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Chapter 1- Executive Summary

This Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) has been

L prepared in compliance with state (California

1 Government Code Section 65080 et seq.) and federal (U.S.

Ve Code Title 23, Section 134 et seq.) regulations governing

\ regional and metropolitan transportation planning. It

has a 20-year planning horizon. Updated every five

years, the plan is intended to provide clear, concise

policy guidance to local and state decision makers. It

a @ contains a discussion of regional transportation issues,

= problems, and possible solutions; goals, objectives, and

policies for each transportation mode and area of concern; actions to be taken to

implement plan goals, objectives, and policies; and funding estimated to be
available.

Shustn Cownty Rlueprind Study ___’ ¢

The overall goal of this RTP is to provide a safe, balanced, coordinated, and cost-
effective transportation system that conserves energy and preserves air quality,
serves the needs of the local metropolitan area and region, and is consistent with,
and helps implement, local agencies’ general plans.

Consistent A checklist approach has been used to ensure all planning requirements have

revenue been addressed. The checklist in Appendix C demonstrates compliance with all

streams are regulations. The checklist can be used as a roadmap to the RTP response for each

needed for component of the plan.

infrastructure

improvements Throughout the RTP, tables are provided to inform readers of specific projects
identified by agencies as needed to enhance and maintain the transportation
network.

Summary of Issues and Needs

The transportation system in Shasta County, while under some stress, still
functions quite well. The area in and around Redding experiences congestion at
predictable locations around major commute times and at lunchtime. However,
given the pattern of development and growth, these periods of congestion are
predicted to increase in intensity and duration. Clearly, a plan to improve the
infrastructure with consistent revenue streams is needed, in combination with
travel demand management.

The future needs of the region include new roads, lanes, and signals; bridge
rehabilitation and replacement; and funds to maintain the existing road network.
Other needs examined include public transit and transit services specifically
oriented toward senior citizens.

2010 Regional Transportation Plan for Shasta County
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Due to state and federal budget deficits, it is unlikely that local agencies and
Caltrans will be able to keep up with the demand for increased transportation
facilities in Shasta County based on traditional funding sources. RTPA staff has
worked with local partners and Caltrans to identify various road maintenance
costs and facilities needs. Costs identified in the base year were escalated by 2.5

Future needs

include percent per year for future years.

specialized

transit oriented The following table provides a summary of regional capacity increasing
towards the transportation needs (not including operations, safety, or non-motorized
needs of senior projects). It shows a need for projects totaling approximately $1.3 billion through
citizens 2030. Total resources available during this period are projected to be

approximately $340 million. This results in unfunded needs of about $1 billion.
Clearly, unless substantial additional funding is identified, transportation needs
will far exceed available funding.

TABLE 1-1
Summary of Regional Capacity Increasing Transportation Needs by Agency
NUMBER OF PROJECTS

JURISDICTION TOTAL ESTIMATED

COST OF PROJECTS

29 Anderson $ 70,329,244
107 Redding $ 425,849,089
10 Shasta Lake $ 44,250,000
52 Shasta County $ 131,414,600
11 Caltrans $ 674,268,000
209 Total $1,346,110,932

The following is a brief summary of the content of the RTP:

Chapter 2, the Introduction, provides a brief history of transportation planning
in Shasta County, discussion of the legal requirements for the RTP, the purpose
of the RTP, participants, the regional transportation planning process,
transportation improvement programs, and regional performance measures. It
also provides definitions for terms used later in the RTP (including goals,
objectives, policies, short-range, and long-range).

Chapter 3, The Region, discusses how Shasta County is at the geographic center
and transportation crossroads of northern California. It includes demographic
information and travel characteristics. The population of Shasta County has
grown 12 percent since 2000, with a 2009 estimated population of over 183,000
people. Eighty-five percent live in the south central region (SCR) of the county.
According to the 2000 Census, 79 percent of commuters travel alone. Economic
information is also provided. The population is projected to grow to 260,000 by
2030, a 42 percent increase over 2009.

Public transportation is discussed in Chapter 4. The Redding Area Bus
Authority (RABA) is the primary public transportation provider in Shasta
County, providing fixed-route and demand-response services in the SCR. RABA
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also provides an express route service to Burney. The Shasta Senior Nutrition
Programs is the primary transportation provider for older-adults. A variety of
entities provide intercity bus service to Redding. The RTPA evaluates transit
demand and provides transit planning for the region. This chapter also discusses
transit funding sources. The goal is to prioritize transportation services with an
emphasis on the transportation needs of the transit-dependent.

Streets and highways are discussed in Chapter 5. This chapter discusses
background on road use, condition, and level of service in Shasta County. It also
discusses bridge rehabilitation needs, new roads, transportation system
management, intelligent transportation system techniques, transportation
programs, and special studies. The chapter contains lists of several types of
projects that will be needed within the 20-year planning horizon, including
interchange improvements, transportation enhancement, Indian reservation
roads, highway safety and operations, bridge replacements, redevelopment
projects, capacity projects, safety projects, and new roads. The goal is to
maintain a safe and efficient road system within the limits of funding constraints.

Chapter 6 discusses goods movement. Trucks move most of the freight in Shasta
County, although airfreight and rail are available. The goal is to maintain an
efficient goods movement industry with the least impact on the transportation
system.

Aviation is discussed in Chapter 7. This chapter describes the airports in the
county. The Redding Municipal Airport is the largest civilian airport in
California, north of Sacramento. The City of Redding also operates Benton
Airfield in west Redding. Shasta County operates one airport in Fall River Mills.
The goal is to maintain efficient, accessible air service in a safe and convenient
manner.

Chapter 8 discusses rail transportation. Rail service is limited to a north-south
rail line through the county that generally parallels the Sacramento River.
Amtrak provides limited passenger rail service, but also operates state-supported
feeder busses to connect to rail services in Sacramento and Stockton. The goal of
the RTP is to make rail service convenient to local citizens when economically
feasible.

Non-motorized transportation is discussed in Chapter 9. The goal of the RTP is
to create a transportation environment that encourages walking and bicycling.
This chapter contains lists of existing and proposed trails and bikeways.

Chapter 10 discussed land use. There is a direct link between land use and
transportation. Land development can affect existing transportation facilities as
well as create the need for new facilities. The goal of the RTP is to support the
land use plans of the cities and county, and focus transportation investments
along major corridors to encourage infill development within the urbanized area.

2010 Regional Transportation Plan for Shasta County
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Air quality is discussed in Chapter 11. Shasta County currently exceeds state
standards for ozone and small particulate matter. The county could exceed the
federal standard for ozone in the future. In addition, California has taken a
series of actions to reduce greenhouse gas emissions to reduce climate change. In
accordance with SB 375, a sustainable communities strategy will be prepared for
the 2014 update of the RTP. The goal of the RTP is to reduce harmful air
emissions and meet all state and federal health standards.

Chapter 12 discusses environmental resources. Transportation projects can
affect sensitive environmental resources. All projects are subject to state and/or
federal environmental review requirements. Resource agencies are consulted
and permits incorporate measures to protect environmental resources. An
environmental impact report as been prepared for this updated RTP under
separate cover. The goal is to minimize the negative environmental effects of
transportation projects.

Financial information is discussed in Chapter 13. This chapter identifies current
and anticipated funding sources and revenues available to fund transportation
projects and maintenance expenses in the region. Anticipated revenues are
projected to fall far short of funding transportation needs. The end of the chapter
contains lists of projects that can reasonably be expected to be funded, and
projects that are needed, but not funded, within the 20-year planning horizon.
The goal is to provide the best multimodal transportation system possible with
available funds.

Chapter 14 discusses four alternatives to the proposed RTP: No action,
emphasize roads and highways, emphasize public transit, or emphasize
multimodal improvements. “Emphasize multimodal improvements” is
identified as the preferred alternative. In addition, three funding scenarios are
considered. “Funding at present level” is recommended due to the current
budget crisis, and lack of other available sources of funds.

2010 Regional Transportation Plan for Shasta County
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Chapter 2 - Introduction

History

The 1980 Census pushed Shasta County
over a significant threshold. The
population of the metropolitan area
passed 50,000, which established the
Redding area as an “urbanized area,”
qualifying Shasta County for
specialized federal assistance. As a
condition of this assistance, Shasta
County was required to carry out more complex and comprehensive
transportation planning. This planning is accomplished by the Shasta County
Regional Transportation Planning Agency (RTPA). The RTPA is the federally-
designated metropolitan planning organization (MPO) and state-designated
regional transportation planning agency for Shasta County.

A more tangible change for Shasta County is that the urban area is no longer a
small rural town, but a growing metropolitan area containing three incorporated
cities: Redding, Anderson, and Shasta Lake. With this change has come both the
problems and the opportunities of a growing area. As the population increases,
the complexities and problems of transportation also increase, as does the need
for more comprehensive transportation planning.

Transportation planning was once simple. It meant more money for more roads,
especially freeways. Building roads was also simpler. Land was more plentiful,
funding was better, there were fewer environmental constraints, and people
clearly wanted more and better roads for their cars.

