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                           CITIZEN’S TRANSPORTATION ADVISORY COMMITTEE/ 
     SOCIAL SERVICES TRANSPORTATION ADVISORY COUNCIL  (CTAC/SSTAC) 
 
                          TUESDAY, OCTOBER 8, 2013  --  1:30 PM – 3:30 PM 
                           Ventura County Government Center – Hall of Justice 
                              Pacific Meeting Room (West side of Cafeteria) 
                            800 South Victoria Avenue,   Ventura, CA 93003 
 
Item #1. CALL TO ORDER       
 
Item #2. SELF INTRODUCTIONS      
 
Item #3. PUBLIC COMMENTS FOR ITEMS NOT ON THE AGENDA  
 
Item #4. APPROVE 6/11/13 MEETING SUMMARY - Pg. 2 
 
Item # 5. REVIEW FY 13/14 CTAC/SSTAC MEETING SCHEDULE - Pg. 4               

Responsible staff:  Mary Travis     
 
Item #6. INITIAL REVIEW OF ANNUAL TRANSPORTATION DEVELOPMENT ACT 

(TDA) UNMET TRANSIT NEEDS PUBLIC HEARING PRACTICES AND 
OUTREACH – Pg. 5 

 Responsible staff: Vic Kamhi 
 
Item #7. INITIAL DISCUSSION OF ANNUAL ALLOCATION OF TDA ARTICLE 3 

BICYCLE AND PEDESTRIAN FUNDS (Oral Report) 
 Responsible staff: Mary Travis 
 
Item #8. CHAIRMAN’S REPORT      
 
Item #9. STAFF REPORT       
 
Item #10. COMMITTEE MEMBER REPORTS     
 
Item #11. ADJOURNMENT  

      
       The next meeting is Tuesday, November 12, 2013, same place, same time! 
 
In compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act and Government Code Section 54954.2, if 
special assistance is needed to participate in a Commission meeting, please contact the Clerk of 
the Board at (805) 642-1591 ext 101.  Notification of at least 48 hours prior to meeting time will 
assist staff in assuring that arrangements can be made to provide accessibility to the meeting.               
 
             Staff Contact Mary Travis   (805) 642-1591 ext. 102    mtravis@goventura.org      
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                                                                                              Item # 4 

Action 
 
 

       CTAC/SSTAC MEETING SUMMARY 
                                June 11, 2013 
 
 
Item # 1 CALL TO ORDER 
 

The meeting was called to order by Chair Susan White Wood at 1:35 PM.. 
 
Item # 2 SELF INTRODUCTIONS 
 

The committee members and audience introduced themselves.   
 
Item # 3 PUBLIC COMMENTS (for items not on agenda) 
 

There were no public comments. 
 
Item # 4 APPROVAL OF 5/14/13 MEETING SUMMARY  
  
  The meeting summary was reviewed and approved. 
 
Item # 5 UPDATE ON COUNTY TRANSIT PLAN 
 

Vic Kamhi, Transit Program Director, reviewed the just adopted VCTC County 
Transit Plan.  The plan was developed in response to State legislation, SB 716, 
which mandates all Transportation Development Act (TDA) money be spent on 
transit-only and not on local streets beginning in July 2014.  Details of the plan 
implementation are still being finalized with local transit operators to ensure a 
seamless transition between VCTC management of the transit programs to 
operations and projects managed by the cities/County.   
 
In summary, the plan is will establish Gold Coast Transit as an “official” transit 
district under State law; set up a Fillmore/Santa Paula/County transit joint powers 
authority in the Santa Clara River Valley; establish a cooperative group to 
manage transit in the East County area including Camarillo; and, keep the 
Commission as the contracting agency to provide the VISTA intercity/intercounty 
operation. The overall goal is to operate local and intercounty transit services in 
more cost-effective and efficient ways. 

 
Item # 6 DISCUSSION OF GRAND JURY REPORT ON SENIOR TRANSIT 
 
 Vic Kamhi reviewed the recent Grand Jury report issued on senior transit 

services in Ventura County.  This is one of several reports the Grand Jury issued 
this year on various topics.  In the case of senior transit services, VCTC and all 
the cities/County are involved as this is a continuing and increasing area of 
concern as the area population ages.   

 
Item # 7 REVIEW OF FY 13/14 CTAC/SSTAC MEETING SCHEDULE 
 

Mary Travis, Analyst II, reviewed the meeting schedule and possible topics for 
next fiscal year, starting with the next meeting October 8

th
.  She noted is 

something significant occurs during the summer, there is the option of holding a 
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meeting in September, but at present, there does not appear to be a need for 
this.  Travis also mentioned that topics will be adjusted as needed during the 
year but his outline is that starting point.  Of particular interest to the Committee 
members will be the consultant review of the annual unmet transit needs public 
hearing process and outreach practices. 
 

Item # 8 CHAIRMAN’S REPORT 
 
 Chair White Wood thanked members for their work during the past several 

months.   She urged members to seek out and attend local transit or other 
planning gatherings during the summer break. 

  
Item # 9 STAFF REPORT 
 
 Mary Travis, VCTC staff, wished everyone a good summer and said the next 

meeting would be October 8, 2013 at the County Government Center.   
 
Item#10 COMMITTEE MEMBER REPORTS 
 
 Representative Bravo noted great progress on the Santa Paula Bike Trail project 

with signage now installed.  
 
Item # 9 ADJOURNMENT    
 

The meeting was adjourned at 3 PM  
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                                                                                                                                Item # 5 
 
October 8, 2013 
 
MEMO TO: CTAC/SSTAC 
 
FROM:  MARY TRAVIS, VCTC STAFF 
 
SUBJECT:        DRAFT FY 13/14 CTAC/SSTAC MEETING SCHEDULE 
 
Unless otherwise notified, the meetings will be on the second Tuesday each month from October 
through June, 2014 at the County Government Center Hall of Justice Pacific Meeting Room.  The 
meetings will begin at 1:30 PM.  Here is a draft schedule for FY 13/14.  It is expected the topics 
will be adjusted as needed during the year but the meeting dates should be as follows: 
 
OCTOBER 8   - Review of FY 13/14 CTAC/SSTAC meeting schedule   

- Initial Review of Unmet Transit Needs Public Hearing Process 
- Initial discussion of Bicycle/Pedestrian Allocation Processes   
 

NOVEMBER 12             - Review TDA Unmet Transit Needs Public Hearing  
                procedures, definitions of “unmet transit needs” and “reasonable to  

                                          meet”, and schedule for FY 14/15 hearing  
   - Review of schedule and criteria for annual allocation of FY 14/15 TDA  
                                         Article 3 bicyclist and pedestrian funds 
 
DECEMBER 10              - Update report on Gold Coast Transit and VISTA Bus Operations 
                                        - Review of Local Transit Operations 
                                        - Discussion of Port of Hueneme and Regional Goods Movement  
 
JANUARY 14                - Election of CTAC/SSTAC Chair and Vice-Chair  
                                       - Update reports on local city/county bus & dial-a-ride operations 
                     
**FEBRUARY 3             - No official meeting but attendance suggested today at 1:30 PM 
                                         Camarillo City Hall for annual public hearing on Unmet Transit Needs  
 
MARCH 11                    - Presentations from local agencies applying for FY 14/15 Article 3 
                                         bicyclist/pedestrian funds 
 
APRIL 10                       - Review recommendations for FY14/15 draft Unmet Transit Needs 
                                       - Discussion of field visits to Article 3 fund project sites 
 
MAY 8                            - Ranking of projects for FY14/15 Article 3 funds 

 
JUNE 12              - Review of FY 15/16 CTAC/SSTAC Meeting Schedule 
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                                                                                                                                Item # 5 
 
October 8, 2013 
 
MEMO TO: CTAC/SSTAC 
 
FROM:  MARY TRAVIS, VCTC STAFF 
 
SUBJECT:        INITIAL REVIEW OF ANNUAL TRANSPORTATION DEVELOPMENT ACT  
                          (TDA) UNMET TRANSIT NEEDS PUBLIC HEARING OUTREACH AND  
                          PRACTICES 
 
 
RECOMMENDATION: 
 

 With consultant assistance, review current VCTC practices and outreach for participation 
in the annual TDA unmet transit needs public hearing and development of findings. 

 
DISCUSSION: 
 
Earlier this year, as part of the review of the Countywide Comprenhensive Transportation Plan 
(CTP), the Commission held a lengthy discussion about all  VCTC’s ongoing programs including 
the annual public hearing on unmet transit needs.  This public hearing is required by the State 
Transportation Development Act (TDA) to make sure all reasonable transit needs are met before 
TDA money can be used for local streets instead of transit.  TDA regulations also require citizen 
review of the findings that result from the public hearing; VCTC assigned this review responsibility 
to CTAC/SSTAC before the Commission ultimately considers the findings each year. 
 
It was acknowledged that the annual public hearing process has evolved beyond simply satisfying 
the requirements of the State TDA into a useful and comprehensive annual transit planning tool. 
However, the Commission has concerns that the outreach as currently conducted might be 
insufficient, and more importantly, that the public hearing process and finding determinations 
were extremely difficult for the public to understand.    
 
The Commission therefore has retained COH & Associates Inc. to provide an outside review of all 
aspects of the annual public hearing review, from the outreach to the public and local 
stakeholders to the definitions that are used for “Unmet Transit Need” and “Reasonable to Meet”.  
The consultants will be at the meeting to start their review process and gain the insights about the 
annual process from the Committee. 
 
Attached (Attachment # 1) for your information are the schedule, definitions and findings from the 
FY13/14 public hearing held last February 2, 2013.  The schedule includes details about the 
public outreach that currently takes place.  These findings were adopted by the Commission June 
7, 2013. 
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                                                        ATTACHMENT # 1 

                                   

 
 

Item # 15 

 
June 7, 2013 
 
MEMO TO: VENTURA COUNTY TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION 
 
FROM:   VICTOR KAMHI, BUS TRANSIT DIRECTOR 
 
SUBJECT:   FISCAL YEAR 2013/2014 TRANSPORTATION DEVELOPMENT ACT UNMET 

TRANSIT NEEDS DRAFT FINDINGS 
 
RECOMMENDATION 

 

 Approve the Fiscal Year (FY) 2013/2014 Unmet Transit Needs Findings. 

