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Chapter 1. Introduction 
The Trinity County Transportation Commission (TCTC) retained the services of 
Nelson\Nygaard Consulting Associates to develop the 2009-2013 Short Range Transit 
Development Plan (TDP) for Trinity Transit.  While the primary purpose of the TDP is to 
update information from the previous plan, it is an important tool for assessing changing 
public transportation needs in the county and developing solutions to meet those needs.  
Based on initial discussions with staff, and issues that have arisen over the past five years, 
there are several primary objectives of this TDP update:   

¸ Further identification of unmet transit needs and determination of whether these 
needs are “reasonable to meet” 

¸ Evaluation of the new Pilot Programs (Weaverville – Lewiston, Weaverville – Trinity 
Center, and Weaverville – Willow Creek) 

¸ Assessment of out-of-county transportation needs (non-emergency medical and non-
medical) 

¸ Development of an effective performance measurement system.  The goal is to 
identify whether or not Trinity Transit is meeting their established goals and whether 
the performance measures are useful and realistic. 

¸ Coordination with the 2010 Regional Transportation Plan 

¸ Incorporate findings of the Coordinated Public Transit / Human Services 
Transportation Plan 

Project Organization  

This study has four distinct phases to evaluate and plan for public transportation services in 
Trinity County:   

1. Existing Conditions and Needs Assessment.  The first phase of the TDP provides an 
overview of existing transportation services in Trinity County, feedback from a 
general public telephone survey and an on-board survey, and a peer review of four 
counties in California that are similar to Trinity County.  This report also provides 
background on relevant demographic trends and other transportation providers in 
the county that have an impact on transit needs in the county. 

2. Goals and Objectives.  Following the presentation of this report to the Social 
Services Transportation Advisory Council (SSTAC), the second phase of the study 
will update Trinity Transit’s goals and objectives.  This will be based on a review of 
existing goals and objectives established in the previous TDP and an assessment of 
performance metrics that allow Trinity Transit to more effectively measure how well 
they are achieving their goals. 
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3. Service Strategies.  The third phase will develop transit service strategies for Trinity 
County that will address the needs over the next five years.  Service strategies will 
include an analysis of costs and benefits and an estimate of Trinity Transit’s ability to 
meet minimum farebox recovery targets.  The draft service strategies will be 
presented to the SSTAC and TCTC staff and refined based on comments received. 

4. Capital, Financial and Implementation Plan.  Finally, the fourth phase provides a 
detailed capital and financial plan to implement the preferred service strategy.  This 
phase will also include an implementation timeline and identification of marketing 
strategies that will help Trinity Transit achieve their service goals. 

Background 

Trinity County is a large, mountainous county with a relatively dispersed population.  As a 
result, transit investments in the county must strike a balance between providing service to 
the dispersed communities and providing a level of service that is meaningful enough to 
attract riders.  Since the previous TDP, a number of transportation related changes have 
occurred in Trinity County that will impact how transit resources are allocated: 

¸ Greyhound Bus service no longer serves locations in Trinity County 

¸ Let’s Go Van service, which provided non-emergency medical trips to Redding, was 
discontinued in 2004 

¸ Fares on Trinity Transit were increased in November 2007  

¸ Trinity Transit discontinued transit service to Lewiston in 2005 

¸ A Pilot Program began service in March 2008 adding service between Weaverville 
and Willow Creek, Weaverville and Trinity Center and reinstating service between 
Weaverville and Lewiston. 

The elimination of Let’s Go Van Service and Greyhound Bus service means that there are 
now fewer options to travel between Trinity County and larger population centers in 
neighboring counties by public transit.  Given scarce transportation funding and the rural 
and dispersed nature of Trinity County’s population, creative ways must be identified to 
allocate resources to address the most critical transportation needs. 

Coordinated Public Transit / Human Services Transportation 
Plan 

Between December 2007 and July 2008, a Coordinated Public Transit Human Services 
Transportation Plan was developed for Trinity County.  The plan was sponsored by the 
California Department of Transportation (Caltrans), and is part of a larger planning effort 
overseen by Caltrans on behalf of 23 counties in non-urbanized areas within the State of 
California. The plan described existing transportation services and programs, documented 
service gaps and needs, identified potential strategies and solutions to mitigate those 
service gaps, and developed a plan to implement those strategies. The results and key 
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findings emerging from both phases of the planning process are documented in the 
Coordinated Plan.  

Federal planning requirements specify that designated recipients of certain sources of funds 
administered by the Federal Transit Administration (FTA) must certify that projects funded 
with those federal dollars are derived from a coordinated plan. The funds subject to this 
plan include the Section 5310 – Elderly and Disabled program, Job Access and Reverse 
Commute (JARC) program and the New Freedom program.  Caltrans serves as the 
designated recipient in non-urbanized areas of California for these federal funding 
programs. Projects funded with the three sources of federal monies are intended to 
improve the mobility of individuals with disabilities, older adults, and people with limited 
incomes. This plan focuses on identifying needs specific to those population groups as well 
as identifying strategies to meet their needs. Caltrans is sponsoring a statewide planning 
effort on behalf of the rural counties for whom the funds are intended so that potential 
sponsors of transportation improvements may access the funds. 

The coordinated planning effort for Trinity County was completed by Nelson\Nygaard, 
which will directly benefit the development of this TDP.  While the TDP explores needs 
and strategies primarily for public transit services in the county, the transportation needs of 
the elderly, disabled and low income individuals explored in the coordinated plan 
generally reflect the public transit needs as well. 

Process and Schedule  

This report is the first deliverable of the TDP and serves as an overview of the existing 
transit network in Trinity County, public opinion about transit related issues, and a 
comparison of transit service in Trinity County with other peer counties in California.  This 
first report will serve as a resource throughout the development of the plan and will be 
updated as needed to reflect comments and feedback received during the process.  
Following the SSTAC meeting on September 4th 2008, the next step will be to make 
revisions to the Existing Conditions Report and begin preparing the following elements of 
the TDP: 

¸ Memorandum summarizing Trinity Transit’s goals and objectives and modifications 
to the service standards 

¸ Needs assessment and a Draft Service Strategies memorandum 

¸ Financial Plan (Capital and Operating) and refinement of Service Strategies 

¸ Implementation Strategies to implement the Services Strategies 

¸ Development of Draft and Final TDP Report   

This study was initiated in July 2008 and completion is anticipated by December 2008 or 
January 2009.   
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Telephone Survey 

Methodology 

A telephone survey was administered to 300 households between August 5, 2008 and 
August 10, 2008. All surveyed residents live in Trinity County. The number of respondents 
interviewed in each community was proportional to the 2000 population figures of the 
county1.  The margin of error for the sample is +/– 5.0 percent, which lies within the 
accepted 95 percent confidence level.   

After reading a short introduction, the surveyor asked if the respondent was willing to 
complete the survey.  If the answer was no, the surveyor thanked the respondent and 
ended the call.  If the answer was yes, the surveyor asked if the respondent was at least 16 
years old.  If the respondent was at least 16 years old, the caller began administering the 
survey.  If the respondent was younger than 16, the caller asked to speak to someone who 
was at least 16 years old and currently at home.  If no one was available, the respondent 
was thanked and the call was terminated. 

Nelson\Nygaard created the survey questions, with input from Trinity County staff.  A copy 
of the script used for the telephone survey can be found in Appendix. 

                                            
 
 
 
1 Population numbers were obtained from the 2000 U.S. Census, where they were available for the three 

Census-designated places in the county (Weaverville, Hayfork and Lewiston). The percent of county 
residents that live in each of the communities was then used to create a target for completed surveys.  For 
example, 27% of residents in Trinity County live in Weaverville, so the number of responses from 
Weaverville residents (82) is 27% of 300 completed surveys. 
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Key Findings and Issues 

Respondent Demographics 

Figure 3-1 below presents the number of completed surveys by community in Trinity 
County and the corresponding percent of surveys by community based on a total of 300. 

Figure 3-1 Completed Telephone Interviews by Community 

Community Count Percent 
Weaverville 82 27.33% 
Hayfork 53 17.67% 
Trinity Center 35 11.67% 
Lewiston 30 10.00% 
Junction City 18 6.00% 
Mad River 19 6.33% 
Douglas City 15 5.00% 
Ruth 14 4.67% 
Coffee Creek 13 4.33% 
Covington Mill 3 1.00% 
Hyampom 3 1.00% 
Trinity Pines 3 1.00% 
Big Bar 2 0.67% 
Bridgeville 2 0.67% 
Van Duzen 2 0.67% 
Zenia 2 0.67% 
South Fork Mountain 1 0.33% 
Other Trinity County 1 0.33% 
Del Loma 1 0.33% 
Wildwood 1 0.33% 
Weaverville 82 27.33% 
TOTAL 300 100% 
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Employment, Age and Income 

Figure 3-2 shows that just under 2/3 of respondents are not employed.  This is largely due 
to the high percentage of respondents who are over 60 years and are not employed (79%).  
As shown in Figure 3-3, 44% of respondents were 60 years or older.  This is slightly higher 
than the age breakdown in Trinity County based on the U.S. Census.   

Figure 3-4 shows that the income for the respondents is slightly higher but comparable to 
statistics from the 2000 U.S. Census.  This can likely be explained by inflation over the past 
8 years.   