Today, the situation and the regulatory climate are much more complex. There
is a crisis in transportation, but the only consensus on solutions may be that there
is no easy solution. We cannot build our way out. There are not enough
transportation funds, right-of-way is not available in urban areas, and public
opposition often arises. Yet the mobility needs of a growing population need to
be met.

Making better use of our existing transportation system will require overcoming
significant obstacles. Local governments and rural counties are hard pressed to
maintain the roads they have. Ridesharing is an important concept, but two-
income families, shifting commute patterns, and the economic need for personal
mobility limit its ultimate effectiveness. Public transit is an important alternative
mode choice, but funding is limited and based on ridership. Deeply ingrained
personal travel habits continue to be an obstacle.

2010 Regional Transportation Plan for Shasta County
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The transportation issue itself is now interlinked with many complex issues. Air
quality and transportation go hand in hand. Accommodating growth, land use,
environmental concerns, and public safety directly relate to transportation. The
state spending limit, budgeting process, and the economics of transportation tie
the issue to a myriad of often conflicting or competing interests.

ORGANIZATION CHART
SHASTA COUNTY REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION
PLANNING AGENCY

RTPA BOARD Technical Advisory Committee
Shasta County Supervisors (3) Air Quality Management District
Anderson City Council (1) Caltrans
Redding City Council (1) Consolidated Transportation Services
Shasta Lake City Council (1) Agency (CTSA)
Redding Area Bus Authority (1) City of Anderson Staff

City of Redding Staff
STAFF City of Shasta Lake Staff
Executive Director (1) County of Shasta Staff
Senior Planner (4) Redding Area Bus Authority Staff
Accountant Auditor 111 (1) Redding Airports

Administrative Secretary 11 (1)
Social Services Transportation Advisory
Council

This committee includes nine members
representing older adults, persons with
disabilities, those of limited means, and the
CTSA

2010 Regional Transportation Plan for Shasta County
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RTPs are
developed
with regional
goals,
policies,
objectives,
and
strategies in
mind

Legal Requirements

State law requires each RTPA to adopt and submit an updated regional
transportation plan (RTP) to the California Transportation Commission (CTC)
and the Department of Transportation (Caltrans) every four years in urban
regions and every five years in federally designated air quality attainment areas
(Government Code Section 65080(d)). The plan is to be action-oriented and
pragmatic, considering both the short- and long-term future, and provide clear
and concise policy guidance to local and state officials. A public hearing must be
held before adoption.

The Safe, Accountable, Flexible and Efficient Transportation Equity Act: A
Legacy for Users (SAFETEA-LU) and its implementing regulations (23 CFR
450.322) specify federal requirements for metropolitan transportation plans
(called “regional” transportation plans in California).

Purpose

The federal metropolitan planning regulations are designed to ensure that each
urbanized area has a “.. continuing, cooperative, and comprehensive
multimodal transportation planning process, including the development of a
metropolitan transportation plan and a transportation improvement program
(TIP), that encourages and promotes the safe and efficient development,
management, and operation of surface transportation systems to serve the
mobility needs of people and freight (including accessible pedestrian walkways
and bicycle transportation facilities) and foster economic growth and
development, while minimizing transportation-related fuel consumption and air
pollution” (23 CFR 450.300).

The 2007 California Regional Transportation Plan Guidelines (dated September
20, 2007), adopted by the CTC, state “The RTPs are developed to provide a clear
vision of the regional transportation goals, policies, objectives and strategies.
This vision must be realistic and within fiscal constraints.” An Addendum to the
Guidelines was adopted in May of 2008 “Addressing Climate Change and
Greenhouse Gas Emissions during the RTP Process.”

In addition to consolidating local needs into a coherent regional vision, the
Shasta County RTP has many specific objectives and responsibilities, including:

« Attempt to resolve regional mobility issues and provide policy direction for
local plans through the achievement of a coordinated, balanced regional
transportation system, including mass transportation, highway, railroad,
aviation, bicycle, and pedestrian facilities;

2010 Regional Transportation Plan for Shasta County
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Strategies
promote
consistency
in the state
and local
planning
process

e Identify and document the region's mobility needs and issues in terms of the
transportation system, land wuse, financial needs, air quality and
environmental considerations, including wetlands, endangered species, and
cultural resources;

e Provide the foundation for transportation decisions by local, regional, state,
and federal officials to resolve the region’s mobility and accessibility needs;

 Document the region's goals, policies, and objectives for meeting current and
future transportation mobility needs while meeting air quality requirements;

< Identify the specific actions planned to address the region's mobility needs
and issues consistent with regional, state, and federal policies, and identify
those agencies responsible for implementing the actions;

e Identify transportation improvements in sufficient detail to aid in the
development of the regional transportation improvement program (RTIP),
state transportation improvement program (STIP), and the federal
transportation improvement program (FTIP), to be useful in making
decisions related to the development and growth of the region, and to permit
an estimate of emissions impacts for showing conformity with the State
Implementation Plan (SIP) for achieving air quality standards;

e Document the financial resources needed to implement the region's
transportation plan and meet required emissions reductions and
performance standards;

e Promote consistency between the California Transportation Plan, the
regional planning process, and local plans in responding to statewide and
interregional transportation issues and needs, and by providing input to the
California Transportation Plan; and

« Inform the public, federal, state, and local agencies, federally recognized
tribes, and local elected officials who make land use and other project
decisions of the transportation planning process and related socioeconomic,
air quality, and environmental concerns.

Participants

Federal law and regulations require that the RTPA consult with affected
agencies, and that all interested parties be given reasonable access to information
and an opportunity to comment on the updated RTP. The RTPA adopted a
Public Participation Plan for Transportation Planning in April of 2008. During
preparation of the updated RTP, the RTPA:
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RTPs are
developed
through an
active public
participation
process

e Mailed 129 questionnaires to a wide variety of agencies, groups, and
individuals to determine what aspects of the transportation planning process
they would be interested in (e.g. public participation plan, RTP update,
public transit, bicycling, etc.). Forty-four questionnaires were returned.

e Mailed a letter to local transportation agencies indicating the start of the RTP
update process.

e Held a public meeting to solicit comments on the scope of the environmental
impact report (EIR) to be prepared for the updated RTP, and to answer
guestions regarding the update process. Invitations were mailed to everyone
who indicated an interest on the questionnaire, and a display ad was placed
in the local newspaper.

e Consulted with local transportation planning agencies and Native American
Tribal governments to obtain and refine lists of project needs, timeframes,
and costs.

« Notified the public and affected agencies that the draft updated RTP and
draft EIR were available for review and comment. Copies of draft
documents were made available for review at Shasta County libraries, the
RTPA office, and on the RTPA website (www.scrtpa.orq).

e The final EIR and updated RTP are scheduled for consideration by the Board
at the July 27, 2010, RTPA meeting. Copies of the certified Final EIR and
adopted RTP will be placed on the RTPA website.

Native American Consultation

The RTP process shall meet the federal and state requirements to appropriately
involve Native American Tribal governments in the development of
transportation plans and programs, including funding and programming of
transportation projects accessing tribal lands through state and local
transportation programs.

During the development of the 2009 RTP, we consulted with the region’s two
federally recognized tribes, the Pit River Tribal Council and Redding Rancheria.
Planning efforts started by utilizing our contact at the Bureau of Indian Affairs.
Direct communication with the Redding Rancheria’s Public Works Director and
the Pit River Tribal Council representative was informally accomplished. The
need to update the RTP and continue to program Tribal projects in the FTIP from
their most current Indian Reservation Road (IIR) inventory was officially
presented to the Pit River Tribe representatives at the Caltrans rural county task
force meeting. Additionally, during the RTP EIR process, a representative from
the Pit River Tribe attended the kick off meeting on behalf of the council. The
most recent communication as well as the most current Tribal Transportation
plans formed a needs or project list, which form the basis for the preliminary
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Transportation
systems of the
county and its
cities are

interconnected

planning for the following considerations:

Transportation problems

Land use

Employment

Economic Development

Environmental and cultural resource considerations
Housing and Community development

ook wNE

Shasta County, the City of Redding, and Caltrans are part of this process. The
communication with all parties is required due to the fact that many of the roads
serving the tribes depend on county, city, and/or Caltrans roads for access.

Compliance with Title VI

In order to comply fully with the RTP guidelines, the planning process requires
strategies and efforts to ensure measures are in place to verify multi-modal
access and mobility performance improvements are included in the plan and
comply with Title VI.

In accordance with the adopted Public Participation Plan for Transportation
Planning, the RTPA will seek out and incorporate the needs of those traditionally
underserved by existing transportation systems, such as the elderly, low-income,
and minority households, and mentally or physically disabled persons. The
RTPA utilizes the Social Services Transportation Advisory Council to represent
the needs of the traditionally underserved segments of the population.

The transportation needs of the low-income and minority populations in Shasta
County will continue to be balanced with the benefits and burdens of the
transportation investments included in the plan and Transportation
Improvement Program (TIP). Measures to identify imbalances will continue to
be monitored. For instance, the unmet needs process for transit services, setting
annual Disadvantaged Business Enterprise (DBE) goals, and performance audits
of transit services for ADA compliance will continue.