 Adopt Resolution No. 2013-05 

BACKGROUND 
 
VCTC has been designated by the State as the Transportation Planning Agency (TPA) for 
Ventura County. One of the TPA responsibilities is administration of the Transportation 
Development Act (TDA) which is a major source of transportation funding for the cities and 
County of Ventura. 

 Each year, Public Utilities Code (PUC) Section 99401.5 (c) requires the transportation planning 
agency to hold at least one public hearing pursuant to Section 99238.5 to solicit comments on the 
Unmet Transit Needs that may exist within the jurisdictions and that may be reasonable to meet 
by establishing or contracting for new public transportation, or specialized transportation, or by 
expanding existing services.   

All Unmet Transit Needs that are reasonable to meet must be funded before any allocation is 
made from TDA funds to the cities/County for streets and roads pursuant to PUC Section 99401.5 
(e).  Under Section 99238 (c) (2), the Public Utilities Code specifies that the area’s social service 
transportation advisory council, the Citizen’s Transportation Advisory Committee/Social Service 
Transportation Advisory Committee (CTAC/SSTAC) in our County, has the responsibility to 
participate in the annual process and must review and recommend action by VCTC on the 
findings.  While other VCTC advisory committees (such as TRANSCOM) may review the findings, 
this is done at the discretion of VCTC and is not required by statute.  A panel consisting of a 
number of the VCTC Commissioners is appointed annually by the VCTC Chairman to act as the 
hearing board.  The full VCTC then considers all the input from these sources and adopts the 
findings. 
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According to the California Public Utilities Code (PUC) Section 99401.5 (d) the Commission must 
find by adopting a resolution that either: 

 
 There are no Unmet Transit Needs; 
 

 There are no Unmet Transit Needs that are reasonable to meet; or, 
 

 There are Unmet Transit Needs, including needs that are reasonable to meet. 
 
The resolution approving the findings must include information that provides the basis for the 
Commission decision.  In accordance with PUC Section 99401.5 (c) the Commission adopted 
definitions of “Unmet Transit Need” and “Reasonable to Meet” at the January 5, 1996 VCTC 
meeting and reaffirmed these definitions at its December 7, 2012 meeting.   
 
The VCTC held its public hearing on transit needs for FY 2013/2014 on February 4, 2013 at the 
Camarillo City Council Chambers.  Approximately 19 people attended the meeting, with the 
VCTC Hearing Board consisting of Commissioners Sharkey, Long, Fernandez, and White.  Ten 
people testified at the hearing and some supplemental written comments, as well as several 
written statements were submitted.  A total of sixteen persons had submitted written/e-mailed, or 
telephoned testimony, which staff summarized for the record.  VCTC also held two evening 
“listening sessions” at which staff took public comments.  The evening session in Oxnard on 
January 24th had five people attend and comment, while the evening session in Moorpark on 
January 23

rd
 had eight persons attend.  VCTC and local transit staffs also attended both evening 

sessions and the hearing.  VCTC also attended two community meetings, one in Fillmore and 
one in Santa Paula, to obtain community input. 
 
The Unmet Transit Needs public comment period was open through February 11, 2013.  By the 
time the hearing was closed, 139 individuals and groups had attended the meetings and/or 
submitted material to VCTC, including letters, e-mails, phone calls, and comments at the public 
hearing or the Unmet Transit Needs meetings.  A total of 675 comments were received. 
 
While some testimony was very specific about a particular problem in one area, most of the 
testimony fell into several broad categories.  This was in good part due to the active participation 
of community advocate organization outreach activities focused in the West County. As a result, 
VCTC received a substantial number of comments which were extremely general in scope and 
substance, while reflecting an overall interest in having improved transit.  Many of the comments 
were vague enough to not be Unmet Transit Needs, however, the majority appeared to have 
revolved around two issues.  The first issue was the loss of the high capacity, high quality buses 
which VISTA operated until the contractor bankruptcy and short term replacement of the over the 
road coaches with standard transit vehicles.  The second significant issue was the desire for 
more capacity and responsiveness of the community transit services in the Heritage Valley (the 
Ventura to Piru corridor along Highway 126).   
 
In some cases, there were comments requesting specific transit trip services which already exist.  
Where the commenter was available, staff worked to resolve the issue and while listed as a 
comment received, it is specifically to disclose all comments received. 
 
A number of the comments received request transit service outside the county, in some cases, 
substantial distances outside the county.  TDA funds are specifically for transit services inside the 
County, and the Commission works with neighboring counties to jointly fund services (such as 
Metrolink and the VISTA Coastal Express), or provide reciprocal services (such as the Conejo 
Connection into Los Angeles County and the Metro 161/LA DOT 422-423 into Ventura County). 
 
Because of the timeframe of the Unmet Transit Needs process, sometimes requests/comments 
are received regarding services already in existence or in the process of being implemented.  
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During the process, Gold Coast Transit initiated a demonstration project which provides service 
on Channel Islands Blvd. between Saviers and Victoria, and then travels up Victoria to Ventura.  
This provides a much more direct service between South Oxnard and Port Hueneme and 
Ventura, including Ventura College.  This not only addressed a comment received this year, but 
continues to provide improvements to a service which was partially addressed in actions in 
response to comments from prior hearing cycles.  A similar issue exists with the VISTA 126 late 
evening services.  VCTC initiated late evening service Eastbound on VISTA 126 in the fall of 
2012; however there were a number of requests for later service for that route again this year. 
 
VCTC will be releasing a request for proposals for a long term intercity transit provider, scheduled 
to begin on July 1, 2014.  The request will be for a return to predominately large capacity, high 
speed, over the road coaches.  This will address a substantial number of comments/complaints 
received (37 comments including those asking for more bike carrying capacity).  It will also 
reduce some of the crowding issues which occur sporadically on several VISTA routes. 
 
VCTC has also been working with the cities of Fillmore, Santa Paula, and the County to develop 
a sustainable plan to continue and expand the community transit services in the Heritage Valley.  
The existing dial-a-ride service has been very effective; however, due to a full expenditure of TDA 
funds for transit by Fillmore, and the agreements to minimize subsidization by other agencies, the 
service has not been able to expand to meet demand.  VCTC has also heard requests for a 
scheduled fixed route service in the Heritage Valley communities.  A plan has been developed 
and presented to the affected agencies which provides for (1) a continuation of communitywide 
general purpose dial-a-ride services to insure access for all parts of the communities, (2) a fixed 
route “circulator” to provide additional capacity and services without the need to make a 
reservation, (3) the creation of a local management agency by the three agencies to provide more 
accessible management, and (4) a sustainable fiscal plan, including the programming of VCTC 
Proposition 1B transit capital funds to purchase vehicles and reduce ongoing annual costs.  This 
service is targeted to begin on July 1, 2014. 
 
The City of Thousand Oaks and the City of Moorpark have both developed demonstration 
projects to provide expanded service and been awarded Congestion Mitigation-Air Quality 
(CMAQ) grants from VCTC.  Both grants are pending authorization by the Federal Transit 
Administration.  The City of Camarillo approved an expansion of their general public dial-a-ride, 
including starting earlier on weekdays, operating later on Saturday, and providing Sunday 
service.   Finally, the “East County Cities“ (Camarillo, Moorpark, Simi Valley, Thousand Oaks) are 
working on a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) which will serve as the template for “core” 
uniform hours of operation, and other actions to improve coordination of services in the East 
County.  VCTC should receive a report and recommendations from the agencies later this year. 
 
State legislation is currently under consideration which, if enacted, will replace the Gold Coast 
Transit agency with a transit district.  If successful, the District will begin functioning on July 1, 
2014. 
 
Finally, VCTC has included in the draft FY 2013/2014 budget funds to develop a Short Range 
Transit Plan.  The last one was completed in 1999, and covered the years through 2004.  Along 
with that planning effort, the budget includes a proposal to revise the definitions and “unmet 
transit needs” process. 
 
As noted, the majority of the comments fell into several broad categories.  These were:  

1. Operational improvements including additional stops or increased frequency on existing 
services. These do not represent Unmet Transit Needs, but are referred to the operators 
to review and consider in light of funding and operational data.  

2. Request for extended hours or days of service. There were a number of requests 
throughout the County, but these were limited in number and general in nature, and do 
not constitute an Unmet Transit Need. 



 9 

3. Comments about vehicles and facilities. A number of comments were received 
requesting increased bike capacity on buses, and improved numbers and quality shelters 
(protection from elements) at bus stops, and the quality of the buses themselves.  These 
are not Unmet Transit Needs, but VCTC and the operators have on-going efforts to 
address these concerns.  

4. Request for better coordination. These are operational improvements to make the 
services more convenient and attractive, and will be referred to TRANSCOM for on-going 
review.  

5. Request for reduced fares and changes to fare restrictions. These are not Unmet Transit 
Needs, and in some cases could adversely affect the TDA fare box requirements.  

6. Requests for multi-county transit services.  Because TDA funds are specifically for use 
within counties, and VCTC is not able to direct the use of TDA funds in other counties, 
comments asking for multi-county services are not considered unmet needs.  VCTC will 
continue to work with neighboring counties to forge alliances and shared funding where 
projections of ridership appear to justify potential joint funded transit services. 

7. Comment regarding driver performance. A number of comments were received regarding 
driver performance.  These are not Unmet Transit Needs, but do represent an operational 
concern and were therefore referred to the appropriate operators. 

The recommendations, draft findings, and matrix were reviewed for technical accuracy by the 
VCTC Transit Operators Advisory Committee (TRANSCOM) on May 9, 2013.  The TRANSCOM 
accepted the recommendations without comment.  The Citizens Transportation Advisory 
Committee/Social Service Transportation Advisory Committee (CTAC/SSTAC) met on May 14, 
2013 and after review, approved the recommendations and finding and recommended them for 
action by the Hearing Board and full Commission.  The Hearing Board approved the 
recommendations on May 20, 2013. 
 
The approved findings are attached.  A matrix of the complete testimony given was reviewed by 
the CTAC/SSTAC and the Hearing Board, and is available on the VCTC website “Goventura.org” 
or at the Commission office.  
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RESOLUTION NO. 2013-05 

A RESOLUTION OF THE VENTURA COUNTY  
TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION APPROVING  

UNMET TRANSIT NEEDS FINDINGS FOR FISCAL YEAR 2013/2014 

I. THE VENTURA TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION DOES HEREBY FIND THE 
FOLLOWING FACTS AND DECLARE THAT SAID FACTS ARE MATERIAL TO ITS 
DETERMINATIONS MADE HEREIN: 
 

A. The Ventura County Transportation Commission (“VCTC”) is the county transportation 
commission created for Ventura County pursuant to Public Utilities § 130000, et seq.  
 

