


The following impacts are anticipated on Route 3:

¢+ The alternative would increase vehicle service miles by 3,405 miles.

+ Operating costs would be increased by approximately $3,500.

+ Anestimated 14,270 passenger-trips would be lost with this alternative, due to increased travel time
associated with on-call stops, as well as a penalty for the on-call requirement. This equates to roughly
48 passenger-trips per day and would result in a farebox revenue loss of $9,600 annually.

+ An additional $13,100 in subsidy would be required to operate this revised Route 3.

Overall Impacts of the Alternative

Table 28 presents the cumulative impact of the service alternative. As shown, the potential alternative
would actually save GCS approximately $28,700, despite increased operating costs Route 3 and Route 6.
The ridership impact is estimated at a loss of roughly 11,300 passenger-trips annually, or 38 passenger-
trips per day. This was determined by reviewing the above discussed ridership impacts Routes 3 and 6,
however offsetting this slightly by assuming that roughly 50 percent of the existing Route 11 ridership
would continue to be served.

Eliminate Route 12 Service and Add Cedar Ridge to Route 10

Route 12, which travels between Grass Valley and Colfax, requires a large amount of GCS resources
while serving a very limited number of passengers. Based on the goals and performance standards
presented in Table 22 in Chapter 4, Route 12 does not meet any of the service efficiency or effectiveness
goals, classifying this route as very unproductive. The service currently requires over $30.48 in public
subsidy for every one-way passenger-trip, or $61 for every roundtrip. This route also generates
significantly lower ridership levels than the remaining routes, comprising only 0.9 percent of all system
ridership. Boarding and alighting data collected during the May 2008 survey period showed that the
Cedar Ridge Store stop (near the Cedar Ridge “Y” area) only generated 1 boarding and 1 alighting. The
low ridership and high cost to operate this service warrants the consideration of eliminating Route 12
entirely.

It has been noted that there is some regular ridership (approximately 4 passenger-trips per day) on Route
12 in the Cedar Ridge area that should continue to be served. In order to serve these passengers, the Cedar
Ridge area could be provided with on call service on Route 10, providing direct service between Cedar
Ridge and Grass Valley (Church and Neal). This would allow connections to other GCS transit routes.
With this option, the stops would be on-demand, whereas the passenger would be required to call ahead
of time to schedule a ride. Should a passenger call for a pick-up, the Route 10 bus would be available to
serve passengers either prior to or after the Route 10 runs, at 6:00 AM, 8:05 AM, 11:20 AM, 1:25 PM,
4:50 PM and 6:55 PM.

As shown in Table 28, this alternative would comprehensively save GCS roughly $65,800 in subsidy
annually, reflecting the complete elimination of Route 12 and the increased costs of adding the Cedar
Ridge area onto Route 10. It is estimated that there would be roughly a 1,900 reduction in ridership,
translating to $2,800 in farebox revenue loses. It should be noted that Nevada County residents would still
have access to Amtrak rail and Thruway bus services at Auburn.
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Implement Service to Washington

Washington is a small community located off Highway 20 approximately 26 miles northeast of Grass
Valley that is not currently served by GCS. In 2007, residents of the area expressed the need for service to
Washington and the surrounding area, submitting a petition signed by 123 residents to the GCS offices.
Specifically, the request included service along Highway 20 between Washington, White Cloud,
Harmony Ridge, and Grass Valley twice per week. This request was discussed at a Transit Services
Commission meeting on November 2007, where the Commissioners recognized the need for service to
Washington and recommended the Transit Services Agency research this in more depth.

An evaluation of this service alternative was completed, with ridership and financial information
presented in Table 28. The potential alternative would provide service from Grass Valley’s transit center
to Nevada City and on to Washington on Highway 20/49. Stops could also be provided at Harmony
Ridge, White Cloud and other residential areas along Highway 20. The service would be operated twice
per week, two times per day, for a total of four runs per week. Three census tracts/block groups were
identified that could be served by this new route — Census Block Groups 09001, 08012, and 08013. The
total population according to the 2000 U.S. Census for these areas combined was 5,320. Based on similar
services provided in nearby areas, such as the Grizzly Flat route in El Dorado County, the annual
ridership rate for this type of service is typically 0.10 to 0.11 passenger-trips per capita. Using this rate, it
is estimated that the ridership generated by a new service to Washington would total roughly 600 annual
passenger-trips, or 6 passenger-trips per day.

Because the service would not be operated on a daily basis, operating costs are relatively low compared to
the implementation of more frequent services. It is estimated that there would be approximately 11,232
vehicle service miles and 329 vehicle service hours required, resulting in an annual operating cost of
$30,100. Assuming that the fare would be comparable to that of other longer distance services in Nevada
County (specifically a one-way fare to travel between two zones) the service would generate roughly
$900 in farebox revenues annually. Subtracting this farebox revenue from the operating costs leaves an
operating subsidy of $29,200 to run the service.

Implement a Commuter Service to Downtown Sacramento

Many other counties in the greater Sacramento region have chosen to implement commuter service to
downtown Sacramento, including Amador County, EI Dorado County, and Placer County. While Route
5/5x currently provides limited opportunities for Nevada County residents to commute via transit, another
option potentially available to GCS would be to provide such service. Existing commute patterns between
Sacramento and Nevada County shows that approximately 2 percent of the Nevada County population
and 5.1 percent of the employed population commutes into Sacramento, according to the 2000 U.S.
Census. Surging fuel costs and increased traffic congestion along Interstate 80 may result in greater
commuter transit demand from Nevada County in the future. The following is an analysis to determine
whether or not there is sufficient demand to warrant service into Sacramento.

Sacramento traffic is congested and parking can be very difficult and expensive in the downtown area.
Many employers, such as the State of California and Sacramento County, offer financial incentives for
commuters who use public transportation or vanpools/carpools. Further, employment is somewhat
concentrated in downtown Sacramento, making it easy for large numbers of commuters to walk to work
within a few blocks of the Capitol Mall. All of these characteristics, in addition to the existing commuter
population, make Sacramento service a relatively high potential ridership generator.
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Data from similar nearby transit agencies, Amador Regional Transit Service and Placer Commuter
Express, were reviewed, both of which offer transit service into Sacramento. Amador Regional Transit
Service offers a commuter service from Jackson via Route X and the Placer Commuter Express operates a
service from Colfax and Auburn. Census data regarding existing commute patterns and existing ridership
on these commuter services were examined and used to develop an average rate of potential ridership
from the existing commuter population in Nevada County. When applied to the population of the most
developed areas in Grass Valley with the most potential commuters (Grass Valley, Nevada City, and Alta
Sierra), and adjusted for the reported proportion of residents commuting to Sacramento in each area, it is
estimated that roughly 28,000 passenger-trips would be generated by the service annually. This would
translate to roughly 111 daily one-way passenger-trips (or 56 individuals making round-trips).

Potential Route and Operations Details

Ridership estimates discussed above show the need for two buses to accommaodate the potential demand.
Operating two vehicles would also provide passengers with some choice in travel times. Under this
alternative, GCS would operate two buses in the morning beginning in Nevada City and stopping at the
Grass Valley Transit Center, scheduled to arrive in Sacramento around 7:00 AM and 7:45 AM. One of
these buses could then be used for a trip back to Nevada City/Grass Valley, leaving Sacramento at 8:00
AM. Both drivers would return on this trip (reducing driver hours), with the second bus parked downtown
during the day (to reduce operating costs). In the afternoon, there would be a return trip to Sacramento on
a bus scheduled to arrive at roughly 4:30 PM, which would then provide return commuter service to the
Grass Valley area. A second bus would leave Sacramento approximately 45 minutes later, providing
another option for commuters. It is estimated that a one-way trip would take roughly 2 hours and 10
minutes between Nevada City and downtown Sacramento.

As an aside, the “off peak” direction run could be operated open to the public, and could be marketed
towards tourists of the area. This service would allow Sacramento residents and visitors the opportunity to
arrive in Grass Valley or Nevada City around 9:00 AM and depart back to Sacramento around 3:15 PM.
GCS could provide brochures at local hotels to advertise this service, noting the activities available in
Nevada City and Grass Valley, as well as how a passenger could use the service.

Impacts of the Service

Table 28 presents the estimated cost impacts for this potential alternative, assuming an average fare
consistent with existing similar services (roughly $5.00 for a one-way ticket). It should be noted that two
additional vehicles would be required for this alternative. Below is a summary of the cost impacts:

+ Annual vehicle service hours would total 5,832 hours, while vehicle service miles would total
141,478 miles annually.

+  Operating costs would total $475,100, when adjusted for inflation.

+ Based on the ridership potential, the service would generate a farebox ratio of $140,000 annually.

¢+ A ssubsidy of $335,100 would be required to operate this service.

There may be Federal funding available to offset a portion of this increased operating subsidy. However,

even with 50 percent Federal funding, this alternative would significantly increase local subsidy
requirements.
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Implement Sunday Service

GCS operates nine of the eleven routes on Saturdays, and only one route (Route 5x) on Sundays. Routes
10 and 12 are the only routes not providing weekend service. Surveys conducted in May 2008 presented
passenger opinion questions, including if there were any service or customer improvements they would
like to see. The options for the passengers were as follows:

+ Increased service frequency
¢+ New or extended routes

+ Earlier weekday service

+ Later weekday service

+ Earlier Saturday service

¢+ Later Saturday service

¢ Sunday service

Of these options, 28 percent of the respondents stated they would like to see Sunday service added to the
GCS system, the most popular option among the respondents.

Table 28 presents the impacts of adding Sunday service into the GCS system. This analysis is based on
operating only Routes 1, 2, 3, 4, and 11 on Sunday, as these tend to cover the major areas within Grass
Valley and Nevada City and also generate the majority of the ridership within the system. Further, the
operating hours would be the same as Saturday, where service begins at 8:00 AM and ends by 5:10 PM.
As shown in the table, the service would require 27,567 additional vehicle-miles and 1,869 additional
vehicle-hours per year. Applying the cost model for FY 2008-09, this additional service would increase
overall costs by $133,900 per year. The service would also generate roughly 10,800 annual passenger-
trips, or 189 passenger-trips per day, which equates to farebox revenue of $7,600. Subtracting the farebox
revenue from the operating costs results in an increased operating subsidy of $126,300 per year.

This survey information can also be used to estimate the number of individuals using GCS services over
the course of a month or year. Based upon the responses regarding the frequency of transit use, the
average GCS passenger makes an estimated 30 one-way passenger-trips per month on the transit service.
Dividing the average monthly ridership by this figure, approximately 930 individuals are GCS passengers
over the course of a month. Reviewing the responses regarding how long passengers have been using the
service, there is a “turnover” of passengers of approximately 80 percent over the course of a year. On an
annual basis, therefore, GCS provides approximately 1,700 individuals with one or more passenger-trips.

TELECARE SERVICE ALTERNATIVES

In order to assess service alternatives for Gold Country Telecare, a review of the systems operational
details and policies was conducted and compared with the standard practices of other demand response
services. In order for a passenger to use the Telecare service, they must make a trip request at least 1 day
in advance and may also request a trip up to 14 days in advance. Passengers must also make their request
by 5:00 PM the day before the trip is scheduled. These reservation policies are consistent with the
majority of demand response providers, according to a 2004 survey by the Transit Cooperative Research
Program (TCRP), as presented in Synthesis 60, Practices in No Show and Late Cancellation Policies for
ADA Paratransit.
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A “pick-up window” is the time prior to and after the negotiated scheduled trip that a passenger is
expected to be ready to travel, and is designed to give the program and its drivers flexibility and maintain
an *“on-time” status. Gold Country Telecare has defined this window as 15 minutes before and 15 minutes
after the negotiated pick-up time. When reviewed against other demand response providers, a 15 minute
window is the most frequently used policy.

Indicators of a demand response systems productivity and performance can be measured by passenger-
trips per vehicle service hour and operating cost per passenger-trip. Data presented in Chapter 3 indicates
that Telecare generated an average of 2.08 passenger-trips per vehicle service hour and $19.94 per
passenger-trip. A survey of representative systems by the TCRP (TCRP Report 124, Guidebook for
Measuring, Assessing, and Improving Performance of Demand-Response Transportation) showed a
typical range between 1.77 and 3.84 passenger-trips per hour, and $11.36 to $20.80 operating cost per
passenger-trip (based upon the survey of small urban services). Given the large area served by Telecare
and the relatively low concentration of ridership demand, the current service productivity is not unusually
low, nor is Telecare’s operating cost per passenger-trip unusually high.

Performance and productivity can be impacted by many factors, especially by no shows and late
cancellations. Telecare defines a no show as when a passenger cannot be located at the specified pick-up
location or refuses a trip, and a late cancellation as when a passenger has called to cancel after the driver
has departed from the previous passenger pick-up/drop-off and not yet arrived for that passenger’s
scheduled pick-up. A late cancellation is also referred to as “insufficient notice.” Both no shows and late
cancellations can significantly reduce the effectiveness of a demand response service, by expending
resources while not resulting in a completed trip. According to data provided by Telecare, there were
1,600 no shows and 4,689 late cancellations between April 2007 and March 2008. This equates to roughly
5 no shows per day and 15 late cancellations per day, and an average of 133 no shows per month and 390
late cancellations per month. Put another way, approximately 3 percent of total scheduled rides result in
no shows, and 8 percent in late cancellations.

Strategies to Improve Service Effectiveness

No-shows and late cancellations have many negative effects on the system, as they create a “hole” in the
schedule that could have otherwise been used for a passenger-trip. Further, other riders are
inconvenienced and on-time performance can be degraded. To control the level of no shows and late
cancellations, the following potential strategies and alternatives have been developed.

Policies for Late Cancellations and No-Shows

Telecare does not currently have any policies related to late cancellation or no shows, of which the high
occurrences of both can be attributed. A TCRP study showed that over 91 percent of surveyed demand
response programs (123 respondents, total) had written policies. Policies to address these occurrences
should be developed to ensure a more efficient, reliable and timely service. The policy should be strictly
enforced to encourage passengers to follow through with their scheduled trip or cancel within a timely
manner. The TCRP Synthesis 60 study showed that while a system may have policies developed and in
place, a large proportion are not thoroughly enforcing them or have not enforced them at all.

A typical policy defines late cancellations and no shows (which has already been done) and establishes
penalties for riders who do not comply with the requirements, which may include suspensions or fines.
The majority of demand response systems enforce policies by suspending passengers with excessive late
cancellations or no shows, rather than fines. Telecare would have to determine which would be most
appropriate for their system, and determine the guidelines for those. For example, if suspensions were the
chosen “action,” they would need to define the suspension period for the rider, such as 30 days, 20 days,
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etc. A sliding scale could also be applied, where the more cancellations and no shows, the longer the
suspension time. Some agencies and programs have developed a points system to track these and to
develop their policy. On the other side, the points can also be used as part of an incentive program, which
is discussed in more detail in the following section.

Advance notification to the passengers that were deemed as a late cancellation or no show is an important
aspect of the policy. This can be in the form of a phone call or a written notice informing the passenger
that their service will be suspended or that they will be fined if the pattern of mis-use of the system
continues. Some agencies have a policy that includes warning notices or phone calls and then escalates to
a suspension or fine. Effective strategies include having the driver hang a notice on the door when there is
a no-show or developing a program where passengers who have accrued excessive no shows must call to
confirm any future trips. Should they not call to confirm during their required confirmation period, more
stringent suspensions or fines may be incurred.

An appeals process should also be developed, which could be in the form of an informal hearing process
for riders who wish to dispute no show or late cancellation charges. Such appeals may be the result of
circumstances that were not under the passenger’s control, and they would like to provide reasons for the
occurrence. Paratransit service should be provided to the passenger during the appeal process, as no
sanctions would have been imposed. If a determination is made to impose a fine or suspension, a notice
should be sent citing the action taken and why they were taken. A more formal appeal process should also
be provided to the passenger; this should be consistent with appeal procedures used when applicants are
denied ADA eligibility.

It is recommended that upon a no show, subsequent trips scheduled for that day for a passenger should
not be automatically cancelled. The policy should establish a procedure for determining whether the
remaining trips will be honored, and should also develop an internal procedure for identifying and
handling those trips. A written procedure for defining and addressing excused no shows should be
developed and clearly communicated with passengers. Further, an internal operating document clearly
discussing procedures for handling no shows and late cancellations should be developed for staff. This
should include how dispatchers and drivers handle these situations and how to contact passengers.