The RTPA will monitor census and Title IV information to identify minority
populations and document changing needs. Data collection will need to
continue to improve and support this analysis. Public participation is a
cornerstone of this effort.

The Regional Transportation Planning Process

The transportation systems of the county and its cities are interconnected,
serving each other's needs as well as their own citizens. Continual expansion of
the cities means today's county roads (and problems) may belong to the cities
tomorrow. State and interstate highways, while serving as the major traffic
movers of the county, experience localized traffic congestion from newly built
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traffic generators. Thus, a need exists for inter-jurisdictional circulation
planning. That need is partially addressed by the RTPA using the biennial RTIP
and five-year RTP update processes as vehicles for examining and settling
potential conflicts. The RTPA's authority to withhold project approval, and thus
federal and state aid, puts it in a position to act as an arbitrator and facilitator in
resolving transportation conflicts.

State and federal regulations also require that public transit operators be fully
involved in the public transportation planning process. Their involvement
should include data collection and analysis and participation in the decision-
making process that follows. Consultation with private transit operators is also a
federal requirement for grant recipients under Sections 5303-5306 under Chapter
53 (formerly known as Section 8) of the Federal Transit Act.

State and/or federal regulations require several periodic planning activities as follows:

1. Overall Work Program (OWP)
Each year, the RTPA is required to prepare and adopt an OWP that serves as the RTPA’s
planning budget.

2. Allocate Local Transportation Funds (LTF) and State Transit Assistance (STA) funds
Each year, the Shasta County RTPA, functioning as the Local Transportation Commission,
must evaluate regional transit needs and allocate funds based on transit needs found
reasonable to meet.

3. Regional Transportation Improvement Program (RTIP)
Every two years, the MPO is required by the state to develop and adopt a five-year program
for planned transportation projects (see discussion to follow).

4. State Transportation Improvement Program (STIP)
Every two years, the California Transportation Commission must adopt a STIP. State law
allows the RTPA to comment on this program.

5. Federal Transportation Improvement Program (FTIP)
Every two years, the RTPA is required to prepare and approve a four-year program for
planned transportation projects involving federal funding (see discussion below).

6. Regional Transportation Plan (RTP)
Every five years, the RTPA is required to review and update the RTP.

7. Coordinated Human Transportation Plan (CHTP)
Every five years, following the update of the RTP, the RTPA is required to review and update
the CHTP.
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The overall goal of
the RTP is to
provide a safe,
balanced,
coordinated, and
cost effective
transportation
system that
conserves energy
and preserves air
quality, serves the
needs of the local
metropolitan area
and region, and is
consistent with and
helps implement
local agencies’
general plans.

This goal is

intended to guide all

subsequent polices
and actions in the

chapters that follow.

Transportation Improvement Programs

There are different types of transportation improvement programs (TIPs), all of
which must be updated every two years. These include regional, state, and
federal TIPs.

The MPO (RTPA) is responsible for the regional (RTIP) and the federal (FTIP)
program. The RTIP includes a list of years of recommended capital outlay
projects for transportation improvements, including new facilities, rehabilitation,
and operational improvements. It is designed to support and implement the
Regional Transportation Plan. The FTIP includes projects from the RTIP and lists
projects with federal funding over a four-year period, and includes all regionally
significant projects regardless of funding type.

Regional Performance Measures

Performance measures are used to evaluate and analyze the performance and
effectiveness of the transportation system, government policies, and programs
presented in the RTP.

A set of standard performance measures have been identified which allow for
the quantitative analysis of the regional transportation system and plan. They
have been categorized into the following measures: safety, mobility/accessibility,
reliability, productivity, system preservation, and environmental quality.

The Caltrans guidebook Performance Measures for Rural Transportation Systems, June
2006, describes and defines the following measures:

Safety - The safety of the regional transportation system is a key measure used to
evaluate fatalities, injury, and property loss of system users.

Mobility/Accessibility - Mobility refers to the ease or difficulty or traveling from
an origin to a destination. Accessibility is defined as the opportunity and ease of
reaching desired locations. As mobility increases, accessibility tends to improve.

Reliability — Reliability refers to the consistency or dependability of travel times
and is a measure that compares expectations with experience.

Productivity - Productivity is defined as the utilization of transportation system
capacity. For roadways, capacity is defined as the maximum number of vehicles
that a roadway can accommodate.

System Preservation - System preservation refers to maintaining the roadway
network at a desired or agreed upon level.

In addition, the RTPA has included a measure for environmental quality which
calculates air quality and greenhouse gas emissions derived from the regional
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transportation system. All performance measures are shown in Table 2-1 (see
page 2-11).

In evaluating the performance of the transportation plan, the RTPA utilizes
multiple tools and datasets to quantify information for each of the measures
listed above:

. RTPA's regional transportation model

. California Air Resources Board emissions model (EMFAC 2007)

. RTPA's regional geographic information system (GIS) database

. RABA ridership data

. California Highway Patrol Statewide Integrated Traffic Records System
(SWITRS)

. Caltrans Highway Performance Monitoring System (HPMS)

In a few instances, the RTPA has the ability to quantify present and future dates
for analysis. In other instances, available data has been quantified for the base year
for the purpose of establishing a measurement in which future data collections
can be compared. Measures in which sufficient information was not available
have been noted in the table.

Goals, Objectives, and Policies

In addition to discussing background information, issues, and actions, each
chapter describes transportation goals, short- and long-range objectives, and
policy statements. These are intended to support and complement other local
and regional plans and programs that address the issues of transportation, air
guality, and land use.

While recognizing the automobile as the current primary means of personal
transportation, the RTP addresses alternate modes of transportation. The plan
emphasizes the need to balance the use, maintenance, and rehabilitation of the
existing transportation system with expansion of the system to accommodate
inevitable growth.

The following definitions should be kept in mind when considering the goals,
objectives, and policies:

A goal is the end toward which effort is directed. It is general and timeless.

An objective is a completed action or a point to be reached. It is measurable and
can be attained. Obijectives are successive levels of achievement in the movement
toward a goal and should be tied to some time-specified period (short- and long-
term) for implementation programs.

A policy is a course of action selected from alternatives (with given conditions)
to guide the decision-making process toward the achievement of the ultimate
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goals.
4. Short-Range is a 10-year planning horizon (2010 to 2020).

5. Long-Range is a 20-year planning horizon (2020 to 2030).
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TABLE 2-1

Performance Indicators and Measures

Performance Measures

Current System Projected Impact| Projected Impact

Indicator Mod Level* M Performance (Baseline) of Plan (Build Jw/o Plan (No-Build Data Source**
ode eve easures Senario) 2030 Senario) 2030
Fatalities/Vehicle Miles N/A N/A
Traveled (VMT) 0.0000019% SWITRS/TDM
g . Fatal Collitions/VMT 0.0000015% N/A N/A SWITRS/TDM
sater Roadway | Region ™= " lisions/VMT 0.0000646% N/A N/A SWITRS/TDM
afe
¥ Property Damage/VMT 0.0001011% N/A N/A SWITRS/TDM
Total Collisions/VMT 0.0001690% N/A N/A SWITRS/TDM
. Fatalities/Passenger Miles
Transit Mode PM) 0% N/A N/A SWUTRS/RABA
Passenger Hours of
Delay/ Year 2,304,409 5,151,125 9,197,803 TDM
Roadwa Region Average Peak Period
Y 9 Travel Time 14.7 min 15.6 min 15.9 min TDM
Mobility/ Average Non-Peak Period
Accessibility Travel Time 14.5 min 15.3 min 15.3 min TDM
Percentage of Population
Transit Region within 1/4 mile of bus N/A N/A N/A
transit route .
not available
Roadway | Corridor | Travel Time Variability N/A N/A N/A not available
Percentage of vehicles
Reliabilit that arrive no more than 5 N/A N/A N/A
Y Transit Mode minutes late not available
Percentage of vehicles N/A N/A N/A )
that leave early not available
Average Peak Period
Roadway- Region Vehicle Trips 148,229 213,229 213,166 TDM
Vehicles Average Daily Vehicle
Trips 827,082 1,190,645 1,190,267 TDM
Average Peak Vehicle
Roadway- . Trips x Occupancy Rate 211,967 304,917 304,827 TDM
Corridor
People . .
Average Daily Vehicle
Trips x Oceupancy Rate 1,182,727 1,706,622 1,702,082 |TDM
SR 44 = 1.31%
SR 89 = 17.25%
Percentage of Average |SR 151 = 1.59%
Productivity Daily Vehicle Trips that SR 273 = 2.66% N/A N/A Caltrans (1)
(Throughput) are (5+ axle) Trucks  |SR 299 = 3.83%
. 1-5 = 14.94%
Corridor
Trucks (State —
Hwys) SR 44 = 2.97%
SR 89 = 17.25%
. . SR 151 = 4.51%
Average Daily Vehicle  Iop 77— 510, N/A N/A Caltrans (1)
Trips that are Trucks
SR 299 = 6.11%
1-5=17.87%
Passengers per Vehicle
. Revenue Hour 10.5 NIA NIA RABA
Transit Mode -
Passengers per Vehicle N/A N/A
Revenue Mile 0.715 RABA
City of Anderson = 8 City of Anderson
City of Redding = 251 City of Redding
) Total Number Of. City of Shasta Lake = 14 N/A N/A City of Shasta Lake
Distressed Lane Miles
County of Shasta = 448 County of Shasta
System Roadwa Region State Routes = 967 Caltrans (2)
Preservation Yy 9 City of Anderson = 26% City of Anderson
P "  Disti " City of Redding = 27% City of Redding
e'ce”ff:e"w; 1655€C [City of Shasta Lake =23% N/A N/A City of Shasta Lake
County of Shasta = 25% County of Shasta
State Routes = 24% Caltrans (2)
Alr Quality Cpnformny Air Quality Conformity|
(non-attainment -
) Determination
Environmental . pollutants)
" Roadway | Region
Quality Total VMT for
Greenhouse Gas (GHG) TDM
Analysis 5,395,278 8,317,348 8,246,020
*Level: **Data Sourse:

