating schedules, 
• Enhance connections with Placer County Transit, 
• Introduce "new route" policy, 
• Conduct Park & Ride Feasibility Study, 
• Conduct Transfer Point Location Study, 
• Conduct Service Optimization Study, 
• Conduct annual Community Survey, 
• Enhance Route G connection to Placer County Transit Taylor Road Shuttle 

extension, and 
• Increase farebox recovery ratio standard. 

Alternative B incorporates the recommendations made in Alternative A and includes 
additional operational and capital improvements that introduce new routes to underserved 
areas, eliminate and extend existing routes/route segments, as well as improve bus stop 
visibility. Alternative B recommendations include: 

• Establish new stops along Route S, 
• Increase off-peak hour frequencies on select routes, 
• Reduce Route G and I runs during the late afternoon, 
• Assume operation of Placer County Transit Dial-a-Ride services, 
• Expand service to new and existing developments, 
• Consider extending service south along the I-80 Corridor, 
• Include Louis Lane/Orlando Blvd stop as a West Roseville Shuttle stop, 
• Modify Route M, 
• Extend Route R, 
• Introduce Western Roseville route, and 
• Enhance bus stop amenities and transfer points. 

Western Placer Consolidated Transportation Services Agency (WPCTSA) Short 
Range Transit Plan 
The WPCTSA Service Plan includes eleven program recommendations: 

Health Express: Non-Emergency Medical Transportation (NEMT) Trips and Mobility 
Management Program 

• Continue funding, while reducing operating costs, with modest increases annually 
for COLA and contribution to rising fuel expense. 

• Recognize mobility management role by tracking similar developments across 
California. 

• Partners should meet regularly to discuss and secure continued funding levels and 
development of contract tools to enhance service cost-effectiveness. 

Volunteer Door-to-Door Program 
• Continue funding with modest increases annually for COLA and contribution to 

rising fuel expense. 



Voucher Last Resort Trip Program 

• Increase funding level in recognition of the service gap it meets, often 
inter-community. 

Public Transit Demand Response CTSA NEMT Trip Reimbursement Program 
• Reimburse CTSA NEMT trips allocated by the Call Center to public Dial-a-Ride 

services. 
• Develop a Dial-a-Ride maintenance-of-effort agreement between CTSA and 

public transit operators. 

Transit Ambassador Program 
• Continue provided from State Transit Assistance funding set-aside. 
• Continue to promote the program and more actively engage the community or 

consider revising the travel training model now in use. 

Rural Placer County Mileage Reimbursement Program 
• Set-aside funds to match with potential partner funds, including volunteer drivers. 

Bus Pass Subsidy Program 
• Set aside small funding base for a bus pass subsidy project. 

Non -Profit Vehicle Replacement Program 
• Establish modest line-item support for detailing of surplus vehicles and assurance 

of basic road-worthiness. 

Bus Stop/ Access/Community Enhancement Program 
• Conduct a bus stop accessibility inventory and prioritize specific bus stop or 

path-of-access improvements that will demonstrably benefit target populations. 

Non-Emergency Medical Transportation (NEMT) Vehicle Tracking & Upgrade 
Program 

• Install tracking device and software to enable Call Center to locate NEMT 
vehicles and manage usage and capacity. 

Operating Reserve 
• Maintain a budgeted reserve of 15 percent, both to address special, circumstances 

and/or seed one-time projects. 
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Is public transit serving 
your mobility needs? 

The Placer County Transportation Planning 
Agency (PCTPA) invites your comments on 

unmet transit needs that may exist in Placer 
County. We invite you to attend the following 
workshops and public hearing to share your 

ideas and learn more about public 
transportation in Placer County 

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

Mail: PCTPA 

2012 PLACER COUNTY UNMET TRANSIT NEEDS PUBLIC HEARING Attn: David Melka 
299 Nevada Street 
Auburn, CA 95603 

PLACER COUNTY ADMIN. CENTER 
Wednesday, October 24, 9:15AM 
Board of Supervisors Chambers 
175 Fulweiler Avenue 
Auburn, CA 95603 

Phone: 

Fax: 

Internet: 

E-mail: 

(530) 470-5023 

(530) 823-4036 

www.pctpa. net 

dmelko@pctpa.net 

2012 PLACER COUNTY UNMET TRANSIT NEEDS WORKSHOPS: 

LOOMIS TRAIN DEPOT 
Wednesday October 3, 10:00 AM 
5775 Horseshoe Bar Road 
Loomis, CA 95650 

LINCOLN CITY HALL 
Wednesday, October 3, 4:00PM 
600 Sixth Street 
1st Floor Community Mtg. Room 
Lincoln, CA 95648 

TAHOE CITY PUBLIC 
UTILITY DISTRICT 
Thursday, October 4, 1:30PM 
221 Fairway Drive 
Tahoe City, CA 96145 

ROSEVILLE MARTHA RILEY LIBRARY 
Tuesday, October 9, 6:00PM 
1501 Pleasant Grove Boulevard, Room 1 
Roseville, CA 95678 

AUBURN CITY HALL 
Wednesday, October 10, 10:00 AM 
1225 Lincoln Way, Rose Room 
Auburn, CA 95603 

ROCKLIN CITY COUNCIL CHAMBERS 
Tuesday, October 16,2:00 PM 
City Admin Building, 2nd Floor 
3970 Rocklin Road 
Rocklin, CA 95677 

PlACER COUNTY 
TRANSPORTATION 
PLANNING AGENCY 



(,El transporte pUblico le 
sirve sus necesidades de 
movilidad? 

La agencia Placer County Transportation Planning 
Agency (PCTPA) invita sus comentarios sabre las 
necesidades insatisfechas de trimsito que pueden 
existir en el Condado de Placer. Le invitamos a 
atender los siguientes talleres y audiencias 
publicas para compartir sus ideas y aprender mas 
sabre el transporte publico en el Condado de 
Placer. 