As part of developing a policy, public input is required by the ADA. This can be achieved through
passenger advisory committees (i.e. SSTAC, etc.) or public workshops. By involving the public,
passengers may be more aware of how no shows and late cancellations can affect a demand response
program, and the agency will gain the valuable input of the persons who rely on and use the service. As a
result, policies can be developed that are effective and deemed acceptable by both parties involved, and a
greater level understanding of the system can be achieved.

Incentives to Passengers

As a method to encourage passengers to comply with trip reservation policies, demand response systems
have implemented incentive programs. RTC of Southern Nevada, for example, generates reports twice per
year showing which passengers have not had any no shows. Based on their frequency of use on the
system, these passengers receive free ride coupons. Another example is the Utah Transit Authority, who
revised their policies to include a Responsible Rider Program. The program rewards riders with good
ridership records over a 6 month period and who had at least 6 one-way trips. Both systems have seen a
reduction in no shows and cancellations since implementing these programs as part of their policies.

Because of the high occurrence of late cancellations and no shows, Telecare should develop and

implement a similar program as part of the overall policy. The program would have to define the
parameters of a good ridership record and whether or not there would be different levels of rewards. For
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example, the more one-way trips a passenger schedules in a given period of time, the greater the reward
with a good ridership record. Typical rewards depend on the level of ridership and are in the form of free
ride coupons.

Passenger Education Program

Passenger education is also a tool that can be used to reduce cancellation and no show occurrences, while
avoiding the impacts associated with suspension of service. Riders should be thoroughly informed on the
policies and procedures regarding the pick-up window, wait time requirements, and actions taken by the
agency against no shows and late cancellations. As reported by the TCRP, some small urban demand
response systems have found great success in reducing late cancellations and no shows by rider education
alone, as many passengers may not be aware of the consequences involved with these actions. Telecare
should consider developing a passenger education program, targeting how the passenger can cancel rides
in advance to avoid late cancellations or no shows, and how to be ready to board within the system’s
defined pick-up window. Information should also be included on how a rider’s actions can affect the
overall system, as well as other passengers over the course of the day. By doing so, passengers may be
more inclined to take notice of and follow procedures properly. Literature and other materials can be
distributed to riders, by mail or on the buses, which include tips on how to address these issues. New
passengers should be provided with a packet that explains all polices currently in place, including the
consequences of late cancellations and no shows, as well as tips on how to successfully use the system.
Further, the Telecare website should be updated to include all policy and program related information,
beyond what is currently included on the organization’s website FAQ page.

In addition to written materials, Telecare may want to consider holding an informative and educational
workshop. The workshop may include sessions on how the system works, the policies and standards held
by Telecare, and how to use the Telecare system effectively. The “hands-on” approach can be more
effective, as there is opportunity for dialogue and the ability to clarify questions that may arise regarding
policies. This would also give the passengers the opportunity to provide input on the system, which has
proven to be valuable for many demand response systems when developing or revising their system’s
policies.

Computer Software and Technology

Telecare currently uses dispatching computer software developed by Mobilitat, however it is not used to
track no shows and/or late cancellations. Tracking these can be a vital way to determine the impact they
are having on the system, which passengers may be incurring excessive violations, and how the impacts
can be reduced. Telecare should consider computer software that has the ability to document and monitor
no shows and late cancellations, as well as provide information that can help dispatchers revise schedules.
By doing so, no shows and late cancellations be handled in a more efficient manner. Further,
administrative staff time can be reduced, as some programs are able to develop written notices
automatically.

Tracking vehicles is also another component that can assist a system in operating more productively.
Mobile Data Terminals (MDT) and Automatic Vehicle Location (AVL) software can help to increase on-
time performance, allow dispatchers to manage trips in real time, and can provide better information to
passengers calling to ask where their ride is. By providing the ability for dispatchers to operate in “real
time,” productivity can be improved by allowing for gaps or holes in the schedule to be filled as a result
of no shows and late cancellations.
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Reduced Advanced Reservation Window

Another method to hinder late cancellations and no shows is to reduce the advance reservation window.
ADA regulations were amended in 1996, allowing agencies to reduce the previously required 14-day
advance reservation window. Telecare’s 14-day maximum is in line with industry standards for small
urban areas — of the 10 systems surveyed, only one provides a 7-day window. Despite this, a shorter
advance reservation window can: 1) provide fewer advance cancellations, as riders are more certain of
their travel plans; 2) provide for fewer no shows, as riders might be more likely to remember their
reservation due to a shorter period between the reservation and trip; 3) allow for reduced staff time that
would otherwise be focused on scheduling and canceling trips. Due to the high level of late cancellations,
Telecare may want to consider reducing the window to 7-days.

Make Ride Confirmation Calls

Another effective strategy to reduce “no shows” is to make confirmation calls one day prior to the
requested day of service. This can be accomplished either using volunteers or using dispatch staff during
“down times” in the day.

COMPARISON OF SHORT-RANGE ALTERNATIVES

This section presents a comparison of the various alternatives discussed above, as measured by a series of
performance indicators. Not all of the indicators are applicable to each alternative; for instance, it is
impossible to consider the marginal one-way passenger-trips per hour of service for an alternative that
does not change the number of hours of service. Note that the FY 2008-09 cost figures for GCS are based
on an estimated cost model, adjusted for inflation.

Table 30 presents the impacts of the various service alternatives discussed previously. The ridership
impact of the alternatives, as measured in marginal annual one-way passenger-trips, is also presented in
Figure 16. As presented, the Sacramento commuter service alternative has the greatest potential to
increase ridership at 28,000 passenger-trips per year, followed by the Route 4 Brunswick Basin circulator
at 11,700 annual one-way passenger-trips. On the other extreme, eliminating Route 11 would reduce
ridership by approximately 11,300 passenger-trips per year. The range of ridership impact across the
alternatives is quite wide, and other factors must be considered along with the measure before deciding
which alternatives are the most advantageous.

The impacts on annual operating subsidy requirements are shown in Figure 17. As shown, the most costly
option for GCS would be the Sacramento Commuter Service at $335,100 per year, followed by the
implementation of Sunday transit service at $126,300 per year. On the other hand eliminating Route 12
would save on the order of $111,800 per year, and reducing the Route 10 runs would save roughly
$37,400 per year.

Table 30 also presents a series of “performance indicators” for the various service alternatives discussed
above and below:

+ A key measure of operating effectiveness of the alternatives is the marginal one-way passenger-
trips per vehicle service hour, as depicted in Figure 18. As a comparison, the Status Quo service is
anticipated to provide 12.6 one-way passenger-trips per vehicle service hour. Comparing these the
figures generated by the alternatives with the recommended standard, the only expansion alternative
that would attain the recommended standard would be the provision of commuter service to
Sacramento (4.8), while reducing the Route 1 service (6.7 and 4.9), reducing Route 8 runs (4.8),
revising the Route 6 and Route 8 schedules (8.3), reducing the Route 10 runs (2.2), and eliminating
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Route 12 service (2.1) would be consistent with the standard in that they would not reduce ridership
in excess of the standard for every hour of service eliminated. No value is provided for this measure
for those options that do not include a change in vehicle-hours, such as those related to Route 4.

+ Another key measure is the marginal subsidy per passenger-trip, which is graphically illustrated in
Figure 19. This directly measures the key “input” to a public transit program (public subsidy funding)
against the key “output” (ridership). The “best” values are the negative values or values approaching
zero, representing a reduction in subsidy accompanied by an increase in ridership. The two
alternatives on Route 4 are options that meet these criteria, with -$1.57 (Half-Hourly Brunswick
Circulator) and -$2.78 (provide stops on-call). With respect to service expansion, the implementation
of the Sunday service alternative would achieve a relatively low net subsidy per marginal one-way
passenger-trip, with $11.69, while the provision of the service to Washington alternative would
generate the highest marginal subsidy per passenger-trip at $48.67. When eliminating or reducing
service, this figure must exceed the standard in order to be consistent. Of these alternatives,
eliminating Route 12 would save $34.63 for every passenger-trip eliminated, while reducing Route 10
runs would save $37.40 for every passenger-trip eliminated. As with ridership impact, the subsidy per
passenger-trip varied greatly and produced a wide range of impacts.

+ Finally, the marginal farebox return ratio performance measure is calculated by dividing the
marginal change in farebox revenues by the marginal change in operating costs, as shown in Figure
20. The negative value for the Route 4 alternatives indicates the best value, as it reflects an increase in
revenues over a decrease in costs. For alternatives increasing both revenues and costs, the Sacramento
commuter service has the best value at 29 percent. Alternatives that include a reduction or elimination
of service and that have a low farebox ratio can be considered good values as well. This means that
the reduction in operating cost is greater than the loss in revenue that would be generated by the
reduced service. This would include the alternatives that eliminate Route 12 service (4 percent),
reduce Route 10 runs to three times per day (4 percent), and reduce Route 1 service after 8:00 PM (5
percent).

Summary

As presented in Table 30 and Figures 18 through 20, the advantages and disadvantages of each alternative
differ substantially. These performance indicators should be studied carefully before deciding which, if
any, of these alternatives should be implemented in the short or long term. The relative effectiveness of
each service needs to be weighed against their ability to achieve the goals of the transit service and
against funding limitations.

The analysis presented in this chapter does however identify a few strong alternative candidates for GCS’
consideration (depending upon funding availability). Due to the financial climate of the transit system,
many of the alternatives result in cuts in service, rather than expansion. However, should funding become
available, the Sacramento commuter service expansion has the potential for positive impacts to the system
with respect to ridership and farebox revenue. While it would initially cost a substantial amount to
implement, with the current cost of fuel and other economic factors, the service could be very successful
over the long run as commuters and employees look to transportation alternatives.

Two very strong alternatives worth exploring further are the revisions to Route 4 — creating a Half-Hourly
Brunswick Circulator Route or making Sierra College and the Litton Building “On-Demand.” Both of
these alternatives would increase ridership and farebox revenues while decreasing costs, both very
important factors due to the budgetary constraints that GCS currently faces. Further, with both options,
ridership levels would not be substantially impacted.
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Other potentially attractive alternatives include eliminating Route 12 (and adding Cedar Ridge to Route
10) and reducing runs on Routes 8 and 10. These three options would save a substantial amount of money
for GCS to use for other services and would result in a minimal impact on overall system ridership.
Another alternative that could be worth looking at in more detail is the option to revise the Route 6 and
Route 8 schedules. While the financial impacts associated with this alternative are not as great as other
alternatives, there would be significant benefits that cannot be quantified. This would include improved
on-time performance by providing adequate running time and the ability for regularly scheduled driver
breaks, both of which can be considered instrumental to a successful transit system.

Providing service to Washington is a good alternative in theory, as service is currently lacking for those
residents. However, as shown in Table 30, the alternative would not meet the performance standards for
marginal passengers per vehicle service hour, marginal subsidy per passenger-trip, or the farebox
recovery ratio.
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Chapter 7
Capital Alternatives

Before transit services can be provided, a myriad of capital items are required. The capital items required
for public transit service consist of vehicles, vehicle maintenance facilities, passenger amenities such as
shelters, benches, and computer equipment. Indeed, many capital elements will be required to maintain
and potentially expand GCS services over the coming years, as discussed below.

PASSENGER FACILITIES

The “street furniture” provided by the transit system is a key determinant of the system’s attractiveness to
both passengers and community residents. In addition, they increase the physical presence of the transit
system in the community. Bus benches and shelters can play a large role in improving the overall image
of a transit system and in improving the convenience of transit as a travel mode. More importantly, shelter
is vital to those waiting for buses in harsh weather conditions. In addition, passengers could benefit by
installing passenger amenities at major bus stops, particularly adjacent to regional shopping centers,
medical facilities, and social service agency facilities.

Adequate shelters and benches are particularly important in attracting ridership among the non-transit-
dependent population — those that have a car available as an alternative to the bus for their trip. Preference
should be given to locations with a high proportion of elderly or disabled passengers and areas with a
high number of daily boardings. Lighting and safety issues are equally important along major highways.
Consideration of evening service should include an analysis of lighting needs at designated bus stops.
This could range from overhead street lighting to a low powered light to illuminate the passenger waiting
area.

The approximate cost of a 13 foot metal shelter is $4,000, while installation of the shelter can be an
additional $4,000 or more depending on site improvement requirements. Another $550 can be added for a
perforated metal 8 foot bench and an additional $550 would be required for a 30 gallon trash receptacle.
Adding solar lighting to a shelter costs on the order of $1,500. While total costs including installation
depend on site characteristics and the ability to use public works staff during off periods, total costs for a
new shelter fall in the range of $8,000 to $10,000. Maintenance and repair of vandalism to bus benches
and shelters is a very minor cost since they are designed to be very resistant to vandalism. As a result,
cleaning and maintenance costs are minimal.

Improvements to Bus Stops and Shelters

As mentioned in Chapter 2, Nevada County Public Works has awarded a contract to repair and replace or
install new bus benches along the GCS routes. The contract specifies that there will be 34 existing
benches replaced with new benches, 2 existing bus shelters removed (contingent item), one bench
removed, 27 new benches installed where there previously were none (contingent item), and 8 additional
benches purchased for inventory and future use. Locations of replacement benches include, but are not
limited to, Dorsey Drive, East Main Street, Hughes Road, Nevada City Highway, Sacramento Street, and
Zion Street. It is estimated that the work will cost approximately $51,000, which will be covered by
Federal Grant 5311 funding (80 percent) and State Transit Assistance funds (20 percent).
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Grass Valley Transit Center

Transit centers are a key element of a successful public transit center, as it is a crucial link in the overall
transit trip, is essential in forming the public perception of the transit program, and can make operations
safer and more efficient. In 2007, the Nevada County Transportation Commission contracted with LSC
Transportation Consultants, Inc. (LSC) to conduct a study to determine a feasible location and design for
a new transit transfer center. The current location, at Church and Neal Streets, presents many obstacles for
both drivers and passengers, including narrow travel lane widths with no bus pull-outs, ADA accessibility
issues, inadequate room for all buses, and lack of passenger facilities (lighting, bicycle racks, drinking
fountains, etc.) to name a few.

The study identified a location for a new transit center along Tinloy Street, an extension of Highway 49
just outside of downtown Grass Valley, between Bennett Street and Bank Street. LSC worked with
Caltrans, who is the property owner, to determine a feasible site design. The transit center would include a
separate transit-only lane designed to accommodate existing and future bus demand (8 buses), divided
from the travel lanes by a raised landscaped median. Further, four shelters are located along the curb of
the bus lane. Future phasing may include an indoor passenger facility with seating, a driver break room,
drinking fountain, pay phone, and two restrooms (one male and one female). To encourage pedestrian and
bicycle activity, the site incorporated elements of the proposed greenway project in Grass Valley, with
multi-use paths and bicycle storage included in the design, as well as a 4-foot wide bicycle lane adjacent
to the travel lanes and median.

The total cost of the new transit center is estimated at approximately $2.1 million (including the indoor
waiting area, which has been planned as a later phase) and is exclusive of land costs. The Nevada County
Transportation Commission is planning to utilize Federal earmark funds (Section 5309) and possibly
CMAQ funding, if available, to cover the costs of the new transit center development. Additionally, it is
anticipated that Proposition 1B funding from FY 2008-09 could be used for the required match when
using the Federal earmark funds.

VEHICLE PURCHASES

Much of the GCS fleet is currently eligible for replacement, and more will become eligible over this plan
period.

CARB Requirements

To reduce pollution from mobile sources, the United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has
adopted a variety of regulations as required by the Clean Air Act Amendments (CAAA) of 1990. On
February 24, 2005, the California Air Resources Board (CARB) adopted new emissions reduction
regulations applicable to diesel or alternative fueled transit vehicles. According to the rule, on-road
vehicles operated by a public transit agency that are less than 35 feet in length and 33,000 pounds Gross
Vehicle Weight Rate (GVWR), but greater than 8,500 GVWR, powered by heavy-duty engines fueled by
diesel or alternative fuel are considered transit fleet vehicles and are subject to the following
requirements (CARB, 2007):

+ The particulate matter emissions of the total transit fleet (excluding non-transit fleet vehicles such as
gas-powered vehicles) as of January 1, 2005, is considered the baseline emissions measurement.
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¢+ By December 31, 2007, particulate matter emissions of total transit fleet vehicles had to be reduced
by 40 percent from baseline and NOx emissions could be no more than 3.2 grams per brake horse-
power hour (g/bhp-hr). By December 31, 2010, total particulate matter emissions of transit fleet
vehicles must be reduced by 80 percent from baseline and NOx must be no more than 2.4 g/bhp-hr.