B. Pursuant to Government Code § 29532.4(b), and notwithstanding Government Code § 
29532, the transportation commission was created in the County of Ventura by Division 12 
(commencing with § 130000) of the Public Utilities Code. 

 
C. In § 99222 of the Mill-Alquist-Deddah Act (commonly known as the Transportation 

Development Act, or “TDA”- Public Utilities Code § 99200, et seq.) the Legislature found 
and declared: 

 
1) It is the interest of the State that funds available for transit development be fully expended 

to meet the transit needs that exist in California, and,  
 

2) Such funds be expended for physical improvement to improve the movement of transit 
vehicles, the comfort of patrons, and the exchange of patrons from one transportation 
mode to another.”  
 

D. In furtherance of the aforesaid findings and declarations, pursuant to Public Utilities Code § 
99230, the designated Transportation Planning Agency (“TPA”) is required to annually 
determine the amount of local transportation funds (“LTF”) to be allocated to each claimant 
within its jurisdiction.  
 

E. The Public Utilities Code requires that the local TPA allocate LTF in order of priority set by 
statures (Public Utilities Code § 99233.1 through 99233.5, 99233.7 through 99233.9 and 
statutes referenced therein.) 

 
F. Public Utilities Code § 99401.5 requires that: 

“Prior to making any allocation not directly related to public transportation services, 

specialized transportation services, or facilities provided for the exclusive use of 

pedestrians and bicycles, the transportation planning agency shall annually do all of 

the following: 

 
1) Consult with the social services transportation advisory council established pursuant to 

Public Utilities Code 99238. 
 

2) Identify the transit needs of the jurisdiction which have been considered as a part of the 
transportation planning process, including the following: 

 
a) An annual assessment of the size and location of identifiable groups likely to be 

transit disadvantaged, 
 

b) An analysis of the adequacy of existing public transportation services and 
specialized transportation services, including privately and publicly provided 
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services necessary to implement... the federal Americans with Disabilities Act of 
1990… and persons of limited means. 

 
c) An analysis of the potential alternative public transportation and specialized 

transportation services and service improvements that would meet all or part of the 
transit demand.  
 

3) Identify the unmet transit needs of the jurisdiction and those needs that are reasonable 
to meet. The transportation planning agency shall hold at least one public hearing 
pursuant to [Public Utilities Code] Section 99238.5 for the purpose of soliciting 
comments on the unmet transit needs that may exist within the jurisdiction, and that 
might be reasonable to meet by establishing or contracting for new public 
transportation and specialized transportation services or by expanding existing 
services. The definition adopted by the transportation planning agency for the terms 
‘unmet transit needs’ and ‘reasonable to meet’ shall be documented by resolution or in 
the minutes of the agency. The fact that an identified transit need cannot be fully met 
based on available resources shall not be the sole reason for finding that a transit need 
is not reasonable to meet. An agency’s determination of needs that are reasonable to 
meet shall not be made by comparing unmet transit needs with the need for streets and 
roads.  

 
4) Adopt by resolution finding for the jurisdiction after consideration of all available 

information compiled pursuant to subdivisions (a), (b), and (c). The finding shall be that 
(1) there are no unmet transit needs, (2) there are no unmet transit needs that are 
reasonable to meet, or (3) there are unmet transit needs, including needs that are 
reasonable to meet. The resolution shall include information provided pursuant to 
subdivisions shall include information provided pursuant to subdivisions (a), (b), and (c) 
which provides that basis for finding.  

 
5) If the transportation planning agency adopts a finding that there are unmet needs, 

including needs that are reasonable to meet, then the unmet needs shall be funded 
before any allocation is made for streets and roads within the jurisdiction.  

 
G. Public Utilities Code § 99401.6 provides inter alia that: 

“Upon adoption of a funding … that there are no unmet needs or that there are no 

unmet needs that are reasonable to meet, the transportation planning agency may 

allocate funds for local streets and roads.” 

 
H. A public hearing, as required by Public Utilities Code § 99401.5(c), was held on February 4, 

2013, with a subcommittee of VCTC’s Commissioners sitting as the hearing board.  
 

I. The social services transportation advisory council for Ventura County is the Citizens 
Transportation Advisory Committee/Social Services Transportation Advisory Council 
(“CTAC/SSTAC”), which has the obligation, pursuant to Public Utilities Code § 99238 
(c).(1),to participate in the annual process and to review and recommend to VCTC on the 
unmet transit needs findings.  

 
J. The CTAC/SSTAC participated in the annual process by reviewing the public testimony, 

VCTC staff analysis and recommendations. On May 14, 2013, the CTAC/SSTAC met and 

approved the recommendations.  
 

Although not required by law, VCTC staff recommendations regarding unmet transit needs 
in FY 2014/2014 were also reviewed by the Transit Operators Advisory Committee of 

VCTC (“TRANSCOM”) on May 9, 2013. 
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K. VCTC has reviewed and incorporates by reference in this Resolution its approvals of the 
following:  
 

 The definition of “unmet transit needs” adopted by VCTC on January 5, 1996 and 
reaffirmed by the VCTC on December 7, 2012; and,  

 

 The definition of “reasonable to meet” adopted by VCTC on January 5, 1996 and 
reaffirmed by the VCTC on December 7, 2012. 
 

L. In compliance with Public Utilities Code § 99401.5 (b) (1)(2)(3), VCTC has reviewed and 
incorporated by reference: 

 The verbal and written testimony submitted at the Unmet Transit Needs public hearings 
held by VCTC Hearing Board on February 4, 2013 and submitted to VCTC through 
February 11, 2013; 

 

 The TDA rules and regulations; 
 

 The VCTC Staff Report, dated June 7, 2013 (hereinafter, the “Staff Report”); 
 

 Local and short range plans as described in the Staff Report; and  
 

 Recommendations from the CTAC/SSTAC and TRANSCOM. 
 

M. In addition, in compliance with Public Utilities Code § 99401.5(b)(1)(2)(3), VCTC has 
reviewed all existing transit operations, the documentation on file in the office of VCTC, 
along with existing programs previously reviewed and approved by VCTC, including, but 
not limited to: 
 
Dial-A-Ride Center (VCTC Transit Information Center) 

Ventura County Passport (Smart Card) Program 

Go Ventura Internet Program 

VCTC Social Service Token (ticket) Program 

 
II. NOW, THEREFORE, THE VENTURA COUNTY TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION DOES 

HEREBY RESOLVE AND ADOPT ALL OF THE FOLLOWING FOR FISCAL YEAR 
2013/2014 

There are no Unmet Transit Needs that are reasonable to meet, based on the following 

actions: 

1. Continue all existing bus services substantially as they exist.  
 

2. Continue all public senior and disabled services in all jurisdictions in the County 
substantially as they exist. Work to implement the recommendations of the VCTC 
Countywide Human Services Transportation and Transit Services Coordination Study.  

 

3. Discontinue Gold Coast Transit Route 40 due to a failure to meet ridership goals and 
performance productivity objectives of both Gold Coast Transit and VCTC.   
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4. If awarded grants, monitor the proposed service demonstrations on the VISTA 126 
(expanded hours) and the Gold Coast Transit Channel Islands Blvd./Victoria Ave. (new 
route) to determine if a transit need which is reasonable to meet exists. 
 

5. Continue the Ventura County interagency bus transfer program. 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED THAT: 

1. The Chair shall execute this Resolution on behalf of VCTC and the Clerk of the Board shall 
attest to her signature and the adoption of this resolution.  

 
2. The Executive Director shall before August 15, 2013 forward to the Department of 

Transportation on behalf of VCTC all of the following: 
 

a. A copy of the notice of hearing and proof of publication and a description of the actions 
taken to solicit citizen participation pursuant to Public Utilities Code Section 99238.5; 

 
b. A copy of the Resolution or minutes documenting VCTC’s definitions of “unmet transit 

needs” and “reasonable to meet”, as determined pursuant to Public Utilities Code (use 
the symbol)99401.5; and  

 
c.  A copy of this Resolution adopted as required by Public Utilities Code § 99401.5(d).  

Executed this 7
th

 day of June, 2013  

 

______________________________

_______      

Steven T. Sojka, Chair, VCTC 

 

ATTEST: 

 

_________________________________________ 

Donna Cole, Clerk of the Commission 
 

 

 

 

APPROVED AS TO FORM 

 
_________________________________________  

General Counsel    Date 
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June 7, 2013 

 



 15 

                        FY 2013/2014 UNMET TRANSIT NEEDS FINDINGS 

BACKGROUND 

Public Utilities Code (PUC) Section 99401.5 (c) requires the transportation planning 

agency (VCTC) to hold at least one public hearing pursuant to Section 99238.5 to solicit 

comments on the Unmet Transit Needs that may exist within the jurisdiction and that may 

be reasonable to meet by establishing or contracting for new public transportation, or 

specialized transportation, or by expanding existing services.  

All Unmet Transit Needs that are reasonable to meet must be funded before any 

allocation is made to streets and roads pursuant to PUC Section 99401.5 (e). Under 

Section 99238 (c) (2), the Public Utilities Code specifies that the social service 

transportation advisory council, Citizen’s Transportation Advisory Committee/Social 

Service Transportation Advisory Committee (CTAC/SSTAC) in our county, has the 

responsibility to participate in the annual process and must review and recommend action 

by VCTC on the findings.  A panel consisting of a number of the VCTC Commissioners 

is appointed annually by the VCTC Chairman to act as the hearing board. The full VCTC 

then considers all the input from these sources as well as the public and adopts the 

findings.  

According to the California Public Utilities Code (PUC) Section 99401.5 (d) the 

Commission must find by adopting a resolution that either: 

 There are no Unmet Transit Needs; 

 There are no Unmet Transit Needs that are reasonable to meet; or,  

 There are Unmet Transit Needs, including needs that are reasonable to meet.  

The resolution approving the findings must include information that provides the basis 

for the Commission decision.  In accordance with PUC Section 99401.5 (c) the 

Commission adopted definitions of “Unmet Transit Need” and “Reasonable to Meet” at 

the January 5, 1996 VCTC meeting and reaffirmed these definitions at its December 7, 

2012 meeting.   