AUDIENCJAS PUBLICAS DENECESIDADES 
INSATISFECHAS DE TJUNSITO DEL CONDADO DE PLACER 2012 

PLACER COUNTY ADMIN. CENTER 
Miercoles, 24 de Octubre, 9:15 AM 
Board of Supervisors Chambers 
175 Fulweiler Avenue 
Auburn, CA 95603 

En caso de que no pueda atender 
alguna de las audiencias publicas, 
someta sus comentarios via: 

Correo: PCTPA 
Attn: David Melka 
299 Nevada St 
Auburn, CA 95603 

Telifono: (530) 470-5023 

Fax: (530) 823-4036 

Internet: www.pctpa.net 

Correo 
Electronico: dmelko@pctpa. net 

TALLERES DE NECESIDADES JNSATISFECHAS DE TJUNSITO DEL CONDADO DE PLACER 2012 

LOOMIS TRAIN DEPOT 
Miercoles, 3 de Octubre, 10:00 AM 
5775 Horseshoe Bar Road 
Loomis, CA 95650 

LINCOLN CITY HALL 
Miercoles, 3 de Octubre, 4:00 PM 
600 Sixth Street 
1st Floor Community Mtg. Room 
Lincoln, CA 95648 

TAHOE CITY PUBLIC 
UTILITY DISTRICT 
Jueves, 4 de Octubre, 1:30PM 
221 Fairway Drive 
Tahoe City, CA 96145 

ROSEVILLE MARTHA RILEY LIBRARY 
Martes, 9 de Octubre, 6:00 PM 
1501 Pleasant Grove Boulevard, Room 1 
Roseville, CA 95678 

AUBURN CITY HALL 
Miercoles, 10 de Octubre, 10:00 AM 
1225 Lincoln Way, Room 10 
Auburn, CA 95603 

ROCKLIN CITY COUNCIL CHAMBERS 
Martes, 16 de Octubre, 2:00 PM 
3970 Rocklin Road 
Rocklin, CA 95677 

PlACER COUNTY 
TRANSPORTATION 
PLANNING AGENCY 
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APPENDIXD 

PUBLIC WORKSHOP SUMMARIES I SIGN-IN SHEETS 

Loomis Unmet Transit Needs Workshop- October 3, 2012 
1. There were no public comments provided at the Loomis workshop. 

Lincoln Unmet Transit Needs Workshop- October 3, 2012 
1. There were no public comments provided at the Lincoln workshop. 

Tahoe City Unmet Transit Needs Workshop- October 4, 2012 
1. People in the area need to get somewhere (Kings Beach and Truckee) and need 

transportation services, but public transportation is not available. 

2. Later service hours (after 6:00pm) were needed on public transportation, as well 
as out of area transportation options to areas like Auburn or Grass Valley for 
medical, court appearances or other appointments (safe houses). 

3. Increased frequency to 30 minute headways on the fixed route transit system was 
also identified as an unmet need. 

4. Year round fixed route service on SR 267 was the number one need. Currently 
there only is service in the summer (115 days) between Truckee, Northstar, and 
Kings Beach. 

5. Out of the area transportation was needed for people that need to access services 
in Auburn, Nevada City, and Reno. 

6. Increase headways on the TART SR 28 service to every 30 minutes would make 
public transit a more effective mode of transportation. Currently, there only is 
service in the summer (68 days) for TART. 

7. Later service hours were needed for those that work evening shifts. 

8. Year round fixed route service on SR 267 is needed. 

9. Submitted a paper outlining Community Collaborative of Tahoe Truckee 
Transportation Group recommendations. 

10. There is a need for limited fixed route service (twice per day) to Reno for medical 
appointments. Possibilities for collaboration with Washoe County in Reno should 
be explored. 

11. Extended service hours would increase ridership on the fixed route because right 
now many people who work evening hours do not use it because they cannot get 
back after their shift ends. 



12. Glenshire in Truckee is also an area that would benefit from having fixed route 
transit service. 

13. Need increased hours and frequency of service. The Night Rider service is good, 
but it is only seasonal. 

14. Approximately eighteen (18) K-8 students live in Truckee (3 additional students 
from Truckee attend in winter time) and attend the Creekside Charter School in 
Tahoe City. Student arrival times at the charter school located on Fairway Drive 
are at 8:30a.m. and 2:30p.m. TART service runs from Truckee to Tahoe City, 
but requires a transfer in Tahoe City. Increase frequency of all routes to 30 
minute headways would make it more convenient. The school will be relocating 
to the old utilities building previously utilized by the Placer County Planning 
Department. 

15. TART shelters need to be cleaned and maintained more frequently. 

Roseville Unmet Transit Needs Workshop- October 9, 2012 
1. Routes A and B should be modeled after Y olobus Route 42A & B. 

2. Route B needs to start its service earlier by 30 minutes, which would allow 
connections to PCT Lincoln/Sierra College service and to Capitol Corridor 
morning Train 529. 

3. PCT Auburn/Light Rail service needs extended night service on weekdays. The 
last RT LRT trains arrive at Watt/I-80 around midnight. 

4. PCT Auburn/Light Rail Saturdays service should start at 7:00 am which would 
allow for other transit connections at the Galleria. 

5. PCT Auburn/Light Rail should operate on 30 minute headway. 

6. Fixed-route services should operate on Sundays in Placer County. 

7. Transit operators should operate consistent holiday schedules. 

Auburn Unmet Transit Needs Workshop- October 10,2012 
1. There were no public comments provided at the Auburn workshop. 

Rocklin Unmet Transit Needs Workshop- October 16,2012 
1. There were no public comments provided at the Rocklin workshop. 