Figure 3-2 Employment Status 
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Figure 3-3 Age of Respondents 
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Figure 3-4 Income 
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Vehicle Availability 

Access to a car can be a strong measure of potential public transit use.  Nearly all (95%) of 
households surveyed have one or more vehicles available to them and only five percent 
has no vehicle available to them.  An even higher proportion (97%) of the households 
surveyed has at least one household member with a license, while nearly 2/3 of 
households (63%) have two or more members with a valid driver’s license.  Typically, 
being able to catch a ride with another member of the household limits the likelihood of 
transit dependence. 

Figure 3-5 Availability of Operational Vehicles in Household 
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Figure 3-6 Persons with Driver’s License in Household 
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Internet Availability 

In this new age of advanced technology and easy access to information, the availability of 
internet access is a good indicator of people can be reached.  Of those who responded to 
the survey, 63% responded that they have internet access at home.  Having access to the 
internet is fairly consistent for people over age 25 (between 58-66%), while only 36% of 
respondents under 18 have access to the internet.  The primary reasons why respondents 
do not have access to the internet include a lack of interest, no computer, too costly or they 
live in an area too remote to receive internet service. 

Figure 3-7 Is Internet Available in Your Household? 

N=300
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Figure 3-8 Why do you not have internet access at home? 

Reason why there is no internet access at home Count 
No interest / no need / not useful 34 
No computer 27 
Too costly (service or equipment) 21 
Cannot obtain access due to remote location of the dwelling 14 
Internet or computers too difficult to use 11 
Use at work instead 5 
Use at another location instead 4 
Computer too old 2 
Concerned about children using in the household 2 
Not enough time 1 
Confidentiality, security or privacy concerns 1 
Waiting for installation 1 

  

Commute to Work 

The vast majority of respondents drive their cars alone to get to work (85%). Transit has the 
lowest work mode share with just 1% of respondents saying they use transit to get to their 
jobs, while 9% of respondents either walk or bike to work.  About half (54%) of all 
respondents who are employed work five days per week, while 32% work part-time and 
13% work 6 or 7 days per week. 

Figure 3-9 Primary Mode of Transportation to Work 
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Figure 3-10 Number of Days Worked per Week 
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Figure 3-11 shows origins and destinations for respondent’s work trips.  It is interesting to 
note that only 5% of workers in Trinity County commute outside of the county for their 
job.  In general, residents work in the community in which they live in Trinity County.  
This is especially true for Weaverville residents, 97% of which work locally.  Among 
Hayfork residents, about 87% work locally while the others commute to Weaverville.  
Fewer jobs are available in some communities such as Lewiston and Junction City who are 
likely to commute to Weaverville for work.  
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Figure 3-11 Origins and Destinations for Travel to Work 
Work in Ą 

 
Live in Ć 

Arcata Coffee 
Creek 

Eureka Hayfork Hyampom Junction 
City 

Lewiston Mad 
River 

Other 
Trinity 
County 

Redding Ruth Sacramento Trinity 
Center 

Weaverville Grand 
Total 

Coffee Creek             2  2 
Douglas City      2   2    1 1 6 
Hayfork    14      1    4 19 
Hyampom     1          1 
Junction City      1        6 7 
Lewiston       5       5 10 
Mad River   1     5    1   7 
Ruth        1   5    6 
South Fork Mountain   1            1 
Trinity Center 1 2  1         5 1 10 
Van Duzen         1      1 
Weaverville          1    37 38 
Zenia        1       1 
Grand Total 1 2 2 15 1 3 5 7 3 2 5 1 8 54 109 
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Travel for Shopping 

The availability of shopping in Trinity County is limited, as shown in Figure 3-12. 
Weaverville residents make as many shopping trips in Redding as they do in Weaverville: 
about 40% of all shopping trips are made to Redding and 37% in Weaverville.  Other 
primary shopping destinations are Hayfork (9% of all trips) and Eureka (7% of all trips).  
Hayfork residents tend to split their shopping needs locally and to Redding, while only 
16% shop in Weaverville. 
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Figure 3-12 Origins and Destinations for Shopping Trips 

 

Shop in Ą 
 
Live in Ć 

Coffee 
Creek 

Dinsmore Douglas 
City 

Eureka Fortuna Hayfork Hyampom Redding Ruth Trinity 
Center 

Weaverville Yreka Humboldt 
County 

Grand 
Total 

Big Bar        1   1   2 
Bridgeville    1         1 2 
Coffee Creek 2       8  1 8 2  21 
Covington Mill          1 3   4 
Del Loma        1   1   2 
Douglas City   1     8   11   20 
Hayfork    2  27 1 28   11   69 
Hyampom      2 1       3 
Junction City        10   10   20 
Lewiston        20   22   42 
Mad River  2  11 6 1  2   1  1 24 
Ruth  2  8 4 1  5 2     22 
Trinity Center    3 1   19   24 1  48 
Trinity Pines      3        3 
Van Duzen  1  2    1      4 
Weaverville        53   49   102 
Wildwood        1      1 
Zenia        1     1 2 
Grand Total 2 5 1 27 11 34 2 158 2 2 141 3 3 391 

NOTE: Grand total is more than the number of respondents because some respondents listed more than one shopping destination.
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Among respondents who shop in Redding, about 70% stay in Redding for 4 or more hours, 
with shoppers spending on average 5 hours outside of Trinity County.  This is an indicator 
that respondents who make the trip to Redding will likely spend the entire day doing so.   

Figure 3-13 If you shop in Redding, how long do you typically 
spend before returning home? 
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About half of respondents (51%) go shopping less than twice per month, although the 
majority (71%) shop about once per week (4 times / month).  While about (17%) or 
respondents shop more than 4 times per month, on average respondents shop 3 times per 
week. 

Figure 3-14 How many times per month do you go shopping? 
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The large majority of respondents (83%) said that they do not have difficulty shopping due 
to a lack of transportation.  Figure 3-16 shows a slightly different story for the more remote 
communities in western Trinity County, such as Mad River and Ruth, where 30-40% of 
residents have difficulty shopping due to a lack of transportation.   Other communities, 
such as Hyampom and Junction City also have difficulty with their shopping needs due to a 
lack of transportation.  By comparison, 12% of Weaverville residents and 17% of survey 
respondents say they have difficulty accessing medical needs due to transportation. 

Of the 17% who said they do have difficulty shopping because of a lack of transportation 
cited the cost of gas, long distances and a lack of a car or drivers license, along with several 
other reasons.  The level or type of transit service available was cited by 11% of 
respondents as a reason why it was difficult to go shopping. 

Figure 3-15 Do you have difficulty shopping because of a lack of 
transportation? 
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Figure 3-16 Difficulty shopping due to a lack of transportation (by 
community) 

Community 
No 

Difficulty Difficulty 

% Difficulty 
by 

Community 
Big Bar 2  0.0% 
Bridgeville 1 1 50.0% 
Coffee Creek 11 2 15.4% 
Covington Mill 3  0.0% 
Del Loma 1  0.0% 
Douglas City 14 1 6.7% 
Hayfork 44 9 17.0% 
Hyampom 2 1 33.3% 
Junction City 13 5 27.8% 
Lewiston 25 5 16.7% 
Mad River 12 6 33.3% 
Ruth 8 6 42.9% 
Trinity Center 32 3 8.6% 
Trinity Pines 3  0.0% 
Van Duzen 2  0.0% 
Weaverville 72 10 12.2% 
Wildwood 1  0.0% 
Zenia 2  0.0% 
All Respondents 248 49  

 

Figure 3-17 Why do you have difficulty shopping because of 
transportation? 

Reason why shopping is difficult because of 
transportation 

Number of 
responses 

Price of gas 18 
Distance to destination / time it takes to make trip 10 
No license / don't drive 9 
Health issues / disability / use wheelchair 8 
Need a ride / can't get a ride / have to arrange rides 7 
No car 7 
No stops / routes near my home 6 
Car broke down / not reliable 5 
Road conditions / winding / dangerous 4 
Weather conditions / dislike driving in snow 4 
Bus doesn't run often enough 3 
Total 81 

NOTE: Total is more than the number of respondents who answered YES to previous question because some respondents listed more than 
one reason why shopping is difficult due to transportation. 
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Travel for Medical Purposes 

Like shopping trips, Weaverville and Redding are the two primary destinations for medical 
services among respondents.  Nearly all communities in the county were split between 
these two destinations to get their medical needs, with the exception of Hayfork where 
about 1 in 3 residents receive their medical needs locally in Hayfork.  Among residents in 
the southwest part of the county (including Mad River and Ruth), about half of the medical 
needs are served locally in Mad River, while Eureka and Fortuna are also major draws. 

Because Redding is the primary draw for medical needs outside of Trinity County, Figure 
3-19 shows how long respondents typically spend outside of the county before returning 
home.  Discounting those respondents who stay in Redding for more than two days, an 
average stay for medical purposes is about 3 hours, while about 43% stay two hours or 
less. 
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Figure 3-18 Origins and Destinations for Medical Trips 
Medical needs 
inĄ 
 
Live in Ć 

Dinsmore Eureka Fortuna Hayfork Humboldt 
County 

Junction 
City 

Mad 
River 

Redding Sacramento San 
Francisco 
/ Bay Area 

Shasta 
County 

Van 
Duzen 

Weaverville Willow 
Creek 

Grand 
Total 

Big Bar        2     1  3 
Bridgeville     1  1        2 
Coffee Creek        10   1  6  17 
Covington Mill        1     3  4 
Del Loma        1     1  2 
Douglas City        7  1   13  21 
Hayfork  1  20   1 23  1   22 1 69 
Hyampom    1 1   2       4 
Junction City        7 1 2   15 3 28 
Lewiston  1  2    11     22  36 
Mad River 1 6 6  1  7        21 
Ruth  5 2    6 1       14 
Trinity Center  1      19 1 1  1 17  40 
Trinity Pines     1        1  2 
Van Duzen   1         1   2 
Weaverville    1  1  42  1   57 1 103 
Wildwood        1       1 
Zenia       1 1       2 
Grand Total 1 14 9 24 4 1 16 128 2 6 1 2 158 5 371 
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Figure 3-19 If you go to Redding for your medical needs, how 
long do you typically spend before returning home? 
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Figure 3-20 shows how frequently respondents travel for medical purposes during a typical 
month.  While 38% say they do not typically travel for medical purposes, a significant 
number (43%) travel at least once per month, and 14% travel 2 or 3 times per month.  A 
relatively small number (5%) of respondents travel frequently for medical purposes. 