An urban bus is a passenger-carrying vehicle owned or operated by a public transit agency, powered by a
heavy heavy-duty engine, intended primarily for intra-city operation. Typically this includes buses 35 feet
or longer and/or greater than 33,000 pounds gross vehicle weight rating (GVWR). CARB set different
standards for urban buses:

¢+ NOx emissions fleet average must be no more than 4.8 g/bhp-hr.

+ Diesel-powered urban bus particulate matter emissions must be reduced by 85 percent or meet 0.01
g/bhp-hr times the total number of diesel-powered urban buses in the fleet.

If the transit agency chooses an alternative fuel path, at least 85 percent of urban bus purchases must be
fueled by alternative fuel and particulate matter emissions need only be reduced by 60 percent from the
2002 baseline by 2007. The 85 percent reduction of particulate matter emissions will apply to transit
agencies using alternative fuel in 20009.

A commuter service bus means a passenger-carrying vehicle powered by a heavy heavy-duty diesel
engine that is not otherwise an urban bus and which operates on a fixed-route primarily during peak
commute hours and that has no more than ten scheduled stops per day, excluding Park-and-Ride lots. A
commuter service bus is subject to transit fleet vehicle rules.

In addition, global climate change or “global warming” is a major environmental issue, which needs to be
acknowledged in planning documents. Climate change is caused by the release of greenhouse gases
(GHG’s) such as carbon dioxide, methane, nitrous oxide, hydrofluorocarbons, perfluorocarbons, and
sulfur hexafluoride into the atmosphere which traps heat and increases temperatures near the earth’s
surface. Forecasted, long-term consequences of climate change range from a rise in the sea-level to a
significant loss of the Sierra snow pack. As a direct result of Assembly Bill (AB) 32, CARB has been
charged with developing rules and regulations that will reduce GHG emissions in the State of California
to 1990 levels by 2020. The “global” affect of each alternative fuel is also considered in the alternative
fuel discussion.

Vehicle Replacements to Meet CARB Emission Standards

In an effort to meet the CARB requirements, GCS will begin replacing and retrofitting vehicles with
particulate traps. To date, they have retired 2 vehicles which will be replaced by 2 new CARB compliant
buses that have just been received. Four more vehicles are expected in September 2008, and GCS will be
ordering at least 3 and up to 5 new buses in January 2009. Two diesel vehicles are expected to be
retrofitted this year. Telecare has retired 1 vehicle and has plans to retrofit 8 vehicles this year.

Compressed Natural Gas (CNG)

One potential option for GCS would be to convert the entire bus fleet to CNG. At present, roughly half (8
of 15) of the current in-service fleet is powered by CNG. The strength of CNG as an alternative fuel for
transit buses is that it is generally less expensive per unit of energy than gasoline or diesel fuels. Per the
October 2007, Clean Cities Alternative Fuel Price Report, the average price of CNG in the West Coast
region was $2.94 per diesel gasoline equivalent gallon compared to $4.25 per gallon of diesel gasoline.
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Based on this differential and data regarding fuel efficiency of the existing CNG and diesel buses in the
GCS fleet, full conversion to CNG could reduce GCS fuel costs on the order of $40,000 per year.
However, CNG also generates several significant additional costs:

+ Asthe area only has one existing CNG fueling facility with limited capacity, GCS would need a new
facility to fully serve the fleet. While the price of a “slow fill” fueling station appropriate for one or
two vehicles is relatively low (on the order of $40,000), for a system of GCS’s size such a facility
would require four to six hours of additional staff time per day. A “fast fill” station appropriate for
GCS would cost on the order of $800,000 to $1,200,000, based upon recent projects completed in the
region. This facility, moreover, can result in a high energy bill of its own, as the electrical power
required to compress the gas is substantial.

+ Costs are incurred for maintenance personnel training and for tank inspection. Overall, the CNG
buses in the GCS fleet cost roughly 60 percent more for maintenance on a per-mile basis than do the
diesel buses in the GCS fleet, based on County Fleet Manager records.

¢+ CNG bus costs are also more expensive to purchase. According to Transit Bus Life Cycle Cost and
Year 2007 Emission Estimation published by the Federal Transit Administration, a CNG bus costs
between $25,000 to $50,000 more than a comparable diesel bus. This is due to the higher cost of the
engine itself and the higher cost of the fuel tanks.

¢+ The fuel storage tanks have only a limited life, and are expensive to replace.

+ Due to the storage requirements, the effective range of a CNG bus is less than that of a similar diesel
powered bus. As a result, GCS currently expends substantial staff time “trading out” CNG buses in
the middle of the operating day for refueling, which is not the case for diesel vehicles.

In total, CNG would increase the overall capital cost of the GCS program by roughly $2,000,000, and
would also increase overall operating costs. Another important consideration is that the power provided
by CNG engines, while it has improved over recent years, is still 25 to 30 percent lower than the power
provided by a similar diesel engine. This has proved to be insufficient for grades on several of the GCS
routes, such as along Old Tunnel Road and SR 49. In addition to delaying routes, this increases the
congestion caused to other drivers. Overall, CNG (as the technology currently exists) has proven to be not
appropriate for GCS.

ADVANCED PUBLIC TRANSIT SYSTEM TECHNOLOGIES

Recent advances in communication and communication technologies have impacted all segments of
modern society and have found new applications in the transit industry. These technologies have come to
be known as Advanced Public Transportation Systems (APTS). For purposes of Western Nevada
County’s transit environment, there are three promising technologies within the APTS umbrella that have
been developed over recent years: Automatic Vehicle Location (AVL) systems, Demand Responsive
Dispatching (DRD) capabilities, and Automated Transit Information (ATI) systems.

Automatic Vehicle Location (AVL)

Originally developed in the trucking and package delivery industries, AVL has increasingly found
application within transit services. AVL employs in-vehicle transponders and a central geographic
mapping system using geo-positioning satellites (GPS) to locate, track, and monitor vehicles. The central
computer system automatically or manually (by the dispatcher) polls one or more vehicles. The polled
vehicle transmits the longitudinal and latitudinal coordinates, time/date and other information if available
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(such as riders on board, etc.) back to the central computer. The dispatcher knows the vehicle’s location
based on triangulation of the signals received from the global positioning satellites. A computer screen in
the dispatch office displays a map indicating vehicle location, with an accuracy of plus or minus four feet.
This map can also display direction of travel and on-time status (a different color for vehicles operating
behind schedule, for example). Another potential benefit of AVL is increased emergency response in case
of an accident or security threat.

A number of rural and small urban transit systems have implemented AVL systems. Examples include
Boone County Transportation System (lowa), Belle Urban System (Racine, Wisconsin), Blacksburg
Transit (Virginia), Dakota Area Resources & Transportation for Seniors (Minnesota), Cape Code
Regional Transit Authority (Massachusetts), and Flagler County Transit (Florida). The extent to which
each has incorporated these systems into a systemwide APTS program varies according to the complexity
of each transit system*. From 2001 to 2005 the Wisconsin Department of Transportation surveyed several
small to medium sized transit agencies before and after implementation of AVL systems. The results were
summarized in the Evaluation of User Impacts of Transit Automatic Vehicle Location System in Medium
and Small Size Transit Systems. One important finding of this research was that the implementation of
AVL improved on-time performance by 36 percent in some cases.

According to the FTA, the average cost of a baseline AVL system including on-board GPS, vehicle
tracking integrated with operations control center dispatching and security systems is $315,000. When
combined with other technologies or processes, AVL can deliver increased benefits in the areas of fleet
management, systems planning, safety and security, traveler information, fare payment, and data
collection. Introduction of an AVL system is often the first step in a more comprehensive APTS
implementation.

AVL technologies open up a range of additional services and benefits:

¢+ The ADA requires transit systems to provide voice announcements prior to major transit stops, to
allow the visually impaired to more easily use transit services. Drivers, who are often more than busy
coping with traffic congestion, find it difficult to consistently provide these announcements. With
AVL, vehicle location and direction of travel can be used to trigger a computer processor on a transit
vehicle to automatically make a synthesized announcement, and also potentially to display a message
inside the vehicle.

+ Animportant benefit in larger urban systems is the ability for drivers to trigger a silent alarm, which
automatically dispatches police to a bus. The response time to criminal activity on a bus is greatly
reduced. This is probably not of particular concern in Western Nevada County.

+  Pre-emption of traffic signals to allow quick passage for transit vehicles is also possible. Tying the
GPS system into the traffic signal’s computer can trigger an extended green indication for buses
approaching a signal. This option could potentially be used for all buses, or be limited to those buses
operating behind schedule or those carrying relatively high passenger loads. Due to the relatively
small number of traffic signals in Western Nevada County, this strategy would not be appropriate.

+ Finally, automatic passenger counters record passenger activity by bus stop and time of day. The cost
of this technology has decreased substantially over the past several years, equating to $1,000 to
$1,200 per bus if installed at the same time the AVL system is installed.

! FHWA-RD-98-146, U.S. Department of Transportation.
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Chapter 8
Institutional and Management Alternatives

PROVIDE GCS THE OPPORTUNITY TO REVIEW AND COMMENT ON
MAJOR DEVELOPMENT AND TRANSPORTATION PLANS

Many rural areas, including Nevada County, have experienced increased development and growth over
the past ten years, with new housing and commercial construction projects completed. With public transit
becoming an increasingly popular transportation mode, developments that are adequately designed to
accommodate transit are very important. Likewise, highways and local roadways undergo improvements
on a regular basis, many of which may affect transit operations, whether through road closures,
realignments or major redesigns. Unfortunately, transit operators are not always given the opportunity to
review and comment on these improvement plans, which can hinder the agency’s ability to provide
effective transit facilities and operations. To ensure that new development projects have appropriate
access for vehicles or can be sufficiently served by existing transit routes, proposed plans should be
circulated to the Transit Services Agency/GCS for review. Additionally, any new transportation
improvement plans should be reviewed by the transit agency as well, to determine the effects of the
project on existing and/or future operations.

To address these issues, many transit agencies have adopted transit design manuals, which include the
transit improvement standards intended to guide government agencies and commercial/residential
developers in the effort to provide effective transit facilities. The manual typically includes standards for
vehicle characteristics, site design and pedestrian access, bus stop placement, bus pullouts, vehicle turning
radii and passenger amenities, to name a few. Specific to review by a transit agency, a checklist may also
be developed that can be used to review a development or roadway improvement proposal. This checklist
addresses key issues associated with transit operations, bus stop improvements and site design. GCS may
want to consider developing a similar handbook to guide the review of larger projects within the transit
service area.

COMMUNITY OUTREACH PROGRAM

An objective that GCS established for FY 2008-09 was to “continue to improve overall efficiency and
productivity of GCS through the Transit Development Plan update.” One performance measure identified
to achieve this is to implement a community transit public education outreach program. Community
outreach programs are used to provide vital information about the transit system and to educate the
community on how to use the system and the benefits of public transit. A transit agency may work
directly with community social service agencies to provide seminars, assist with the development of
classes, and create marketing material to achieve these goals, some of which may be specific to transit
dependent populations, such as seniors or disabled persons. General increased marketing efforts may also
be part of the program, where advertisements are projected through newspapers, radio and local television
stations.

In FY 2007-08, GCS received approximately $39,839 in Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality Funds to

support such a program. The transit agency is planning to issue an RFP during the 2008-09 FY to select a
marketing consultant to develop the Community Outreach and Education Project.
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MARKETING IMPROVEMENTS

Marketing in its broadest context should be viewed as a management philosophy focusing on identifying
and satisfying customers’ wants and needs. The basic premises of successful marketing are providing the
right product or service, offering it at the right price, and adequately promoting or communicating the
existence and appropriateness of the product or service to potential customers. Unfortunately, the word
“marketing” is associated only with the advertising and promotional efforts that accompany “selling” the
product or service to a customer. Instead, such promotional efforts are only a part of an overall marketing
process. Without a properly designed and developed product or service offered at the right price, the
expenditure of promotional monies is often ill-advised.

Obviously, the marketing program must fit within budgetary limitations of any organization. According to
the American Public Transit Association, transit providers typically budget between 0.75 and 3.0 percent
of their gross budget on marketing promotions (excluding salaries), with the majority around 2 percent.
Although this is slightly less than most private sector businesses, public sector organizations can rely
more heavily on media support for their public relations programs.

Improve Service Quality

A key precept of marketing is to provide a quality “product.” In the case of public transit, a reputation for
providing quality service encourages increased ridership and public support for transit. Tax-based funding
and fares are more acceptable when service quality is high. An integral marketing effort, therefore, is to
improve on-time performance, passenger amenities, and reduce in-vehicle travel time. Solving these
problems and subsequently improving the public perception of GCS’ quality of service through marketing
is essential. The following service monitoring techniques should be ongoing:

¢+ On-Time Performance — Comprehensive records of on-time performance are useful in determining
proper scheduling and ensuring quality service. At a minimum, transit supervisors should be required
to do a standardized observance of on-time performance as part of their service checks. This data
should be entered into spreadsheets to allow tracking. In addition, on-time performance surveys
should be conducted at least twice per year.

+ Annual Passenger Survey — On-board passenger surveys are a vital source of planning information
regarding ridership and the purpose of their trips. In addition, surveys are the single best way to gain
“feedback” regarding the service. Funding for annual onboard surveys should be a priority. Questions
that should be addressed in the annual passenger survey include the following:

- Day and date that the survey is completed
- Time at which the survey is completed

- Route that the passenger is traveling

- Passenger gender

- Passenger age

- Whether the passenger is disabled, and if so, the type of disability

- Origin of trip (major intersection near trip origin) and trip destination (major intersection near trip
destination)
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- Purpose of trip, typically categorized as work, shopping, recreational, social, educational, other
- Rating of the transit service (poor, fair, good, very good, excellent)
- Suggestions for improvements in transit service

+ Boarding and Alighting Counts — It is worthwhile, on at least an annual or biannual basis, to
conduct a day-long count for boarding and alighting by stop for each of the services operated. There
are a number of useful pieces of information that can be gleaned from a boarding and alighting count:

- Identify the most important stops
- Rank bus stops for potential passenger amenities, such as shelters or benches

- ldentify the section along the route where the maximum load occurs. This information is very
important in identifying the appropriate vehicle size for the service, as well as to track the service
quality issues, such as passenger overcrowding.

Schedule Information at Bus Stops

One marketing strategy is posting schedules at major bus stops. The major benefit from this strategy is
that existing passengers and potential passengers would be well informed and provided with easy access
to transit information. The disadvantage of posting schedules is that routes and schedules can change
frequently. In addition to reprinting costs, additional staff time would be required to keep schedule
information at bus stops up to date. VVandalism is another factor which should be considered.

There are various methods of displaying transit schedules at bus stops. The least expensive method which
is somewhat resilient to weather and vandalism is placing the schedule underneath a Plexiglas protector
inside the shelter or below the bus stop sign post. This would cost approximately $100 per stop.

Gold Country Stage System Map and Schedule

The existing GCS map and schedule is very easy to use, however a few changes could be made. First, on
each route schedule there is shading on certain runs, which designate those runs that are operated on
Saturdays. Second, the schedules also have bold type indicating which runs are operated in the afternoon
and evening. In an effort to clarify, it would be worthwhile to add a note in a conspicuous location
denoting what these features represent.

Provide Transit Information in Spanish
Nevada County has a number of Hispanic residents, many of whom are regular users of the GCS transit
services. GCS should translate all schedules, maps and pertinent website information into Spanish.

Further, where feasible, marketing efforts to advertise new and revised services should also be produced
in Spanish, including newspaper ads and posters for distribution at markets and social services agencies.
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Chapter 9
Financial Alternatives

The crux of any issue regarding the provision of public service is the matter of funding. Provision of a
sustainable, permanent funding source has proven to be the single greatest determinant in the success or
failure of transit service.

Experience with transit systems outside of large urban areas underscores the critical importance of a
secure source or sources of local funding if the long-term viability of transit service is to be assured.
Transit services dependent on annual appropriations and informal agreements suffer in the following
manners:

+ Passengers are not sure from one year to the next if service will be provided. As a result, potential
passengers may opt to purchase a first or second car, rather than rely on the continued availability of
transit service.

+ Transit drivers are also not sure of having a long-term position. As a result, a transit system may
suffer from high turnover, low morale, and a resulting high accident rate.

+ The lack of a dependable source of financial support inhibits investment in both vehicles and
facilities. Public agencies are less likely to enter into cooperative agreements if the long-term survival
of the transit organization is in doubt.