Placer Collaborative Network (PCN) Workshop- October 31,2012 
1. This "informational" workshop was held in collaboration with the Placer 

Collaborative Network for the benefit of its member social service agencies and 
non-profit organizations. There were no comments provided at the workshop. 
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LINCOLN UNMET TRANSIT NEEDS WORKSHOP 
WEDNESDAY. OCTOBER 3, 2012 

ORGANIZATION/ADDRESS PHONE E-MAIL 
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TAHOE CITY UNMET TRANSIT NEEDS WORKSHOP 
. THURSDAY, OCTOBER 4, 2012 

ORGANIZATION/ADDRESS E-MAIL 
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ROSEVILLE UNMET TRANSIT NEEDS WORKSHOP 
TUESDAY. OCTOBER 9, 2012 

E~MAIL 



AUBURN UNMET TRANSIT NEEDS WORKSHOP 
WEDNESDAY. OCTOBER 10,2012 

ORGANIZATION/ADDRESS PHONE E-MAIL 
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ROCKLIN UNMET TRANSIT NEEDS WORKSHOP 
TUESDAY, OCTOBER 16, 2012 

ORGANIZATION/ADDRESS PHONE E-MAIL 
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UNMET TRANSIT NEEDS PUBLIC HEARING 
WEDNESDAY, OCTOBER 24,2012 

ORGANIZATION/ADDRESS PHONE E-MAIL 
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PLACER COLLABORATIVE NETWORK UNMET TRANSIT NEEDS WORKSHOP 
WEDNESDAY, OCTOBER 31, 2012 

NAME ORGANIZATION/ADDRESS PHONE E-MAIL 
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PLACER COUNTY TRANSPORTATION PLANNING AGENCY 
MINUTES 

OCTOBER 24, 2012 

The Placer County Transportation Planning Agency met on Wednesday, October 24, 2012 at 
9:00 a.m. at the Board of Supervisors Chambers, 175 Fulweiler Avenue, Auburn, California. 

ATTENDANCE: John Allard 
Sandra Calvert 
Tom Cosgrove 
Jack Duran 
Jim Holmes 
Keith Nesbitt 
Scott Yuill 

APPROVAL OF MINUTES 

Celia McAdam 
Scott Aaron 
Shirley LeBlanc 
Luke McNeel-Caird 
David Melko 
Sue Sholtis 

Upon motion by Calvert and second by Yuill, the minutes of the September 26, 2012 PCTP A 
Board meeting were approved as submitted, with Duran and Nesbitt abstaining. 

AGENDA REVIEW 
None. 

PUBLIC COMMENT 
None. 

FY 2012/13 OVERALL WORK PROGRAM (OWP) AND BUDGET- AMENDMENT #1 
Celia McAdam asked the Board to consider an amendment to the Overall Work Program (OWP) 
and Budget. McAdam noted the highlights to the amended version of the final OWP which was 
adopted in May including the addition in-kind staff work for the Bay to Basin Travel Study work 
element, expansion of the Intergovernmental Coordination work element, and the inclusion of 
Caltrans' planning activities. She noted that the budget balances and revenues are up, which 
allows us to add funds to operating reserves. 

Upon motion by Nesbitt and second by Yuill, the Board unanimously adopted the FY 2012/13 
Overall Work Program (OWP) and Budget- Amendment #1 and authorized the Executive 
Director to submit it to Caltrans. 

ADJOURN AS PLACER COUNTY TRANSPORTATION PLANNING AGENCY 

CONVENE AS WESTERN PLACER CONSOLIDATED TRANSPORTATION 
SERVICES AGENCY 

FY 2012/13 WESTERN PLACER CONSOLIDATED TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 
AGENCY BUDGET AMENDMENT #1 
David Melko asked the Board to adopt the FY 2012/13 Budget Amendment #1 for the Western 
Placer Consolidated Transportation Services Agency (WPCTSA). The Board adopted the budget 
for the WPCTSA in June and this amendment reflects changes since that adoption. The 
operating budget and capital budget are consistent with the adopted Short Range Transit Plan 
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(SRTP). Melko noted the operating expenditures have increased offset by a 5% increase in the 
operating revenues, and there are no proposed changes to the capital budget. 

Upon motion by Allard and second by Holmes, the Board unanimously adopted the FY 2012/13 
Budget Amendment #1 for the Western Placer Consolidated Transportation Services Agency 
(WPCTSA). 

ADJOURN AS WESTERN PLACER CONSOLIDATED TRANSPORTATION 
SERVICES AGENCY 

CONVENE AS PLACER COUNTY TRANSPORTATION PLANNING AGENCY 

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR'S REPORT 
Celia McAdam reported the California Transportation Commission (CTC) will be considering 
adopting the State Local Partnership Program (SLPP) which includes a competitive program that 
matches up to $1M oflocal traffic impact fees for construction oflocal projects. We are 
expected to receive awards of$3.6M for four projects from Placer jurisdictions, representing 
about 20% of the money available. McAdam acknowledged the jurisdiction Public Works folks 
who prepared these applications. This is the final year this program will be available since the 
Proposition 1B bonds are expiring. 

McAdam added the Lincoln Bypass Grand Opening event held October 5 was a huge success. 
Approximately 300-400 people attended and over 80 vehicles participated in the inaugural drive 
including antique cars, sports cars, bicycles, neighborhood electric vehicles, and even a Segway. 
Tom Cosgrove thanked staff for their efforts on the Grand Opening event. Cosgrove noted the 
City of Lincoln held a Lincoln Boulevard Dedication Celebration on October 20 which included 
a parade on the former Highway 65 from 1st Street to 7th Street with thousands of people 
attending. Jim Holmes expressed his appreciation in participating in the October 5 event 
representing Placer County Board of Supervisors as well as PCTP A. 

9:15A.M.- TIMED ITEM: ANNUAL UNMET TRANSIT NEEDS PUBLIC HEARING 
David Melko asked the Board to conduct a Public Hearing to obtain public testimony on unmet 
transit needs that may exist in Placer County. Melko noted we are required under the 
Transportation Development Act to annually hold at least one public hearing to obtain comments 
on unmet transit needs within Placer County jurisdictions. Workshops have been held in 
Auburn, Lincoln, Loomis, Rocklin, Roseville and North Lake Tahoe, and a workshop with social 
service agencies will be conducted next week. The public comment period will conclude on 
November 30. All comments received via the public hearing, workshops, fax, email, mail, 
phone, and internet will be analyzed and reviewed by the Social Service Transportation Advisory 
Committee (SSTAC) and recommendations will be forwarded to PCTPA's Technical Advisory 
Committee (TAC) as well as transit operators. The final report will be presented to the Board in 
February for adoption. 

Chair Cosgrove opened the Public Hearing. 