Following are the adopted definitions of “Unmet Transit Need” and “Reasonable to 

Meet”: 

UNMET TRANSIT NEED 

“Unmet Transit Needs are, at a minimum, those public transportation services that have 

been identified by substantial community input through the public hearing process or are 

identified in a Short Range Transit Plan; in local Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) 

plans; in other area/local paratransit plans; and/or in the Regional Transportation Plan and 

have not yet been implemented or funded.”  

Following is the adopted definition of “Reasonable to Meet”, and “Attachment A” which 

establishes the passenger fare ratio for new transit services in Ventura County.  
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REASONABLE TO MEET 

An Unmet Transit Need shall be considered reasonable to meet if the proposed service
 (1)

 

is in general compliance with the following criteria; 

Equity 

1. The proposed service will not cause reductions in existing transit services that have an equal 
or higher priority. 

2. The proposed service will require a subsidy generally equivalent to other similar services. 

Timing 

1. The proposed service is in response to an existing rather than future transit need.  

Feasibility 

1. The proposed service can be provided within available funding. 
(2) 

 
2. The proposed service can be provided with the existing fleet or under contract to a private 

provider. 

Performance 

1. The proposed service will not unduly affect the operator’s ability to maintain the required 
passenger fare ratio for its system as a whole.  

2. The proposed service will meet the scheduled passenger fare ratio standards as described 
in Attachment A.  

3. The estimated number of passengers to be carried will be in the range of other similar 
services, and/or the proposed service provides a “link” or connection that contributes to the 
effectiveness of the overall transit system.  

Community Acceptance 

1. The proposed service has community acceptance and/or support as determined by the 
Unmet Transit Needs public heating record, inclusion in adopted programs and plans, 
adopted governing board positions and other information.  

 

(1) Proposed Service is defined as the specific transit service identified as an Unmet Transit Need (as defined) and 
which requires evaluation against this definition of “reasonable to meet.” 

(2) Per state law, the lack of available resources shall not be the sole reason for finding that a transit need is not 
reasonable.  
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ATTACHMENT A 

It is desirable for all proposed transit services in urban areas to achieve a 20% passenger 

fare ratio by the end of the third year of operation. A passenger fare ratio of 10% is 

desired for special services (i.e. elderly and disabled) and rural area services. * More 

detailed passenger fare ratio standards, which will be used to evaluate services as they are 

proposed and implemented, are described below. Transit serving both urban and rural 

areas, per state law, may obtain an “intermediate” passenger fare ratio.   

END OF TWELVE MONTHS 

Performance Level 

Urban Service  Rural Service  Recommended Action 

Less than 6%  Less than 3%  Provider may discontinue service 

6% or more  3% or more  Provider will continue service, with   

                                                                              modifications  if needed 

END OF TWENTY-FOUR MONTHS 

 Performance Level 

Urban Service  Rural Service  Recommended Action 

Less than 10%  Less than 5%  Provider may discontinue service 

10% or more  5% or more  Provider will continue service, with  

                                                                              modifications if needed 

END OF THIRTY-SIX MONTHS ** 

Performance Level 

Urban Service  Rural Service  Recommended Action 

Less than 15%  Less than 7%  Provider may discontinue service 

15-20%   7- 10%   Provider may consider modifying 

and  

                                                                              continue service 

20% or more  10% or more  Provider will continue service, with  

                                                                              modifications if needed 

 

* Per statute the VCTC may establish a lower fare for community transit (dial-a-ride) services.  

** A review will take place after 30 months to develop a preliminary determination regarding the discontinuation of 
proposed services.  
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Consistent with Public Utilities Code Section 99401.5, the Commission must use the 

adopted definitions of “Unmet Transit Need” and “Reasonable To Meet” and give special 

consideration to the transit needs of senior citizens, the mentally/physically challenged 

and persons of limited means. Also consistent with Public Utilities Code Section 

99401.5, the hearing board shall not make its recommendation, nor shall the Commission 

make its determination of needs that are reasonable to meet, by comparing Unmet Transit 

Needs with the need for streets and roads. PUC Section 99401.5 (c) also states that the 

fact that an identified transit need cannot be fully met based on available resources shall 

not be the sole reason for finding that a transit need is not reasonable to meet.  

In addition to all verbal and written testimony submitted and staff responses to testimony 

submitted, and to meet the requirements of PUC Section 99401.5(b)(1)(2)(3), the 

following information is available at VCTC’s office, and was used in developing the 

findings: 

 TDA rules and regulations  

Local and regional plans, including the following (Note that SCAT is the former name of 

Gold Coast Transit): 

 
 Short Range Transit Plans and budget information for transit operators (1999) 

 FTA Section 15 (National Transit Data Base) reports 

 Ventura County Congestion Management Plan (2006)  

 Ventura County Congestion Management Plan (2009) 

 Ventura County Comprehensive Rail Plan (1995) 

 SCAG Regional Transportation Plan 

 SCRRA’s (Metrolink) 1402 Plan  

 SCRRA’s Draft Strategic Plan 

 SCRRA’s FY 2011/12 Budget 

 SCRRA’s FY 2012/13 Budget 

 Caltrans State Rail Plan for the Pacific Surfliners 

 Coast Rail Corridor Plan  

 Ventura/Santa Barbara Rail Study Final Report – SCAG (March 2008) 

 VCTC AB 120 Plan (last amended 2001) 

 Simi Valley Transit Five Year Service and Funding Plan 2005-2010 (2005) 

 VCTC Countywide Human Services Transportation and Transit Services Coordination 
Study (2007)  

 VCTC Countywide Human Services Transportation and Transit Services Coordination 
Study update (2012)  

 Proposal Paper for Coordinated Paratransit Service Plan for Western Ventura County 

 SCAT’s Coordinated Paratransit Service Plan for Western Ventura County 

 SCAT Public Transit Service Delivery Plan (April 2000) 

 City of Thousand Oaks March 2, 2002 Memorandum regarding expansion of the Thousand 
Oaks Transportation (TOT) System 

 Ojai Valley Transit Needs Assessment (June 2004) Final Report 

 SCAT Origin/Destination and Transfer Study final report (July 2004)  

 SCAT System wide Fare Policy Study (April 2003)  

 VCTC Title VI Civil Rights Program (April 2009)  

 Santa Paula Branch Line Rail Study – SCAG/VCTC (March 2007)  
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 SCAG 2008 Regional Transportation Plan 

 SCAG 2012-2035 Regional Transportation Plan 

 VCTC Title VI Program (February 6, 2009)  

 VCTC Title VI VISTA Proposed Fare Increase Evaluation (2009) 

 VCTC Limited English Proficiency Plan (2011) 

 Ventura County Transit Investment Study (December 4, 2009) 

 VISTA 2012 Onboard Rider Survey 

 City of Moorpark Transit Evaluation (December 2010)  

 County of Ventura/City of Thousand Oaks document Consolidation of Dial-a-Ride Services 
in Unincorporated Areas. (2010) 

 City of Thousand Oaks Transit Action Plan (April 2010)  

 Gold Coast Transit Vineyard Avenue and Wells Road Community Based Transit Plan 
(December 30, 2010)  

 City of Ojai Report of Recommendations from the Ad Hoc Transit Committee (Dec 2011) 

 Gold Coast Transit 2010 TDA Triennial Performance Audit 

 VCTC 2010 TDA Triennial Performance Audit 

 California Lutheran University Public Transportation Needs Assessment Survey Analysis 
(2012) and Employee home locations and trip times spreadsheet 

 VCTC Heritage Valley Transit Study Final Report March 2013 

In addition to the documentation in the files of Ventura County Transportation 

Commission (listed above), information provided through the existing programs has also 

been reviewed by VCTC such as: 

 Dial-A-Ride Center 

 Ventura County Passport (Smart Card) Program 

 Go Ventura Internet Program 

 Senior Nutrition Program 

 East County Paratransit Transfer program 

 VCTC Social Service Token (ticket) Program 

 VISTA Ongoing Transit Services 

 TDA Financial Audits, Article 8(c ) 

 

The resolution approving the findings must include information that provides the basis 

for the Commission decision. In accordance with PUC Section 99401.5 (c) the 

Commission adopted definitions of “Unmet Transit Need” and “Reasonable to Meet” at 

the January 5, 1996 VCTC meeting and reaffirmed these definitions at its December 7, 

2012 meeting.  

The VCTC held its public hearing on transit needs for FY 2013/14 on February 4, 2013 at 

the Camarillo City Council Chambers.  Approximately 19 people attended the meeting, 

with the VCTC Hearing Board consisting of Commissioners Sharkey, Long, Fernandez, 

and White.  Ten people testified at the hearing and some supplemental written comments, 

as well as several written statements were submitted.  A total of sixteen persons had 

submitted written/e-mailed, or telephoned testimony, which staff summarized for the 

record.  VCTC also held two evening “listening sessions” at which staff took public 

comments.  The evening session in Oxnard on January 24th had five people attend and 

comment, while the evening session in Moorpark on January 23
rd

 had eight persons 

attend.  VCTC and local transit staffs also attended both evening sessions and the 
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hearing.  VCTC also attended two community meetings, one in Fillmore and one in Santa 

Paula, to obtain community input. 

 

The Unmet Transit Needs public comment period was open through February 11, 2013.  

By the time the hearing was closed, 139 individuals and groups had attended the 

meetings and/or submitted material to VCTC, including letters, e-mails, phone calls, and 

comments at the public hearing or at the Unmet Transit Needs meetings.  A total of 675 

comments were received. 

 

While some testimony was very specific about a particular problem in one area, most of 

the testimony fell into several broad categories.  This was in good part due to the active 

participation of community advocate organization outreach activities focused in the West 

County. As a result, VCTC received a substantial number of comments which were 

extremely general in scope and substance, while reflecting an overall interest in having 

improved transit.  Many of the comments were vague enough to not be  Unmet Transit 

Needs, however, the majority appear to have revolved around two issues.  The first issue 

was the loss of the high capacity, high quality buses which VISTA operated until the 

contractor bankruptcy and short term replacement of the over the road coaches with 

standard transit vehicles.  The second significant issue was the desire for more capacity 

and responsiveness of the community transit services in the Heritage Valley.   

 

In some cases, there were comments requesting specific transit trip services which 

already exist.  Where the commenter was available, staff worked to resolve the issue and 

while listed as a comment received, it is specifically to disclose all comments received. 