¢+ To provide high-quality transit service and to become a well-established part of the community, a
dependable source of funding is essential. Factors which must be carefully considered in evaluating
financial alternatives include the following:

- It must be equitable — the costs of transit service to various segments of the population must
correspond with the benefits they accrue.

- Collection of tax funds must be efficient.

- It must be sustainable — the ability to confidently forecast future revenues is vital in making
correct decisions regarding capital investments such as vehicles and facilities.

- It must be acceptable to the public.
A wide number of potential transit funding sources are available, particularly within California. The
following discussion provides an overview of these programs. This discussion will be developed in

greater detail as analysis of operating and capital alternatives yield estimates of total future funding
requirements.

FEDERAL TRANSIT FUNDING SOURCES
FTA Section 5309 Capital Program
These grants are split into three categories: New Starts, Fixed Guideway Modernization, and Bus and

Bus Facilities. Typically, an intensive lobbying effort is necessary to receive a Section 5309 earmark. The
“Small Starts” component of the New Starts program, which provides funding and oversight for projects
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seeking less than $75 million dollars in New Starts funds, was authorized for separate funding beginning
in FY 2007-08 under the Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient, Transportation Equity Act: A Legacy for
Users (SAFETEA-LU).

FTA Section 5310 Elderly and Persons with Disabilities Program

FTA funds are also potentially available through the Section 5310 Elderly and Persons with Disabilities
Program (largely vehicles), which is administered by Caltrans. Until recently, recipients of Section 5310
funding were restricted to non-profit organizations; with passage of the Intermodal Surface Transportation
Efficiency Act (ISTEA) and subsequent Transportation Equity Act of the 21st Century (TEA-21),
however, local governmental jurisdictions are also eligible for funding. FTA FY 2007-08 apportionments
totaled $12.4 million statewide, and proposed apportionments for FY 2008-09 will total $13.5 million
statewide.

FTA Section 5311 Nonurbanized Area Formula Program

Federal transit funding for rural areas is currently provided through the FTA Section 5311 Nonurbanized
Area Formula Program. In California, a 16.43 percent local match is required for capital programs and a
47.77 percent match for operating expenditures. Per FTA section 5319, only a 10 percent local match is
required for capital projects used to provide access for bicycles to transit facilities, or to install racks or
other equipment for transporting bicycles on transit vehicles. These funds, administered by Caltrans, are
segmented into “apportioned” and “discretionary” programs. The bulk of the funds are apportioned
directly to rural counties based on population levels. The remaining funds are distributed by Caltrans on a
discretionary basis and are typically used for capital purposes. FTA Section 5311 funds budgeted for GCS
operations in FY 2007-08 was approximately $398,031. Statewide, nearly $20 million was available, and
for FYY 2008-09, approximately $21 million will be available statewide. GCS has budgeted $383,408 for
FY 2008-09.

FTA Section 5313(b) State Planning and Research Program

The FTA provides a total of approximately $10.8 million annually in funds to all the state departments of
transportation for use in statewide planning projects and planning support in non-urbanized areas, as well
as other research and demonstration projects. These funds are allocated to the states by population (with a
minimum of 0.5 percent allocated to any one state), and require a 20 percent local match. This funding
source is commonly used to fund transit plan studies.

FTA Section 5308 Clean Fuels Grant Program

This is a discretionary grant program funded through SAFETEA-LU. The program has a two-fold
purpose. First, the program was developed to assist non-attainment and maintenance areas in achieving or
maintaining the National Ambient Air Quality Standards for ozone and carbon monoxide (CO). Second,
the program supports emerging clean fuel and advanced propulsion technologies for transit buses and
markets for those technologies. Recipients must be eligible to receive FTA 5307 funding and be classified
as a maintenance or non-attainment area for ozone and CO. Currently there are no funds available to
distribute for this program.

FTA Section 5316 Job Access and Reverse Commute Program (JARC)
The JARC grant program assists states and localities in developing new or expanded transportation

services that connect welfare recipients and other low-income persons to jobs and other employment
related services. Job access projects are targeted at developing new or expanded transportation services
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such as shuttles, vanpools, new bus routes, connector services to mass transit, and guaranteed ride home
programs for welfare recipients and low-income persons. Reverse commute projects provide
transportation services to suburban employment centers from urban, rural, and other suburban locations
for all populations. JARC funding is available for transit services in rural and small urban areas. A JARC
applicant must also have a Coordinated Human Services Transportation plan. An (80/20 match) is
required for capital projects, and at least a 50 percent (50/50 match) of projects for operating assistance.

The maximum per project per year grant award is $200,000. In FTA FY 2007-08, there was nearly $1.5
million in funding available for non-urbanized areas (population 50,000 or less) for the governor to
distribute. For 2008-09, the funding available has increased to nearly $1.6 million for non-urbanized
areas.

FTA Section 5317 New Freedom Program

This new program under SAFETEA-LU provides formula funding for “new” public transportation
services beyond those required by ADA for persons with disabilities. The idea behind the program is to
help communities provide transportation services beyond those required by ADA and to help people with
disabilities participate more fully in the workforce and in community life. Eligible projects include
voucher programs and volunteer driver programs. Funds are apportioned to the individual states based on
the disabled population, and only 20 percent is available to non-urbanized areas. Projects outside
urbanized areas must be included in, or be consistent with the Statewide Long-Range Transportation Plan,
as developed by the state, and must be included in the STIP. As with the JARC program, projects must be
derived from the Coordinated Human Services Transportation Plan. An (80/20 match) is required for
capital projects, and at least a 50 percent (50/50 match) of projects for operating assistance. The
maximum per project per year grant award is $125,000.

Proposition 1B (PTMISEA)

On November 7, 2006, California voters approved Proposition 1B, the Highway Safety, Traffic
Reduction, Air Quality, and Port Security Bond Act of 2006, which authorized the issuance of $19.925
billion in general obligation bonds to invest in high-priority improvements to the state's surface
transportation system and to finance strategies to improve air quality. Among the programs contained in
Proposition 1B is the $3.6 billion Public Transportation Modernization, Improvement, and Service
Enhancement Account (PTMISEA). When appropriated by the Legislature, funds in the PTMISEA are to
be used to fund various mass transportation projects, including rehabilitation, safety or modernization
improvements, capital enhancements or expansion, rail transit improvement, bus rapid transit
improvements, the acquisition of rolling stock, and other similar investments. The funds in the PTMISEA
are to be dispersed according to the formula used to distribute funds in the State Transit Assistance Fund
(STA).

Congestion Mitigation/Air Quality (CMAQ) SAFETEA-LU Funding

A strong source of funding for many transit services across the country has been provided by the
Congestion Mitigation/Air Quality (CMAQ) program, authorized through SAFETEA-LU. This funding is
available to regions that are not in compliance with federal air quality standards regarding ozone or
carbon monoxide. As Nevada County is not in attainment for these standards, CMAQ funding is available
for local services.
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STATE TRANSIT FUNDING SOURCES
Transportation Development Act Local Transportation Funding (LTF)

A mainstay of funding for transit programs in California is provided by the Transportation Development
Act (TDA). The major portion of TDA funds are provided through the Local Transportation Fund (LTF).
These funds are generated by a one-fourth cent statewide sales tax, returned to the county of origin. The
returned funds must be spent for the following purposes:

¢+ Two percent must be provided for bicycle facilities (barring certain findings).

+ The remaining funds must be spent for transit and paratransit purposes, unless the Transportation
Commission finds that no unmet transit needs exist that can be reasonably met.

+ If a finding of no unmet needs that are reasonable to meet is made, remaining funds can be spent on
roadway construction and maintenance purposes.

TDA-LTF funds allocated to GCS in FY 2007-08 totaled $2,797,593, and are forecast at $2,254,442 in
FY 2008-09, a 19 percent drop.

State Transit Assistance Funds

In addition to LTF funding, the TDA includes a State Transit Assistance (STA) funding mechanism. The
sales tax on gasoline is used to reimburse the state coffers for the impacts of the 1/4 cent sales tax used for
LTF. Any remaining funds (or “spillover”) are available to the counties for local transportation purposes.
For FY 2007-08, Nevada County had an estimated $861,292 available in STA funding, according to their
revenue budget. For FY 2008-09, the County has budgeted approximately $403,889 for STA funds (per
the adopted budget, as of August 2008). Most of this funding will be used towards Telecare services.
However, as it is part of the ongoing state budget crisis, the future of STA funding is very uncertain.

LOCAL TRANSIT FUNDING SOURCES
AB 2766 Vehicle Air Pollution Fees

California Assembly Bill 2766 allows local air quality management districts to level a $2 to $4 per year
fee on vehicles registered in their district. These funds are to be applied to programs designed to reduce
motor vehicle air pollution, as well as the planning, monitoring, enforcement, and technical study of these
programs. Across the state, these funds have been used for local transit capital and operating programs.

Sales Tax

A sales tax election could be held with funds to go to transit service. Sales tax is the financial base for
many transit services in the West. The required level of sales tax would depend upon the service
alternative chosen. One advantage is that sales tax revenues are relatively stable and can be forecast with
a high degree of confidence. In addition, sales tax can be collected efficiently and it allows the
community to generate revenues from visitors to the area. This source would require a vote of the people
to implement. In addition, a sales tax increase could be seen as inequitable to residents not served by
transit. This disadvantage could be offset by the fact that sales taxes could be rebated to incorporated
areas not served by transit. Transit services, moreover, would face competition from other services which
may seek to gain financial support through sales tax.
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Advertising

Many transit systems — including GCS — use advertising on their vehicles and at passenger facilities to
raise additional revenue. Advertising on the outside of buses raises the most revenue, followed by
advertising at shelters or on benches. Interior advertisement on buses may bring in significant revenue in
urban areas, but usually is not effective in rural areas. One reason advertising on buses is so attractive to
advertisers is that buses are highly visible and provide a “traveling” advertisement. However, as discussed
in the management chapter of this report, this valuable resource can also be used by the transit system to
“brand” itself. Additional revenue could be generated by advertising the bus system within newspapers
and through community flyers. This method would not only educate residents, but may also bring the bus
system to the attention of visitors.

INCREASED PASSENGER REVENUES

One option to increase funding would be to increase the passenger fares. This option is perceived as being
equitable, in that the direct beneficiaries of transit service are required to pay. In addition, fares can be
very flexible — they can be reduced for portions of the population (such as the elderly and handicapped)
who are least able to pay. When the available supply of transit service is exceeded by demand, fares can
ration service so those who most need the service (and are thus most willing to pay) are provided with
service.

The major disadvantage associated with a fare increase is reduction of the attractiveness and convenience
of transit service. If fares were raised, it is likely ridership would drop, possibly increasing the overall
subsidy required to run the system. This, moreover, would affect those most in need of transit service —
the low-income population who cannot afford a car.

A discussion of potential transit funding sources must include a look at fares. As fares make transit
funding more equitable (those who directly benefit from the service pay at least part of the costs), a fare
system has the advantage of increasing the political acceptability of transit. This advantage, however,
does not consider the substantial benefits provided to others in the community such as commercial
property owners who do not ride the system. In addition, by reducing the attractiveness of transit service,
a fare policy works at cross purposes to many of the stated goals for transit with regard to increase in
mobility and reduction of traffic and parking demand. Nonetheless, fare increases and changes to the
existing fare structure over the long-term should be considered appropriate — particularly in the long-term
—to account for the increasing costs of providing service.

Transit systems throughout cities and rural areas often struggle with the issue of establishing an
appropriate, fair, and sustainable fare structure. Determining an appropriate fare structure not only
satisfies the need to meet the minimum required farebox return ratio, but can also encourage passengers to
use the service most appropriate to their needs. Setting fares too low creates the risk of not meeting
mandated farebox ratios and bypassing an important support for transit, while setting fares too high can
discourage transit use, particularly for low-income passengers who may be the most dependent on transit.

Local Cash and Pass Fares

Since 1990, GCS has maintained a cash fare of $1.00 for a one-way passenger ticket. Over the course of
the past 18 years, inflation has reduced the value of this 1990 dollar to only $0.60. Put another way, the
GCS base fare would need to be $1.67 today to have the same purchasing power as $1.00 in 1990.
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Recent changes in economic conditions, including increased fuel costs, warrant a closer look at potential
increases in passenger fares. Doing so may assist the transit system generate more revenue and provide
better service, typically with little ridership impacts. A peer review of fares from similar California transit
agencies was conducted, as shown in Table 31. This review revealed that the average one-way fare for
general public passengers was $1.29 and $0.63 for elderly/disabled passengers. GCS’s fares were
approximately 77.5 percent of the average for general public fares and 79.7 percent for the
elderly/disabled fares. With respect to monthly passes, the average pass fare was $45.00 for general
public passengers and $26.00 for elderly/disabled passengers. When compared to these averages, GCS
fares were 66.7 percent of the average general public monthly pass fare and 57.7 percent of the average
elderly/disabled pass fare. It is important to note that the Yolo Bus elderly/disabled monthly pass must
include the RT (Sacramento transit agency) pass as well, thus the pass price is slightly higher. For
comparison purposes, the average monthly pass fare for elderly/disabled passengers excluding Yolo Bus
would be $24.17, slightly lower than the average of all agencies reviewed, and still greater than the
current GCS pass fare.

TABLE 31: California Transit Systems Fare Review
Single-Ride Monthly Pass
Elderly/ Elderly/

Provider Regular Disabled Regular Disabled
Amador Regional Transit * $1.25 $0.60 $40.00 $20.00
Yolobus ? $1.50 $0.60 $60.00 $42.50
Yuba-Sutter Transit $1.00 $0.50 $30.00 $15.00
Lake County Transit $1.00 $0.50 $30.00 $30.00
Tahoe Area Regional Transit * $1.50 $0.75 $45.00 $22.50
Placer County Transit * $1.00 $0.50 $30.00 $15.00
Calaveras County $1.50 $0.75 $45.00 $30.00
Folsom Stage $2.00 $1.00 $85.00 $42.50
Petaluma Transit $1.00 $0.50 $30.00 $15.00
Sonoma County Transit $55.00 $27.50

Local Fare $1.15 $0.55

One-Zone Fare $1.30 $0.65

Average $1.29 $0.63 $45.00 $26.00
Gold Country Stage

One Zone (Local Routes) $1.00 $0.50 $30.00 $15.00

Two Zones $2.00 $1.00 $60.00 $30.00
Percent of Average 77.5% 79.7% 66.7% 57.7%
GCS Ranking (One Zone) Lowest Lowest Lowest Lowest
Note 1: Amador County regular monthly pass fare, TART and Placer County monthly passes are
based on 40-ride ticket books
Note 2: Yolobus Elderly/Disabled monthly pass must be RT pass, while the regular monthly pass is
available as Yolobus-only
Source: LSC Transportation Consultants
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The following presents potential alternatives for GCS to consider for the local route cash and pass fares,
based upon the fare analysis discussed above.

Cash and Pass Fare Increase by 25 Percent

One alternative to consider would be increasing both one-way cash fares and monthly passes by 25
percent. The resulting cash fares would be $1.25 for general public and $0.65 for elderly/disabled
passengers, while monthly passes would increase from $30.00 to $37.50 for the general public and from
$15.00 to $18.75 for elderly/disabled passengers. Daily pass rates would also be increased
proportionately. When compared to the averages shown in Table 31, the cash fare increases would be
consistent with the average, while the monthly passes would still be below the average.

As shown in Table 32, based upon an elasticity analysis raising the fares to $1.25/$0.65 would decrease
ridership by approximately 19,000 passenger-trips (excluding transfers), or 6 percent. While ridership
would decrease, overall passenger fare revenues would increase by an estimated $41,000, or 16 percent.