Tink Miller, Executive Director at Placer Independent Resource Services, also representing the 
Best Step Collaborative and its transportation collaborative, brought forward a number ofunmet 
transit needs including regional connectivity, Foresthill service, Highway 193 corridor lifeline 
service, hours of service and full year-round service on Highway 267. 

Page2 



Chair Cosgrove closed the Public Hearing. 

Jim Holmes reported there was a ribbon cutting ceremony Monday at the Tahoe Transit Center 
which will benefit the North Tahoe region. 

Tom Cosgrove commented on the development project for seniors in the Foresthill area, noting 
that it becomes very difficult to provide people need urban services at the level they need when 
they are placed in an unincorporated rural area. He suggested that directing the growth and 
people to the more urban areas where those services are available would be a preferable way to 
go. 

1-80/SR 65 INTERCHANGE IMPROVEMENT PROJECT- SR 65 VIADUCT 
RESTRIPING AND 1-80 WESTBOUND AUXILIARY LANE 
Celia McAdam introduced Luke McNeel-Caird, the new Senior Planner/Engineer and 1-80/SR 
65 Project Manager. McAdam stated that a community workshop on the 1-80/SR 65 Interchange 
Project was conducted at our January Board meeting, wherein seven concepts were explored for 
improvements for the interchange. The Board expressed interest in shorter-term impacts to 
improve the situation, and staff was directed to look at the potential to restripe the northbound 
SR 65 viaduct from two to three lanes, as well as looking at westbound I-80 between Riverside 
and Douglas to ascertain whether there is an opportunity to put an auxiliary lane to alleviate 
backups in that area. 

Leo Heuston, project consultant from CH2M HILL, Dave Stanek, traffic modeler from Fehr & 
Peers, and Nancy Miller, Agency attorney were introduced to present information and answer 
questions regarding these projects. 

McAdam gave an overview of the project's goals and objectives of this project. 

Heuston presented information regarding the WB 1-80 auxiliary lane noting since the 
reconfiguration ofl-80 in the recent Bottleneck project has created current and projected 
congestion westbound between the Douglas Boulevard and Riverside A venue interchanges. 
Heuston presented information on two concepts for improvements. 

Concept 1 which would shift the existing median barrier about six feet to the south, utilizing the 
existing shoulder width to create an additional auxiliary lane with the existing pavement. This 
concept creates full standard 12' lanes with reduced shoulders at a cost of approximately $3 
million. Concept 2 would add an auxiliary lane with standard sized lanes and shoulders. This 
option would meet Cal trans' standards for safety and operations at a cost of approximately $6 
million. 

Luke McNeel-Caird indicated one concept utilizes the existing pavement and facility and the 
other expands pavement to meet full standards. Aside from the costs differences, both concepts 
would have a similar approval and construction timeframe of2 Y2 to 3 years. Concept 1, due to 
proposing substandard shoulders and elimination ofthe CHP enforcement area, would require 
Cal trans and FHW A design exception approvals. Concept 2 would most likely be an easier 
process for approval since it meets standards. Both proposed concepts would be permanent 
improvements. 

Dave Stanek from Fehr & Peers presented traffic simulation videos which showed traffic impacts 
under different alternatives. 
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Tink Miller stated she would prefer we maintain standard lanes and shoulders as presented in 
Concept 2 which would provide more protection for drivers. Scott Yuill inquired whether 
Concept 2 expands the life expectancy of the roadway. McAdam responded both concepts 
would have the same lifespan; the difference is the width of the shoulders. 

Keith Nesbitt asked whether adding pavement with Concept 2 would increase future ongoing 
maintenance costs. McAdam replied Concept 2 would create nominally more maintenance costs 
due to the extra pavement, noting this would be Caltrans' responsibility. Nesbitt inquired if we 
run into the roadblock obtaining design exceptions would that extend the timing for approval of 
Concept 2. McAdam answered the design exceptions will take additional time to obtain. 

Yuill inquired how the construction timelines for both concepts be the same if we had to obtain 
design exceptions for Concept 1? McAdam responded although it has not been her experience, 
the timeline assumes the design exception process would go smoothly. 

Jack Duran expressed his concern on the liability aspect between the two projects and asked 
whether there have been studies conducted showing what the hazards are with Concepts 1 and 2. 
Duran inquired about what type ofliability would PCTP A or the jurisdictions be picking up if a 
design exception was approved. Heuston explained the design exception approval process 
reviews the design based upon the restrictive conditions and approval means the project would 
be protected under Caltrans' liability limits. Heuston noted eight foot shoulders are fairly typical 
throughout the state and District 3. Ten foot shoulders are the standard which we strive for. 

Duran asked whether there is any data suggesting one concept is more prone to accidents than 
the other. Stanek noted when shoulders are less than six feet they will affect highway/freeway 
capacity. Since Concept 1 has eight foot shoulders, capacity should not be significantly affected. 
Duran assumes Caltrans has the data to demonstrate whether or not there is a higher likelihood of 
accidents. Heuston agreed, noting the inside shoulder being reduced to less than four feet would 
be more of an issue from a safety or operations standpoint than the outside eight foot shoulders. 

Nancy Miller clarified that currently Caltrans is taking a different view towards the issue of 
liability with design exceptions. Now there are discussions about the sharing of liability 
particularly if there is a viable alternative that they believe is a safer alternative. The four-foot 
shoulder would be more of a concern. Miller added there are CEQA issues when there are 
significant effects with a project which can create approval delays. 

Sandra Calvert asked about the changing the HOV striping in both concepts, suggesting what is 
done in Southern California where you would be allowed to enter the HOV lane for safety 
purposes and whether the lane could be closed through that section. Calvert inquired about "lane 
feel" where traffic slows down when the lane feels small and if there have been any studies 
performed pertinent to this scenario. Stanek responded once the right shoulder is below six feet 
drivers start to drive more carefully and provide greater gaps between vehicles which means 
reduced capacity. The difference between eight and ten feet on the right shoulder is not very 
significant, but once you get below six foot it is more significant and the capacity is lower. 