Corridor = Regionally Significant Roadways
Region = All public roads within RTPS's region (Shasta County

Mode = Bus transit

SWITRS = California Highway Patrol Statewide Integrated Traffic Records System
TDM = Shasta County Travel Demand Model

RABA = Redding Area Bus Authority ridership data

RTPA GIS = Shasta County RTPA's Regional Geographic Information System
Caltrans (1) = Annual Average Daily Truck Traffic on the CA State Highway System
Caltrans (2) = Caltrans Maintenance Program Pavement Summary
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Chapter 3 - The Region

Geographic Area

Shasta County is located at the
geographical center and transportation
crossroads of northern California. It is
situated at the north end of the
Sacramento Valley, 150 miles north of
Sacramento, and 110 miles south of the
Oregon border.

Shasta County’s 3,788 square miles range in elevation from 425 feet in the
Sacramento Valley, to 3,300 feet in the Fall River Valley, to more than 10,000 feet
in Lassen Volcanic National Park.

The County’s three incorporated cities (Redding, Anderson, and City of Shasta
Lake), and the town centers of Cottonwood and Palo Cedro, all lay in the south-
central, non-mountainous portion of Shasta County - referred to as the South
Central Region or SCR (see Maps 1 and 2). The SCR contains about 335 square
miles or about 8.8 percent of the county’s area, yet it is home to about 85 percent
of the county’s total population. Outside of the SCR, there are two more town
centers located in Burney/Johnson Park and Fall River Mills/McArthur, which
are both located in the mountains of northeastern Shasta County.

Demographics

The unique geographical make-up of Shasta County has influenced the location
of its urban development. The level topography, availability of water, and soil
conditions in the area’s three major valleys (Sacramento, Fall River, and Burney)
have allowed the formation of the urban center and town centers found in these
valleys today. Chart 3-1 and Table 3-1 show population estimates for Shasta
County and various jurisdictions and sub-areas within the county.
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Map 3-1 — Map of Shasta County
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Map 3-2 — South Central Region
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CHART 3-1

SHASTA COUNTY POPULATION ESTIMATES
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TABLE 3-1
POPULATION ESTIMATES FOR MAJOR JURISDICTIONS

AND SUBAREAS IN SHASTA COUNTY
2009 E-1 Percentage Change

Jurisdiction or Area 2000 US Census 3?}222; AU
Estimate

State of California 33,871,648 38,292,687 13.1%
Shasta County total 163,256 183,023 12.1%
Shasta County unincorporated 64,361 71,091 10.5%
Shasta Urbanized Area 105,267 No estimate N/A
City of Redding 80,865 90,898 12.4%
City of Anderson 9,022 10,765 19.3%
City of Shasta Lake 9,008 10,279 14.1%
Burney 3,217 No estimate N/A
Cottonwood 2,960 No estimate N/A
Shingletown 2,222 No estimate N/A

These estimates indicate that the region’s population growth of 12.1 percent between 2000 and 2009 lags
the state growth rate by 1%. The City of Anderson had the highest growth in the region, at over 19%.

Tables 3-3 through 3-8 show population attributes that influence travel choices, as determined through
the 2000 Census.
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TABLE 3-2

Age Distribution

Age Amount Percentage
Under 16 37,343 22.87%
16-20 11,909 7.29%
21-24 6,732 4.12%
25-44 41,210 25.24%
45-64 41,296 25.30%
65+ 24,766 15.17%
TABLE 3-3
By Income Group ($) Amount Percentage
Less than 15,000 12,742 20.07%
15,000-19,999 5,350 8.43%
20,000-24,999 5,197 8.18%
25,000-49,999 19,838 31.24%
50,000-74,999 11,088 17.46%
75,000-99,999 4,706 7.41%
100,000 + 4,576 7.21%
Total Households Shasta County 63,497 100.00%
Mean HH Income (Dollars) $ 45,204
Median HH Income (Dollars) $ 34,335
TABLE 3-4
Number HH’s Percentage
0 Vehicles 4,546 7.16%
1 Vehicles 21,544 33.93%
2 Vehicles 24,776 39.02%
3 Vehicles + 12,631 19.89%
63,497 100.00%
TABLE 3-5
Selected Characteristics California Shasta County % Difference
Median Age 33.3 38.9 16.82%
Age 65 and over 10.6% 15.2% 43.40%
Veterans 10.5% 17.0% 61.90%
Disabilities by age group
5-20 7.5% 7.7% 2.67%
21 -64 20.0% 23.3% 16.50%
65+ 42.2% 45.5% 7.82%
Household Income
Less than $10,000 8.4% 11.6% 38.10%
Less than $25,000 25.5% 36.6% 43.53%
Less than $50,000 52.1% 67.8% 30.13%
Median HH Income $ 47,493.00 $ 34,335.00 -27.71%
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TABLE 3-6

- Census Place to State Profile of Selected Characteristics

Place Total Male Female 65 Years Avg HH In Labor
Population + size Force
1 Redding 80,865 38,750 42,115 12,569 2.44 36,618
2 Anderson 9,022 4,207 4,815 1,251 2.64 3,813
3 Shasta Lake 9,008 4,454 4,554 1,184 2.64 3,818
4 Burney 3,217 1,657 1,660 483 2.45 1,321
5 Cottonwood 2,960 1,401 1,559 321 2.77 1,397
6 Shingletown 2,222 1,121 1,101 503 2.43 831
7 Palo Cedro 1,247 610 637 177 2.85 563
8 Fall River Mills 648 295 353 111 2.46 215
9 Millville 610 296 314 89 2.81 302
10 McArthur 365 193 172 43 2.43 159
11  French Gulch 254 130 124 36 2.33 98
12 Big Bend 149 81 68 21 2.13 50
13 Round Mountain 122 62 60 21 2.14 34
14 Montgomery Creek 96 50 46 11 2.29 38
15 Total Region in Census 110,785 53,207 57,578 16,820 N/A N/A
16 Total Shasta County 163,256 79,572 83,684 24,861 2.52 72,193
17 Total California 33,871,648 16,874,892 16,996,756 3,595,658 2.87 15,977,879
TABLE 3-7
I
Place Travel Time Median HH Families SF Owner Median Median
to Work Income Below Occupied Value with Owner

Poverty Homes Mortgage  Costs with

Level Mortgage

1 Redding 17.8 34,194 2,400 15,583 121,600 1,073
2 Anderson 20.2 24,558 528 1,559 86,900 791
3 Shasta Lake 23.4 26,275 396 1,862 91,100 817
4 Burney 13.5 30,510 136 764 84,500 716
5 Cottonwood 30 30,191 93 525 95,700 865
6 Shingletown 35.7 32,813 66 537 126,300 923
7 Palo Cedro 25.3 51,471 20 344 152,700 1,113
8 Fall River Mills 15.3 29,833 44 148 78,800 1,009
9 Millville 20.6 51,406 11 145 202,700 1,500
10 McArthur 16.6 16,116 41 66 101,500 754
11  French Guich 33.4 27,083 16 50 98,000 1,036
12 Big Bend 215 23,750 16 7 182,500 -
13 Round Mountain 26.1 18,250 7 9 88,300 625
14 Montgomery Creek 19.1 26,250 8 2 12,500 350
16 Average for Shasta 20.9 34,335 5,006 31,137 120,800 1,025

County
17 Average for California 27.7 47,493 845,991 5,527,618 211,500 1,478
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Planning efforts for the region need to constantly recognize the demographics

that make Shasta County unique:

e Shasta County’s population mix is older than the statewide average.

e The region’s elderly population exceeds the statewide characteristic by
greater than 40%.

e The result of this growing population creates mobility needs that the region’s
resources are challenged to meet.

e The region has 43% more households than the statewide average that earn
less than $25,000.

e Greater than one of every three households earn less than $25,000 and two of
every three earn less than $50,000.

e The median household income for the region is approximately 30% less than
the statewide average.

e The population mix continues to advance in age and disabilities.