TABLE 32: Impacts of GCS Fare Increases

Fare Increase Level Annual Ridership  Annual Fare Revenue
Existing (1) 306,000 $250,000
25 Percent 287,000 $291,000
50 Percent 272,000 $329,000
100 Percent 251,000 $401,000
Change

25 Percent -19,000 $41,000
50 Percent -34,000 $79,000
100 Percent -55,000 $151,000
Percent Change

25 Percent -6% 16%
50 Percent -11% 32%
100 Percent -18% 60%
Note 1: Excluding transfers

Cash and Pass Fare Increase by 50 Percent

Another option for GCS would be to increase cash and pass fares by 50 percent, which would result in
general public fares of $1.50, elderly/disabled fares of $0.75, general public monthly passes of $45.00 and
elderly/disabled monthly passes of $22.50. According to Table 31, GCS fares would be above the average
cash fares for both general public and elderly/disabled, though it should be noted that many other transit
systems in the region are also considering fare increases. Ridership analysis indicates that ridership would
decrease by an estimated 34,000 one-way passenger-trips per year, or 11 percent of the existing total.
Overall fare revenues would be increased by $79,000, or 32 percent.
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Cash and Pass Fare Increase by 100 Percent

Due to the current budgetary issues faced by GCS, another option to consider would be a doubling (100
percent increase) in all fares. This would result in general public fares of $2.00, elderly/disabled fares of
$1.00, general public monthly passes of $60.00 and elderly/disabled fares of $30.00. As shown in Table
31, these fares would place GCS significantly above the average for one-way fares and passes. Ridership
impacts were also evaluated for this option, and indicate a decrease of 55,000 annual passenger-trips, or
18 percent of existing total. However, a fare increase of $151,000 is estimated, equivalent to a 60 percent
increase in fare revenues.

Pass Fare Increase Only

Monthly passes comprise the majority of passenger fare usage, totaling approximately 38.6 percent of the
total passenger-trips (see Table 14, Passenger by Fare Type), thereby generating a substantial portion of
GCS revenue. Should GCS decide not to increase the cash fares, increasing only the monthly pass fares
may be a viable option as well. Monthly pass fares are typically determined by the assumption that the
rider will make at least two one-way trips per day on each weekday of the month, which equates to
approximately 44 one-way rides. Based on this logic, passengers that purchase monthly passes from GCS
are saving approximately 32 percent in passenger fares — 44 one-way rides in regular cash fares would
cost $44.00 for the general public and $22.00 for elderly/disabled, while monthly passes are currently set
at $30.00 for the general public and $15.00 for elderly/disable passengers.

The intent of offering monthly passes is to encourage regular ridership while providing a cost savings and
travel flexibility to the passenger. In order to maintain these passenger benefits while increasing potential
fare revenue generated by the sales of monthly passes, GCS could consider altering the monthly fare price
to $35.00 for general passengers and $17.50 for elderly/disabled passengers; this would provide a savings
of about 20 percent. As with any fare increase, monthly pass sales would decrease by an estimated 4.8
percent, but fare revenues would increase by roughly $9,500. This option also has the disadvantage of
increasing the proportion of boardings that require a cash fare payment, which in turn increases delays
along the routes.

Provide Reduced Fares for Youth

Particularly if overall fares are raised, another option for GCS would be to provide a half-fare discount for
youth (such as between the ages of 6 and 15, inclusive). This would help to reduce the overall transit fare
for family groups that include youths that are not age 5 or below (who are provided with a free fare).

At current fare levels, this would reduce fare revenues by roughly $8,200 per year, but would increase
ridership by approximately 5,500 passenger-trips annually.

Zone Fares

The GCS fare system consists of two fare zones. Zone 1 consists of the local routes that primarily stay
within the general Grass Valley and Nevada City areas. These routes include Routes 1, 2, 3, 4, 8 and 11.
For the remaining routes that also travel within Zone 2 (Penn Valley, North San Juan, Colfax and
Auburn), additional fares are required to offset the increased operating costs. Currently, this is set at an
extra rate of $1.00, and is applicable to Routes 5, 6, 10, and 12. Services that travel substantially farther,
such as to Auburn on Route 5/5x, require even greater costs due to increased mileage and hours. To
further balance the costs associated with these trips, GCS may want to consider adding a Zone 3 fare,
which would add another $1.00 on to the Zone 1 and Zone 2 fare. For example, passengers traveling to
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Auburn via Route 5 would pay a total of $3.00 for a one-way ticket, rather than the current $2.00 for
traveling within just two zones. For elderly or disabled passengers, the total cost per one-way ticket would
be increased to $1.50.

Ridership impacts with a third fare zone were reviewed using Route 5 and Route 5x ridership data. Based
on boarding and alighting data obtained during the surveys in May 2008, roughly one-third of Route 5
passengers travel into Auburn. Route 5 ridership data for cash fare passengers in FY 2007-08 was
factored by one-third to determine the estimated ridership that travels to Auburn; that figure was then
added to the total cash fare passengers for Route 5x (all passengers are traveling to Auburn). This resulted
in an estimated ridership of 9,935 passengers for general cash fares and 412 passengers for
elderly/disabled fares that would be impacted by the addition of a third fare zone. An elasticity analysis
on this ridership was conducted and resulted in a decreased overall ridership of roughly 12 percent.
However, because the trip fare would increase, farebox revenue would increase despite the reduced
ridership. It is estimated that general fare and elderly/disabled fare passenger revenue would increase by
roughly $6,307 annually and $131 annually, respectively, for a total of $6,438.

Adopt Fare Review Policy

To address changing economic climates and increased costs for a transit system, some transit agencies
have adopted fare review policies. These policies direct the transit agency to review fares on a regular,
on-going basis to determine whether or not increases are needed. As mentioned previously, GCS has not
increased fares in 18 years. Should fare be increased now, the impact may be perceived as greater than it
actually is, as GCS must make a more dramatic increase to keep up with average fares of other agencies.
This, in turn, can have the potential to generate negative impacts on the system’s ridership. To avoid this
in the future, GCS may wish to develop and adopt a policy that guides fare increase decisions. There are
two ways that the policy could work: 1) the policy could direct review on a regular basis, for instance
every 2 years, to ensure a reduced impact and minimal, but consistent, increases; or 2) the policy could
deem fare increase reviews necessary when costs to administer and operate the transit system
substantially increase and fare increases are warranted (i.e. raising fuel or maintenance costs). Basing fare
increases on the CPI index are not recommended, as these increases would be in odd increments, say
$0.07, which become inconvenient for passengers and transit operators. Further, because the CPI changes
frequently, tying fare increases to it would require substantial administrative time, as the computer and
farebox systems would need to be updated too frequently.

Telecare Fare Increases

A 50 percent fare increase for Telecare has been proposed as an alternative for consideration. Current
fares are $2.00 within the corridor and $4.00 outside of the corridor. The fare increase would bring these
fares to $3.00 and $6.00, respectively. Because ADA law states that paratransit fares cannot be more that
twice that of the fixed route fares, this increase could only considered and implemented if fixed route
fares were increased by 50 percent or more. An analysis for the potential increase revealed that there
would be a 16 percent decrease in ridership; however, there would be a potential for a $28,273 increase in
farebox revenue (21 percent increase).
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Chapter 10
Transit Development Plan

This short-range transit plan is intended to guide the improvements of public transit services in Western
Nevada County in FYs 2008-09 through 2012-13. Much of the analysis used as a basis for the plan is
presented in previous chapters; the reader is encouraged to refer to previous chapters for additional
information and discussion regarding the various plan elements presented below.

The various Service, Capital, Institutional, Management, and Financial elements of the Transit
Development Plan are presented in the sections below, followed by an Implementation Plan to guide
transit improvements. Figure 21 illustrates the various service plan elements. This plan has been
developed with a focus on solving three key problems currently facing the transit program in Western
Nevada County:

+ The necessity of reducing the transit operating deficit. In particular, the current economic situation
has resulted in an estimated 16 percent drop in Local Transportation Funds, which comprise more
than half of transit operating revenues. At the same time, costs (such as fuel costs) have increased,
putting further strain on transit budgets. As a result, reductions in services and increases in fare
revenues will be necessary, in order to be able to sustain the transit program past next spring. It is a
goal to preserve the core of the system in an effort to continue to serve as much of the existing transit
dependent population as possible.

+ The existing poor on-time performance of the fixed-route transit program. Due to factors such as
increased traffic congestion and the additional running time needed to serve increased boarding and
alighting activity, the routes and schedules that could be maintained in past years are simply too
“tight” to operate in the dependable manner that the public should expect. At least 25 percent of the
runs on seven of existing routes (Routes 1, 3, 4, 5, 6, 8, and 10) are more than five minutes behind
schedule, and Route 4 often operates more than 15 minutes late. The proposed service plan will help
to increase on-time performance and subsequently will increase and improve efficiency leading to a
more reliable system that can attract additional ridership.

+ The need to provide adequate driver break periods. There is an increased focus statewide on
providing adequate employee breaks, and the existing service plan often results in drivers missing
their breaks in order to maintain (or regain) their schedule. By revising routes and their schedules,
adequate breaks can be provided in more convenient locations for both the drivers and passengers.

This plan is contingent upon many factors including future funding availability, changes in development
and population, and other factors (notably the cost of gasoline) that could substantially change the

demand for public transit services in the future. However, it provides a strategy for maintaining the core
service in difficult times in a financially feasible manner.

SERVICE PLAN

Revise Fixed-Routes to Provide a System That Can be Operating on Schedule and Reduce
Operating Costs

A series of inter-related route modifications are recommended to solve existing operational problems,
while also resulting in reductions in subsidy requirements.
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+ Revise Route 4 to Provide Half-Hourly Brunswick Loop Service — This service will provide half-
hourly loops in the Brunswick Basin, doubling frequency without the need for another vehicle.
Origin/destination information obtained during the surveys suggests the need for more localized and
focused service in this area, and doubling of service frequency from hourly to half-hourly will greatly
improve the convenience of service for passengers making trips within the Brunswick Basin area.
Further, the on-time performance issues experienced along this route required improvement to
provide a more efficient and productive route. The current schedule for Route 4 will remain the same
with the first run beginning at 7:10 AM and the last run beginning at 5:10 PM. Rather than 11 runs
per day, this new service would provide 21 runs daily.

Bus stops may need to be revised, as service will no longer be provided in some areas and service
may be expanded into new areas. GCS will need to do a survey of the route to determine where
changes are required. The current scheduled stop at the Sierra Nevada Memorial Hospital Diagnostic
Center will be revised to an on-demand stop; this will aid in keeping the route on-time, as it currently
adds several minutes per hour of travel time and there are very few passengers at this location.
However, most of the existing stops in the Brunswick Basin area will continue to be served by Route
4. Expansion of Route 2 will address the loss of Route 4 service along Hughes Road.

+ Eliminate Route 11 — While not the most inefficient or unproductive route in the GCS system, Route
11 has substantially lower ridership than nearly 75 percent of the routes, and it does not meet some of
the performance standards used to evaluate the effectiveness of a route. The elimination of Route 11
will allow for expanded service on Route 2, and many important portions of Route 11 can be
transferred to nearby routes so as to not lose a substantial amount of the existing ridership. All of
these components lead towards a more productive system.

+ Expand Route 2 to Serve Hughes Road and Sierra College — By eliminating Route 11, Route 2
will not longer be “tied” to another route, and therefore gains the additional running time needed to
replace the Route 4 services along Hughes Road, and also to serve Sierra College Drive, but not the
College itself. These two areas would be served in the northbound direction only. Since the changes
to Route 4 would no longer include direct service from these areas to Church and Neal (or the future
transit center), this revision would make up for that lack of service and continue to provide this
connection for passengers. As an hourly route, additional driver break time will be provided and on-
time performance will be improved. As shown in the example of a revised schedule presented in
Table 33, the schedule would provide the opportunity for transfers at the top of the hour in Grass
Valley. In addition, the schedule for the first run is moved up to depart at 6:50 AM to accommodate
for typical traffic congestion associated with the school bell time along Ridge Road.

+ Revise Route 3 — Another component to be implemented that is associated with the elimination of
Route 11 is to revise Route 3 slightly to include the area near Condon Park as on-demand stops.
Specifically, Route 3 will continue to travel down Brighton Street on a regular basis, however, should
a pick-up or drop-off be scheduled at existing stops along Butler Street or Packard Street, the bus
would serve those areas as well. Further, due to low ridership data, the County Fairgrounds on
McCourtney Road would also be revised to an on-demand stop, while the Bitney Springs High
School stop would be eliminated. The remainder of the route will be operated as-is and additional
running time is not required.

+ Revise Route 6 to Serve Squirrel Creek Road — Route 11 currently serves an area off Squirrel

Creek Road that generated a substantial amount of ridership for the route. Therefore, in order to
continue to serve these passengers, Route 6 will be revised to travel down Squirrel Creek Road, turn

Western Nevada County LSC Transportation Consultants, Inc.

Transit Development Plan Update Page 123



85:G 5§ 258 05§ 17 S7:G 6€:G 8€:G fetoRe) €€:G €25 ST:§ €T:S 10§ 70§ 00§
85 vSiy 414 0S¥ vy Y84 6cy 8ey [t egiy X4 ST €Ty 10 [ORY 00t
85:€ vS:€ z5:€ 05:€ Ly Srie 6€:€ 8g:€ ge:e €g:e €z:€ ST €T:E L0:€ v0:€ 00:€
852 vS:Z 4%} 052 YAzra 1414 6€:2 8€:z fetord €€ X414 ey 974 €Tz L0z v0:Z 00:Z
85T vSiT ST 08T 17T SPiT 6€T 8e:T GeT e €T STT eT:T 10T v0'T 00T
85:2T [iras fastras 05:2T Yidras [sdras 6£:2T 8e:zT gezT €e:zT €z:zT STzt €Tzl L0:2T v0:2T 00:2T
8S'TT YSTT TSTT 0S'TT L7TT SPTT 6€TT 8ETT SETT €T €TTT STTT ETTT L0TT YO'TT 00:TT
85:0T 50T 2507 05:0T 1¥:0T ari0T 6€:0T 8€:0T gei0T €€:0T €z:0T STi0T €T:0T 10:0T v0:0T 00:0T
85:6 756 256 056 Lv'6 576 £7'6 6€:6 8€6 SE6 £€6 €26 ST6 €16 106 706 00:6
858 vS'8 2a'8 058 ] S8 €78 6€'8 8€'8 se8 €€8 €28 ST'8 €18 108 v0'8 008
8y:L L ziL oriL L8110 seiL €giL 62:L 82, szl €2, €TiL 502 €02 159 759 05:9

[BaN B yoInyd  py abpiy Py 1g eIsIA SIIH 9y 1509 Ked (ueda@) Ao | (eauy) Aud 2RI 9y 1509 H iquoes3  py abpry B I POOM0Y B py 8bpry  [eaN B yaInyd

®19aNS BIY youey uebIo|\ BIA %9 pY 0PIy USA3S/SalIeaS 9 Aep\ MOJIOH %2 1S POIWIN  BPeA3N/UOlUN | BpeASN/UOIUN 9 PY Jeld PI0D 9 Aep\ MOJlOH  UaAaS/salleas % pY abply  ab9|joD elals peoy saybnH 9 19a11S B)Y
® Py 20p1y 3 llebiy ® peoig ® peoig 3 llebiy

90IAI19S N = Plog aAlIQg 869100 e1IBIS pue peoy saybnH Buipn|ou| ‘9|INpayds g 210y pasindy €€ 319V.L

Western Nevada County

Transit Development Plan Update

LSC Transportation Consultants, Inc.

Page 124



around at its current location after stopping at Crestwood Drive, and travel up Adams Street to return
to Rough and Ready Highway. It is estimated that this will add a total of 6 minutes onto each run. The
schedule will be revised to provide a full hour of running time (as opposed to the current 52 minutes)
to accommodate this change and to allow for better on-time performance. Table 34 shows this revised
schedule and how Route 8 will be changed as well (discussed below).

Reduce Runs on Route 8 — Route 8 will be reduced from 11 runs per day to 7 runs per day, which
will save GCS operating costs due to reduced mileage and vehicle hours required. This change will
allow for better on-time performance, as 35 minutes will be allotted for each run, rather than the
current 25 minutes. Table 34 provides and example of the revised Route 8 schedule. As shown, the
route would operate after each Route 6 run between 7:30 AM and 5:30 PM. Further, at the end of
each Route 8 run, 10 minutes has been included for a driver break before the next Route 6 run begins.
The run times to be eliminated have been operated for several years and have proven to not serve
significant numbers of passengers.

As a combined plan element, GCS will save approximately $21,100 in operating costs and $37,618 in
operating subsidy when these changes are implemented. This service element has been designed to reduce
operating costs while maintaining the core service currently provided by these routes. In fact, even though
service has been reduced, ridership is expected to increase due to service quality improvements, thereby
increasing farebox revenue potential and creating a greater savings in the subsidy required to operate the
routes.