Keith Nesbitt noted the double striping in Southern California is done for the high occupancy 
vehicle lane. The line is solid so there is no shifting of that lane during areas where shifting of 
the lanes might cause problems. 
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Jim Holmes stated his two issues are liability and safety and prefers we move forward with 
Concept2. 

John Allard inquired with a difference of$3M between these projects, what funding is available. 
McAdam responded although no funding is currently available, staff will seek to find seed 
money to get through environmental and design, get a construction ready project and look for 
construction dollars. 

Yuill noted that if we move forward with Concept 1 then later determine Concept 2 is the better 
alternative, money has been squandered in this process. Yuill feels it is better to pick one 
concept and pursue that aggressively 

Nesbitt reiterated his support for Concept 2. With no funding we put ourselves in a better 
position for funding since we are not compromising standards. 

Tom Cosgrove noted the need to improve the flow of traffic through this area, and that the 
improvement will last for a long time. Cosgrove expressed his support for Concept 2 as the safer 
option, even if it is at a larger cost. 

Duran stated it is difficult for him to support either option without knowing whether or not there 
is a safety issue since there is no data to quantify the safety issue. If he had to make a decision 
today, he would support Concept 2. 

McNeel-Caird stated the next topic for discussion is the SR65 northbound restripe project. 
Heuston explained this project would reconfigure.the viaduct striping to temporarily add a lane 
to alleviate traffic congestion. In order to be able to fit three lanes on the existing viaduct the 
inside shoulder would be reduced to 1 '6", with 3- 11' lanes and a 3' 9" outside shoulder, all of 
which are lower than Cal trans standards. 

McNeel-Caird noted the design exceptions would need to be obtained for substandard shoulders, 
substandard lane widths as well as substandard bridge width on a raised viaduct. McNeel-Caird 
noted pros and cons for this project were discussed. Traffic congestion can be improved which 
will reduce accidents due to congestion on I-80 but potentially increase accidents with the 
reduced lane widths and substandard sections on SR65. There would be a higher liability with 
this substandard section. Cal trans has mentioned that in other districts they have asked locals in 
these situations to take on the liability. 

Given the height of this viaduct, Caltrans and FHWA expressed their reservations about this 
restripe project. There would be lack of emergency access, though we did note our Freeway 
Service Patrol patrols this area on a regular basis and could provide assistance. While this 
project would provide short-term traffic congestion relief, ultimately we do need the I-80/SR 65 
Interchange improvement. 

Stanek provided traffic analysis for this proposed improvement. Stanek stated there were 63 
congestion-related accidents in the three-year period, all occurring before the HOY lane opened 
through Roseville. Since more traffic is now reaching the I-80/SR 65 interchange faster, 
accident rates have increased in this area. Their study indicates with the restripe project 
congestion-related accidents on EB I-80 would go down but single vehicle accidents in the 
restripe area would increase. Stanek played a traffic simulation video of existing conditions and 
a simulation of this proposed project. 
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Nesbitt noted with this project restripe, cars would be 18" from the left side barrier and 3' 9" on 
the other side. Nesbitt asked why we wouldn't split the difference between these two in the 
design? Heuston noted typically you see the narrower shoulder on the inside. Nesbitt stated this 
proposed project would only be a temporary and we need to pursue the real fix. 

Holmes concurred, noting we are trading one problem for another and increasing the liability of 
the county. Yuill questioned why wasn't the viaduct built wider originally. McAdam replied the 
viaduct was built to the standards existing in 1986 and, now 25 years later it has reached its 
useful life. Heuston noted this project is a definite fix that can be implemented in a phased 
approach on a project of this magnitude. Yuill added he is viewing this project as a way to 
enhance commerce as well. Heuston replied these two projects are the two points where they see 
congestion relief to improve traffic. 

Calvert noted the traffic on Galleria and Five Star Blvd. is bad and increasing circulation would 
increase more cars. She asked about the possibility of an off ramp at the Five Star/Destiny area. 
McAdam replied that option has not been looked at and is uncertain about any issues in that area, 
i.e., wetlands. McNeel-Caird stated there is a Joint Powers Authority for all the interchanges 
along SR65. Phase 2 of Galleria Blvd Interchange, which is a separate project that Roseville is 
taking the lead on, will look at this specific location. 

Allard commented our problem is the 1-80/SR 65 Interchange improvement project won't be 
completed for at least ten years and traffic is backing up on 1-80 as far as Douglas Blvd and will 
eventually result in traffic backing up to Citrus Heights. Allard encouraged the Board to push 
forward with some kind of solution now versus ten years from now. Yuill seconded Allard's 
comments, noting we have a big problem now which will continue to worsen. 

Cosgrove expressed concern about higher volumes and the greater propensity for collisions, and 
stated that widening of SR 65 beyond the viaduct needs to happen sooner than later. Cosgrove 
believes the ultimate solution is redoing the interchange and making it higher capacity and safer. 

Yuill asked why adding a lane would make traffic faster if it gets more cars through at the same 
speed. Heuston stated by removing the congestion point everyone is flowing freely at a reduced 
speed with the perceived narrowness. With the congestion removed traffic is able to flow more 
freely at a slightly higher speed. 

Duran inquired whether Caltrans would write the shared liability issue into the design exception. 
Miller noted this project would be more problematic to obtain the design exception and we can 
expect that Caltrans will ask for the locals for complete liability, which is a negotiable issue. 

Nesbitt asked what the distance is between the two sides of the viaduct and if it was possible to 
brace them together to support an extra lane. Heuston responded the gap of 40 to 50 feet is too 
much of a distance and we would need to build a separate structure. 

McAdam summarized the discussion, stating that the Board feels an early-phase project 
addressing the viaduct congestion point is a high priority for the 1-80/SR 65 effort. 

In response to McAdam's question whether the 1-80/SR 65 congestion issue a higher priority 
than the I-80 WB project, Cosgrove indicated we should address these projects separately and if 
the Board chooses to pursue both options we will establish a priority at that time. 