Travel Characteristics

Travel characteristics information for Shasta County is available through the
U.S. Census and the Shasta County Travel Demand Model. To estimate current
and future traffic, the RTPA uses a countywide travel demand forcasting model.
The model is a computer program that simulates which roads get used when
people travel from one place to another - from homes to work, shopping, or
recreation, for example. It was recently recalibrated to year 2005 traffic data and
is used to forecast traffic for years up to 2030. The model was used to project trip
length information for various trip designations (Table 3-12). Although work
trips are only part of the transportation picture, work trips are a primary concern
since they are the main cause of congestion during peak flow periods.

CHART 3-2

MEANS OF TRANSPORTATION TO WORK IN SHASTA COUNTY (2000 CENSUS)
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By far, the most common mode of travel to work is the single-occupant
automobile - about 79%. Car-pooling and walking account for another 12%.
Mode choice is important when determining where to focus transportation
planning efforts. Trends in travel time to work are indications of development
trends and increases in congestion. Travel time data will continue to be
monitored during future transportation studies. The good news is that there are
more workers in the region. The bad news is that, no matter what time they
leave for work, it takes longer. An increase of the mean travel time of 21.5%
(17.2 minutes compared to 20.9) in ten years since 1990 can be expected to grow
as the population of the region creates greater congestion levels. The census data
indicates that the region’s workers increased from 55,080 to 61,859, an increase of
12.3%. It is interesting to note that, percentage wise, the travel time to work
remains relatively constant in Shasta County, except for those reporting a
commute of 45 minutes or more. The long commute category increased to 8% of
the work force, up from 6%.

CHART 3-3
TRAVEL TIME TO WORK - SHASTA COUNTY
1990 CENSUS COMPARED TO 2000 CENSUS
45 OR MORE MINUTES = 5,253
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CHART 3-4

TIME LEAVING HOME TO GO TO WORK
SHASTA COUNTY
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TABLE 3-8
Trip Length Summar

Purpose

1. Home-Work (HW) trips are between residences and places of
employment.

2. Home-School (SC) trips are by students (including college) between
home and school.

3. Home-Shop (HS) trips are between residences and shopping
locations (not including home to work trips).

4. Home-Other (HO) trips account for all other trips generated from a
home, including medical, entertainment, recreation and , visiting other
people,

5. Work-Other (WO) trips are those trips at employment sites which do
not have either end at the residence. These trips could include stopping
at the gas station on the way home from work or driving to a restaurant
during a lunch break from work.

6. Other-Other (OO) trips are trips which do not have an end at home
or the workplace, such as trips between two shopping centers.

7. Commercial Vehicle (CV) trips are non-home-based trips made by
heavy trucks as well as light trucks and vans that are commercially owned
and not used as personal vehicles.

TOTAL (Average for all trip purposes)

20.8

21.0

16.7

17.2

20.3

2010

20.7

21.4

16.2

17.3

20.6

8.0

28.7

2020

21.4

22.5

16.1

15.2

Model Trip Length Estimate
minutes

2005 2030

22.2

15.7
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South-Central Region

It is anticipated that most of the population and economic growth of Shasta
County will continue to occur near to the north-south Interstate 5 corridor in
what the Shasta County General Plan refers to as the South-Central Region
(SCR). (See Map 2.) This region contains about 335 square miles (about 8.8
percent of the county's area), yet 85 percent of the county's total population. The
population density in the SCR is 373 people per square mile versus an average
for the county of 42 people per square mile.

In addition to Interstate 5, the SCR also contains the Union Pacific Railroad, the
Redding Municipal Airport, all of the present Redding “Urbanized Area”
(as designated by the U.S. Census), and
the cities of Redding, Anderson, and
Shasta Lake. Lake Shasta is at the
northern edge of this region, and the
Sacramento River, which flows from
Shasta Dam, bisects the region.

As previously noted, 85 percent of the
population is concentrated in a relatively
small area of the county with the
remainder dispersed throughout the county in small concentrations.
Transportation service costs to rural areas are greater per person, and service
options are fewer, than for those in the SCR. Due to limited funds,
transportation improvements will continue to be concentrated in the SCR.

Economy

Shasta County's economic base has a number of major components: tourism,
agriculture, forest products, government, healthcare, education and retail trade
(see Table 3-13). Retail trade has received considerable impetus from the recent
development of several major retail centers. Transportation of goods to distant
markets is also an important component of the region's economy.

Until 2007, Shasta County saw a steady increase in taxable sales. The City of
Redding experienced most of the economic growth due to its role as the goods
and employment center for the region. The current recession has altered this
trend, with sales taxes declining over the last few years.

The County’s labor force in year 2030 is projected to be about 111,000, of which
about 103,800 are projected to be employed residents. Shasta County has less
than 50% of the statewide average of manufacturing and information industry.
The ratio of employed residents to Shasta County jobs is projected to remain
essentially constant over the 20 years, with local jobs projected to rise from about
76,017 in 2010 to 103,800 by 2030. The distribution of jobs by industry is

2010 Regional Transportation Plan for Shasta County
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projected to continue to be in the service sector. Retail employment is greater
than 25% higher than the statewide average. Its share of overall employment
will continue to increase.

TABLE 3-9

Region to State Profile of Selected Employment Characteristics

per 2000 Census

INDUSTRY California Shasta County %o Difference
Agriculture, forestry, fishing and hunting and mining 1.9% 2.5% 31.6%
Construction 6.2% 7.4% 19.4%
Manufacturing 13.1% 6.4% -51.1%
Wholesale trade 4.1% 3.0% -26.8%
Retail trade 11.2% 14.1% 25.9%
Transportation and warehousing, and utilities 4.7% 5.7% 21.3%
Information 3.9% 2.0% -48.7%
Finance, insurance, real estate, and rental and leasing 6.9% 5.2% -24.6%
Professional, scientific, management administrative, and waste 11.6% 7.7% -33.6%
management services

Educational, health and social services 18.5% 24.7% 33.5%
Arts, entertainment, recreation, accommodation and food services 8.2% 9.5% 15.9%
Other Services 5.2% 6.0% 15.4%
Public Administration 4.5% 5.8% 28.9%
CLASS OF WORKER California Shasta County %b Difference
Private wage and salary worker 76.5% 70.8% -7.5%
Government worker 14.7% 18.4% 25.2%
Self-employed workers in own business 8.5% 10.2% 20.0%
Unpaid family workers 0.4% 0.5% 25.0%
OCCUPATION California Shasta County %b6 Difference
Management, professional and related occupations 36.0% 30.4% -15.6%
Service Occupations 14.8% 19.6% 32.4%
Sales and Office Occupations 26.8% 27.0% 0.7%
Farming, fishing, and forestry occupations 1.3% 0.9% -30.8%
Construction, extraction, and maintenance occupations 8.4% 9.8% 16.7%
Productions, transportation, and material moving occupations 12.7% 12.3% -3.1%

2010 Regional Transportation Plan for Shasta County
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The Redding
Area Bus
Authority
provides fixed-
route and
demand-
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transit service

Chapter 4 - Public Transportation

Background

Public transportation comprises passenger
transportation services available for use by the
general public. This chapter reviews public,
non-profit, private, intercity connecting
transportation services, and what is required
to preserve transportation services.

The primary public transportation provider in

Shasta County is the Redding Area Bus Authority (RABA). RABA provides
fixed-route and demand-response transit service in the urbanized area and some
unincorporated areas of Shasta County (see Maps 4-1 and 4-2).

Fixed-route and demand-response service is not available outside of the urban
boundary. Many social service and non-profit agencies transport clients to
and/or from services or programs they offer. These agencies, in coordination
with transit agencies and private transportation providers, make up the
landscape of special needs transportation. Appendix B includes a list of social
service, non-profit, and private transportation providers.

Shasta Senior Nutrition Programs (SSNP) provides the majority of older-adult
transportation.

The RTPA has prepared a “Need a Ride?” brochure, which identifies
transportation providers within the County. This brochure is distributed
throughout Shasta County.

Existing services are briefly described in the following paragraphs:

Redding Area Bus Authority (RABA)

RABA is a joint powers agency created by the County of Shasta and the cities of
Anderson, Redding, and Shasta Lake.

Fixed-Route: RABA operates 10 fixed-routes serving the cities of
Anderson, Redding, and Shasta Lake. The service is divided into three
fare zones. The hours of operation are Monday through Friday from 6:30
a.m. to 7:30 p.m., and Saturday from 9:30 a.m. to 7:30 p.m.  Seven of the
routes operate on one-hour headways (waiting periods between busses),
two routes on 30-minute headways, and one route on two-hour
headways. In total, 11 vehicles are required. In 2008/09, 664,118 one-
way passenger trips were provided.

2010 Regional Transportation Plan for Shasta County
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Demand-response: RABA’s demand-response service provides
complementary paratransit service to persons with disabilities. In
compliance with Americans with Disabilities Act mandates, the service is
generally available within three-quarters of a mile of the fixed-route. To
be eligible for this service, passengers must complete RABA's
certification process. In 2008/09, demand-response service provided
79,286 one-way passenger trips.