Figure 3-20 How many times per month do you travel for medical 
needs? 
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Only about 1 in 10 respondents say they have difficulty accessing medical needs due to a 
lack of transportation, as shown in Figure 3-21.  However, Figure 3-22 shows how many 
respondents in the more remote communities in western Trinity County, such as Mad River 
and Ruth, as well as Lewiston, Junction City and Hayfork have a higher likelihood of 
having difficulty accessing medical needs.   By comparison, only 8% of Weaverville 
residents say they have difficulty accessing medical needs due to transportation. 

Figure 3-21 Do you have difficulty meeting your medical needs 
because of a lack of transportation? 

N=297No difficulty
88%

Yes, I have difficulty
12%

 

Figure 3-22 Difficulty meeting medical needs due to a lack of 
transportation (by community) 

Community 
No 

Difficult Difficulty 
% Difficulty by 

Community 
Big Bar 2   0.0% 
Bridgeville 1 1 50.0% 
Coffee Creek 12 1 7.7% 
Covington Mill 3   0.0% 
Del Loma 1   0.0% 
Douglas City 14 1 6.7% 
Hayfork 45 8 15.1% 
Hyampom 3   0.0% 
Junction City 13 5 27.8% 
Lewiston 25 5 16.7% 
Mad River 14 4 22.2% 
Ruth 11 3 21.4% 
Trinity Center 33 2 5.7% 
Trinity Pines 3   0.0% 
Van Duzen 2   0.0% 
Weaverville 75 7 8.5% 
Wildwood 1   0.0% 
Zenia 2   0.0% 
All Respondnets 260 37 12.4% 
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In terms of reasons why respondents had difficulty accessing medical needs due to 
transportation, cost of gas ranked the highest, followed by either no car or an unreliable car 
and the distances that need to be traveled (which likely relates to the price of gas).  All 
reasons why access to medical needs is difficult for respondents is shown below in Figure 
3-23. 

Figure 3-23 Why do you have difficulty meeting your medical 
needs because of transportation? 

Reason why getting my medical needs is difficult 
because of transportation 

Number of 
responses 

Price of gas 16 
Car broke down / not reliable 7 
Distance to destination / time it takes to make trip 6 
No car 5 
Need a ride / can't get a ride / have to arrange rides 5 
No stops / routes near my home 4 
Health issues / disability / use wheelchair 4 
Weather conditions / dislike driving in snow 3 
No license / don't drive 2 
Transit cost / per trip cost, no monthly passes available 1 
Road conditions / winding / dangerous 1 
Bus doesn't run often enough 1 
Total 55 

NOTE: Total is more than the number of respondents who answered YES to previous question because some respondents listed more than 
one reason why getting their medical needs is difficult due to transportation. 

 

Familiarity and Usage of Transit Services 

This section presents a summary of how often respondents utilize transit services in Trinity 
County and which routes they use.  As shown in Figure 3-24, over ¾ of respondents (78%) 
are familiar with the public transit services provided in Trinity County.  Of the 22% who 
said they are not familiar with the services, about half of those respondents live in 
communities not served by Trinity Transit.  Among respondents that live in communities 
served by Trinity Transit, between 5 and 25% of respondents said they are not familiar with 
it.  Only about 5% of Hayfork residents and 12% of Weaverville residents said they are not 
familiar with Trinity Transit.   

Among respondents that are familiar with the service, the majority (66%) said they either 
have a “very favorable” or “favorable” opinion of Trinity Transit.  The other third of 
respondents said they have a “moderate” or no opinion of the service.  It is important to 
note that out of 207 respondents who answered this question, only 2 said they have an 
unfavorable or very unfavorable opinion of Trinity Transit.  
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Figure 3-24 Are you familiar with the public transit services in 
Trinity County? 
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Figure 3-25 What is your opinion of public transit services in 
Trinity County? 
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In terms of actual transit usage, about 14% said they had used Trinity Transit in the past six 
months.  Of those, about half used the service between Weaverville and Hayfork, while ¼ 
used the Weaverville Shuttle and the other 25% were split between the Trinity Center 
service and the Lewiston service.  None of the respondents said they had used the Down 
River service. 
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Figure 3-26 Have you used transit services in Trinity County in 
the last six months? 
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Figure 3-27 If you use public transit in Trinity County, what route 
or service did you use? 
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Weaverville
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About half (47%) of respondents use Trinity Transit less than once per week, while another 
23% use the service about once per week.  The rest of the respondents (30%) utilize the 
service more frequently with only one in ten using the service every day.   
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Figure 3-28 If you use public transit in Trinity County, how often 
do you ride? 
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The majority of the respondents simply do not have a need for Trinity Transit, either 
because they have their own car or they generally don’t have a need for the service.  About 
a quarter of the respondents said they do not use the service because it does not operate 
when or where they want it, or because it is not frequent enough.  About 8% of 
respondents to this question either stated that public transit service does not exists in 
Trinity County or said they do not know about the services.  Based on the responses shown 
in Figure 3-24 (where 22% said they are not familiar with the public transit services in 
Trinity County)  it is assumed that some of the respondents who said they do not have a 
need for public transit also do not know about the services. 

Figure 3-29 If you do not use public transit in Trinity County, why 
not? 

Reason why public transit service is not utilized Number of 
responses 

Have own car 121 
Do not have a need for public transit 64 
Service does not operate where I need it 45 
Service does not operate when I need it 28 
Do not know about the services that are available 17 
There is no public transit 8 
Service is not frequent enough 6 
Travel times on public transit are too long 5 
Get rides from friends or family members 5 
Service is not convenient 3 
Walk or bicycle instead 2 
Public transit is too expensive 1 

NOTE: Total is more than the number of respondents because some respondents listed more than one reason why they do not utilize public 
transit in Trinity County. 
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Potential Improvements to Transit 

This section provides responses to a series of questions that ask respondents whether or not 
they would be more likely to utilize a new or expanded transit services in Trinity County.   

Cross-referencing the responses with other survey questions can be used to estimate 
demand for a new or expanded service in Trinity County.  However, it should be noted 
that national research conducted by the Transportation Research Board2 and other 
institutions that regularly conduct surveys have found that only about 25% of respondents 
who say they will use a service will actually use the service.  For instance, if 10 out of 100 
people said they are more likely to use an expanded service, only about 2 or 3 of those 10 
people will actually use it.  This suggests that while the other 7 or 8 people may support 
this service, it is not enough to actually make them change their travel behavior.  

Hayfork Service 

About 23% of respondents said that they would be more likely to use Trinity Transit if the 
service frequency on the Hayfork to Weaverville route were improved.  Understandably, 
this improvement was supported much more by residents of Hayfork where about 60% of 
respondents from Hayfork are more willing to use the service if the frequency is improved.  
It is interesting to note that this improvement is more important for the residents of Hayfork 
as opposed to the residents of Weaverville, where 20% of respondents from Weaverville 
said this improvement would make them use the service more often. 

Figure 3-30 Improved frequency on the existing service between 
Hayfork and Weaverville 

N=299

No
74%

Depends/maybe
3%

Yes
23%

 

                                            
 
 
 
2 Sheskin, Ira. The Relationship Between Surveyed Behavioral Intent and Actual Behavior in Transit Usage.  Transit 
Research Board (1991). 
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Respondents were also asked whether or not a local circulator bus in Hayfork (in addition 
to the Hayfork to Weaverville service) would encourage them to use Trinity Transit.  
Overall, only about 15% of respondents said this service would make them use Trinity 
Transit more often, and of these, over half (53%) live in Hayfork and 25% live in 
Weaverville. 

Figure 3-31 Local circulator bus within Hayfork only 
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Weaverville Shuttle 

Likewise, respondents were asked whether additional service on the Weaverville Shuttle 
would encourage them to use Trinity Transit more often.  About 35% of respondents said 
this service would make them use Trinity Transit more often and another 5% said it 
depends.  Of these respondents, about 36% live in Weaverville, 12% live in Lewiston, 
20% live in Hayfork, 6% live in Douglas City and 6% live in Junction City.  This suggests 
that improved service on the Weaverville Shuttle would primarily be useful for respondents 
who live in Weaverville, but other communities in the county would also find it useful. 

Figure 3-32 More frequent local bus service within Weaverville 
(more frequency on the Weaverville Shuttle) 
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Service to Redding 

Respondents were asked whether a new weekly or bi-weekly bus route serving Redding for 
shopping and medical appointments would encourage them to use Trinity Transit.  The 
majority of respondents (57%) said this service would encourage them to use transit or use 
it more often and another 7% said that it depends on the service.  Over 60% of 
respondents in Hayfork, Douglas City, Lewiston and Coffee Creek support this service 
while about half of the respondents in Weaverville, Junction City and Trinity Center 
support the service. 