Page6 



Allard asked which congestion point is currently causing more of a backup on 1-80 and which 
one is causing more accidents on 1-80/SR 65. This needs to be determined before making a 
decision between the projects. Heuston observed the congestion created by the NB 65 backup 
affects almost all the lanes across the freeway, while the 1-80 westbound auxiliary lane is more 
of a future problem. Addressing Duran's comment regarding the accident data for this area, 
McAdam noted that Cal trans has current accident data but we don't know whether it reflects the 
benefits from the Bottleneck project. Duran agreed that Caltrans is about two years behind in 
their reporting so the Bottleneck project benefits would not be reflected. 

· Upon motion by Holmes, and second by Yuill, the board unanimously accepted staffs 
recommendation to pursue construction of auxiliary lanes on WB I-80 and solutions for 
improvements the viaduct capacity on the I-80/SR65 Interchange which conform to standards, 
and with the viaduct being the higher priority. 

Cosgrove thanked staff, our consultants and attorney for this discussion which brings to light the 
need to find ways to fund projects because we have many more projects that need to be done that 
are very important. 

Meeting adjourned at 10:50 a.m. 
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SOCIAL SERVICES TRANSPORTATION 
ADVISORY COUNCIL (SSTAC) 

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

I. Introductions 

Tuesday, January 29,2013 
1:30 p.m.-3:00p.m. 

AGENDA 

II. Review of Draft 2012/2013 Unmet Transit Needs Report 

III. Update on PCTP A Transit Planning Activities 

IV. Other Issues 

V. Future Meeting(s) 

299 Nevada Street· Auburn, CA 95603 • (530) 823-4030 ·FAX 823-4036 
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SOCIAL SERVICE TRANSPORTATION ADVISORY COUNCIL MEETING 

TUESDAY~ JANUARY 29~ 2013 
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D Tim Swank Alta California Regional Center 
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Megan Siren City of Auburn 
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PLACER COUNTY TRANSPORTATION PLANNING AGENCY 
SOCIAL SERVICES TRANSPORTATION ADVISORY COUNCIL 

(SSTAC) MINUTES 

Attendees: 
Megan Siren, City of Auburn 
Will Gamer, Placer County 
Paula Baldwin, City of Lincoln 

JANUARY 29, 2013 

Amy Bakker, Health Express/Seniors First 
Tink Miller, PIRS 
Josh Pulverman, Caltrans 
Mike Wixon, City of Roseville (arrived at 2:45p.m.) 
Laura Webster, City of Rocklin (arrived at 2:56p.m.) 
David Melko, PCTP A 
Sue Sholtis, PCTP A 

Review of Draft 2012/13 Unmet Transit Needs Report 
David Melko noted the draft Unmet Transit Needs Report was emailed to SSTAC members for 
review on January 22. Melko asked for comments from SSTAC members which will be 
accepted up to February 12. The report will go to the Technical Advisory Committee on 
February 12 and before the PCTPA Board at the February 27 Board meeting to accept the 
findings and report. 

Melko reported there are no new unmet transit needs that are reasonable to meet. The unmet 
transit need finding :from FY 2004/05 for year-round service on SR 267 remains unmet. The 
report does include recommendations to do additional work. Thirty-nine comments were 
received. Fifteen comments were related to the North Lake Tahoe area outside of our 
jurisdiction. 

Melko summarized the components of the report. Will Gamer inquired why 2013 LTF estimates 
were not incorporated into this report. Melko responded all the jurisdictions TDA claims had not 
been filed yet and the TDA fiscal audits are not all completed. Melko mentioned a note to that 
effect was included in the report. 

Melko stated some of the recommendations :from last year's process require funding which was 
not received. The rural issues are being addressed through the newly-implemented My Rides 
Program. 

Melko added Appendix B was incorporated into this year's report which summarizes service 
alternatives considered in Placer Transit Operator Short Range Transit Plans. Melko indicated 
the fare recovery ratio will change with the 2010 census and through the triennial evaluation 
process. 

Tink Miller noted the wording "this is an unmet transit need" at the bottom of Page 30 regarding 
Sierra College. Melko stated that was a typo and should read "this is not an unmet transit need." 

Will Gamer indicated he would be interested to see the bar chart on Page 18 expanded to reflect 
types of comments trended over time. Melko indicated he could include this information. 
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Miller inquired what does Colfax's get for the L TF transit money reflected on Page 10 and why 
is that figure so low. Gamer commented Colfax could be using carryover from a prior year. 
They can also use STA and federal transit money credited from Placer County Transit. Miller 
suggested an explanatory note that that figure was not the only source for transit services. Melko 
noted that topic was addressed on Page 9. 

Miller asked if there is any movement with TRP A or Nevada City to seek out other funding 
sources for SR 267 services. Gamer noted TRP A is not part of Placer County- that we need to 
look more to the Town of Truckee to pay their fare share. Truckee spends 100% of their money 
on transit. Placer County Transit is reluctant to add service without funding from the Town of 
Truckee. This issue is always on the TMA agenda. They are currently looking at the airport for 
a potential funding source. Melko mentioned it would be beneficial to add a paragraph that this 
funding issue is under discussion with the TMA and Resort Association. Garner suggested it 
would be timely to add that there are new discussions with the transit vision coalition and resort 
triangle. 

Miller asked whether there are any opportunities or interest in resubmitting grant applications for 
the rural transit services. Melko replied there will be a Transit Operators Working Group 
(TOWG) meeting following this meeting and one of the agenda items is talking about those 
grants. The My Rides Program will show whether we are meeting the needs for rural transit 
services. Miller suggested adding verbiage to that effect to tie up this loose end. 

Miller referred to the bottom ofPage 16 where it referred to a Transit Connections in South 
Placer County brochure and inquired whether they were available for distribution and what 
marketing efforts are ongoing for the distribution of this brochure. Are they distributed on the 
bus? Gamer replied they are distributed on the bus. Melko stated you can download the system 
map and brochure from the the South Placer Transit Information website. Miller mentioned if 
people tweet onboard buses about ongoing unmet transit needs we could gather that information 
year round. Melko will talk to the transit operators about this possibility. QR codes are on the 
posters posted at the transit centers that refer riders to the South Placer Transit Information 
website. Placer County Transit replies to any email submitted to them regarding service, and 
Gamer felt email is a good forum for them to communicate with transit riders. Gamer added 
tweeting information such as route delays would be beneficial to other riders. Melko mentioned 
this could be discussed in their coordinated marketing agenda item which will be discussed at the 
next TOWG meeting. 