Map 4-1: RABA Service Area
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Map 4-2: RABA Service Area Boundary
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Burney Express. Under contract with Shasta County, RABA operates an
express route service between the community of Burney and Redding
(see Map 4-3). The service operates Monday through Friday, with two
round-trips each day. The service provides approximately 400 one-way
trips per month.

Map 4-3 — Burney Express Route

Shasta Senior Nutrition Programs (SSNP)

SSNP is the primary transportation provider for older-adults. SSNP is a
subsidiary of Catholic Healthcare West and is supported, in part, by Mercy
Foundation North. Funding is provided by the Area on Aging. SSNP is also the
designated Consolidated Transportation Services Agency (CTSA) for Shasta
County.

Consolidated Transportation Services Agency (CTSA). The CTSA
provides specialized services to those who can not use conventional
transit services, such as older-adults and persons with disabilities.
Hours of operation are Monday through Friday from 8:00 a.m. to 4:30
p.m. Over 21,000 one-way trips were provided in 2008/09.
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The County of
Shasta
provides funds
for Lifeline
Transit Service
to persons with
disabilities
outside of the
RABA service
area

The CTSA is a community transit service funded by the RTPA pursuant
to Transit Development Act (TDA) statutes. These services are not
subject to "unmet transit needs" and “reasonable to meet" standards, but
must meet established performance criteria. Funding is limited to 5% of
local transportation fund revenue received annually by the RTPA.

Lifeline Service. The County contracts with SSNP to provide County
Lifeline transit service to persons with disabilities living outside of the
RABA service area. In 2008/09, 5,400 one-way trips were provided.

Intercity Bus and Rail Transportation Providers

Intercity service is defined as service that “connects two or more communities
located within a distance greater than fifteen (15) miles apart of each other.” The
following bus and rail services provide intercity transportation to areas outside
of Shasta County:

Amtrak motorcoaches connect Redding to the Capitol Corridor
(Sacramento) and San Joaquin (Stockton) train routes.

Amtrak’s Coast Starlight Seattle/Portland/Los Angeles rail route
services Redding daily at 2:21 a.m. southbound and 3:14 am.
northbound.

Greyhound offers north and southbound bus service four times daily in
each direction from the Redding Greyhound Station. There is no east or
westbound bus connection. In 2001, service between Eureka and
Redding was funded through a Federal Transit Administration (FTA)
5311(f) grant program. The service was discontinued in 2003 due to lack
of ridership.

Sage Stage, operated by the Modoc County Transportation Commission,
provides bus service between Alturas and Redding twice-weekly along
the 299East corridor. This service connects to Reno, Nevada and
Klamath Falls, Oregon.

Tehama and Trinity counties have applied for 2009 FTA 5311(f) Intercity
Bus Program grant funding to provide limited service to Redding from
each county. Trinity County began service from Weaverville to Redding
starting in January, 2010.

Susanville Indian Rancheria. In July 2009, the Susanville Indian
Rancheria started a public transportation program that provides round-
trip service from Susanville to Redding, via Westwood, Chester, and Red
Bluff. The service operates on Monday, Tuesday, and Thursday
(excluding holidays), and includes three round-trips daily from Red
Bluff to Redding. Paratransit vans that seat eight passengers and one
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wheelchair are used for the service. Service is currently free, however,
special trips are available for a fee.

Other Transportation Providers

Taxicabs. Redding Yellow Cab and ABC Cab Company operate in the
Redding area 24 hours a day, seven days a week, with five and four cabs,
respectively.

School transportation is the largest source of transportation other than
private vehicles. The 26 public county school districts and the County
Superintendent of Schools Office together operate 159 buses, traveling
more than 2.28 million miles a year and transporting an average of 8,965
students a day.

Shasta College provides a fixed-route service during the school year.
Riders must be enrolled at the college to use this service. The service
operates every school day, originating in Red Bluff, and serving
Cottonwood, Anderson, and south Redding on its way to Shasta College.
The bus makes a reverse trip in the afternoon. For the 2009 school year,
there is one arrival trip in the morning and one departure trip in the
afternoon. Service is coordinated with the Tehama Rural Area Express
transit service, which transports students in south and east Tehama
County.

Vanpools. No vanpool service is currently available in Shasta County.

Park-and-Ride Facilities

Shasta County has six park-and-ride lots (see Table 4-1). Three are under the
jurisdiction of Caltrans. Carpoolers may use these lots to park vehicles when

commuting.

TABLE 4-1: PARK-AND-RIDE LOTS

FACILITY LOCATION OWNER SPACES TRANSIT BIKE RACK/
ACCESSIBLE  LOCKERS
Clear Creek Road Hwy 273/Clear Creek Road County 13 Yes Yes
Deschutes Deschutes Road/Hwy 44 State 20 No Yes
Burney Hwy 89/Hwy 299 USFS 10 No No
Shingletown Hwy 44/Wilson Hill Road State 7 No Yes
Black Butte Hwy 44/Black Butte Road State 12 No No
RABA Tehama Street/UPRR RABA 47 Yes No
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Transit Demand

A key element in the development of operational and financial plans is the
demand for transit service. Forecasts are developed based on existing transit
utilization patterns, future population growth, and demographic change in the
service area.

The RTPA is required to conduct an annual assessment of transit needs within
each jurisdiction. This assessment consists of two major steps: the identification
of “unmet transit needs,” and a determination of whether the identified need is
“reasonable to meet.” The RTPA has adopted definitions for “unmet transit
needs” and “reasonable to meet” (see below).

Unmet Transit Needs Process

An unmet transit need must involve an identifiable population group with
unmet transit needs that are necessary for the maintenance of life, health,
education, access to social service programs, and trips that serve employment
purposes.

For a transit need to be determined “reasonable to meet” it must, among other
things, not exceed a public subsidy of 80% in urban areas and 90% in rural areas.
This minimum subsidy requirement is also called the farebox ratio. This annual
process is central to transit planning in the urban and rural areas of the county.

Transit needs continue to be a challenge. Over the past several years RABA has
made service adjustments, expenditure reductions, and fare increases in an
attempt to meet the RTPA-established 19% farebox requirement. RABA
completed a 7-year financial plan based on projections in their recent short-range
transit plan update. In 2008/09, the RTPA Board approved a temporary farebox
ratio reduction schedule that corresponds to RABA’s financial plan. RABA
expects to meet the 19% farebox requirement in 2014/15.

Transit Planning

Transit planning provides a framework for transit service and capital
investments over a period of the next 10 to 20 years. Transit plans establish goals
and strategies for transit and paratransit services and capital needs. It also
incorporates new strategies to address transit-oriented development and locally
developed transit.

Short and Long-Range Transit Planning

Long-range transit planning is based on RABA’s 2001 Transit Development Plan.
This plan included a 10- and 20-year capital improvement plan. The report
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identified funding, transit costs, limited ridership, and land-use development
patterns as the major constraints to transit growth in the county.

In 2007, a new Short-Range Transit Plan was prepared. In September 2008,
RABA began implementation of recommendations in this plan. Modifications
were made to six fixed-routes, one route was eliminated, and a second bus was
added to a route serving Shasta College. Administrative changes included
updating demand-response certification, and developing and implementing a
marketing plan that includes a new logo and bus designs.

Transit operations in Shasta County are primarily dependent on TDA funds.
TDA funds originate from sales tax collected in Shasta County. Due to
California’s economy, sales tax revenues have declined. Transit costs continue
to increase due to labor, fuel, and other operating costs.

Land-use patterns also create a problem for transit systems. The low-residential
density of the county and the three cities, combined with scattered work
destinations, limit the ability of traditional transit service to efficiently and
effectively serve an increasing number of people.

Coordinated Human Transportation Plan

The FTA mandates that all projects involving federal funds must be derived from
a Coordinated Human Transportation Plan (CHTP). The CHTP prioritizes
transportation services for funding and implementation, with an emphasis on the
transportation needs of individuals with disabilities, older-adults, and persons of
limited means. Development of Shasta County’s CHTP included participation
from the Social Services Transportation Advisory Council, CTSA, local
transportation providers, social service agencies, and the general public. The
RTP is coordinated and consistent with the CHTP.

Google Transit

In 2008, the RTPA was the lead-agency for a nine-county northern California
pilot planning study to improve online travel information in rural areas using
Google Maps/Transit’s trip planner feature.

The pilot study concluded that the trip planner (with some limitations) is a viable
customer information tool for rural transportation services. Participating
agencies are in the process of implementing the program, with full
implementation by 2010.

The study was funded with a FTA Section 5311 grant through the California
Department of Transportation (Caltrans) - Division of Mass Transportation.
Based on the success of the study, Caltrans is planning a second phase for
statewide implementation of the trip planner in rural counties.
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Funding Sources

State and federal funds are the primary source of funding for public
transportation.