Eliminate Poor Performing Services to Reduce Costs and Improve Efficiency

¢

Revise Route 10 Schedule to Reduce Daily Runs from 4 to 3 — Ridership on Route 10 varies
throughout the day, with the fewest passengers using the 9:40 AM run. On average, this run serves
approximately 6 passengers. To reduce operating costs, GCS will reduce the number of runs from 4
per day to 3 per day, with service leaving Church and Neal Streets at 6:15 AM, 11:30 AM and 5:00
PM and leaving the North Columbia Community Center at 7:06 AM, 12:21 PM, and 5:51 PM. This is
shown in Table 35. Also, in order for commuters from the North San Juan area to get to Nevada City
and Grass Valley by roughly 8:00 AM, the first run has been shifted to begin 15 minutes earlier than
the existing schedule. This plan element will reduce operating costs by approximately $39,100.

Eliminate Route 12 and Serve Cedar Ridge On-Call with Route 10 — Route 12 is the poorest
performing route within the GCS system, serving roughly three passengers per vehicle-hour of
service and requiring on the order of $30 in subsidy to serve each passenger-trip. Given this poor
performance and the necessity to reduce operating costs, Route 12 should be eliminated entirely. In
order to continue to serve the existing ridership in the Cedar Ridge area, service should be made
available between downtown Grass Valley and Cedar Ridge before and after each Route 10 run
throughout the day. With the changes to Route 10 noted above, service would be available at the
Cedar Ridge Store and Union Hill School six times daily. As mentioned, Table 35 identifies the
schedule available to passengers in these areas. As shown, service would be available at 6:00/6:05
AM, 6:16/8:21 AM, 11:15/11:20 AM, 1:31/1:36 PM, 4:45/4:50 PM, and 7:01/7:06 PM. By
eliminating this route and shifting a portion of service to Route 10, GCS would save on the order of
$68,600 per year. It should be noted that access to Amtrak and Greyhound services provided in
Colfax are also available to Western Nevada County residents via Auburn.

Western Nevada County LSC Transportation Consultants, Inc.

Transit Development Plan Update Page 125



90:L 10:L 159 r:9 6£:9 9z:9 219 10:9 951§ 15§ 0SS Spig or:s 62:G §2ig FARe oT:§ 00§ 0S¥ Shiy
9e'T eT Tt 11T 60:T 9G:¢T et 1€CT 9¢cT Tcct 0ce ST:CT 0T:cT 65 TT SGTT Tt ov:TT 0eTT 0¢:TT STTT
128 9T'8 90:8 9§, vSiL il L2l 9T, 7L 90, S0 00:L G599 9 or:9 129 §29 ST9 S0°9 00:9
[VNe) [ (@] oOcw o0 W 0 =4I o=z e) o902 S0 Z2 = O 0 Z =4 I W 0 [eNe) oOcw Q [ [ONe]
g @ =] = ¥ 3 3 @ O 3.9 s & o o =9 $ 9 ©° =z 900 =9 9 o s & =9 @ O Z 29 =2 S 3@
2o S = <58 S € o c o= 2 = o x B33 33 o = 23 R a g S E 58 < 3 S a
® 2 E 5 Sa 332 83 o= = o4 390 539 oo = - ®3 82 3o 5 E ° 2
S = 22 mns O n o= 5306 8 S0 o= On T35 LR = S
b T Z Ww < o E o ® =1 c = o ® * g o & < )] T bl
s = R @ ® c =} ISl o @ (@] (@] o ™ a5 <} < (@) @ — Ro = s
< R ) o =N 2 = @ 3 @ 3 = 8 =N o o < @
<Q o Z 5} < 5] ® © o ® 0 5 T S T ® 0 o @ © D < ) Z w <Q
® S 8 g s n Fe s 25 g5 g5 3§ 5§ 2w D s g 8 S °
m 2 = a M a3 = = a3 W a = 2 w
= < ) ] < =
‘ .
dois puewsq-uo= 20IM9S d = plog puewag-uQ abpiy sepad Buipnjou| ‘8INPayds QT 31N0Y PasIASY G I19VL
*sunu asay) Buunp uonesado ul ag pINom sasng om ] :T 310N
€8 8¢S At s 0z:s 8T'S LTS TS ETS 0TS L0'G 05 00:S
e eve or:e Le€ See eee ¢ee oge 82:€ sce e 6T:€ STE
T0C 85T SS'T ST 0S'T 8rT LT SYT er'T or:T LET veT 0eT
aT'T €T oT'T L0'T SO'T 20T 00T 85CT Ssset eser 6Vt 1 GVeT
T€TT 8CTT STt Tt 01T LTTT STIT ETTT oT:TT LOTT YO TT 00:TT
o6 ev'6 or:6 LE6 GE6 c€E6 0g:6 8¢:6 Ge6 [249) 6T:6 ST:6
108 8G:L 85 2SiL 0S:L 8viL Lyl SviL eviL or:L L8L veL og:L
[eaN ® yoinyd  puelkrely  puejkrey ouepluq ERe) Yamsunig/sauld  3di¥dAq (uedaq) 2oy0 (an1y) 220 3Q14dNa AdImsunig/sauld FRe) puelfrey puelfleN  [eaN ® yainyd
oyep|as [eluunuad uI0d UMoID Buuadsiym e3lY WO abeispodiny abeispodiy ealy WO Buuadsiym WI0d UMoI1D oyep|a oyepias
ure '3 ‘00 BpeAdN ‘00 BpeASN [eluunuag urew 3
8374 BWOT g aInoy
9T:9 109 09 209 LSS vS'S 0SS 6v'G 8r:S SPiS
00:S LSy 95 SS h4 Elad 144 8EW Gewr [2n4 TeY @y 6T LTy [An4 601 SO vo'r €0 007
ST'E e e ote 90:€ T0°€ 952 €5°C 0s:2 e v LET vee [424 Lee vee oce 61T 8T¢ SsTe
0eT 12T 92T ST 12T 9T'T T 80T S0'T 20T 0T [k 6v:2T Jiga) [Ag4 6e:2T seet veZT €ezt L0821
SPieT et T ov:eT 9€:2T TecT 9zeT €eer 0zet L12T 91T 02T 02T coet LSTT YSTT 0S:TT 67:TT 8¥TT SVTT
00:TT LS°0T 9S:0T GS:0T 15:0T 9v:0T T¥:0T 8€:0T SE0T 2€0T TE0T ot 6T:0T LT:0T cr0tT 60:0T S0:0T ¥0:0T €0:0T 00:0T
ST:6 6 6 oT6 90'6 106 95'8 €58 05'8 178 9’8 1£8 Ve €8 128 vz'8 0z:8 6T:8 8T'8 ST'8
8¢, SeiL veL €TL 6T:L vTiL 60:L 90:L €0'L 00:
[eaN B yoInyd  jooyds 1S fepad pue 1S Py sbuuds Apeay 0z AmHia ] 0z Amp/Aairen  (edaq) Jauad (eniy) 0z AmpAalien py 0z AmHia Apeay Py sbulids 1S 1S Jfepadpue  [00YdS  [eaN B YoInyd
alowo/AmH a1 [puInbg poomisal) pue  Aaung/AmH % ybnoy AojeA uuad  9jineduadsa eses|d POOMPIIM  [i@1uad poompjip  Jueses|d Aajren uuad Aalep uuad % ybnoy Aaung/Amy  poomisald pue ¥aa1) [auINbs  alow/AmH
Apeay 931D [puINbs Apeay Aajren uuad Apeay 7 ybnoy o910 |auINbs Apeay
® ybnoy ® ybnoy 3 ybnoy

SI[EA UUSd 9 910y

9019s Nd = plog

sdois peoy 931D [2411inbg Buipn|ou| ‘'saINPayds PasInay 8 9IN0Y pue 9 a1noy pasodold v€ 319V.L

Western Nevada County

Transit Development Plan Update

LSC Transportation Consultants, Inc.

Page 126



+ Eliminate Route 1 Evening Service after 8:00 PM — The limited GCS evening service provided on
Route 1 has proven be ineffective. The runs between 8:00 PM and 10:00 PM have an average of 9
passenger-trips daily, which is very low. This low ridership warrants the elimination of service after
8:00 PM, which would save GCS roughly $36,300 per year due to reduced operating costs. By doing
so, minimal ridership would be lost yet a significant amount of operating dollars would be saved. It is
worth noting that most transit systems serving smaller communities in California do not offer evening
service.

As a whole, the plan element would reduce GCS’s operating costs by $144,100. Operating subsidy would
also be reduced by roughly $137,700. The total reduction in annual ridership would be equivalent to
roughly 1.5 percent of total GCS ridership, while operating costs would be reduced by 5 percent.

Eliminate Route 5x

GCS has recently been informed that the existing contract with Amtrak that subsidizes the Route 5x
service will be terminated. Because Amtrak helped subsidize the Route 5x service, this service will be
eliminated. According to the operating data for FY 2007-08, Route 5x cost $188,492 with Amtrak
subsidizing approximately $114,000 of this total. Given this, GCS will save on the order of $74,492
annually in operating costs by eliminating this service. It is important to note that Route 5 will continue to
travel to the Auburn Amtrak station, where passengers are able to connect with Capitol Corridor motor
coaches into Sacramento.

Route 5 Revisions

Several operating revisions are recommended for Route 5 that will address current on-time performance
problems, reduce passenger’s travel time, improve driver breaks, and ensure that the limited Nevada
County transit resources are focused on services for Nevada County (rather than Placer County) residents.

¢+ Make Two Mobile Home Parks in Alta Sierra On-Demand — There are four mobile home parks in
Alta Sierra along Route 5, three of which do not generate enough ridership on a regular basis to
warrant scheduled stops. The Mountain Air and Forest Springs mobile home parks will be revised to
on-demand stops only, requiring any passengers to call GCS in advance to schedule a pick-up, or
request the driver for a drop-off. The Ponderosa Pines mobile home park stop will be eliminated
entirely, as there is no safe area for passenger pick-ups and drop-offs and there is no other feasible
site for an alternative stop. While this provides only a minimal savings in GCS operating costs, it
does provide for a more efficient route and increases the ability for the route to maintain on schedule
by not having to leave the highway to serve stops where there are often no passengers waiting.

+ Shift Bel Air Shopping Center Stop to SR 49 and Make the Professional Street Loop On-
Demand — As a means to incorporate important driver breaks on such a long route, existing stops will
be relocated. First, the Bel Air Shopping Center stop will be moved to be curbside along State Route
49 at Drive-In Way and Atwood Street, where there is a traffic light and pedestrian access. By doing
s0, buses will not have to travel into a busy parking lot where congestion may occur, therefore
allowing more time in the schedule. Further, because the stop is a quarter of a mile from the State
Highway, this is a safer location for passengers. Second, Professional Street/Education Street will
become on-demand, reducing the required travel time slightly. Both elements combined will allow for
more time in the schedule for driver breaks on each end of Route 5 — one in Grass Valley and one in
Auburn. This will also help ensure that Route 5 passengers can make transfers in Auburn.
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+ Eliminate Southbound Boardings and Northbound Deboardings in Auburn — Passengers are
currently able to board and deboard the Route 5 bus while in Auburn prior to arriving at the Auburn
Amtrak station. Placer County Transit and GCS have a contract for the service, under which Placer
County Transit subsidizes the service for passengers traveling from Grass Valley to Auburn only.
Allowing passengers to get on and off the bus at these locations does not let GCS realize the fares of
these passengers. GCS will eliminate any stops in Auburn between the city limits and the Amtrak
train station for southbound boardings, or northbound deboardings. Northbound GCS passengers
traveling from the train station to stops along Professional Street, for example, can use Placer County
Transit from the train station.

¢+ Change Departure Time of First Route 5 Run — It is recommended that the first run of Route 5 be
revised to leave Church Street and Neal Street at 9:55 AM rather than 10:00 AM. This revision would
allow passengers to meet the 10:49 AM Amtrak bus connection in Auburn. As is, the bus arrives at
10:50 AM and does not provide a connection, as the Amtrak bus will not wait for passengers.

Implement On-Demand Stop Procedures

With the addition of on-demand stops in the transit system, GCS should implement procedures and
guidelines for passengers wishing to request these stops. On-demand stops are defined as stops that will
only be served when requested by the passenger. Passengers can make requests in the following manners:

+ For a pick-up, by calling the GCS office at least sixty (60) minutes prior to the desired scheduled stop
time. Additionally, requests for stops prior to 7:00 AM must be made by calling the GCS office
before 8:00 PM of the previous day, except that requests for early Monday service must be made by
calling the GCS office prior to 5:00 PM on Saturday.

+ For a drop-off, by asking the driver for service when boarding the bus.

Additionally, GCS reserves the right to serve an on-demand stop on a consistent basis (without the need
for ongoing requests) if a consistent pattern of requests occurs.

Revise Telecare Policies

Due to mediocre productivity and service inefficiencies (i.e. no shows and late cancellations), the
following Telecare strategies will be implemented. Adopting these three plan elements can help to
increase productivity on the Telecare system as a result of better operations.

+ Polices for Late Cancellations and No Shows — Telecare will develop policies to address late
cancellations and no shows in an effort to ensure more efficient, reliable and timely service. The
policy should define these terms and establish penalties for riders that do not comply with the
requirements. It will be up to Telecare to decide if suspensions or fines are more appropriate for the
system. The development of the policy, and the policy itself, will comply with ADA requirements,
such as public input and an appeals process.

+ Passenger Education Program — Many no shows and late cancellations can be the result of
uninformed passengers. Telecare will create a passenger education program that will inform riders of
the policies and procedures regarding the system and actions that will be taken by the agency against
no shows and late cancellations. The program should target how a passenger can cancel rides in
advance, how to be ready to board within the system’s defined pick-up window, and information on
how a rider’s actions can affect the overall system. Literature and other printed materials should be a
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part of the program, which can be distributed to riders by mail, on the buses, or at social service
agencies. Workshops should also be considered and held throughout the year (such as on a quarterly
basis), which allows passengers to be more involved and be given the opportunity to ask questions.

¢+ Reduced Advanced Reservation Window — To help reduce the chance for late cancellations,
Telecare will reduce the advanced reservation window. Currently, passengers are allowed a 14-day
maximum window for reservations; Telecare will revise this to 7 days. By doing so, fewer advance
cancellations may occur since riders are more certain of their travel plans, fewer no shows will occur
since riders may be more likely to remember the reservations, and staff time is reduced due to fewer
scheduling and cancellation duties.

Consider Provision of Downtown Sacramento Commuter Service if New Funding is Available

As discussed in Chapter 6 (Service Alternatives), there is a demand for commuter service from Western
Nevada County into Sacramento. The service would be effective, but not feasible given current funding
limitations as well as the substantial staff time that would be necessary to establish a new service. If
flexible funding becomes available, a higher priority would be to improve the local transit system.
However, if funding only is available for commuter service, this would be an appropriate new service.
Federal funding could be used to offset a portion of the operating subsidy; however, GCS would need to
have additional local subsidy available, even with 50 percent federal funding.

The service is estimated to cost roughly $451,500 and would generate $140,000 in farebox revenue.
Sacramento service would require two buses that would arrive in and depart Sacramento during peak
commute travel times. Specifically, buses would arrive at 7:00 AM and 7:45 AM, and would leave at 4:30
PM and 5:15 PM. An additional trip would be available mid-day that could be marketed to tourists that
would like to travel from Sacramento into Grass Valley or Nevada City. Marketing would be the key to
this aspect of the service and would require GCS to work with hotels in Sacramento.

CAPITAL PLAN

Vehicles

This transit plan does not require expansion of the fleet. However, both improvements to existing vehicles
and replacement of older vehicles are needed.

Vehicle Replacement

The replacement of vehicles is typically dependent upon the “useful life” of the vehicle, which is defined
by Caltrans as 7 years or 200,000 miles (medium-sized, medium-duty transit buses, approximately 30
feet) or 5 years or 150,000 miles (medium-sized, light-duty transit buses approximately 25-35 feet).

The following is a summary of GCS and Gold Country Telecare’s plan for vehicle replacement over the
course of the next 5 years, as shown in Tables 36 and 37:

¢+ Two GCS vehicles have already been replaced and retired with CARB compliant diesel vehicles in
June 2008. These were funded by 5311 grant funds (one bus) and STA funds from FY 2007-08.