 

A number of the comments received request transit service outside the county, in some 

cases, substantial distances outside the county.  TDA funds are specifically for transit 

services inside the County, and the Commission works with neighboring counties to 

jointly fund services (such as Metrolink and the VISTA Coastal Express), or provide 

reciprocal services (such as the Conejo Connection into Los Angeles County and the 

Metro 161/LA DOT 422-423 into Ventura County). 

 

Because of the timeframe of the Unmet Transit Needs process, sometimes 

requests/comments are received regarding services already in existence or in the process 

of being implemented.  During the process, Gold Coast Transit initiated a demonstration 

project which provides service on Channel Islands Blvd. between Saviers and Victoria, 

and then travels up Victoria to Ventura.  This provides a much more direct service 

between South Oxnard and Port Hueneme and Ventura, including Ventura College.  This 

not only addresses a comment received this year, but continues to improve on a service 

which was only partially addressed from prior hearing cycles.  The same thing issue 

exists with the VISTA 126 late evening service.  VCTC initiated late evening service 

Eastbound on VISTA 126 in the fall of 2012, however there were still a number of 

requests for later service received for that route. 

 

VCTC will be releasing a request for proposals for a long term intercity transit provider, 

scheduled to begin on July 1, 2014.  The request will be for a return to predominately 
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large capacity-high speed over the road coaches.  This will address a substantial number 

of comments/complaints received (37, including more bike carrying capacity).  It will 

also reduce some of the crowding issues which occur sporadically on several VISTA 

routes. 

 

VCTC has also been working with the Cities of Fillmore, Santa Paula, and the County to 

develop a sustainable plan to continue and expand the community transit services in the 

Heritage Valley.  The existing dial-a-ride service has been very effective, however, due to 

a full expenditure of TDA funds for transit by Fillmore, and the agreements to minimize 

subsidization by other agencies, the service has not been able to expand to meet demand.  

VCTC has also heard requests for a scheduled fixed route service in the Heritage Valley 

communities.  A plan has been developed and presented to the affected agencies which 

provides for (1) a continuation of communitywide general purpose dial-a-ride services to 

insure access for all parts of the communities, (2) a fixed route “circulator” to provide 

additional capacity and services without the need to make a reservation, (3) the creation 

of a local management agency by the three agencies to provide more accessible 

management, and (4) a sustainable fiscal plan, including the programming of VCTC 

Proposition 1B transit capital funds to purchase vehicles and reduce ongoing annual 

costs.  This service is targeted to begin on July 1, 2014. 

 

The City of Thousand Oaks and the City of Moorpark have both developed 

demonstration projects to provide expanded service and been awarded Congestion 

Mitigation-Air Quality (CMAQ) grants from VCTC.  Both grants are pending 

authorization by the Federal Transit Administration.  The City of Camarillo approved an 

expansion of their general public dial-a-ride, including starting earlier on weekdays, 

operating later on Saturday, and providing Sunday service.   Finally, the “East County 

Cities“ (Camarillo, Moorpark, Simi Valley, Thousand Oaks) are working on a 

Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) which will serve as the template for “core” 

uniform hours of operation, and other actions to improve coordination of services in the 

East County.  VCTC should receive a report and recommendations from the agencies 

later this year. 

 

State legislation is currently under consideration which, if enacted, will replace the Gold 

Coast Transit agency with a transit district.  If successful, the district will begin 

functioning on July 1, 2014. 

 

Finally, VCTC has included in the draft FY 2013-14 budget funds to develop a Short 

Range Transit Plan.  The last one was completed in 1999, and covered the years through 

2004.  Along with that planning effort, the budget includes a proposal to revise the 

definitions and “unmet transit needs” process. 

 

As noted, the majority of the comments fell into several broad categories.  These were:  

1. Operational improvements including additional stops or increased frequency on existing 
services. These do not represent Unmet Transit Needs, but are referred to the operators 
to review and consider in light of funding and operational data.  

2. Request for extended hours or days of service. There were a number of requests 
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throughout the County, but these were limited in number and general in nature, and do 
not constitute an Unmet Transit Need. 

3. Comments about vehicles and facilities. A number of comments were received 
requesting increased bike capacity on buses, and improved numbers and quality shelters 
(protection from elements) at bus stops, and the quality of the buses themselves.  These 
are not Unmet Transit Needs, but VCTC and the operators have on-going efforts to 
address these concerns.  

4. Request for better coordination. These are operational improvements to make the 
services more convenient and attractive, and will be referred to TRANSCOM for on-going 
review.  

5. Request for reduced fares and changes to fare restrictions. These are not Unmet Transit 
Needs, and in some cases could adversely affect the TDA fare box requirements.  

6. Requests for multi-county transit services.  Because TDA funds are specifically for use 
within counties, and VCTC is not able to direct the use of TDA funds in other counties, 
comments asking for multi-county services are not considered unmet needs.  VCTC will 
continue to work with neighboring counties to forge alliances and shared funding where 
projections of ridership appear to justify potential joint funded transit services. 

7. Comment regarding driver performance. Some number of comments were received 
regarding operational performance of some transit services.  These are not Unmet 
Transit Needs, but do represent an operational concern and were therefore referred to 
the appropriate operators. 

The recommendations, draft findings, and matrix were reviewed for technical accuracy 

by the VCTC Transit Operators Advisory Committee (TRANSCOM) on May 9, 2013.  

The TRANSCOM accepted the recommendations without comment.  The Citizens 

Transportation Advisory Committee/Social Service Transportation Advisory Committee 

(CTAC/SSTAC) met on May 14, 2013 and after review, approved the recommendations 

and finding and recommended them for action by the Hearing Board and full 

Commission.  The Hearing Board approved the recommendations on May 20, 2013. 

 

The draft findings are attached.  A matrix of the complete testimony given was reviewed 

by the CTAC/SSTAC and the Hearing Board, and is available on the VCTC website 

“Goventura.org” or at the Commission office.  

 

RECOMMENDED FINDINGS: 

1. Continue all existing bus services substantially as they exist. 
 

2. Continue all public senior and disabled services in all jurisdictions in the County 
substantially as they exist.  Work to implement the recommendations of the VCTC 
Countywide Human Services Transportation and Transit Services Coordination Study.  
 

3. If awarded grants, monitor the proposed service demonstrations on the VISTA 126 
(expanded hours) and the Gold Coast Transit Channel Islands Blvd./Victoria Ave. (new 
route) to determine if a transit need which is reasonable to meet exists. 

 
4. If awarded grants, monitor the proposed service demonstrations expansions in transits 

service in both the City of Thousand Oaks and the City of Moorpark. 
 

5. Receive a status report from the East County Cities on process to improve coordination 
and rationalization of transit services. 



 23 

 
6. Receive quarterly a status reports on the City of Camarillo’s service modifications.  

 

7. Continue the Ventura County interagency bus transfer program. 
 

8. Assist the Heritage Valley communities in developing an organizational structure, acquiring 
vehicles, and implementing the Heritage Valley transit study. 

 
9. Issue and award a long term VCTC contract for intercity VISTA services. 

 

After adopting the recommendations listed above, and based on the analysis of the 

written and verbal testimony provided to the Commission: 

10. Find by VCTC Resolution #2013-05 that there are no Unmet Transit Needs that are 
reasonable to meet. 

In addition to the above findings, VCTC will continue efforts to meet the following goals 

from prior hearings: 

A. Continue to pursue and identify funding to allow local agencies to install more bus benches 
and shelters, and transit information signs, where warranted and feasible.  

 

B. Continue to improve schedule coordination and transfer connections between different bus 
systems where operationally feasible.  

 
C. Continue to adjust fixed route transit services, stops and schedules throughout Ventura 

County as needed and operationally feasible.  
 
D. Continue community outreach and marketing efforts to increase awareness of the 

availability of transit services for the general public, seniors, and disabled, to be 
coordinated by VCTC.  

 
E. Continue operation of NEXTBUS countywide and provide additional NEXTBUS signs at 

appropriate locations.  
 
F. Continue to ensure that bus stops and bus signage, vehicles, and operations are all in 

compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) requirements.  
 
G. Continue to assist social service agencies in obtaining grant funding for equipment and 

rolling stock, utilizing Federal Section 5310, Section 5316 and any other funds available for 
those purposes.  

 
H. Encourage cities, transit providers, and social service agencies to implement elements of 

the VCTC Countywide Human Services Transportation and Transit Services Coordination 
Study.  

 
I. Continue discussions and possible studies cooperatively with the City of Santa Clarita to 

determine the potential demand and feasibility for transit services connecting Fillmore, 
Santa Paula, and San Buenaventura with Santa Clarita.  

 
J. Initiate a VCTC short range transit plan.  
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K. Revise the VCTC Unmet Transit Needs definitions and process. 
 
L. Continue to encourage AMTRAK and Caltrans Division of Rail to adjust the schedule times 

of the Surfliner to better serve commuters traveling between Ventura and Santa Barbara 
Counties. 

 
M. Formally comment during the CEQA process regarding the potential difficulties and costs of 

providing transit services to low income housing and other public facilities with high transit 
dependent use which are not sited at locations served or easily served by public transit. 

 
N. Support cost-effective actions to increase bike capacity on the transit system.  

 
O. Encourage transit trips over auto usage during this time of heightened public awareness of 

the cost of fuel.  
 

P. Seek financial support from the cities/County to provide subsidized fares for low income 
passengers who are transferring between local transit systems and VISTA.  

 
Q. Work with LOSSAN, Caltrans, Amtrak, and Metrolink to improve rail safety and maintain or 

increase speeds on the rail services.  
 

R. Encourage the ADA providers in the County continue to improve transfers and transfer 
locations for inter-agency ADA trips.  

 
S. Continue to integrate evening meetings in different parts of the county as part of the future 

Unmet Transit Needs process.  
 

T. Work to improve customer service on weekends and evenings. 

After adopting the recommendations listed above, and based on the analysis of the written and 
verbal testimony provided to the Commission: 

Find by VCTC Resolution #2013-05 that there are no Unmet Transit Needs, including needs that 
are reasonable to meet.  

Following is a discussion of the comments received, organized by operator, and if appropriate, 
the recommended “Finding” associated with each issue. Specific responses to each of the 
comments received are contained in the Testimony Matrix. All operational improvements will be 
forwarded to the appropriate agency for consideration in upcoming operations and service 
adjustments. In the case of the VISTA service improvement recommendations and comments, 
the different VISTA route advisory groups will be informed.  