Sales Tax Revenue

The primary source of transit funding in Shasta County is through the TDA.
TDA provides two funding sources for public transportation:

1. Local Transportation Fund (LTF), which is derived from % cent of the
general sales tax collected statewide; and

of sales tax
COHECt_ed 2. State Transit Assistance (STA), which is derived from the statewide
statewide sales tax on gasoline (to be shifted to an excise tax in 2010/11) and
diesel fuel. STA is a formula driven allocation based on population
and revenue. STA is considered “spillover” revenue and may be seized
by the Governor for the state’s General Fund.
California’s budget continues to affect public transportation and infrastructure
projects. In 2006, California voters passed Proposition 1B which included $19.9
billion for transportation projects. Funds are available to transit operators for
capital improvements and safety and security enhancements. On December 17,
2008, the Governor’s Department of Finance issued a budget letter suspending
the release of any additional bond funds until California’s fiscal situation
improves. Combined, LTF and STA funds were $1.5 million less than expected
for fiscal year 2008/09. Chart 4-1 demonstrates the history trend of TDA revenue
received from 2000/01 through 2008/09.
Chart 4-1
Transportation Development Act Revenue Trend
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Federal Transit Administration (FTA)

The FTA is the second major source of transit revenue in Shasta County. The
FTA Urbanized Area Formula (Section 5307) and Rural and Small Urban
Formula (Section 5311) provide funding for transit operations and capital
purchases. Grant programs, such as the Elderly Persons with Disabilities
(Section 5310) Program, Job Access and Reverse Commute (Section 5316), and
New Freedom (Section 5317), provide funding for specific projects.

State Transportation Improvement Program (STIP)

There is flexibility in the way that STIP funding can be used. However, these
funds can only be used to meet capital, not operational, requirements and must
be matched with non-federal funds. TDA funds are often the only source of non-
federal funds that are available to meet the match requirement.

There is a concern in the region about building a transit system that cannot be
sustained due to a lack of adequate funding from TDA sources. This concern
coupled with meeting minimum farebox requirements along with the financial
shortfall to meet streets and roads needs, has resulted in all STIP funding being
directed to streets and roads projects. See Chapter 5 for an expanded discussion
of this issue.

Public Transportation Goal, Issues, Objectives, Policies, and Actions

Goal: To prioritize transportation services for funding and implementation, with an
emphasis on the transportation needs of the transit-dependent.

Issues

A. Decreased sales tax revenue for public transportation.

B.

C.

Public transit needs to obtain maximum cost-effectiveness to meet farebox ratio requirements.

Demand for specialized services for older-adults will increase as the population ages.

Due to low residential density and a large service area, it is not feasible to expand the service area.

Service area boundaries differ between human-service programs and public transportation

providers.
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F. Proposals for increased transit service need to be carefully evaluated in terms of operating costs
and anticipated revenues.

G. Agencies have different requirements for vehicle safety, driver training, driver licensing, or other
standards.

H. Federal, state, and local agencies that fund special needs transportation have different reporting
requirements attached to their funds.

. Indemnification issues prohibit agencies from sharing or loaning vehicles.

J. Confidentiality and privacy requirements for sharing information.

K. During the last decade, there has been substantial growth in both residential and business
development in Shasta County. Interagency coordination during short-and long-range transit
planning and land-use planning will ensure the transit-dependent population will be served.

Objectives

Short-Range (2010-2020)

O-1

0-2

0O-3

0-4

0O-5

0-6

o-7

0O-8

0-9

0-10

Continue implementation strategies addressed in the 2007 Shasta County Coordinated Human
Transportation Plan.

Increase public awareness of transit through outreach and marketing.

Continue distribution of the “Need a Ride” brochure.

Improve coordination of transportation services through agency participation.
Support and participate in mobility-management programs, such as California 211.

Provide mobility-management information to populations that require specialized transportation
in efforts to reduce dependency on heavily subsidized paratransit services.

Obtain maximum transit and paratransit system efficiency by continuously monitoring transit
needs, performance, funding, and capital requirements.

Continue to work with local land-use planning agencies to further coordinate development with
transit.

Work in conjunction with transit advocacy groups to address legal ramifications for transit
providers involved in coordination efforts.

Pursue grants and other funding resources to improve and provide interconnectivity between
transportation providers and neighboring counties.
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O-11

Research opportunities for volunteer driver programs.

Long-Range (2020-2030)

O-12  Provide the highest feasible level of transit service within the region consistent with TDA and
FTA revenue sources.

0-13  Investin infrastructure and land-use patterns to create transit friendly communities.

O-14 Consolidation of operations and services into one mobility-management center or centralized
dispatch center.

Policies

P-1 Periodically review and update transit development plans. Encourage consideration of
transit/multimodal options during updates of cities and counties general plans.

P-2 Monitor the required farebox ratio and performance criteria for transit operators.

P-3 Provide adequate funding to maintain the existing transit fleet and fleet expansion consistent
with TDA regulations.

P-4 Control the cost of providing mandatory demand-response to maximize overall transit service
consistent with TDA regulations.

P-5 Make potential transit users more aware of available services through public outreach and
marketing programs.

P-6 Continuously monitor and evaluate transit needs and allocate funding to extend transit service to
areas where unmet needs have been identified that are reasonable to meet.

P-7 Maximize the efficiency of private non-profit paratransit providers and support services which
would otherwise need to be provided by public transit at substantially higher costs.

P-8 Encourage the cities and county to identify, protect, and enhance transit corridors on the existing
roadway system.

P-9 Encourage local jurisdictions to require mitigation of project traffic impacts to include operational
support for transit within the long-range period.

P-10 Maximize intermodal connections by continuing to provide for bicycle transport on transit
vehicles.

P-11  Consider all available sources of funding as sources of meeting transit for both capital and

operation needs.
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P-12  Seek funding programs for rural transit providers as they become available.

P-13  Update the Coordinated Human Transportation Plan, as needed.

Actions

All actions support regional goals, objectives, and policies. The specific policy to be supported by the
respective action is indicated in parenthesis.

Short-Range (2010-2020)

Redding Area Bus Authority (from RABA’s Short-range Transit Plan)

e Operate an efficient and effective system that maximizes cost impacts (P2, P4, P5, P7, P11)
0 Minimize operating costs
0 Maximize use of transit funding
0 Increase transit usage
o Utilize technology to improve real-time service

e Provide safe, reliable, and high quality transportation (P3, P11)
0 Maintain a minimum of 50,000 miles between preventable collision accidents
Maintain a 90% on-time performance
Maintain less than one-percent of monthly missed trips
Maintain less than five-percent monthly missed transfers
Maintain FTA required spare vehicle ratio
Complete regularly scheduled maintenance service within 500 miles or five-days of
scheduled service

O O 0O o0 O

e Serve the transportation needs of the community (P1, P6, P7)
0 Maximize accessibility by providing equal coverage throughout the local tax base area
o Mark all transit vehicles and stops appropriately for ADA accessibility

e Evaluate, monitor, and improve transit service on an on-going basis (P1, P7)
0 Update short-range transit plan at intervals of no greater than five years

e Undertake effective marketing, outreach, and public participation (P1, P5, P8, P13)

e Coordinate transit-system development with intermodal connectivity, community planning,
development efforts, and land-use policy. (P1, P9, P10, P11)

e Continue to maximize the use of federal funds for operations (P3, P11, P12)

e Attempt to meet the RTPA established farebox ratio requirement of 19% by fiscal year 2014/15
(P2, P4)
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e Caltrans Division of Research and innovation (DRI) has indicated that RABA can seek
Congressional support for a ITS Application of Efficient Deployment of Advanced Public
Transportation Systems (EDAPTS) for the following (P-4):

1. Automatic Vehicle Location (AVL) using the Global Positioning Satellite (GPS) system.
2. Dynamic Messaging Sign (DMS) for real time bus arrival information at bus stops.
3. Solar power option for the DMS to allow mounting at remote, un-powered bus stops.

4. Central dispatch software and Internet web page showing current bus locations and schedule
adherence data.

5. Silent emergency alarm for situations requiring police/emergency intervention.
6. Radio Frequency (RF) modem for transmission of digital data over the voice radio link.

7. Mobile Data Terminal (MDT) to monitor bus data sources, calculate and display information
to drivers, and route relevant bus data information to the RF modem.

8. Card-reader input for magnetic or electronic fare media.
9. Keypad entries from the bus driver.

10. Time of day using GPS time base.
11. These components will be available as off-the-shelf products in the near future.