¢+ InFY 2008-09, GCS will retire and replace 8 vehicles. Four vehicles were procured during FY 2007-
08 utilizing STA funds, 2 of which will be replaced in August 2008 and 2 in September 2008. The
remaining 4 vehicles will be replaced in March 2009 with vehicles purchased using Proposition 1B
funds.
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TABLE 36: GCS Vehicle Replacement and Retrofit Schedule

Vehicle Mileage Action Funding Source
1998 Goshen w/ Replaced and retired in June 2008 with a
CNG engine 215,374 2008 model-year diesel vehicle 5311 funding
1998 Goshen w/ Replaced and retired in June 2008 with a
CNG engine 262,909 2008 model-year diesel vehicle FY 07-08 STA funds
2002 Ford w/ To be replaced with a 2009 model-year
CNG engine 192,304 diesel vehicle and retired Summer 2009 Prop. 1B funding
2002 Ford w/ To be replaced with a 2008 model-year
CNG engine 163,730  diesel vehicle and retired September 2008 FY 07-08 STA funds
2002 Ford w/ To be replaced with a 2008 model-year
CNG engine 202,033 diesel vehicle and retired March 2009 Prop. 1B funding
2002 Ford w/ To be replaced with a 2008 model-year
CNG engine 183,221 diesel vehicle and retired March 2009 Prop. 1B funding
2002 Ford w/ To be replaced with a 2008 model-year
CNG engine 195,088 diesel vehicle and retired March 2009 Prop. 1B funding
2002 Ford w/ To be replaced with a 2008 model-year
CNG engine 185,718 diesel vehicle and retired September 2008 FY 07-08 STA funds
2002 Ford w/ To be replaced with a 2008 model-year
CNG engine 179,025 diesel vehicle and retired March 2009 Prop. 1B funding
2003
Goshen/Ford w/ Replaced and retired in August 2008 with a
diesel engine 251,017 2008 model-year diesel vehicle FY 07-08 STA funds
2003
Goshen/Ford w/ Replaced and retired in August 2008 with a
diesel engine 258,269 2008 model-year diesel vehicle FY 07-08 STA funds
2005 Optima w/ To be replaced with a 2009 model-year
diesel engine 93,469 diesel vehicle and retired August 2009 CMAQ funds
2005 Optima w/ To be replaced with a 2009 model-year
diesel engine 94,143 diesel vehicle and retired August 2009 CMAQ funds
2007 Chevy w/ To be retrofitted with particulate traps
diesel engine 82,502 Summer 2008 Prop. 1B funding
2007 Chevy w/ To be retrofitted with particulate traps
diesel engine 87,560 Summer 2008 Prop. 1B funding

Source: Gold Country Stage, September 2008
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TABLE 37: Telecare Replacement and Retrofit Schedule

Vehicle Action

Funding Source

1999 Ford w/  Retire in December 2008 with no
diesel engine  replacement

2002 Ford w/
diesel engine  Replace and retire in 2009

2003 Ford w/
diesel engine  Replace with vehicle to be delivered in 2009

2003 Ford w/
diesel engine  Replace with vehicle to be delivered in 2009

2003 Ford w/
diesel engine  Retrofit with particulate traps in FY 08-09

2003 Ford w/
diesel engine  Retrofit with particulate traps in FY 08-09

2003 Ford w/
diesel engine  Retrofit with particulate traps in FY 08-09

2003 Ford w/
diesel engine  Retrofit with particulate traps in FY 08-09

2005 Ford w/
diesel engine  Retrofit with particulate traps in FY 08-09

2005 Ford w/
diesel engine  Retrofit with particulate traps in FY 08-09

2006 Ford w/
diesel engine  Retrofit with particulate traps in FY 08-09

2006 Ford w/
diesel engine  Retrofit with particulate traps in FY 08-09

N/A

5310 funds

5310 funds

5310 funds

Prop. 1B funds

Prop. 1B funds

Prop. 1B funds

Prop. 1B funds

Prop. 1B funds

Prop. 1B funds

Prop. 1B funds

Prop. 1B funds

Source: Transit Services Agency, September 2008
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¢+ Three vehicles will be retired and replaced during FY 2009-10, with one vehicle purchased by
CMAQ funding and two purchased with Proposition 1B funds.

¢+ Telecare will be retiring 4 vehicles. One vehicle will be retired in December 2008 and will not be
replaced. The remaining 3 vehicles will be replaced with CARB compliant diesel engine vehicles in
2009, which will be purchased using 5310 grant funds (Telecare’s application has been submitted, but
buses cannot be ordered until the Coordinated Transit Plan is in place).

GCS should also plan to replace 2 additional vehicles during FY 2012-13, as the vehicles will be
considered beyond their useful life. Additionally, Telecare should plan to replace 4 vehicles in FY 2010-
11 and 4 vehicles in FY 2012-13.

Improvements to Meet California Air Resources Board Emission Standards

As discussed in Chapter 9, the CARB has adopted new requirements to reduce emissions generated by
diesel or alternative fueled transit vehicles. By December 31, 2007, GCS was required to reduce
particulate matter emissions by 40 percent from baseline (established as of January 1, 2005), and Nitrogen
Oxide (NOx) could be no more than 3.2 grams per brake horsepower hour (g/bhp-hr). Further, by
December 31, 2010, particulate matter emissions must be reduced by 80 percent from baseline and NOx
must be no more than 2.4 g/bhp-hr.

The GCS fleet includes 2 diesel engine buses that will be retrofitted with particulate traps in FY 2008-09,
as shown in Table 37. Telecare plans to retrofit 8 vehicles during FY 2008-09, as shown in Table 38.
Funding for all retrofits will be obtained from Proposition 1B funds.

TABLE 38: Gold Country Stage and Amtrak Connections

To GCS Departs GCS Arrives Amtrak Departs Amtrak Arrives

Sacramento.... Grass Valley Auburn Auburn Sacramento
8:00 AM 8:50 AM 10:50 AM 11:55 AM
10:00 AM 10:50 AM
1:.00 PM 1:50 PM 2:.05 PM 3:20 PM
3:00 PM 3:50 PM 5:10 PM 6:15 PM
5:00 PM 5:50 PM 7:25 PM 8:55 PM

To Grass Amtrak Departs Amtrak Arrives GCS Departs GCS Arrives

Valley..... Sacramento Auburn Auburn Grass Valley
10:00 AM 11:20 AM 2:00 PM 2:50 PM
1:00 PM 2:10 PM 4:00 PM 4:50 PM
4:00 PM 5:10 PM 6:00 PM 6:50 PM
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Improve Bus Stops

To increase visibility of the bus stops and shelters, as well as make transit stops more attractive to
potential and existing riders, GCS should continue with plans to complete the repair or replacement of
existing benches along the current routes. With changes to the routes as recommended in the Service Plan
element of this report, bus stops and shelters should be installed accordingly, where route directions have
shifted or new service is provided. Further, bus stop signs, benches, and shelters should be removed from
areas where service has been eliminated; if possible, these items could be removed and reused in other
areas.

Additionally, at major stops with high activity of 10 or more boardings, schedule information should be
provided. This would include posting schedules within Plexiglas enclosures to minimize the impact of
weather and vandalism. Transfer points (Grass Valley Transfer Facility, Fowler Center, and Broad/Union
St in Nevada City) should have this information due to the importance of the stops with transfers.

Grass Valley Transit Center

The Grass Valley Transit Center will be implemented. The new transfer facility is a necessary component
for an efficient and successful transit program, particularly as the current location has many deficiencies,
including inadequate capacity, traffic congestion, poor passenger amenities, and lack of driver break
facilities. The plans for the Transit Center have been divided into two phases — Phase One will include
any roadway and site improvements necessary and the construction of bus shelters along the bus lane,
while Phase Two will include the construction of the passenger waiting area, which includes restrooms, a
driver break area, and indoor seating, as well as any additional site improvements. Phase One is planned
to be implemented in FY 2009-10 and is expected to cost roughly $486,709, with funding utilized from
Federal Section 5309 and possibly Proposition 1B funds for the required 50 percent match. Phase Two
includes amenities that are important to the transit operators, including the driver restrooms, a feature that
is currently lacking and requires breaks to be taken mid-route in various locations. While details of this
phase have yet to be defined due to funding availability, it should be implemented during FY 2011-12
with Federal CMAQ and 5309 grant funding that can be secured during FYs 2009-10 and 2010-11. Itis
estimated that Phase Two will cost roughly $714,500 to complete.

Provide an Automatic Vehicle Location System

An Automatic Vehicle Location (AVL) system will be implemented on the GCS service, consisting of
tracking units installed on all buses, a centralized computer system in the GCS dispatch center, and
displays of “real time” transit information in key locations such as the Grass Valley Transit Center. This
AVL system will provide the following benefits to GCS:

+  Provide better “real time” information on vehicle location in order to allow more efficient transfers of
passengers between the individual routes.

+ Reduce driver inattention due to the need to make radio calls.

+ Provide emergency responders with more accurate information regarding transit vehicle location.
+ Provide more effective dispatching of transit vehicles as part of an emergency evacuation.

+ Provide management with better information regarding on-time performance.

Implemented on all vehicles, this system is estimated to cost on the order of $310,000.
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INSTITUTIONAL/MANAGEMENT PLAN
Provide GCS Opportunity to Review Major Development and Transportation Plans

To ensure that new development projects have appropriate access for vehicles or can be sufficiently
served by existing transit routes, city and county agencies should begin circulating plans to the Transit
Services Agency/GCS for review prior to approval. This also applies to new transportation improvement
plans, as new alignments or improvements may impact existing and future transit operations.

While this review could be as simple as circulating plans to the TSA, a more involved option would be to
develop a transit design manual, which would serve as a standard for projects to be reviewed against and
for compliance with. This would require additional funding from the NCTC or TSA, as a study would
need to be conducted. Such a document is particularly valuable in rural areas that are experiences a high
rate of development with more intense land use than previously existed.

Community Outreach Program

GCS should continue to implement the Community Outreach Program, which they received funding for
during FY 2007-08. This program will assist the agency in reaching their objective to improve efficiency
and productivity of the system by educating existing and potential passengers on how the system works
and the benefits of public transit. A focus of the program should be on increasing ridership amongst the
general public. Including the consultant required to complete the project, GCS has approximately $39,839
for the program from CMAQ. A RFP will be issued during FY 2008-09 to select a consultant, with a
finished project most likely generated during the beginning of FY 2009-10.

Adopt Goals, Performance Measures, and Standards

As a transit agency relied upon by many Western Nevada County residents, it is important for GCS to
establish goals and objectives in order to gain continued success. These goals and objectives should be
written, with bi-annual reviews to determine if goals and objectives are being met. Goals establish general
direction for policies and operation. Objectives are more detailed steps and typically are quantifiable
measures as to the effectiveness of the individual policies in achieving the goals.

Appropriate goals, performance measures, and standards are described in Chapter 4 (Goals and
Objectives). The benefits of establishing and maintaining goals and standards are as follows:

+ Ensures that the agency’s future actions are in keeping with adopted long-term community strategies,
rather than being driven by incremental decision-making.

+ Allows a higher level of discussion of community values regarding transit issues than is possible
when considering case-by-case individual issues.

+ Provides a clear indication to other parties (such as other jurisdictions or private organizations) as to
the intentions of the transit agency with respect to planned services.

+ Helps ensure that day-to-day decision-making at the staff level reflects the values of the community.

+ Provides a yardstick by which to measure the success of the plan or program.
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Five major goals are identified:

service efficiency goal

service effectiveness goal
service quality goal
accessibility goal

planning and management goal

* & & o o

These should be applied to local and commuter routes.

To enforce these standards, GCS should monitor the routes performance on a regular basis to determine
where deficiencies occur. If routes do not meet the goals for a given period of time, serious consideration
should be given to the elimination or revision of routes to ensure productive and cost effective transit
services.

Marketing Improvements

Improve Service Quality

To help solve problems related to transit perception such as inadequate passenger amenities, on-time
performance issues, and in-vehicle travel time issues, marketing efforts must be conducted regularly. To
address these, service monitoring techniques are recommended to be performed on an ongoing basis.

GCS should produce monthly reports with statistical data. Monitoring the data through field checks and
careful review often takes as much as 20 percent of the administrator’s time. To ensure optimal
operations, the following data categories are required for careful supervision of services, and should be
collected on a regular ongoing basis: (1) on-time performance, (2) annual Passenger Survey, and (3)
boarding and alighting counts. More details on each of these elements are presented in Chapter 8
(Institutional and Management Alternatives).

Marketing for New Services and Service Changes

The recommended service alternatives presented in the beginning of the chapter will require expanded
marketing efforts to ensure proper education of important changes, as well as increasing overall
awareness of the transit system to the residents. It is important that GCS begin marketing for these revised
services including the new Route 4 Brunswick Basin Circulator, the service shifts from Route 11 to Route
6 and Route 3, and elimination of Route 12 with Cedar Ridge service shifted to Route 10, to name a few.
Prior to the changes being made, GCS should advertise these service alterations by:

+ Creating radio advertisements announcing changes to the transit system informing listeners that
additional information can be obtained on the GCS website, by calling GCS or by stopping by the
GCS offices.

+ Advertisements should be submitted to local newspapers identifying the changes to be made. The
GCS website and phone number should also be listed as reference for more information.

+ If possible and funding permitted, develop television ads for the local cable access stations to be run
during peak hours.
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+ Announcements at the Senior Center, medical facilities, and other social services programs should be
made to inform transit riders of the changes. Further, posters/flyers should be hung at businesses,
schools, colleges, and residential complexes.

In addition to these necessary service-specific efforts, ongoing marketing using these resources should be
conducted to increase awareness of general transit services. A news release calendar should be developed
to make sure that information is being released on a regular basis. These efforts should be related to
events, such as increased gas prices or earth day events etc. Additionally, GCS sponsored “transit days”
could be created, where incentives (such as free transit passes) are offered to riders; this program would
be similar to the “Bike to Work Week” programs implemented throughout California and the country.

Update and Improve GCS Schedule

To provide a clearer schedule and riders guide, it is recommended that GCS take the following measures
to improve these materials:

+ Provide a note in a conspicuous location on the schedule, clarifying that shaded runs represent those
that are operated on Saturdays and holidays.

+ Use bold face type to distinguish which runs are operated in the afternoon and evening. A note should
also be included to identify what this represents.

¢+ Regularly update all schedules and maps as changes are made. It is important that updated schedules
be available both in print and on the website and that they provide potential passengers with up-to-
date information on available services.

Expand Marketing Materials Provided in Spanish

While Western Nevada County does not have a relatively high population of Hispanic residents
(comprising roughly 7 percent of the total population), there are many Hispanic users of the GCS system.
GCS should develop a simple flyer that contains basic system information including fares, how to use the
system, and contact information. Further — where feasible — marketing efforts to advertise new and
revised services in Spanish should be included and published in newspaper ads and posters for
distribution at markets and social services agencies.

Internet Website

In addition to the online schedule and map recommendations above, GCS should include a notice in
Spanish to call for additional information from a Spanish speaker on their website. As noted above,
population data does not warrant or suggest the need for complete translation of schedules into Spanish;
however, materials in Spanish would be beneficial for the riders who currently use the service and have
the potential to encourage more Hispanic ridership.

Market Transit Access to Capital Corridor Rail Service

Route 5 travels from Nevada City and Grass Valley into Auburn, serving the Auburn Amtrak station. This
station provides service into downtown Sacramento via the Capital Corridor train, a service available to
commuters into Sacramento. While not as convenient as the Route 5x service has been, Amtrak
motorcoach service connections can be made as shown in Table 38. Unfortunately, only two actual trains
are available per day between Auburn and Sacramento (one to Sacramento and one from Sacramento),
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both of which do not coincide with the Route 5 schedule. The morning GCS bus arrives in Auburn
roughly 15 minutes after the train departs and the evening bus departs 30 minutes before the train arrives.
However, it is important to note that the Capital Corridor motorcoach service also stops in Rocklin and
Roseville, allowing for connections to other destinations as well.

Marketing activities for this service should include advertisements in the newspaper and on the website.
In addition, a footnote should be provided on the GCS schedule that denotes the available service via
Route 5 including the location and schedule of connecting Amtrak service to and from Sacramento.

FINANCIAL PLAN
Modifications to Fares

Given current economic conditions, an increase in fares is necessary to keep the transit program solvent.
A fare increase of 50 percent is recommended. Though this is a large increase at any one time, it is needed
to make up for the fact that fares have not been raised in 18 years.

GCS will increase fares by 50 percent, resulting in general one-way fares of $1.50, elderly disabled one-
way fares of $0.75, general monthly passes of $45.00 and elderly disabled monthly passes of $22.50.
Daily passes will also be increased, from $3.00 to $4.50 for general passengers and from $1.50 to $2.25
for elderly and disabled passengers, both for Zone 1. For Zone 2, fares will increase to $7.50 for general
passengers and $3.75 for elderly and disabled passengers. The additional revenue generated will assist in
reducing the budget shortfall that the transit system currently experiences. Also, as passengers become
accustomed to the increased fare, it is not unlikely that ridership will begin to increase, thereby resulting
in additional farebox revenue. These fare increases will result in a total increase in revenue of $72,217
(calculated using new complete data for pass sales during FY 2007-08).