Miller would like elaboration in the analysis chart of the report such as "this is an operational 
issue" and not just that it was not an unmet transit need. Melko indicated he is open to changes 
which will occur in next year's report. Miller inquired ifthere is a timeline for the Connect Card 
as mentioned on Page 26. Gamer responded Connect Card will be available within the next 18 
months. Melko will clarify in the analysis section as to why the comment is not an unmet transit 
need. Melko noted we do not have estimated standards for travel times that he could incorporate 
into the report. 

Miller stated there is a big gap in transportation since new CTSA does not provide the 
nonmedical "!-Ride" trips. Paula Baldwin noted DAR numbers are down and suggested 
discussing this topic when the Call Center contract is up for renewal. Are the new Call Center 
operations a part of the DAR numbers being down? Garner suggested looking at month-by
month numbers before the implementation of the Call Center through today to review trends. 
Performance can be affected by the Call Center. Miller suggested looking at monthly ridership 
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numbers and asked if denials are tracked. Gamer responded yes, that the Call Center provides 
this number. Gamer mentioned Placer County Transit needs to ensure there are no ADA denials. 

Amy Bakker mentioned she was at the Call Center last week and their biggest challenge is they 
don't know the territory- they utilize maps. Baldwin commented the Call Center only 
schedules, they do not route. The Call Center doesn't view the day's manifest, they only look at 
a 15-minute window. Bakker inquired whether the Call Center can open up the schedule to view 
other trips. Melko responded that he doesn't believe they are doing this. Gamer mentioned 
these issues need to be brought up with the appropriate people. Miller noted there is software 
available to look at the nearest vehicle to maximize transit efficiency. Baldwin mentioned the 
Lincoln Loop Route changed right before the implementation of the Call Center. Gamer stated it 
would be interesting to see the trend with the change in clientele, route changes and the 
implementation of the Call Center. 

Melko reminded SSTAC members to submit any comments to the Draft Unmet Transit Needs 
report by February 12. 

Update on PCTPA Transit Planning Activities 
Melko stated the TOWG will be discussing marketing activities and opportunities for Caltrans 
Planning Grants. We need to refresh our marketing program and plan. 

Melko is working in concert with Seniors First and Placer County Transit on a RFP on DAR and 
Health Express services which will be released in February. This service would be effective July 
1. Tink Miller inquired how far out in the future would the planning grant be effective. Melko 
replied the grant would cover FY 2013/14 although it could span for years. 

Will Gamer and Mike Wixon presented updates on their transit operations activities. Tink Miller 
inquired whether Roseville Transit served Sun City Roseville. Wixon replied they used to but 
the service was not utilized. They don't go into Sun City Roseville any longer but pick up 
nearby. 

There was discussion about the video that Roseville Transit is producing. The video will be 
shown on public access television as well as available on transit operator websites. Miller 
suggested distributing copies to nonprofits. Melko suggested Jeannie Gandler contact Janice 
LeRoux to determine which group would be best to show the video. 

The meeting adjourned at 3:00 p.m. 
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David Melko 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

David, 

Wixon, Michael [mwixon@roseville.ca.us] 
Tuesday, February 12, 2013 3:19PM 
David Melka 
RE: 2012-2013 Draft UTN Report fore TOWG Review 

Roseville has a few comments on your draft report for your consideration: 

Services To/For Lincoln: 
Commuter: Roseville also has proposed a commuter service along the Highway 65 corridor extending to the City of 
Lincoln. Our last discussion with PCTPA, PCT and the SRTP consultant was that Roseville would potentially operate a 
commuter service along Highway 65 and PCT along Hwy 80. In fact, we had written Lincoln in previous years to pursue 
exactly such an option with Roseville Transit using CMAQ funds or other similar funding opportunities. It seems to make 
sense for Roseville Transit to also be considered for this option in partnership with the cities of Lincoln and Rocklin along 
the Highway 65 corridor since our jurisdiction is both immediately adjacent and close to these communities, and 
connected directly by Highway 65. 

Local: 
There may be cases also where Roseville Transit might be considered to provide local services for Rocklin and Lincoln in 
the Hwy 65 corridor area since many trips are between these communities. Roseville Transit also has plans to provide 
services to the Watt Ave Light Rail Station in our last discussions with PCTPA, PCT and the SRTP consultant. This was to 
supplement services provided by PCT between Sierra College, Roseville and the LR station at Watt Avenue. Of course 
this would require discussions and agreements between operators and local agencies no matter the outcome. 

Also, our local services were recently expanded on Sept 10 as it relates to hours of operation. Monday through Friday we 
now operate limited local services and DAR services by reservation between the hours of 6 p.m. to 10 p.m., including the 
single shuttle to Sierra College you mentioned in the report. 

I realize these are late, so I respect your decision to include them or not in the report to your Board. Thank you for an 
opportunity to comment. 

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

.~~ons~der the .:'!:~:?..nment ~!?.:~_Iwinti~~~~~~:..~-~~!-·--··· -"'-----···----------·---
From: David Melka [mailto:dmelko@pctpa.net] 
Sent: Wednesday, January 16, 2013 5:33 PM 
To: 'Will Garner'; Wixon, Michael; Paula Baldwin; Megan Siren 
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Cc: Sue Sholtis 
Subject: 2012-2013 Draft UTN Report fore TOWG Review 
Importance: High 

As promised at the December 4, 2012 TOWG meeting, attached is an advance draft of the FY 2012/2013 UTN Draft 
Report for your review. The complete report is not included- missing are the appendices. 

I need your comments, if any, by C.O.B., Friday, January 18. This will allow me the weekend to incorporate any of your 
comments. Otherwise, any comments you may have would need to be raised at the SSTAC meeting and go on the public 
record. 

I understand this is short notice; however, reading both attachments over a cup coffee shouldn't take you more than an 
hour. 