When this question was cross-tabulated with the question “how many operational vehicles 
do you have available in your household,” the individuals that did not have a vehicle 
available to them were much more likely to say yes to this question (73%) compared to 
56% of respondents with 1 or more vehicles available to them.  Because only 5% of the 
respondents do not have a vehicle available to them, it can be inferred that the demand for 
this service is somewhat overstated. 

Figure 3-33 New weekly or bi-weekly bus service to Redding for 
shopping and medical appointments 
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Service to Humboldt County 

A similar question was asked about whether a new weekly or bi-weekly bus route serving 
Fortuna or Eureka for shopping and medical appointments would encourage them to use 
Trinity Transit.  While there was not as much support, about 35% said this service would 
encourage them to use transit or use it more often and another 3% said that it depends on 
the service.  As could be expected, this service was more favorable to respondents in Mad 
River, Ruth and other communities in eastern Trinity County. 

Figure 3-34 New weekly or bi-weekly bus service to 
Fortuna/Eureka for shopping and medical 
appointments 
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Paratransit Service 

Respondents were asked if a door-to-door paratransit service for the elderly and people 
with disabilities would encourage them to use Trinity Transit (or use it more often).  Just 
under 2/3 (60%) said that this service would encourage them to use transit more often.  
This potential improvement garnered a similar response rate county-wide, with the greatest 
support from the more remote communities such as Mad River, Coffee Creek and Junction 
City.  

Figure 3-35 Door-to-door service for the elderly and people with 
disabilities within Trinity County 
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Other Programs 

Respondents were asked if an employer subsidized bus pass or fares would encourage 
them to use transit or use it more often.  While 37% of respondents in the county are 
employed, just under half (48%) said that they support this improvement. 

Respondents were then asked if a “guaranteed ride home program” would encourage them 
to use transit or use it more often.  In general, guaranteed ride home programs provide 
people who regularly use transit a ride home in case of a personal emergency or 
unscheduled overtime.  Of all of the potential improvements, this had the most countywide 
support (63%). 
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Figure 3-36 Employer subsidized bus passes or fares 
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Figure 3-37 Guaranteed ride home program 
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Proposed Improvements to Trinity Transit 

Finally, respondents were asked if there were other potential improvements that would 
encourage them to use transit (or use it more often).  It is interesting to note that about 38% 
of respondents did not have any further suggestions that would encourage them to use 
transit.  It is also interesting to note that frequency of service is an important improvement, 
as well as service to Redding and more service to Weaverville.  Some respondents also 
mentioned the cost of driving and gas as a potential factor that would make them consider 
using transit. 

Figure 3-38 Other possible improvements that would encourage 
transit use 

Suggested improvements Count 
None/No Others 134 
More frequent service / all day / several times a day 47 
Stops / routes near me 25 
Service to / from Redding 16 
Service (more) to / from Weaverville 15 
Gas price / car issues make public transit an option 12 
Service (more) to / from Lewiston 11 
This is a useful / needed service 8 
Information on schedules / when, where are stops 7 
Lower cost 6 
To / from Trinity Center 6 
More / additional routes, stops 5 
To / from Coffee Creek 5 
To / from South County / Southern Trinity 5 
Benches / shelters / better signs marking stops 4 
End running later 4 
Start running earlier 4 
To / from Ruth 4 
Environmentally friendly / green buses 3 
More bike racks 3 
To / from Fortuna 3 
To / from Hayfork 3 
To / from Junction City 3 
To / from Mad River 3 
To / from North County / Northern Trinity 3 
Monthly passes 2 
Reliable / dependable / consistent service 2 
To / from Burnt Ranch 2 
To / from colleges 2 
To / from Eureka 2 
To / from Hyampom 2 



T r a n s i t  D e v e l o p m e n t  P l a n  •  D R A F T  

T R I N I T Y  C O U N T Y  T R A N S P O R T A T I O N  C O M M I S S I O N  
 
 

Page 3-32 • Nelson\Nygaard Consulting Associates Inc. 

On-Board Passenger Survey 

Methodology 

Onboard passenger surveys were conducted on Trinity Transit for two weeks on all routes 
beginning Monday, August 11th. Nelson\Nygaard developed a one-page, double-sided 
questionnaire with 20 questions. A copy of the survey form can be found in Appendix. 

Bus drivers were responsible for administering and collecting the survey.  Drivers handed 
the survey forms to passengers when they boarded the bus. Passengers were asked to 
complete the survey form while on the bus and return it in a folder at the front of the bus.  
A total of 44 completed surveys were received.  While the number of responses does not 
produce statistically valid results, this is still a good way to assess who is currently utilizing 
Trinity Transit. While the number of responses is very low, this is a reasonable response 
rate given the number of riders who use Trinity Transit during a typical week.  

Figure 3-39 Number of Passenger Surveys Collected by Route 

Route Number of surveys 
collected 

Weaverville – Willow Creek 10 
Weaverville – Trinity Center 1 
Weaverville – Hayfork 17 
Weaverville – Lewiston 10 
Weaverville Shuttle 6 
TOTAL 44 
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Key Findings and Issues  

Trip Purpose 

To determine trip purpose, riders were asked to identify their starting point and destination. 
The primary destinations for survey respondents were work, recreation and shopping. 

Figure 3-40 Where are you coming from and where are you 
going?  

Going to Ą 
 
Coming from Ć 

Home Work Recreation / 
Social 

School Shopping Medical / 
Dental 

Total 

Home 1 10 7 3 5 4 30 
Work 4 1    1 6 
Recreation / Social 3      3 
School        
Shopping  1     1 
Medical / Dental        
Total 8 12 7 3 5 5 40 

 

Mode of Access to Transit Services 

Figure 3-41 shows the modes passengers used to access transit. Nearly 2/3 of riders are 
walking to the bus stop, while 28% rely on driving themselves or getting dropped off.  
Another 9% use their bike to access transit.  Likewise, when getting from the bus to their 
destination, the large majority (70%) walk, while about 15% drive alone and 8% transfer to 
another route.  It is assumed that the same people who biked to the stop also biked to their 
destination (8%). 

Figure 3-41 How did you get to the bus stop to board this bus? 
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Figure 3-42 How will you get from the bus stop to your 
destination? 

N=37

Drove alone
14%

Biked
8%
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another bus

8%
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Frequency of Use 

Survey results show a good mix of regular and less regular transit users. Only 7% use 
transit five or more times a week, while about 44% use the service 2 to 4 times per week. It 
is interesting to note that this was the first time 12% of the respondents had used Trinity 
Transit. 

Figure 3-43 How often do you ride this bus service? 

N=43

Less than 1 day 
per month

7%

1-4 days per 
month
21%
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9% 5 or more days 

per week
7%
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week
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In terms of longevity, about half of riders have been riding Trinity Transit for more than 1 
year (52%), while a significant number (38%) have been riding for less than 1 year and 
10% are first time riders. 
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Figure 3-44 How long have you been riding this bus? 
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Transit Dependence 

About one in five (17%) of current passengers can be considered “highly transit-
dependent.” When asked how they would have traveled if transit service had not been 
available, 17% said they would not have been able to make the trip. An equal amount 
(17%) of the passengers would have driven themselves and another 19% said that someone 
would have driven them.  A significant number of passengers (21%) said they would 
hitchhike if the bus were not available, which is also an indicator of transit dependence.  

Figure 3-45 If this service were not available, how would you 
make this trip? 

N=54
Hitchhike

21%

Someone would 
drive me

19%

Drive alone
17%

Would not have 
made this trip

17%

Bike
4%

Walk
15% Carpool or 

vanpool
7%

Taxi
0%  

NOTE: Total is more than the number of respondents because some respondents listed more than one alternate way of making this trip. 
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When asked if a car was available, about 2/3 (62%) said that a car was not available, while 
another 14% say that a car was available but with some inconvenience to others.  Based on 
this question, it is clear that the majority of Trinity Transit riders are highly transit 
dependent. 

Figure 3-46 Was a car available to you for this particular trip? 

N=42

No
62%

Yes
24%

Yes, but with 
some 

inconvenience to 
others
14%

 

Riders’ Attitudes and Opinions 

Overall, respondents have a very positive opinion of transit services in Trinity County, as 
shown in Figure 3-47, with about 90% rating it good or very good. This was also reflected 
in their written comments, with many people praising drivers for being professional and 
courteous, as shown in Figure 3-48. 

Figure 3-47 Overall, how would you rate this bus service? 
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Figure 3-48 How would you rate the following items? 

Item N = Poor 
Below 

Average Average Good 
Very 
Good 

Bus arrives on time 43 0% 0% 16% 19% 65% 
Frequency of service 39 10% 8% 15% 21% 46% 
Service available late or early enough 42 5% 7% 10% 31% 48% 
Convenience of route 41 0% 2% 10% 17% 71% 
Rider information 39 0% 0% 8% 23% 69% 
Information at bus stops 38 5% 0% 21% 29% 45% 
System easy to understand 40 0% 10% 13% 23% 55% 
Fare (cost) 40 0% 0% 18% 15% 68% 
Cleanliness of vehicles 41 0% 2% 7% 15% 76% 
Seating on bus 41 0% 0% 2% 22% 76% 
Condition of bus stop 41 2% 0% 17% 32% 49% 
Safety at bus stop 41 0% 0% 7% 27% 66% 
Driver courtesy 41 0% 0% 0% 12% 88% 
Driver skill / safety 41 0% 0% 0% 15% 85% 
 

When asked where existing passengers would like to see new transit service, the majority 
of respondents said Redding, while several also mentioned Buckhorn Summit, Coffee 
Creek, Eureka, Cottonwood and Hyampom.  Figure 3-50 shows other general comments or 
suggestions received from on-board survey respondents. 