1. Gold Coast Transit 
Improvements during the year.  A significant change in Gold Coast Transit service occurred 
mid-year, with the implementation of Route 21 with a grant awarded by VCTC.  This route 
provides service on Channel Islands Blvd. and Victoria, with service into Ventura.  This directly or 
indirectly addresses several of the comments received this year, and enhances service to Via 
Victoria, an area which was identified in prior “Unmet Transit Needs” processes. 

Improved service quality.  Seventeen persons wanted an increase in bus servicing current 
stops, or the creation of new stops on existing routes.  There were three people who wanted later 

service to RiverPark, and no other route or comment was made by more than one person.  
Several of the services already exist, and appear to be unfamiliar to the commenter.  These are 
not Unmet Transit Needs.  Even if they were Unmet Transit Needs, they are not reasonable to 
meet since they do not meet the following criteria: 
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Performance 

 The estimated number of passengers to be carried will be in the range of other similar 
services.  

 The proposed service would not unduly affect the operator’s ability to maintain the required 
passenger fare ratio for its system as a whole.  

Equity 

 The proposed service will require a subsidy generally equivalent to other similar services.  

Although not Unmet Transit Needs that are reasonable to meet, the comments are forwarded to 
Gold Coast Transit for inclusion in their analysis of service and future modifications. 
 
One person wants Gold Coast Transit service “on Holidays”, although specific routes and 
holidays were not provided.  This is not an Unmet Transit Need.  Even if it were an Unmet Transit 
Need it is not reasonable to meet since it does not meet the following criteria: 

Performance 
 The estimated number of passengers to be carried will be in the range of other similar 

services.  

 The proposed service would not unduly affect the operator’s ability to maintain the required 
passenger fare ratio for its system as a whole.  

Equity 
 The proposed service will require a subsidy generally equivalent to other similar services.  

One person wanted the service to the Ventura Marina re-instated.  The service was 

terminated after a four year effort to replace the route which had served the area 

unsuccessfully through the 1990s and early 2000s.  Although Gold Coast marketed and 

modified the service schedule, it was never able to attract enough riders.  This is not an 

Unmet Transit Need.  Even if it were an Unmet Transit Need it is not reasonable to meet 

since it does not meet the following criteria: 

Performance 
 The estimated number of passengers to be carried will be in the range of other similar 

services.  

 The proposed service would not unduly affect the operator’s ability to maintain the required 
passenger fare ratio for its system as a whole.  

Equity 
 The proposed service will require a subsidy generally equivalent to other similar services.  

Finally, one person was unhappy with the provision of the GCT ACCESS service.  This 

is an operational complain, and not an Unmet Transit Need. 

 

2. City of Oxnard. 

One person wanted more service on the Oxnard Harbors and Beaches Dial-A-Ride 

(OHBDAR), including Sunday service.  Ridership on the service has been sufficient to 

continue operations, but has not significantly increased in the past decade, which would 

provide an indication of increasing demand.  Sunday service was discontinued due to 

extremely low ridership.   Even if it were an Unmet Transit Need it is not reasonable to 

meet since it does not meet the following criteria: 

Performance 
 The estimated number of passengers to be carried will be in the range of other similar 

services.  

 The proposed service would not unduly affect the operator’s ability to maintain the required 
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passenger fare ratio for its system as a whole.  
Equity 

 The proposed service will require a subsidy generally equivalent to other similar services.  

Four people wanted a bus bench or shelter at the bus stop near Wendys in El Rio, and one 
wanted a bus bench or shelter at the stop at 501 Cuesta Del Mar.  These are not Unmet Transit 
Needs; however, they are being referred to the City of Oxnard for analysis and possible future 
actions. 

 
City of Port Hueneme 
One person wanted a bus bench or shelter at the bus stop at the Port Hueneme parking lot.  This 
is not an Unmet Transit Need; however, it is being referred to the City of Port Hueneme for 
analysis and possible future actions.  
 
3. City of Ventura 
One person wanted the passenger shelter at the Ventura Transit Center (Pacific View Mall) 
modified to protect waiting passengers from the rain.  This is not an Unmet Transit Need; 
however, it is being referred to the City of Ventura for analysis and possible future actions. 
 
4. City of Camarillo 
Four people wanted increased weekend transit service in Camarillo (currently service is provided 
8-4 Saturday, no Sunday service).  One person wanted evening transit service (currently until 9 
pm weeknights) in Camarillo.  These are not Unmet Transit Needs.  Even if they were Unmet 
Transit Needs, they are not reasonable to meet since they do not meet the following criteria: 
Performance 

 The estimated number of passengers to be carried will be in the range of other similar 
services.  

 The proposed service would not unduly affect the operator’s ability to maintain the required 
passenger fare ratio for its system as a whole.  

Equity 
 The proposed service will require a subsidy generally equivalent to other similar services.  

The City of Camarillo approved a demonstration of service improvements which will 

include starting weekday services at 6 am instead of 7am, extending Saturday service 

until 9pm, and operating Sunday service from 8am until 5 pm.  

 

One person wanted the Camarillo service to increase the number of fixed routes instead 

of the Citywide Dial-a-Ride (DAR) service.  This is not an Unmet Transit Need.  The city 

reduced the fixed route service and shifted to the citywide DAR system in the 1990s to 

(successfully) increase access and improve ridership and efficiency.   

 

One person was unhappy with the Camarillo Dial-a-Ride (DAR) service dispatching, 

while praising the drivers.  This is not an Unmet Transit Need.  This complaint is being 

provided to the city for their review. 

 

One person complained that a driver had denied them a ride because they were in a 

wheelchair.  Immediately after the hearing where the complaint was first made, the City 

staff worked with the rider and the driver to remedy this situation.  This is not an Unmet 

Transit Need.  It was a potential ADA violation which the city, immediately upon receipt, 

address to insure there would be no future recurrences. 
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5. City of Thousand Oaks 

Two people requested later service in Thousand Oaks until 10 pm (currently 8 pm 

weekdays).  This is not an Unmet Transit Need.  Even if it were an Unmet Transit Need it 

is not reasonable to meet since it does not meet the following criteria: 

Performance 
 The estimated number of passengers to be carried will be in the range of other similar 

services.  

 The proposed service would not unduly affect the operator’s ability to maintain the required 
passenger fare ratio for its system as a whole.  

Equity 
 The proposed service will require a subsidy generally equivalent to other similar services.  

One person (a senior) commented regarding problems completing a trip from Oxnard to 

Thousand Oaks (“last mile”).  The City of Thousand Oaks staff worked with the rider to 

get them a city Senior Transit identification card and arrange travel from the Thousand 

Oaks Transit Center.  This was a situation where the service existed and staff was able to 

facilitate the rider’s use of the services. 

 

The City of Thousand Oaks was awarded a grant by VCTC to provide weekend transit 

service.  The grant is pending approval by the Federal Transit Administration.  The City 

should provide status reports to the Commission on the demonstration once initiated. 

 

6. City of Moorpark 

 One person wants a new bus stop between two existing bus stops.  This is an operational 

modification, and has been referred to the city.  The requested stop is on a State 

Highway, and the city cannot stop at the location without an approved permit from 

CALTRANS. 

 

One person wants the Moorpark DAR to operate until 10 PM.  This is not an Unmet 

Transit Need.  Even if it were an Unmet Transit Need it is not reasonable to meet since it 

does not meet the following criteria: 

Performance 
 The estimated number of passengers to be carried will be in the range of other similar 

services.  

 The proposed service would not unduly affect the operator’s ability to maintain the required 
passenger fare ratio for its system as a whole.  

Equity 
 The proposed service will require a subsidy generally equivalent to other similar services.  

The city of Moorpark was awarded a grant by VCTC to extend weekday transit service 

until 8 pm, and add Saturday service.  It also will fund ADA paratransit to Thousand 

Oaks and Simi Valley on Saturdays.  The grant is pending approval by the Federal 

Transit Administration.  The City should provide status reports to the Commission on the 

demonstration once initiated. 

 

7. City of Simi Valley 

One person wanted Simi Valley transit to “expand” service.  This is not an Unmet Transit 

Needs because it is so vague and general as to be impossible to analyze.   
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8. Simi Valley/Thousand Oaks/Moorpark intercity ADA service. 

Two people wanted direct service for ADA (and Senior DAR) between Moorpark and 

Simi Valley and Thousand Oaks, including direct service to medical facilities (instead of 

transfers).  This is not an Unmet Transit Needs.  Even if it were an Unmet Transit Need it 

is not reasonable to meet since it does not meet the following criteria: 

Performance 
 The estimated number of passengers to be carried will be in the range of other similar 

services.  

 The proposed service would not unduly affect the operator’s ability to maintain the required 
passenger fare ratio for its system as a whole.  

Equity 
 The proposed service will require a subsidy generally equivalent to other similar services.  

One person wants a “more safe” transfer location for intercity ADA trips than the current 

on at the Simi Valley Towncenter.  This is not an Unmet Transit Need; and there is no 

record of any incidents at the location where VISTA and Simi Valley buses stop, as well 

as the ADA transfers. 

 

9. Simi Valley/Thousand Oaks/Moorpark intercity service. 

Two people requested direct transit service between Simi Valley and Cal Lutheran (CLU) 

University.  This is not an Unmet Transit Need.  Even if it were an Unmet Transit Need it 

is not reasonable to meet since it does not meet the following criteria: 

Performance 
 The estimated number of passengers to be carried will be in the range of other similar 

services.  

 The proposed service would not unduly affect the operator’s ability to maintain the required 
passenger fare ratio for its system as a whole.  

Equity 
 The proposed service will require a subsidy generally equivalent to other similar services.  

Analysis of data for employee and student travel patterns does not support any feasible 

transit, although CLU should be encouraged to continue working with VCTC ridesharing 

program in the creation of carpools and vanpools. 

 

10. City of Ojai 

One person requested that the Ojai Trolley cuts be restored.  During the past year, the 

Ojai Trolley routes were modified to improve overall efficiency; and Gold Coast Transit 

services were terminated and then reinstated through the City of Ojai.  At this time, there 

are no significant cuts in either Ojai trolley or Gold Coast Transit services in Ojai to 

restore.  This is not an Unmet Transit Need. 