I would like to get the draft report out to the SSTAC, including yourselves, on Tuesday, January 22. This will give the 
SSTAC a week to review the report. 

Reminder: the SSTAC meets Tuesday, January 29@ 1:30pm here at PCTPA. 

Thx! 
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APPENDIXG 

PCTPA 

Board Resolution #13-06 



PLACER COUNTY TRANSPORTATION PLANNING AGENCY 

IN THE MATTER OF: A RESOLUTION 
MAKING FINDINGS REGARDING UNMET 
TRANSIT NEEDS IN PLACER COUNTY 
THAT ARE REASONABLE TO MEET 

RESOLUTION NO. 13-06 

The following resolution was duly passed by the Placer County Transportation Planning Agency 
at a regular meeting held February 27, 2013 by the following vote on roll call: 

AYES: CALVERT, DURAN, GORE, HESCH, HOLMES, NESBITT, RUSLIN, TREABESS 

NOES: NONE 

ABSENT: NADER 

Signed and approved by me after its passage 

~a~ Chai 
Pia er County Transportation Planmng Agency 

WHEREAS, pursuant to California Government Code, Title 7.91, Section 67910, PCTPA was 
created as a local area planning agency to provide regional transportation planning for the area of 
Placer County, exclusive of the Lake Tahoe Basin; and 

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

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

WHEREAS, PCTPA has solicited testimony regarding unmet transit needs from social service 
agencies, transit users, and the general public through advertisements, flyers, press releases, the 
PCTPA web-page, e-mail distribution, public workshops, and a public hearing; and 



WHEREAS, each item of testimony received was analyzed and compared with the definitions of 
"unmet transit need" and "reasonable to meet" as adopted by the PCTPA in September 2006, 
and is documented in the FY 2012/13 Unmet Transit Needs Analysis and Recommendations Final 
Report for FY 2013114; and 

WHEREAS, PCTPA consulted with the Social Services Transportation Advisory Council 
(SSTAC) on January 29, 2013 regarding unmet transit needs in accordance with Public Utilities 
Code, Section 99238( c). 

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

1) That there are no new unmet transit needs in FY 2012/13 that are reasonable to meet 
for implementation in FY 2013/14. 

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

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

3) That the FY 2012113 Unmet Transit Needs Analysis and Recommendations Final 
Report for FY 2013/14 is accepted as complete. 



APPENDIXH 

Quarterly Ridership Trends 

By 

Placer Transit Operators 



APPENDIXH 

QUARTERLY RIDERSHIP TRENDS BY PLACER TRANSIT OPERATORS 

The table below shows the total ridership counts for the various transit operators and their 
respective transit services in Placer County between the second quarter ofFY 2010/11 to 
the first quarter ofFY 2012113. 

Transit Operator 
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APPENDIX I 

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

Auburn Transit 

Lincoln Transit 

Placer County 
Transit (PCT) 

Roseville 
Transit 

Tahoe Area 
Regional 
Transit 

Western Placer 
CTSA 
(WPCTSA) 

Notes: 

15% 

10% 

13.3% 

15% 

10% 

10% 

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

Serves the City of Roseville located within the Sacramento 

99268.12 

99268.2 

99268.2, 
99268.12 & 
99270.1 

urbanized area in western Placer County; a county which has a 99268.12 
ofless than 000. 

Serves the north Lake Tahoe area located within the non
urbanized area of unincorporated Placer County, and excludes 
that portion of the TART service area that is within the 

of the Tahoe 
Serves both the Sacramento urbanized area and the non-

99268.2 

urbanized areas of western Placer County for the exclusive use of 
99268

.
5 

elderly and disabled individuals; a county which has a population 
oflessthan 

I. The systemwide ratio applies to a public transit operator's entire service area, including areas served under contract service. The 
systemwide ratio is calculated combining fixed route and dial-a-ride services, as applicable. 

2. The Sacramento urbanized area is defined per the 2000 federal census. Definitions for urbanized and non-urbanized areas are consistent 
withTDA. 

3. Western Placer County excludes the Tahoe Basin within Placer County, as defined by the State Department of Finance. 
4. The State Department of Finance estimates the population for western Placer County, excluding the Tahoe Basin, as ofJanuary I, 20 I 0, 

at 333,789. 
5. Per the 2010 Census, the City of Auburn, the City of Lincoln and Placer County fare revenue ratios will require an update to reflect 

changes to the Sacramento urbanized area. Recommendations for updated fare revenue ratios will be included in the Triennial 
Performance Audit for FY 2009/10 to 2011/12. This audit will be completed in June 2013. 
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Sue Sholtis 

From: David Melko 
Sent: 
To: 

Tuesday, January 29, 2013 11 :03 AM 
Solvi Sabol; 'Amy' 

Subject: FW: Unmet Transit Needs-- Susan Kaestner 

She is interested in the My Rides program. 

She would like to place some info in the Foresthill newspaper. 

Her e-mail address is KaestnerSusan@yahoo.com 

Her phone # is 53e-367-2167 

Thx! 

-----Original Message-----
From: Rosemary Lane [mailto:rosemary.lane@mvtransit.com] 
Sent: Monday, January 28, 2e13 3:53 PM 
To: David Melko 
Cc: Cynthia Lopez 
Subject: Unmet Transit Needs-- Susan Kaestner 

Good Afternoon David, 

I received a call from Susan Kaestner, a resident of Foresthill last Friday, inquiring about 
what transit services are available to her. After calling several agencies to see what 
options exist, she was routed to the South Placer Call Center. I spoke with her regarding 
her situation and she expressed a desire to attend the next "Unmet Transit Needs meeting" to 
ask about possible transit options in her geographical area. 

After speaking with Cyndi, she thought your agency may be able to assist Ms. Kaestner. 
Perhaps if someone from your office could give her a call, she may not have to wait until the 
next Unmet Needs meeting for assistance. 

With that, I called Susan back and told her I would pass along her concerns to your office. 
Would it be possible to give her a call? Her phone# is 53e-367-2167. 

Thanks much for the help and if there is any more information I can provide, please let me 
know. 

Rosemary Lane 
Lead Reservationist 
South Placer Transit Information 
916-746-1796 
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