Figure 3-49 Where would you like to see Trinity Transit that it 
doesn’t go? 

Community / Location Count Percent of Responses 
Redding 20 71% 
Buckhorn Summit 2 7% 
Coffee Creek 2 7% 
Eureka 2 7% 
Cottonwood 1 4% 
Hyampom 1 4% 
Total 28  
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Figure 3-50 Other Suggestions / Comments  

Suggestion / Comment Category Count 
General praise for the service 7 
Bus benches / shelters at stops 4 
Increase service to Willow Creek (to two days / week) 2 
Auxiliary bike racks for bicyclists 1 
Expand service to Redding 1 
General praise for package delivery 1 
Consider high speed rail 1 
Increase outreach to improve ridership 1 
Later service on Friday and Saturday 1 
Make the service more convenient 1 
More frequent service 1 
More Tuesday / Thursday service on the Weaverville Shuttle 1 
Consider weekend service 1 
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Chapter 4.  Peer Review 
Peer Review Overview 

This chapter provides a comparative analysis of service characteristics, goals and 
performance standards in Trinity County compared to five peer counties: Lassen, Modoc, 
Plumas, Sierra, and Siskiyou Counties.  

Purpose 

The purpose of conducting a peer review is to learn about transportation services that are 
similar in scope to those provided in Trinity County. The peer review not only helps to 
identify opportunities and anticipate possible obstacles when designing service scenarios 
for Trinity Transit, but also provides insight into other transportation services or programs 
that may improve mobility in Trinity County. 

Selection Criteria 

The following factors were considered when selecting peer counties: 

• County has a rural or frontier status. Trinity County is one of 15 California counties 
considered to be a “frontier” county, a more intensively isolated designation than 
rural1. Frontier counties are sparsely populated rural areas that are isolated from 
population centers and services, often with a population density of six or fewer 
people per square mile.   

• Geography is rugged and leads to difficult service obstacles.  Trinity County’s 
terrain is a major obstacle to meeting transportation needs of more remote 
communities.  Rugged geography, especially when compounded with frontier 
characteristics, makes transportation needs challenging to meet.  

• Similar population and population density to Trinity County. One of Trinity 
County’s largest service challenges is its large and sparsely populated character.  
Transit service is most efficiently provided where populations are larger and 
concentrated in key locations; a dispersed population is inherently difficult to serve 
cost effectively with public transit. 

                                            
 
 
 
1 National Center for Frontier Communities, www.frontierus.org, based on data from 2000 Census 
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Peer Selection 

A total of 10 peer counties were considered and compared based on their comparability 
and relevance to Trinity County.  Of these ten counties, Modoc, Lassen, Plumas, Sierra, 
and Siskiyou Counties were identified as the best peers.  The counties that were considered 
and the selected peer counties are shown in Figure 4-1.  The selected peer counties are 
located in the far northern portion of California and have among the lowest population 
densities in the state. Several peer counties have among the lowest total population and/or 
among the largest land areas. They are all considered “frontier” counties and have 
mountainous terrain that limits accessibility. 
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Figure 4-1 Considered and Selected Peer Counties 
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A summary of the selected peers and their comparability to Trinity County is described in 
Figure 4-2. 

Figure 4-2 Snapshot of Identified Peers 

  Trinity 
County 

Modoc  
County 

Lassen 
County 

Plumas  
County 

Sierra  
County 

Siskiyou 
County 

Population 
(2008) 13,966  9,702  36,223*  20,917 3,380  45,971 
Population of 
Largest  
Community  

3,554* 
(Weaverville) 

2,804 
(Alturas)  

17,570* 
(Susanville)  

 2,051 
(Portola)  

851 
(Loyalton)  

7,441 
(Yreka) 

Area 
(sq. mi.) 3,223  4,340  4,690  2,618  959  6,318 
Population 
Density (per 
square mile) 4.3  2.2  7.7  8.0  3.5  7.3 
Source: Population estimates from California Department of Finance,  2008, except 2000 U.S. Census as noted. 

Research for the peer review study was done by contacting local transit providers to learn 
more about their transportation services.  Other resources included local transit plans and 
internet research.   

Funding Comparison 

Figure 4-3 compares funding for the peer counties for the 2006 fiscal year, the latest 
available in the statewide annual report and the most comparable source available across 
all the counties.  Trinity County spends approximately $13.00 per capita on transit services, 
about 30% of what Modoc County spends per capita, and considerably less than all of the 
peer counties.  

State TDA funds make up a significant portion (62%) of Trinity County’s overall transit 
budget while federal funding comprises 25%.  In addition, Trinity County has the lowest 
percentage (7%) of funds coming from farebox revenue, significantly smaller than the 10-
18% range found in the peer counties. 
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Figure 4-3 Peer Transit Funding Comparison (2005-2006) 

 
Trinity 
County 

Modoc 
County 

Lassen 
County 

Plumas 
County 

Sierra 
County 

Siskiyou 
County 

Total Revenues $187,654 $397,205 $1,208,828 $ 502,500 $ 70,811 $1,389,251  
Transit revenue 
per capita $13.00 $41.00 $34.00 $24.00 $21.00 $30.00 
Federal 25% 35% 28% 7%  11% 

State - TDA 62% 43% 62% 73% 90% 65% 

Other State 0% 4%  2%  0% 

Fares 7% 15% 10% 18% 10% 13% 

Other Local 6% 3%    12% 
Figure 4-3.Source: State of California, Transit Operators Annual Report, Fiscal Year 2005-2006, Published December 17, 2007. 

 

Peer Discussion 

The following sections highlight relevant findings from the review of peer transit system.  

When contacting and researching peer systems, the following characteristics were 
considered for their applicability and relevance to Trinity County: 

¸ Governance 

¸ Transit Service Characteristics 

¸ Operations 

¸ Funding Sources and Strategies 

¸ Coordination and Partnerships 

¸ Customer Information and Technology 

¸ Performance Standards 
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Modoc County 

Modoc County is the third least populated county in the state and has the tenth largest land 
area – approximately 4,300 square miles.2 The terrain is mountainous with high-desert 
vegetation and timber. The City of Alturas is the only incorporated city in the region, where 
nearly one-third of the county residents (approximately 2,800) live. Two major highways 
traverse the county: State Route (SR) 299, running generally east-west, and US 395 running 
north-south.  

Governance 

The Modoc Transit Agency (MTA) provides the Sage Stage transit service under a Joint 
Power Agreement (JPA) between the County of Modoc and the City of Alturas.  

Transit Service Characteristics 

Sage Stage operates local service in the vicinity of Alturas and regional service. There is no 
inter-city service within Modoc County (other than the regional routes). Reservations are 
required for all transit service. 

¸ Local transit service in Alturas operates on a Dial-A-Ride (DAR) demand-responsive 
basis and operates within a 10-mile radius of the City of Alturas on weekdays.  

¸ Regional transit service to Reno, Klamath Falls, and Redding runs as frequently as 
three times a week. Buses leave Alturas in the morning and return in the afternoon, 
and stop at key locations in destination cities. Service to Reno also stops in 
Susanville (Lassen County). 

Based on ridership trends, the MTA is considering expanding its Reno service (about 180 
miles each way) to five days per week and reducing its Redding service (about 140 miles 
each way) from two days to one day per week. The MTA believes these trends are due in 
part to people’s tendency to pool shorter distance trips (to Redding and Klamath) in a 
frontier county such as Modoc.  

Operations 

MV Transportation operates Sage Stage under contract with the MTA. MV Transportation 
provides operators, driver training and licensing, substance abuse testing, insurance, 
dispatch and management services.3  

                                            
 
 
 
2 California Association of Counties, http://www.csac.counties.org/default.asp?id=4 
3 Modoc County 2005 Regional Transportation Plan, LSC Transportation Consultants, Inc., February 2006. 
 



T r a n s i t  D e v e l o p m e n t  P l a n  •  D R A F T  

T R I N I T Y  C O U N T Y  T R A N S P O R T A T I O N  C O M M I S S I O N  
 
 

Page 4-7 • Nelson\Nygaard Consulting Associates Inc. 

While the MTA views the economies of scale that the contractor provides as essential, it 
also remains closely engaged in operations. The MTA handles contract administration, 
policy determination, marketing, customer billing, collections, and accounting functions.  

The MTA contracts vehicle maintenance directly to local provider(s) to save on contract 
overhead. It also contracts directly for fuel and holds a 3-year contract with a card lock 
supplier. This arrangement allows it to use its exemption from the federal gas tax. 

Funding Sources and Strategies 

The MTA utilizes federal 5311(f) funding for Sage Stage service along the Highway 395 and 
Highway 299 corridors. In addition, Lassen County contributes funds so that the route will 
stop in Susanville on its way to Reno.  

Since 1997, the MTA has received all county TDA funds, excluding Transportation 
Commission Administration Expenses.  Over a five-year period from 2002 to 2007, the 
MTA received 71 percent of Modoc County’s local transportation funds (LTF) and 100 
percent of state transit assistance (STA) funds.  

Federal funding makes up a large portion, 43%, of Sage Stage’s operating budget, 
considerably higher than the other counties. 

Coordination and Partnerships 

MTA’s regional service is the primary connection to major air and ground transportation 
services for some neighboring counties. The MTA is a Greyhound Rural Feeder Service4 
agency, whereby it sells Greyhound tickets and coordinates its service with Greyhound. Its 
participation provides a revenue stream as well as an obligation for both services to wait 
for connecting trips. 