< RABA and the RTPA will provide comments on environmental documents regarding the need to
mitigate transit impacts. This is usually limited to EIRs and further coordination is needed. (P-9,
P-10)

Regional Transportation Planning Agency

e The RTPA performs annual unmet transit needs assessments to evaluate transit demand, existing
transit performance, and system efficiency. Currently, all the areas in the region with substantial
identified transportation disadvantaged populations are being served by public transit. As the
area grows in population and the demographics change, it may become necessary to add transit
services. (P2, P3, P6, P7, P12, P13)

e The RTPA provides supplemental funds to the CTSA. These funds provide transit services to
seniors and persons with disabilities living outside of the RABA service area. Through the CTSA,
there is at least a minimum level of transit service available to seniors and transit dependent
populations in rural areas. (P7, P11, P13)

e The RTPA will work with federal, state, and local agencies to improve mobility-management
throughout the region. (P1, P6, P8, P9, P10, P12)
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e The RTPA, CTSA, and Social Services Transportation Advisory Council will continue to address
strategies in the Shasta County Coordinated Human Transportation Plan. The CHTP is
scheduled to be updated in 2011. (P13)

Consolidated Transportation Service Agency (CTSA)

e The Consolidated Transportation Service Agency holds regular meetings to coordinate the
resources of the various social service transportation providers. This action will lead to more
efficient use of resources by social service agencies involved in transportation. (P-7, P13)

e The CTSA should continue to meet performance criteria established by the RTPA. (P2, P3, P4, P7,
P12, P13)

Long Range (2020-2030)

Redding Area Bus Authority

e RABA should continue with a capital replacement plan following the Federal Replacement
Threshold of 12-years/500,000 miles for heavy-duty vehicles, and 7-years/200,000 for medium-
duty vehicles in the fleet. (P3, P11)

 Along-range operating budget has been established for RABA, which is adjusted annually. This
provides guidance to local decision makers of the impact of their decisions in the long run. Itis
also a tool to ensure that any system expansions can be financially sustained into the future.
(P3, P11).
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Transportation Enhancement (TE) Program

The intent of the federal TE program is for such transportation improvements to
become a common part of transportation investment policy as well as integrated
into many projects. Federal TE funds are used for transportation-related capital
improvement projects that enhance the transportation experience, in or around
transportation facilities. Projects must be over and above required mitigation
and normal transportation projects, and the project must be directly related to
the surface transportation system. Projects must meet the criteria of twelve
established program categories. TE funds are used almost exclusively for bicycle
and pedestrian projects.

Regional transportation planning agencies receive 75 percent of the TE dollars in
California. Each region receives a TE share by formula. The other 25 percent goes
to the state. All eligible projects must be adopted in the STIP and approved by
FHWA in the Federal State Transportation Improvement Program (FSTIP).
Caltrans prepares preliminary determinations of eligibility for the FHWA.

Caltrans’ proposed TE projects are shown in Table 5-9.
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Project
Count

TABLE 5-9
Caltrans’ Proposed Transportation Enhancement Projects

Regional Transportation
Projects

Project | Project Type Project Comments
Band* Costs

($1,000)

Castella Vista Point

Enhancements on 1-5 Short Scenic beautification $443 Programmed

Provide a baseline of geology

ey Sy - along State Routes to assist

Several counties Caltrans Short Historic ant_j $285 in _the |dent|f|cat_|on of buried
L archaeological soils and potential

District 2 : .
archaeological sites -
Programmed

Various Projects Short Varies
Add shoulders to provide
multimodal access along SR
299. Currently, a gap in

Shasta Divide - Widening SR Short/ useable shoulders exists that

299 Old Shasta to Whiskeytown
Lake NRA

Bicycle and pedestrian $5,500 limits access along this
corridor between Redding/
Old Shasta and the
Whiskeytown National
Recreation Area

Long

Phase 1 SR 273 PM 3.8/11.1
Bike Lane - I-5 to Canyon Road
Phase 2 SR 273 PM 11.1/14.9
Bike Lane - Canyon Road to Long Bicycle and pedestrian $1,200 Carryover from 2004 RTP
Wyndham Lane

Long Bicycle and pedestrian $1,200 Carryover from 2004 RTP

Gap closure for multimodal
SR 299 Lake Blvd Complete . . use facilities and aesthetic
Streets Long Bicycle and pedestrian DAL treatments between SR 273
and Interstate 5

Various Multi Use paths in rural
communities of Shasta County
along the State highways
including: Round Mountain, Beyond Bicycle and pedestrian
Montgomery Creek,
Shingletown, Old Station, Fall
River Mills, McArthur
* Short = 2010-2020; Long = 2020-2030, Beyond = after 2030

Locations not scoped
anticipate one or two projects
over next 10 to 15 years

$1,000 -
$5,000

Indian Reservation Roads (IRR) Program

Indian Reservation Roads (IRR) are public roads that provide access to or within
Indian reservations, Indian trust land, restricted Indian land, and Alaska native
villages. IRR funds can be used for any type of Title 23 transportation project
providing access to or within federal or Indian lands. The FHWA and Bureau of
Indian Affairs (BIA) jointly administer the program in accordance with an
interagency agreement. The BIA and Tribal governments undertake most of the
design and construction of IRR projects. Nationwide Priority Indian Reservation
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Bridge Program was established using a set aside of $13 million of IRR funds per
year. Under Public Law 93-638 contracts, Tribal governments can undertake
portions of the IRR Program within its boundary; about one third of the IRR
Program is being undertaken by Tribal governments. Based upon the IRR’s
plans, a list of needed projects is presented in Tables 5-10 and 5-11.

TABLE 5-10
Redding Rancheria Tribe IRR Projects

All Funding shown in $1,000s

FY | FY [ FY | FY FY FY
Project Name Project Description | 09/10| 10711 | 11/12 |12/13 | 13/14 | 14/15

No projects

TABLE 5-11
Pit River Tribe IRR Projects

All Funding shown in $1,000s
FY FY FY FY FY FY
09710 |10/11 |11/12 | 12/13 | 15/16 | Long
Project Name Project Description Range
Windy Point Road Upgrade 840
Jenkins Road Maintenance 40.9
Thomas Ryan Road Maintenance 25
Pit River Health Clinic Loop Maintenance 12
XL Ranch Housing Loop New road 1,210
Thoms Creek Road Maintenance 25
Big Bend Rancheria/Kosh Creek Road Maintenance 19.3
Lookout Dr/Lookout Cemetery Road Maintenance 24.1
XL Cemetery Upgrade 240
Thoms Creek Road Upgrade 1,210
Lookout Drive Upgrade 295
Lookout Cemetery Road Upgrade 1,320
BIA 76 Loop Extension to High 36 New road 1,210
Big Bend Rancheria/Kosh Creek Road New road 945
Smith Camp Road Upgrade 240

Southern Region Transportation Planning Study and Traffic Impact
Fee Program

In 2004, Shasta County requested that the RTPA prepare a planning document to
determine road improvement alternatives for the rapidly growing southern
region of the County — in the Cottonwood area and in and near the City of
Anderson. Planning an efficient and affordable transportation system to
alleviate existing traffic congestion and support future development was the
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primary focus of the study. Consistent with the Shasta County General Plan, the
study analyzed a new north/south arterial between Gas Point Road and West
Anderson Drive, and a new east/west arterial between West Anderson Drive and
Rhonda Road, as a new transportation system backbone for the southern region.
Several alternatives were evaluated, and final preferred arterial alignments were
identified. The Southern Region Transportation Planning Study and Traffic
Impact Fee Program was adopted by Shasta County in 2007.

Ox Yoke Road/Riverside Avenue Corridor Study

Growth and development pressures continue within the City of Anderson and
areas of Shasta County north of the City of Anderson. In August of 2007, the Ox
Yoke Road/Riverside Avenue Corridor Study was prepared. The corridor
connects State Highway 273 to Airport Road.

The first phase of the study generated a working paper that presented a
summary of existing conditions, forecasts of future traffic volumes, assessment of
improvement needs, preliminary designs for four improvement alternatives and
preliminary cost estimates for the improvement alternative that will be needed to
accommodate area development through the year 2030.

The second phase of the study focused on identifying the fee methodology to
fund the transportation improvements identified in phase 1.

Over time, increased development within the City of Anderson and areas of the
County north of the City of Anderson would create more auto, truck, and
pedestrian traffic, all using the existing limited transportation infrastructure.
Without this comprehensive study, transportation improvements within the
corridor may not have adequate funding.

The fee program component of the study was suspended by the City of
Anderson due to the economic recession. The study is expected to be finalized
before the next update of the RTP.

Fix 5 Partnership

Increasing traffic volumes are already causing congestion on I-5. The peak hour
level of service (LOS) on segments of I-5 in southern Shasta County are projected
to degrade to LOS “F” within five years, with virtually all segments in this area
and in Tehama County failing within 20 years, unless additional lanes are added.

Seeing the need for improvements, a coalition of the RTPA, Tehama County
Transportation Commission, Caltrans, Shasta and Tehama counties, and all five
of the cities along I-5 from Shasta Lake south to Corning joined together to form
the Fix 5 Partnership in 2007. The Partnership studied the corridor and identified
a program to systematically improve capacity by adding lanes to I-5. A traffic
impact fee program was developed. This program evolved into the Shasta
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County Regional Improvement Program (SCRIP), which would have imposed
traffic impact fees for road improvements to major roads throughout the south
central region of Shasta County. In 2009, the City of Shasta Lake voted to
support the grogram, but the cities of Anderson and Redding voted against the
program. Due to the stipulation for unanimous participation, the SCRIP was not
implemented.

As congestion increases in the region and the traveling public becomes more
impacted, local agencies may once again decide to pursue a regional solution.
Information generated by the Fix 5 Partnership can serve as the foundation to
develop a regional solution.

The RTPA has continued to pursue funding for I-5 improvements through other
funding programs.
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