 

11. VISTA Service 

Seven people complained about VISTA drivers.  One person wanted the Wifi problems to 

be fixed.  One person wanted “security” on the VISTA buses.  These are operational 

complains, not Unmet Transit Needs.   
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Thirty-three comments were received calling for a return of the “bigger” (over the road 

motor coaches) with better seats, more capacity, storage, and restrooms.  In addition, six 

people wanted more bike capacity on the buses (comments not specific to VISTA).  

These are not Unmet Transit Needs.  The services have been maintained although the 

vehicle types have changed.  As VCTC develops a long term contract to replace the 

“emergency” services obtained to continue service subsequent to the bankruptcy of the 

long term intercity transit provider, it is expected that there will be an improvement in the 

fleet.   

 

One person wanted hourly VISTA service, and one person want all VISTA buses to stop 

at all stops.  These are not Unmet Transit Needs, they are operational adjustments.   

 

12. VISTA 126 

Three people wanted longer hours of VISTA 126 transit service.  In the fall of 2012, 

eastbound service was extended until almost 10 pm.  This is not an Unmet Transit Need, 

because it already exists. 

 

One person wanted VISTA 126 service from Fillmore to Piru.  Service is provided until 8 

pm by the VISTA Heritage Valley DAR to Piru daily, and a VISTA 126 trip leaving 

Fillmore at 7:05 pm and 8:05 pm have existed for several years.  This is not an Unmet 

Transit Need, because transit service already exists. 

 

One person wanted VISTA 126 service to operate on Holidays. This is not an Unmet 

Transit Need.  Even if it were an Unmet Transit Need it is not reasonable to meet since it 

does not meet the following criteria: 

Performance 
 The estimated number of passengers to be carried will be in the range of other similar 

services.  

 The proposed service would not unduly affect the operator’s ability to maintain the required 
passenger fare ratio for its system as a whole.  

Equity 
 The proposed service will require a subsidy generally equivalent to other similar services.  

One person wanted VISTA 126 service to add a stop in Fillmore.  This is not an Unmet 

Transit Need, but an operational improvement.  VCTC staff is analyzing the potential of a 

“West Fillmore” stop on Highway 126, and if feasible, will work to obtain a CALTRANS 

permit to allow a stop. 

 

Four people wanted “more service” on VISTA 126.  Four people wanted westbound 

VISTA 126 service after 9 pm, and two people wanted additional westbound VISTA 126 

service in the afternoon.  These are not Unmet Transit Needs.  Even if they were an 

Unmet Transit Need they are not reasonable to meet since they do not meet the following 

criteria: 

Performance 
 The estimated number of passengers to be carried will be in the range of other similar 

services.  

 The proposed service would not unduly affect the operator’s ability to maintain the required 
passenger fare ratio for its system as a whole.  
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Equity 
 The proposed service will require a subsidy generally equivalent to other similar services.  

Two people wanted fixed route transit service between Santa Paula and Fillmore.  This is 

not an Unmet Transit Need, since VISTA 126 already provides this 7 days a week. 

 

13. VISTA 101/Conejo Connection 

One person wanted an increase in Conejo Connection service to the Warner Center, 

including Sunday service.  One person wanted an increase in VISTA service to Camarillo 

(from where not stated), and one person wanted more VISTA 101 trips (from where to 

where, or when not stated).  These are not Unmet Transit Needs.  Even if they were an 

Unmet Transit Need they are not reasonable to meet since they do not meet the following 

criteria: 

Performance 
 The estimated number of passengers to be carried will be in the range of other similar 

services.  

 The proposed service would not unduly affect the operator’s ability to maintain the required 
passenger fare ratio for its system as a whole.  

Equity 
 The proposed service will require a subsidy generally equivalent to other similar services.  

14. VISTA Coastal Express 

One person wanted additional Coastal Express bus service to Oxnard.  One person 

wanted later northbound trips on the Coastal Express.  These are not an Unmet Transit 

Need.  Even if it were an Unmet Transit Need it is not reasonable to meet since it does 

not meet the following criteria: 

Performance 
 The estimated number of passengers to be carried will be in the range of other similar 

services.  

 The proposed service would not unduly affect the operator’s ability to maintain the required 
passenger fare ratio for its system as a whole.  

Equity 
 The proposed service will require a subsidy generally equivalent to other similar services.  
 

15. VISTA Heritage Valley Dial-a-Ride 
The VISTA Heritage Valley Dial-a-Ride (DAR) service has been impacted for several years, due 
to the full expenditure of all available transit funds by the City of Fillmore and the funding 
arrangement which limits interagency subsidies between the three agencies who fund the DAR.  
As a result, VCTC has recently completed a plan for sustainable service into the future.  The plan 
calls for a limited fixed route service in Santa Paula and another in Fillmore and Piru, 
supplemented by general purpose DAR.  This is expected to provide more capacity and relieve 
both the impacted DAR services and the associated call center.  In FY 2013/2014 a new 
agreement among the three agencies (Cities of Fillmore, Santa Paula, and the County) will be 
approved, VCTC will provide Prop 1B funds to support capital acquisition, and a contract awarded 
to provide the modified service, which will begin service in FY 2014/2015.   
 
Three people commented that the DAR call center was impacted and difficult to access.  Two 
people complained that a driver was “rude”.  One person wanted more storage on the DAR 
vehicles.  These are operational issues, and not Unmet Transit Needs. 
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Three people wanted DAR service to be extended until 9 pm.  This is not an Unmet 

Transit Need.  Even if it were an Unmet Transit Need it is not reasonable to meet since it 

does not meet the following criteria: 

Performance 
 The estimated number of passengers to be carried will be in the range of other similar 

services.  

 The proposed service would not unduly affect the operator’s ability to maintain the required 
passenger fare ratio for its system as a whole.  

Equity 
 The proposed service will require a subsidy generally equivalent to other similar services.  
 

Four people wanted “more” DAR service. It has been noted that the current DAR service 

is impacted during peak hours, and a plan is in place to relieve that.  This is not an Unmet 

Transit Need.  Even if it were an Unmet Transit Need it is not reasonable to meet since it 

does not meet the following criteria: 

Performance 
 The estimated number of passengers to be carried will be in the range of other similar 

services.  

 The proposed service would not unduly affect the operator’s ability to maintain the required 
passenger fare ratio for its system as a whole.  

Equity 
 The proposed service will require a subsidy generally equivalent to other similar services.  
 

Three people wanted fixed route service for school trips.  Fillmore currently has school 

bus service, including service to Piru and Rancho Camulos.  Public transit is prohibited 

by Federal law and California regulations from providing “school bus service”, however, 

it cannot prohibit students from riding public transit services.  This is not an Unmet 

Transit Need.  Even if it were an Unmet Transit Need it is not reasonable to meet since it 

does not meet the following criteria: 

Performance 
 The estimated number of passengers to be carried will be in the range of other similar 

services.  

 The proposed service would not unduly affect the operator’s ability to maintain the required 
passenger fare ratio for its system as a whole.  

Equity 
 The proposed service will require a subsidy generally equivalent to other similar services.  

One person wanted the Dial-a-Ride service to provide intercity trips between Santa Paula 

and Fillmore.  VISTA 126 provides intercity fixed route service between the 

communities.  This is not an Unmet Transit Need.  Even if it were an Unmet Transit 

Need it is not reasonable to meet since it does not meet the following criteria: 

Performance 
 The estimated number of passengers to be carried will be in the range of other similar 

services.  

 The proposed service would not unduly affect the operator’s ability to maintain the required 
passenger fare ratio for its system as a whole.  

Equity 
 The proposed service will require a subsidy generally equivalent to other similar services.  

16. Direct intercity services 
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One person wanted direct bus between Oxnard and Santa Paula, one person wanted direct 

service between Oxnard and Camarillo, two people want direct transit service between 

Santa Paula and Moorpark, and two people want direct service between Fillmore and 

Moorpark.  One person wants direct transit service between the Heritage Valley and 

Moorpark.  These are not Unmet Transit Needs.  Even if they were Unmet Transit Needs 

they are not reasonable to meet since they do not meet the following criteria: 

Performance 
 The estimated number of passengers to be carried will be in the range of other similar 

services.  

 The proposed service would not unduly affect the operator’s ability to maintain the required 
passenger fare ratio for its system as a whole.  

Equity 
 The proposed service will require a subsidy generally equivalent to other similar services.  
 

As part of the VCTC Heritage Valley Transit Study, the Commission analyzed the work trips 
between the Heritage Valley and various locations in the county, and did not identify any corridors 
which would generate enough trips to sustain a viable direct route.  The Commission should 
continue to make ridersharing support available throughout the county. 

Three persons wanted direct transit services connecting the three Community Colleges 

(Moorpark, Oxnard, and Ventura Colleges).  This is not an Unmet Transit Need.  Even if 

it were an Unmet Transit Need it is not reasonable to meet since it does not meet the 

following criteria: 

Performance 
 The estimated number of passengers to be carried will be in the range of other similar 

services.  

 The proposed service would not unduly affect the operator’s ability to maintain the required 
passenger fare ratio for its system as a whole.  

Equity 
 The proposed service will require a subsidy generally equivalent to other similar services.  
 

17. Intercity ADA services 

Two people wanted improved east county ADA connections; and two people wanted 

direct ADA trips between Santa Paula and Ventura (without transfer), including one who 

wanted the trips to be on demand.  These are not Unmet Transit Needs.  Even if they 

were Unmet Transit Needs they are not reasonable to meet since it does not meet the 

following criteria: 

Performance 
 The estimated number of passengers to be carried will be in the range of other similar 

services.  

 The proposed service would not unduly affect the operator’s ability to maintain the required 
passenger fare ratio for its system as a whole.  

Equity 
 The proposed service will require a subsidy generally equivalent to other similar services.  

One person wanted a non-emergency intercity ADA paratransit trip for people on 

gurneys.  This is not an Unmet Transit Need. 
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One person wanted VISTA 126 service to operate on Holidays. This is not an Unmet 

Transit Need.  Even if it were an Unmet Transit Need it is not reasonable to meet since it 

does not meet the following criteria: 

Performance 
 The estimated number of passengers to be carried will be in the range of other similar 

services.  

 The proposed service would not unduly affect the operator’s ability to maintain the required 
passenger fare ratio for its system as a whole.  

Equity 
 The proposed service will require a subsidy generally equivalent to other similar services.  