As mentioned previously, Lassen County contributes operating funding to the Highway 395 
Route and provides support to the MTA for the federal grant application process. In 
addition, Plumas County is also interested in partnering with the MTA to connect to the 
Sage Stage service, at Hallelujah Junction where Hwy 70 meets Highway 395. 

Additional coordination efforts and partnerships are described in the next section. 

Technology and Customer Information 

Modoc County provides the highest level of passenger information of the four counties 
reviewed. The MTA hosts a website5 that contains route schedules and maps, a rider guide, 
and information about connections to other transportation services. In addition, the MTA 
                                            
 
 
 
4 http://www.greyhound.com/revsup/rfs/ 
5 http://www.sagestage.com 
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makes its schedules available through Google Transit6, a web-based trip planning tool.  
This allows passengers to plan their transit trip online. 

The MTA initiated the CALnections7 pilot project, an online website that will help to fill a 
gap in regional trip planning and transit information in northeastern California.  Its partners 
in the project include the Federal Transit Administration (FTA), the California Department 
of Transportation (Caltrans), and planning agencies from five counties along the Highway 
395 corridor, including those in Lassen and Plumas Counties. CALnections currently 
provides trip planning assistance for the Sage Stage and some connecting routes in the five-
county area, although the current phase is due to be completed in October 2008. There are 
plans to integrate CALnections with other online trip planning tools in the future and 
expand it within the five-county area and other rural counties in California8 

CALnections is the rural trip planning element of a broader technology program for rural 
California called the Rural Mobility Applications Program (MAP), developed with the same 
partners. The goals of Rural MAP are to increase the effectiveness and efficiency of rural 
providers, improve coordination between providers, and improve access for riders. Other 
initiatives for Modoc County and its regional partners include:9 

¸ Financial Tracking 

¸ Smart Card/Electronic Fare Payment  

¸ Regional Coordination – Modoc County Mobility Management Center 

The MTA sees its Mobility Management initiative as going beyond providing its customers 
with information. In addition to enhancing the information it provides on its website, a 
part-time Mobility Manager works to coordinate between services and providers as well as 
to meet individual customer needs. This outreach effort provides the agency with valuable 
information on what people actually need and how often they would use it. The Mobility 
Manager also drives one day per week in addition to serving as a backup driver, giving 
them hands-on knowledge and increased credibility. 

                                            
 
 
 
6 http://www.google.com/transit 
7 http://www.calnections.com 
8 Modoc County 2005 Regional Transportation Plan, LSC Transportation Consultants, Inc., February 2006. 
9 Modoc County 2005 Regional Transportation Plan. 
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Lassen County 

Profile 

Lassen County is the 12th least populated county in the state and has the eighth largest land 
area – nearly 4,700 square miles. It is comprised of mountains, high desert, valleys and 
extensive public lands for recreation. Susanville is the largest community (approximately 
17,500 inhabitants) and the only incorporated city in the county. The major highway 
through Lassen County is US 395, connecting the county to Alturas in Modoc County to 
the north and Reno, Nevada to the south. State Routes 44 and 36 also serve the area, 
connecting Lassen County to the greater Sacramento Valley and the city of Redding.10  

Governance 

The Lassen County Transportation Commission (LCTC) oversees transit provision in the 
county in its capacity as the Regional Transportation Planning Agency (RTPA). Lassen 
Transit Service Agency (LTSA) operates the Lassen Rural Bus (LRB) service in Lassen County 
under a JPA between Lassen County and City of Susanville. This arrangement gives the city 
a degree of ownership in transit system operations and facilitates open dialogue and 
collaboration. 

Transit Service Characteristics 

LRB operates fixed route, deviated fixed route, commuter and Dial-A-Ride (DAR) service 
Monday through Friday.  Reduced Saturday service is provided on the Susanville route & 
Dial-A-Ride service.  The following summarizes LRB services: 

¸ One fixed route within Susanville 

¸ Two commuter routes: West County and South County. 

¸ One deviated (within 3/4 mile) fixed route to East County.  

¸ Dial-A-Ride paratransit service within Susanville.  

Operations 

Since 2002, LTSA has contracted LRB service to MV Transportation and recently awarded 
the company a second contract. LTSA used lessons it learned during the first contract 
period to fine-tune the Request for Proposals (RFP) process, resulting in better contracted 
service. LTSA has had difficulty engaging the operator in efforts to increase ridership. 

Coordination & Partnerships 

LTSA coordinates with the following entities: 

                                            
 
 
 
10 Lassen County 2008 Coordinated Public Transit Human Services Plan. 
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¸ LTSA coordinates with Plumas County Transit for transfers (by appointment only) at 
Hamilton Branch, just outside of Chester.  

¸ LTSA contributes operating funds and grant support to Sage Stage (operated by 
Modoc County) for its regional service between Alturas and Reno so that it will stop 
in Susanville. 

¸ Lassen College contributes $20,000 per year in funding to LTSA in exchange for its 
students’ free use of the bus system. 

¸ LTSA is developing a partnership with a local Native American tribe, which is 
eligible to apply for federal 5310 capital and operating funding, for service to 
Redding.  

Customer Information and Technology 

The operator, MV Transportation, staffs a transit information phone number which 
addresses customers’ trip-related questions.   

LTSA is in the process of developing a website.  According to LTSA, the most important 
source of customer information is currently delivered by rider guides that are available at 
the senior center, businesses, and on buses.  In addition, the agency relies on word of 
mouth and radio/print advertising.  Marketing and advertising of LRB services comprises 
two to three percent of its annual budget. 

Funding Sources and Strategies 

In recent years, funding for LTSA has been stable and it generally receives all of the 
county’s available local transportation fund (LTF) revenues. However, this is not a formal 
arrangement and occasionally a small amount of funds goes to streets and roads projects or 
maintenance. Due to current statewide funding issues, nearly all service expansion is on 
hold.  As stated previously, Lassen College contributes to LTSA’s operating funds in 
exchange for students’ free use of the system. 
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Plumas County 

Plumas County is sparsely populated and characterized by relatively rugged, mountainous 
terrain. Its four major communities, located along Highways 70 and 89, function as local 
service centers for surrounding rural areas with very low-density population clusters.11 
Quincy, near the junction of Highways 70 and 89, is the largest community in the county, 
followed by Chester to the northwest and Portola to the southeast. Portola is the only 
incorporated city in the county.  

Governance 

The Plumas County Transportation Commission oversees the Plumas Transit System (PTS). 
One Plumas County employee spends on average 30 percent of his time on transit. 

Transit Service Characteristics 

PTS runs five fixed routes, with ¾-mile deviations for seniors or people with disabilities. 

¸ One local route in Quincy operates Monday through Friday 

¸ Two inter-city routes (Chester-Quincy and Portola-Quincy) operate Monday 
through Friday. The Chester-Quincy route connects to Lassen Rural Bus near 
Chester, at Hamilton Branch. 

¸ Two regional routes serve Reno (Mondays and Fridays) and Chico (Wednesdays), 
departing in the morning and returning in the afternoon after a several hour layover. 

Operations 

The Alliance for Workforce Development (AWD), a non-profit organization, has operated 
the Plumas Transit System for over 12 years and also runs job training centers in the Tri-
County area (Modoc, Lassen, and Plumas Counties).   

Funding Sources and Strategies 

Funding for PTS has been stable for a number of years and it typically receives all of the 
county’s LTF. However, there is little margin for error, with no major reserve funds or a 
funding pool for replacement vehicles. The county is concerned about the impact of 
current State budget problems on transit funding as well as the impact of potential future 
reductions in timber revenues. However, its current focus is on high fuel costs. 

The agency views new more efficient buses as one strategy for dealing with escalating fuel 
costs. The agency has successfully replaced buses in the past few years using federal 5310 
and state Proposition 1B funds. The new buses are also helpful in minimizing service 

                                            
 
 
 
11 Plumas County 2008 Coordinated Public Transit Human Services Plan. 
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disruptions and meeting California Air Resources Board (CARB) regulations. The agency 
could potentially realize a cost savings of several pennies per gallon by fueling transit 
vehicles at county maintenance yards. However, it is currently working through issues such 
as limited fuel storage tank capacity at the county’s facilities, particularly in winter months 
when snow removal equipment is in use. 

Coordination & Partnerships 

The following summarizes coordination efforts and partnerships of PTS:  

• A former Plumas County transportation commissioner initiated a Tri-County 
(Plumas, Modoc and Lassen) planning effort in 2000, which ultimately helped foster 
relationships between the counties. A subsequent non-emergency medical 
transportation plan, initiated by a CalTrans District 2 planner, provided the focus 
and financial incentives for the counties to work together.  

• Plumas County is currently interested in coordinating with Lassen County on service 
to Redding, as well as with Modoc County’s Sage Stage service, with a potential 
meeting point at the junction of Highways 70 and 395.  

• Feather River College contracts with PTS to serve its campus outside Quincy on the 
transit system’s local and inter-city routes and to provide expanded evening service 
on the Quincy local route. Feather River College students comprise about 35 
percent of PTS’ annual riders.  

• Creating a Mobility Management Center is one of the agency’s primary goals and 
strategies for meeting transit needs in areas where traditional transit is not feasible. 
This approach to service looks to match customers with a wide range of 
transportation service offerings. The agency is in the process of applying for a grant 
to conduct a feasibility study.  