GCS will also begin to implement youth fares at one-half the cost of regular general one-way fares —
riders between the ages of 6 and 15 years old, would pay $0.75. This would help to take some of the
burden off of families that must ride together. The result is slightly lower farebox revenue (roughly 3
percent), but increased ridership.

Subsidy Funding Sources
The following methodology was utilized in developing this Financial Plan:

+  First, forecasts of annual operating and administrative costs were developed, as presented in Table 39
for FY 2008-09 through FY 2012-13. “Base case” operating and administrative cost forecasts were
estimated, assuming a 3 percent annual inflation rate from the County’s current FY 2008-09 estimate
in the absence of any change in service levels. Next, operating and administrative cost estimates were
identified for each TDP element, based upon the analyses presented in previous sections of this
document, and consistent with the implementation plan presented below. These costs were also
factored to reflect the assumed rate of inflation. Operating and administrative costs over the five-year
period will total approximately $13,524,500 with the TDP elements, which is a 9.9 percent decrease
from the base case total of $14,870,100.

¢ Next, ridership for each TDP element was estimated as presented in Table 40. The “base case”
ridership reflects expected ridership assuming no changes in service. Absent any changes in services,
this plan assumes a 5 percent annual growth in GCS ridership, reflecting growth in population as well
as the increasing cost of auto use. (This rate is conservatively low in comparison with recent trends in
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ridership.) The ridership impact of each Plan element including the fare modifications is then
identified and summed. As new or significantly changed services, such as the revisions to Route 4, do
not immediately attain the full potential ridership, ridership on new services is factored to reflect 75
percent of potential ridership in the first year of service and 90 percent of potential ridership in the
second year. However, reductions in service result in an immediate reduction in ridership. By FY
2012-13, ridership is forecast to equal 429,000 one-way passenger-trips per year, which is 6,400 trips
less than the base case forecast of 435,300 without fare increases. With the fare increase, FY 2012-13
ridership is forecast to equal 379,700 one-way passenger-trips per year, 55,610 less than the base
case. This indicates that the plan will result in a 14.6 percent decrease in ridership by the end of the
plan period.

Based on the ridership figures presented in Table 40, the estimated farebox revenues are presented in
Table 41. Again, these figures reflect the impacts of the fare modifications. As presented, the base-
case farebox revenues for FY 2012-13 are estimated at $427,300. Implementation of the TDP
elements will increase FY 2012-13 farebox revenues by $107,200, equal to a 20 percent increase.

The next element necessary in the development of the TDP is estimation of the capital cost for
vehicles, passenger amenities, passenger facility improvements and operating equipment, as shown in
Table 42 for each year of the Transit Development Plan period. It should be noted that an annual
inflation rate of 3.0 percent is reflected in these figures. Capital items consist of the following:

- Vebhicle purchases, as detailed above

- Diesel engine retrofits

- Security improvements

- Transit Center improvements

- Bus stop improvements, including new shelters and benches

Capital costs over the five-year period will total approximately $3,726,000.

The results of Tables 39 through 42 were used to develop the Financial Plan, as presented for each of the
five years of the Transit Development Plan period in Table 43. This Financial Plan incorporates the
following funding sources:

¢

Local Transportation Funds (LTF) are the key local source of transit operating funds, currently
generating roughly two-thirds of the funds used to operate services. Unfortunately, the trend in these
sales-tax-based LTF revenues generated each year that are available for public transit in Western
Nevada County is forecast by the County Auditor to decline in FY 2008-09. This can be attributed to
the overall drop in the national economy. Excluding carryover funds as well as LTF funds allocated to
other purposes (such as fund administration, Truckee transit programs, and bicycle programs), LTF
annual income available to GCS (and Telecare) has declined from a high of $2,672,343 in FY 2007-
08 to an estimate of $2,254,442 in FY 2008-09. This represents a 16 percent drop in annual revenues.
This plan assumes that the decline will cease by the end of FY 2008-09, but that future increases will
be more moderate than in the past. A 3 percent growth rate in subsequent years is assumed in this
plan, reflecting inflation and growth in population.

State Transit Assistance (STA) funding is assumed to increase by 3 percent per year from the current
(FY 2008-09) level.
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TABLE 43: Western Nevada County Transit Financial Plan
All Figures in Thousands
Projected
Project Description FY 07-08 FY 08-09 FY 09-10 FY 10-11 FY 11-12 FY 12-13 5-Year Total
OPERATING PLAN
Base Case Costs $2,719.3 $3,957.7 $4,076.4 $4,198.7 $4,324.7 $4,454.4 $14,870.1
Operating Plan Elements (From Table 39) - ($104.2) ($296.7) ($305.6) ($314.8) ($324.2) ($1,345.6)
Total Costs $2,719.3 $3,853.5 $3,779.7 $3,893.1 $4,009.9 $4,130.2 $13,524.5
Operating Revenues
Nevada County Operating Reserve Fund Draw $218.6 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $218.6
NCTC Fund Draw $102.9 $149.3 $144.6 $139.3 $133.4 $669.4
STA $362.3 $376.5 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $376.5
LTF $2,797.6 $2,254.4 $2,322.1 $2,391.7 $2,463.5 $2,537.4 $11,969.1
FTA Section 5311 Operating Funds $398.0 $383.4 $405.4 $417.5 $430.1 $443.0 $2,079.3
Placer County Revenues (Rt 5) $43.4 $45.0 $46.4 $47.7 $49.2 $50.6 $238.9
Air Quality Management District $20.2 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0
Onboard Advertising Revenues $5.0 $5.0 $5.2 $5.3 $5.5 $5.6 $26.5
Congestion Management Air Quality (CMAQ) $39.8 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $39.8
Amtrak Thruway Revenues (5X) $114.0 $31.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $31.0
Passenger Fares (from Table 45) $255.4 $394.8 $461.7 $484.7 $509.0 $534.4 $2,384.7
Interest $15.7 $2.0 $2.0 $2.0 $2.0 $2.0 $10.0
Total $4,011.6 $3,853.5 $3,391.9 $3,493.7 $3,598.5 $3,706.4 $18,043.9
Balance $1,292.3 $0.0 ($387.8) ($399.4) ($411.4) ($423.8)
CAPITAL PLAN
Capital Costs (From Table 42) $1,245.0 $310.0 $783.8 $0.0 $1,387.2 $3,726.0
Capital Revenues
Nevada County Capital Fund Draw ($66.4) ($155.4) $469.9 ($155.4) $195.8 $288.6
Proposition 1B California Transit Security Grant Program $0.0 $310.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $310.0
Congestion Management Air Quality (CMAQ) $211.3 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $513.9 $725.2
Proposition 1B PTMISEA $721.5 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $270.0 $991.5
STA $27.4 $387.8 $399.4 $411.4 $423.8 $1,649.8
FTA Section 5309 Funds ® $155.4 $155.4 $155.4 $155.4 $155.4 $777.0
FTA Section 5310 Funds @ $168.0 $0.0 $158.5 $0.0 $252.1 $578.5
FTA Section 5311 Funds $55.2 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $55.2
Total $1,272.4 $697.8 $1,183.2 $411.4 $1,810.9 $5,375.8
Balance $27.4 $387.8 $399.4 $411.4 $423.8
FUND BALANCES
Nevada County Operating Fund
Beginning Fund Balance - $218.6 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0
Draw - ($218.6) $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0
Ending Fund Balance $218.6 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0
NCTC Fund
Beginning Fund Balance - $589.0 $486.1 $336.8 $192.2 $52.9
Draw - ($102.9) ($149.3) ($144.6) ($139.3) ($133.4)
Ending Fund Balance $589.0 $486.1 $336.8 $192.2 $52.9 ($80.4)
Nevada County Capital Fund
Beginning Fund Balance - $1,085.3 $1,151.7 $1,307.1 $837.2 $992.6
Net Income - $66.4 $155.4 ($469.9) $155.4 ($195.8)
Ending Fund Balance $1,085.3 $1,151.7 $1,307.1 $837.2 $992.6 $796.7
Note 1: Assumes $777,000 is distributed at 20% each year of the program.
Note 2: This analysis assumes that FTA Section 5310 funds will be available to fund up to two minibuses per year.
Source: LSC Transportation Consultants, Inc.
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¢+ FTA Section 5311 operating funds for FY 2008-09 and 2009-10 are based on Caltrans estimates and
are assumed to increase by 3 percent per year in subsequent years.

+ A state discretionary grant of FTA 5311 funds of $55,200 is budgeted in 2008-09 for replacement and
refurbishment of bus benches.

+ Funding provided by Placer County for operation of Route 5 in Placer County is assumed to increase
with the assumed 3 percent rate of inflation.

+ Interest income is assumed to equal a consistent $2,000 per year.
+ Onboard advertising revenues are assumed to increase with a 3 percent rate of inflation.

+ Proposition 1B PTMISEA (Public Transportation Modernization, Improvement and Service
Enhancement Account) funds are allocated to fund bus purchases.

+ Proposition 1B CTSGP (California Transit Security Grant Program) funds are allocated for GPS
improvements.

The financial plan presented in Table 43 allocates all TDA funds (LTF and STA) to operating programs.
Even with the reductions in service and increase in fares, this plan will result in annual operating deficits.
In order to provide adequate operating funding during each year of the plan, funds will be drawn from the
Nevada County Operating Fund and the NCTC Fund. It is assumed for purposes of this analysis that the
County funds will be expended first, followed by the NCTC Fund. As shown in Table 43, the NCTC
Fund will have a deficit of roughly $80,400 at the end of the fifth year. However, this is assuming that all
STA funds, with the exception of FY 2008-09, will be used for capital purchases only. GCS may use STA
funds for operating purposes at their discretion and as a result, could ensure that a positive NCTC Fund
balance is maintained. Note that this assumes no additional income to the NCTC fund balance over the
course of the plan period.

Funds for capital projects in excess of expenses in any one year are retained in the Nevada County Capital
Fund, making these funds available in years where expenses exceed income. As presented in the bottom
portion of Table 43, this analysis indicates that a positive Capital Fund balance can be maintained through
the plan period for the Nevada County Capital Fund, despite the need to draw from this fund during two
years (FY 2010-11 and FY 2012-13). The Capital Fund is forecast to have a minimum balance of
$796,700.

Overall, this plan indicates that transit services can be funded through the five-year plan period with the
reductions in costs and increases in fare revenues, plus the use of existing available fund balances. This
conclusion is based on reasonably conservative assumptions regarding funding availability; however, it
should be recognized that any forecasts of future subsidy funding are very uncertain (particularly with
respect to the state budget crisis). If economic conditions do not improve over the next several years or
new funding sources materialize, additional service reductions and/or fare reductions will then become
necessary. Overall, the level of service reductions and fare increases presented in this plan can be
considered as the minimum level needed to provide a financially viable service over the next several
years.
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IMPLEMENTATION PLAN

FY 2008-09

® S & & S O O O O O O O O O O O o o o o

Eliminate Route 5x (November 2008)

Reduce Route 10 runs (January 2009)

Eliminate Route 12 service and add Cedar Ridge on call service to Route 10 (January 2009)
Eliminate Route 1 service after 8:00 PM (January 2009)

Add Hughes Road, Sierra College, and Litton Building to Route 2 (January 2009)

Start first run of Route 2 ten minutes earlier (January 2009)

Revise Route 4 — Initiate Half-Hourly Brunswick Circulator (January 2009)

Revise Route 6 and Route 8 schedules (January 2009)

Eliminate Route 11 service (January 2009)

Begin Marketing/Community Outreach Program

Purchase 7 new vehicles for GCS

Retrofit 2 GCS vehicles to meet CARB requirements

Purchase 3 new vehicles for Gold Country Telecare

Retrofit 8 Telecare vehicles to meet CARB requirements

Implement the bus stop shelter and improvement program

Adopt goals, performance measures and standards

Expand marketing efforts and improvements

Implement fare increases

Coordinate with other County agencies in order to review major development and transportation plans
Continue planning, engineering and permitting for the Grass Valley Transit Center

FY 2009-10

* & & o o o

Procure and Install Global Positioning System/AVL technology

Monitor financial conditions to determine if additional service changes are necessary
Complete the Marketing/Community Outreach Program

Continue expanded marketing efforts

Continue to work with other agencies to review major development and transportation plans
Continue development of the Grass Valley Transit Center

FY 2010-11

¢
¢

Purchase 4 new vehicles for Gold Country Telecare

Construct the Grass Valley Transit Center

Review/revise GCS schedules to reflect changes in running time and additional transfer options
provided by the Grass Valley Transit Center

Continue expanded marketing efforts

Continue to monitor financial conditions to determine if additional service changes are necessary
Continue to work with other agencies to review major development and transportation plans

FY 2011-12

+ Develop plans for Phase Two of the Grass Valley Transit Center

+  Continue expanded marketing efforts

+ Continue to monitor financial conditions to determine if additional service changes are necessary
+ Continue to work with other agencies to review major development and transportation plans

Western Nevada County LSC Transportation Consultants, Inc.
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FY 2012-13

Construct Phase 2 of the Grass Valley Transit Center

Purchase 2 new vehicles for GCS

Purchase 4 new vehicles for Gold Country Telecare

Continue expanded marketing efforts

Continue to monitor financial conditions to determine if additional service changes are necessary
Continue to work with other agencies to review major development and transportation plans
Prepare updated Transit Development Plan

* S & & o o o
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Appendix A-1

Boarding and Alighting Activity
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Appendix A-2

Boarding Activity by Scheduled Stop






Appendix A-2: Gold Country Stage Bus Stop Activity

May 28, 2008 through May 30, 2008

Stop Boarding  Alighting TOTAL
Church & Neal 323 225 548
Nevada City Hwy & Fowler Center 40 31 71
Broad St. & Union Nevada City 33 31 64
Zion St. & Argall Seven Hills 19 21 40
Dorsey Dr. & Joerschke Dr. 26 13 39
Glenbrook Shopping Center 14 25 39
Pine Creek Shopping Center 21 17 38
Grass Valley Shopping Center 17 13 30
East Main & Idaho 15 12 27
County Government Center 9 13 22
Gold County Shopping Center 8 13 21
Auburn Amtrak Depot 7 14 21
Brighton Street & Chapel Street 4 15 19
Whiting St. & South Auburn 6 12 18
Lake Center Lake of the Pines 10 12
Loma Rica Dr. & Grass Valley PRIDE 12
Tinioy St. & Bank St. 10
Hwy 49 & Bell Rd. 10
Rough & Ready 10

Ridge Rd. & Via Vista Dr.

Ridge Rd. & Morgan Ranch Dr.
Penn Valley Dr. & Spenceville Rd.
Sierra College

Hwy 49 & La Barr Meadows

Hwy 49 & Combie Higgins Village
Nevada Co. Airport Stage Office
Nevada St. & Willow Valley Rd.
Alta Street & Ridge Rd.

Pleasant Valley & Hwy 2C

Crown Point Circle

No. Columbia Comm. Center
Squirrel Creek & Crestwood St.
Sierra Nevada Memorial Hospital
Wildwood Center

Colfax Ave. & Ophir St.

Litton Building

Centinnial Dr. & Idaho-Maryland
Oak Tree Rd. & Tyler Foote Rd.
Ridge Rd. & Sierra College Dr.
Hollow Way & Bost Ave.
Fairgrounds Senior Center

Alta Sierra Dr. & Little Valley Rd.
Argali & Searles Seven Hills
Gold Flat Rd. & Gracie

Ridge Rd. & Sierra College Dr.
Hwy 49 & Lime Kiln Rd.
Sacramento & Adams

Penn Valley Dr. & Hwy 20

Butler St. & Fawcett St.

Butler St. & Walker St.

Cedar Ridge Store

Nimrod St. & Clay

Rough & Ready Hwy/Gilmore School
Whispering Pines Lane & Brunswick
Hwy 49 & Tyler Foote Rd.

North San Juan Post Office
Squirrel Creek & Cedar St.
Chicago Park Store

Main St.

Colfax Amtrak Station

Ridge Rd. & Eskaton Dr.

Hollow Way & Bost Ave.

Bitney Springs High School

Rough & Ready Hwy Bitney Springs Rd.

South Yuba River Bridge
Brighton & Chapel

West Main & Townsend
Union Hill School

Hwy 174 & Meadow View
Colfax Greyhound (Arrive)
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