Two people had specific concerns regarding the use of intercity ADA services.  In both 

cases, because the service commented on all ready exists, VCTC and local transit 

operators staffs worked with the commenter to insure that they were understood the 

service and how to use it.  The comments are included because although addressed, were 

received in the process. 

 

18. ADA services/Senior Services 

One person wanted county intercity ADA rate improvements.  Currently the rates for the 

Intercity ADA service are relatively complicated and may vary depending on the 

direction of travel, since the trips are provided by different agencies, with different fares, 

depending on where the trip originates.   This is not an Unmet Transit Need.  Even if it 

were an Unmet Transit Need it is not reasonable to meet since the Transportation 

Development requires individual services to achieve required farebox recovery rates, 

which are based on each agency’s performance.  The transit providers participating in the 

intercity ADA transfer are studying ways to improve the operation of the intercity ADA 

services, and if any recommendations are developed, should be reported to the VCTC for 

possible implementation. 

 

One person wanted a countywide card for seniors, instead of having to acquire a senior 

identification card for each transit provider in the county.  This would facilitate use by 

seniors of the various DAR senior services in the county, and comply with TDA 

regulations and FTA statute that the services funded with TDA and FTA funds be 

available to everyone.  While not an Unmet Transit Need, this is being referred to 

TRANSCOM for consideration, and a report back to the Commission. 

 

Two people wanted a uniform countywide senior age to reduce the confusion for seniors 

riding multiple transit systems in the County.  This is not an Unmet Transit Need.  The 

VCTC adopted a policy to encourage the use of the age of 65 for seniors to public transit 

as part of the VCTC Countywide Human Services Transportation and Transit Services 

Coordination Study adopted in 2007; however, VCTC cannot mandate a countywide age. 

 

One person wanted a countywide DAR for seniors.  This is not an Unmet Transit Need.  

Even if it were an Unmet Transit Need it is not reasonable to meet since it does not meet 

the following criteria: 

Performance 
 The estimated number of passengers to be carried will be in the range of other similar 

services.  
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 The proposed service would not unduly affect the operator’s ability to maintain the required 
passenger fare ratio for its system as a whole.  

Equity 
 The proposed service will require a subsidy generally equivalent to other similar services.  

One person wanted a senior “Not For Profit transport” program to be created in the 

county.  While VCTC supports any enhancements to the existing services, this is not an 

Unmet Transit Need. 

 

One person supported Mediride service provided by the Ventura County Area Agency on 

Aging with grant support from VCTC.  One person wants the “towncar” (Mediride) to be 

restricted to women drivers for women, and also wants the service not to be a shared ride 

service.  These are not Unmet Transit Needs. 

 

One person wanted travel training for seniors and disabled.  This service is currently 

provided through grants from VCTC.   

 

One person wanted easier ADA certification process.  VCTC has an ADA certification 

process which complies with the ADA statutes and regulations.  This is not an Unmet 

Transit Need. 

 

One person complained about not being certified .  This is not an Unmet Transit Need.  

In compliance with ADA statutes and regulations, VCTC has an appeals process to insure 

that all ADA applications are addressed within the legal requirements. 

 

19. Intercounty services 

VCTC received a number of request for new or expanded intercounty services.  The 

Transportation Development Act funding was established to provide transit services 

within individual counties.  VCTC has been successful in developing some services with 

neighboring counties, either through joint funding or reciprocal services.   

 

Seven people requested service between the Heritage Valley and Santa Clarita/Valencia.  

The analysis of the potential for this service in the recently completed VCTC Heritage 

Valley Transit Study Final Report March 2013 did not indicate sufficient ridership at this 

time to sustain a viable operation.  Discussions with Santa Clarita Transit staff support 

this analysis.  At this time, Santa Clarita does not find that a cost sharing of service 

between the Heritage Valley and Santa Clarita/Valencia would be a reasonable 

expenditure of their funds.   This is not an Unmet Transit Need.  Even if they were an 

Unmet Transit Need it is not reasonable to meet since it does not meet the following 

criteria: 

Performance 
 The estimated number of passengers to be carried will be in the range of other similar 

services.  

 The proposed service would not unduly affect the operator’s ability to maintain the required 
passenger fare ratio for its system as a whole.  

Equity 
 The proposed service will require a subsidy generally equivalent to other similar services.  
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Two people wanted intercounty service to medical facilities in Santa Barbara and Los 

Angeles County.  VCTC, in partnership with the Santa Barbara County Association of 

Governments, provides transit service during peak hours to Santa Barbara Cottage 

Hospital; and with the Conejo Connection, provides service to Kaiser Woodland Hills.  

VCTC provided funding to the City of Thousand Oaks to provide a 3 year demonstration 

of off-peak service to Kaiser – which was unable to achieve half of the farebox 

requirements.  These are not Unmet Transit Needs.  Even if they were Unmet Transit 

Needs they are not reasonable to meet since they do not meet the following criteria: 

Performance 
 The estimated number of passengers to be carried will be in the range of other similar 

services.  

 The proposed service would not unduly affect the operator’s ability to maintain the required 
passenger fare ratio for its system as a whole.  

Equity 
 The proposed service will require a subsidy generally equivalent to other similar services.  

One person wanted the Santa Barbara Airbus bus to stop in Ventura.  The Santa Barbara 

Airbus is a private operation, which begins outside Ventura County and terminates at the 

Los Angeles International Airport (LAX) in Los Angeles County.  There is a private 

operation from Ventura and Oxnard, the Ventura County Airbus, which is available, in 

addition to a number of shuttle providers to LAX.  This is not an Unmet Transit Need.  

Even if it were an Unmet Transit Need it is not reasonable to meet since it does not meet 

the following criteria: 

Performance 
 The estimated number of passengers to be carried will be in the range of other similar 

services.  

 The proposed service would not unduly affect the operator’s ability to maintain the required 
passenger fare ratio for its system as a whole.  

Equity 
 The proposed service will require a subsidy generally equivalent to other similar services.  

One person wanted a bullet train from LA to Seattle.  This is not an Unmet Transit Need. 

 

One person wanted improved ADA connections with LA Access.  Ventura County transit 

providers continue to work to improve connections with LA Access in both the Conejo 

Valley (Westlake/Agoura Hills) and the San Fernando Valley, however, LA Access is an 

independent agency in another county, and not under the guidance of VCTC.  This is not 

an Unmet Transit Need, although Ventura County transit providers continue to work to 

improve cross-county connections.   

 

One person wanted a bus from Santa Barbara to Agoura Hills near Chesebro Road on 

Saturdays.  This is not an Unmet Transit Need.  Both the origin and destination are 

outside of Ventura County.   

 

One person wanted a intercity county bus system.  VISTA provides intercity bus service 

to most locations in Ventura County, and connections to Gold Coast Transit service to the 

remaining cities in the county not directly served by VISTA.  This is not an Unmet 

Transit Need. 
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20. Metrolink 

Two people wanted Metrolink weekend service to Camarillo (with shuttle service to the 

outlet mall).  Two people wanted a mid-day Metrolink train to Los Angeles.  In addition 

to the lack of documented demand sufficient to meet farebox and operating costs, the rail 

lines are from Moorpark north are owned by the Union Pacific, and VCTC does not have 

any agreement, contract, or authorization to increase passenger rail service on that 

segment.  These are not Unmet Transit Needs.  Even if they were Unmet Transit Needs 

they are not reasonable to meet since they do not meet the following criteria: 

Performance 
 The estimated number of passengers to be carried will be in the range of other similar 

services.  

 The proposed service would not unduly affect the operator’s ability to maintain the required 
passenger fare ratio for its system as a whole.  

Equity 
 The proposed service will require a subsidy generally equivalent to other similar services.  

Timing 
 The proposed service can be provided with the existing fleet or under contract to a private 

provider. 

 

One person wanted the Metrolink 10 ride ticked reinstated.  This not an Unmet Transit 

Need, it is a Metrolink operations activity. 

 

21. General and unspecific comments 

 

Twenty-five people wanted “more transit service” but provided no specifics regarding 

where or when they wanted the increase.  This is not an Unmet Transit Need. 

 

One person wanted more transit service for students but provided no specifics regarding 

where or when they wanted the increase.  This is not an Unmet Transit Need.  Federal 

Transit Law and regulations prohibit transit agencies from providing “school bus 

services”. 

 

Eight people wanted lower fares, in some cases, specifically for students.  This is not an 

Unmet Transit Need.  TDA law requires transit services to achieve a level of fare support 

to review funds.  Most operations in Ventura County only achieve that level.  Also, fares 

are an important part of the operating revenues – lower fares would potentially cause a 

reduction in service and failure to meet TDA operating requirements. 

 

One person wanted better transit connections but provides no specifics regarding where 

or when.  This is not an Unmet Transit Need.  VCTC and the community transit operators 

continue to work to improve connections, however, with the relatively long headways 

this is continues to be a goal the Commission supports. 

 

One person wanted guiderides at all stops, and one person wanted more bus shelters and 

heaters at all stops.  These are not an Unmet Transit Need.  VCTC has a goal of support 

for the provision of appropriate bus stop amenities.   
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One person was unhappy with the overall state of transit in Ventura County.  This is not 

an Unmet Transit Need. 

 

Two people wanted additional transit marketing.  While not a specific request, VCTC and 

a number of the community operators do have active marketing programs.  This is not an 

Unmet Transit Need. 

 

One person wanted the customer service center open on weekends (not specific about 

which customer service center).  This is not an Unmet Transit Need.  However, VCTC 

and the community transit operators recognize the desirability of having more transit 

rider customer services available, and a new goal is recommended. 

 

Two people wanted an “improved definition of Unmet Transit Need.  While not an 

Unmet Transit Need, and previously accepted by the State to be in compliance with state 

requirements, VCTC has committed to review and potentially revised the Unmet Transit 

definitions as part of the FY 2013-14 work program.  One person wanted the unmet 

meeting at night. Currently VCTC has been holding two evening Unmet Transit Needs 

meetings in the evening, one in West County and one in East County. 
 

One person, representing the City of Moorpark, encouraged VCTC to coordinate with 

large employers, colleges, etc, to encourage commuting via transit.   VCTC currently 

does this through its Regional Rideshare outreach.  This is not an Unmet Transit Need. 

 

One person wanted VCTC to partner with private transportation providers to develop 

more frequent shuttle van networks.  This is not an Unmet Transit Need.  

 

One person wanted VCTC to enact a transportation sales tax to support transit.  This is 

not an Unmet Transit Need. 
 