Technology and Customer Information 

The proposed Mobility Management Center will provide a framework for addressing 
customer information needs and improving the dissemination of information.  According to 
PTS, its telephone information line is currently the most effective way of providing 
customer information.  However, it also plans to enhance its website as part of its mobility 
management project. 
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Sierra County 

Profile 

Sierra County is small and rural, with remote wilderness in the high Sierra Nevada, and 
significant recreational opportunities throughout the county.12 Highway 49 runs east-west 
through the county, connecting the one incorporated city of Loyalton and unincorporated 
communities of Downieville and Sierraville where the county’s population is concentrated. 
Highway 89 runs north-south through the county. 

Governance 

Oversight of public transit in Sierra County is carried out by the Transit Division of the 
Planning Department, under the jurisdiction of the Sierra County Transportation 
Commission (SCTC). One employee spends about 50 percent of his time on transit, 
including securing continued grant funding. 

There is no general public transit service in the county.  However, two non-profit 
organizations that primarily serve seniors and people with disabilities provide 
transportation services that are also available to the general public on a space-available 
basis. Incorporated Seniors Transportation, centered in Loyalton, serves the eastern portion 
of the county and Golden Rays Seniors, based in Downieville, serves the western portion 
of the county. 

Transit Service Characteristics 

The services generally operate Monday through Friday and are a combination of fixed 
route and demand-responsive service. There is no scheduled service between the east and 
west parts of the county. There are occasional weekend trips in East County. 

¸ East County: Scheduled service includes a weekly trip to Reno and weekly 
shopping trips within and around Loyalton. Other destinations include inter-city 
trips to Portola and Quincy in Plumas County, and less frequently Susanville (Lassen 
County), Truckee (Nevada County), and Lincoln (Placer County). Limited service to 
regional destinations, including Reno, Grass Valley, and Nevada City, is also 
provided on a weekly or monthly basis.  

¸ West County: Service includes two fixed route, scheduled trips per month each to 
Reno and to Grass Valley and Nevada City. Demand responsive service is also 
provided within Downieville on a more regular basis and less frequently to Reno, 
Grass Valley, Nevada City, Sierra City.  Infrequent service is also provided to 
Sacramento, Marysville, and Yuba City. 

                                            
 
 
 
12 Sierra County 2008 Coordinated Public Transit Human Services Plan. 
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Operations 

The two non-profit organizations have been operating transit service for approximately 20 
years.   

Funding Sources and Strategies 

Funding has generally been stable and the county’s focus is to maintain existing service. 
Outlying areas are currently not well-served by transit and the county would like to 
encourage people in those areas to make use of transit. Strategies include securing 
additional staff time to coordinate programs, including ridesharing, and a smaller vehicle to 
serve trips with smaller numbers of passengers. 

Coordination & Partnerships 

The County sees the non-profit organizations as playing a critical role in providing transit 
service in the county; however, there is little coordination between the services in the two 
halves of the county. 

Transit information is currently the responsibility of each provider, who maintains a phone 
information line, distributes monthly fliers, advertises in local newspapers, and/or posts 
flyers. 
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Siskiyou County 

Profile 

Siskiyou County has the fifth largest land area in California, and the largest in Northern 
California, yet it has the seventh lowest population density in the state. Several mountain 
ranges meet within its boundaries. Interstate-5 runs through the center of the county and its 
largest cities are located along the corridor, including Yreka, Mt. Shasta, Weed, and 
Dunsmuir. Five other incorporated cities are located on Highways 3, 96, and 97 that run 
east-west through the county. 

Governance 

The Siskiyou County Local Transportation Commission (LTC) oversees transit provision in 
Siskiyou County. The Siskiyou County Department of Public Works operates the Siskiyou 
Transit and General Express (STAGE) service and staffs the LTC. 

Transit Service Characteristics13 

The system operates six fixed routes designed primarily for intercity trips within the county 
along major highway corridors. Most buses run on 60-minute frequencies between the 
hours of 7:00 AM and 8:00 PM on weekdays. Until recently no service was offered on 
weekends; however, STAGE recently began a pilot circulator service in Yreka on Saturdays.  
STAGE service includes the following: 

¸ Two routes (#1 & #2) serve the South County corridor. They run along I-5 between 
Yreka and Grenada, Weed, and Mt. Shasta. Some runs serve Dunsmuir and others 
serve McCloud. There are commuter express runs to jobs in Yreka and several trips 
serve Gazelle along historic Route 99.  

¸ One route (#3) serves the North County corridor along Highway 3 to the east of 
Yreka. The service includes commuter express runs from Montague to Yreka. 

¸ One route (#4) provides three daily round trips to the Scott Valley corridor along 
Highway 3 to the west of Yreka. It connects Yreka, Fort Jones, Greenview, and Etna. 

¸ One route (#5) provides lifeline service to the Klamath River corridor twice per 
week, with one roundtrip from Happy Camp to Yreka along Highway 96. A five-
hour layover in Yreka allows time for shopping and other business. The County is 
considering adding an additional day of service.  

                                            
 
 
 
13 Siskiyou County 2008 Coordinated Public Transit Human Services Plan; Siskiyou County 2007-2012 Short Range 
Transit Plan, Fehr & Peers Transportation Consultants, January 2008; Interview with Siskiyou County Transit Staff, 
September 2008. 
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¸ One route (#6) links Mt. Shasta and Weed to Lake Shastina, running four times 
daily. This route began operation in 2006. It deviates into neighborhoods in Weed 
and Mt. Shasta, which may be extended to other routes in the future. 

STAGE currently does not provide paratransit service, although it is under consideration. 
While the LTC has traditionally opposed out-of-county service, such as to Redding or 
Medford for medical appointments, this is also a possible area of service expansion. 

Operations 

The County Public Works Department operates STAGE in-house, including routine 
maintenance and driver licensing and training. The County has considered contracting 
STAGE service to a private provider, but it did not find an overall benefit.  It is important to 
note that no contractor currently has facilities within the county and would have to create 
infrastructure from scratch.  

Flexibility is one advantage of providing transit service in-house. For example, the County 
can change the route structure without modifying a contract. A second advantage is control 
over cost efficiency.  Some drivers perform vehicle maintenance and some staff time is 
shared between transit services and the five airports operated by the Public Works 
department.  

Customer Information and Technology 

The County provides a toll-free number for transit information. According to the 
Transportation Services Manager, the County is looking for ways to streamline the phone 
service because it is sometimes overutilized.  In addition, the County is working to improve 
its website14 so that schedules are easier to read and to make maps available online. Printed 
schedules are available at visitors’ bureaus, government offices, and social service 
agencies.  

Funding Sources and Strategies 

¸ The County’s practice is to allocate local transportation funds (LTF) for transit. 
However, since STAGE currently does not serve two cities in the more remote 
eastern part of the county, it typically receives between 70 to 90 percent of 
available funds15. However, over time, the County anticipates expanding service so 
that all LTF will be used to provide transit.  

¸ Driven by high gas prices, increased ridership has filled STAGE buses to capacity, 
particularly commuter routes, and allowed the County to avoid raising fares to 

                                            
 
 
 
14 http://www.co.siskiyou.ca.us/dpw/stage/stage_schedule.htm 
15 The funds are apportioned by city. 
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compensate for STAGE’s higher fuel costs. The County will also be impacted by a 
loss of $300,000 in State Transportation Assistance (STA) funds this coming year.  

¸ The LTC has set a cost-effectiveness standard of 25 percent farebox return (15 
percent in the first year) to determine whether identified transit needs are 
“reasonable to meet.” The goal remains higher than STAGE’s current farebox 
returns, although they have increased from 13 percent in 2005-2006 to 16 percent 
in 2006-2007 to 19.5 percent in 2007-2008.   

Coordination & Partnerships 

¸ The County provides service between Yreka and Happy Camp twice a week and is 
considering expanding service to three days a week. The Karuk tribe does not 
currently provide funding assistance, but is working to obtain FTA 5311(c) funds to 
extend the service to Somes Bar, 30 miles west of Happy Camp, and expand the 
service to five days per week. The tribe would contract with STAGE to operate the 
extended service. (The initial grant application was denied and the project is now 
on hold.) 

¸ The College of the Siskiyous (COS), located in Weed, sells multiple trip ticket books 
to students and also provides eligible students with subsidized transit vouchers or 
multiple trip ticket books. Several social service agencies also utilize the voucher 
system for their clients, and STAGE bills each organization for vouchers redeemed 
on a monthly basis. 
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Key Findings 

The following service delivery themes emerged across the four counties included in this 
review.  Figure 4-4 below provides a summary of these themes and which counties exhibit 
which themes.  

Figure 4-4 Summary of Key Themes in Service Delivery 

Key Themes in Peer Counties Modoc Lassen Plumas Sierra Siskiyou 
Service is not provided in-house.  Private contractors or 
non-profits play a key role in providing general access public 
transit service. 

X X X X  

Long distance regional connections.  Regional connections 
provide relatively frequent access to long-distance air and 
ground transportation. Partnerships with other counties and/or 
FTA 5311(f) funds have helped develop or extend these 
services.  

X X X   

Joint planning efforts and partnerships.  Counties engaged 
in joint planning efforts and maintain a dialogue through both 
informal relationships and more established projects and 
initiatives.  They take advantage of collaborative relationships 
to offer more service. 

X X X   

TDA funding used for transit. The county’s TDA funds are 
currently spent on transit. 

X X X X X 

Funding assistance from local colleges.  Local colleges 
fund public transit service to their campuses and provide their 
students with use of the transit system. This benefits the transit 
agency by providing a stable revenue stream and helps 
maintain farebox recovery ratios. 

 X X  X 

Maintain existing services.  Funding has been stable for a 
number of years and agencies’ top priority is to maintain their 
existing service. They watch cost indicators closely and are 
concerned about future threats to funding. 

 X X X  

Mobility Management. Four of the counties are interested in 
Mobility Management initiatives, including a “Manager,” 
“Center,” and/or technology to help match transportation needs 
with available services. Modoc County currently has a part-
time staff person in place; Plumas County is in the process of 
obtaining grants. 

X X X X  

No formal performance review process.  All of the counties 
track indicators necessary for TDA and FTA grants.  They cited 
cost and farebox recovery as the most important indicators of 
success.  However, they did not report a formal performance 
review process or established performance standards. 

X X X X X 
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Summary Tables 

This section provides summary tables of public transit operations for the four counties 
included in the review. Figure 4-5 below summarizes governance structure and operating 
characteristics, while Figure 4-6 below lists performance indicators for transit service in 
each county. 

 
Figure 4-5 Transit Service Characteristics Summary 

 
 Trinity 

County 
Modoc 
County 

Lassen 
County 

Plumas 
County 

Sierra County Siskiyou 
County 

Size of County 
(sq. mi.) 

3,223  
 

4,100  4,690 2,554 962 6,318 

Governing 
Body  

Trinity County 
Planning 
Department – 
Transit 
Division 

Modoc County 
Transportation 
Commission 
(MCTC) 

Lassen 
County 
Transportation 
Commission 
(LCTC)  

Plumas County 
Transportation 
Commission 
(PCTC) 

Sierra County 
Local  
Transportation 
Commission 
(SCLTC) 

Siskiyou 
County Local 
Transportation 
Commission 

Public Transit 
Agency and 
Service Name 

Trinity County 
Transit (TCT) 

Modoc 
Transportation 
Agency (MTA) 
– Sage Stage 

Lassen 
Transit 
Service 
Agency  
(LTSA) – 
Lassen Rural 
Bus (LRB) 

Plumas Transit 
System (PTS) 

None. Two 
non-profits 
serve the 
public on a 
space-
available basis  

Department of 
Public Works – 
Siskiyou 
Transit and 
General 
Express 
(STAGE) 

Agency Type County JPA 
(City/County) 

JPA 
(City/County) 

County N/A County 

Operator In-house MV 
Transportation 
–For-Profit  

MV 
Transportation 
–For-Profit  

Alliance for 
Workforce 
Development –
Non-Profit 

Incorporated 
Seniors of 
Sierra County 
(East),  Golden 
Rays Seniors 
(West) – Non-
Profit 

In-house 

Service Area Weaverville 
and Inter-City 
in County 

Alturas (10 mi 
radius) and 
Regional 

Susanville 
and Inter-City 
in County 

Quincy, Inter-
City in County 
and Regional 

East and West 
County and 
Regional 

Inter-city within 
County and 
Yreka (pilot) 

Services 
Provided 

1 Local Route 
(Weaverville) 
and 4 Intercity 
routes serving 
Hayfork, 
Willow Creek, 
Lewiston and 
Trinity Center 

Intercity (3 
routes), DAR 
Deviated 
Fixed-Route, 
and Inter-
regional 
service 
(reservation) 

2 Commuter, 
1 Fixed, 
1 Deviated 
Fixed Route, 
and 
Paratransit 
(DAR) 

5 Fixed Routes 
(Deviated for 
seniors and 
disabled) 

On-Demand 
and Fixed 
Route local, 
Inter-City, and 
Inter-Regional 
Trips  

6 Fixed Routes 
(not including 
Yreka 
circulator pilot) 
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 Trinity 
County 

Modoc 
County 

Lassen 
County 

Plumas 
County 

Sierra County Siskiyou 
County 

Fixed Route 
Service 
Provided Out of 
the County 

Willow Creek 
service 
(Humboldt 
County) 

Yes – Reno, 
Klamath Falls, 
and Redding 

Yes – Modoc 
Sage Stage, 
serving 
Alturas and 
Reno 

Yes – Reno 
and Chico 

Weekly or Bi-
Monthly to 
Reno, Grass 
Valley/Nevada 
City 

No 

Access to long-
distance air & 
ground 
transport 

No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes (Ground) 

Days of 
Operation 

Mon-Fri Mon – Fri Mon – Fri, Sat Mon – Fri Mon – Fri  
(occasional 
Sun) 

Mon-Fri  
(Sat in pilot) 

Provides 
Complementary 
ADA 
Paratransit 

No – provided 
by flexible 
routing within 
Weaverville 

No – Other 
social service 
agencies 

Yes No – Plumas 
County Senior 
Services 

No – Above 
non-profits and 
County Health 
& Human 
Services 

No 

Operating 
Funding 

TDA, FTA 
5311, Local 
Transportation 
Funds, & 
Farebox 

TDA, FTA 
5311 Rural 
and Intercity, 
& Farebox 

TDA, FTA 
5311 Rural, 
Local Sales 
Tax, Farebox 

TDA, FTA 
5311, Farebox, 
& 
Contracts/Chart
er 

TDA, FTA 
5311, Farebox, 
Other 

TDA, FTA 
5310/5311, 
Farebox,  
Contracts/Char
ter, & Non-
Transportation 

Fares $1.00 Local 
$2.00-$5.00 
Inter-City 

$2.00-6.00 
Local ($1.75 - 
$3.75 
Discounted) 
$18.00-30.00 
Regional 
($12-20 
Discounted) 

 $0.50 - $1.00 
Local 
$1.50 - $3.00 
Inter-City 
$6- $12 Inter-
Regional 

$2.00 Local 
$4.00-$7.00 
Inter-
City/Regional 

$1.05-$7.95 
($0.60-$4.40 
Discounted) 

Staff Time 
Focused on 
Transit 
Planning 

Approx. 50% 
FTE  

1 FT + 2 PT 1 FTE 
 

Approx. 30% 
FTE 

Approx. 50% 
FTE 

Undetermined 
(4 FTE split 
time with non-
transit roles) 

Agency Goals Affordable, 
reliable and 
efficient 
service for 
residents who 
have limited 
mobility 
options 

Lifeline 
service within 
and outside 
county. 
Potential 
increase in 
Reno service 
from three to 
five days per 
week. 

Sustain 
existing 
service 

Expand 
commuter-type 
services and 
implement 
mobility 
management 
function 

Maintain 
service 
Improve 
coordination, 
transit 
information 

Potential 
expansion 
areas include 
Yreka 
circulator 
service, 
evening/ 
weekend 
service, ADA 
paratransit, 
and regional 
service. 
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Figure 4-6 Operating Statistics for Peer Agencies 

 Trinity 
County 

Modoc 
County 

Lassen 
County 

Plumas 
County 

Sierra 
County 

Siskiyou 
County 

Passenger Trips (One-Way)  9,456 12,695 73,735 50,755 1,959 95,204 
Vehicle Service Hours  2,674 5,834 10,977 17,764 n/a 17,319 
Vehicle Service Miles  56,487 145,513 215,995 224,910 40,000 451,014 
Service Indicators       
Passenger Trips / Service Hour  3.5 2.2 6.7 2.9 n/a 5.5 
Vehicle Service Hours / Capita  0.2 0.6 0.3 0.8 n/a .4 
Transit Density (Svc Hrs /Sq Mi)  0.8 1.3 2.3 6.8 n/a 2.7 
Cost Indicators        
Cost / Passenger $21.93 $23.62 $8.82 $12.39 $44.77 $13.90 
Cost / Service Hour $77.56 $51.39 $59.22 $35.39 n/a $76.43 
Cost / Service Mile $3.67 $2.06 $3.01 $2.80 $2.19 $2.94 
Revenue Indicators       
Fare Revenue / Passenger $1.23 $4.11 $1.60 $2.37 $4.48 $2.22 
Fare Revenue / Service Hour $4.35 $8.94 $16.28 $6.76 n/a $12.20 
Fare Revenue / Service Mile $0.21 $0.36 $0.83 $0.53 $0.22 $0.47 
Farebox Recovery Ratio 6% 17% 27% 19% 10% 16% 
Source: Data compiled from agency documents or reports are from FY 2007, except for Trinity (FY 2006) and Plumas (FY 2008) Counties. 
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Summary 

Trinity County resembles its peers, which all face challenges in providing transit service 
due to low densities, large areas, and considerable distances to goods and services.  
However, Trinity County differs from the other counties in some important ways.  The 
following summarizes how Trinity County compares to the four peer counties: 

¸ In-house service provision: Trinity County differs from the peer counties (other than 
Siskiyou County) in that it provides service directly rather than contracting it to a 
private transportation provider. 

¸ Limited access to regional connections: Trinity County has limited options for 
reaching long-distance regional connections; whereas, the peer counties have 
relatively frequent access to long-distance air and ground transportation. 

¸ Few supportive partnerships: Trinity County is not currently engaged in 
partnerships or joint planning efforts as compared to its peers.  There may be 
opportunities for Trinity County to take advantage of collaborative relationships with 
Shasta College, tribal nations, private and non-profit organizations, or other public 
agencies.  

¸ Similar funding sources: Trinity County utilizes similar funding sources as the other 
peer counties. (federal, State TDA, fares, and local)  

¸ Low farebox recovery: Trinity County has the lowest farebox recovery rate 
compared to the other counties.  In addition, it has the lowest fare revenue per 
passenger rate: Trinity County recovers $1.23 per passenger while Modoc and Sierra 
counties recover more than $4.00. 

¸ High service cost: Trinity County has the highest cost per service hour, roughly 
double that of Plumas County, and higher than all of the peer counties.   

 




