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AGENDA 
                     

                     INYO COUNTY LOCAL TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION 
                                                                         

Bishop City Council Chambers 
377 W. Line St., Bishop, CA  93514 

 
All members of the public are encouraged to participate in the discussion of any items on the Agenda.  Anyone 
wishing to speak, please obtain a card from the Transportation Commission Secretary and indicate each item 
number you would like to discuss.  Return the completed card to the Transportation Commission Secretary 
before the Commissioners consider the item(s) about which you wish to speak.  You will be allowed to speak 
about any item before the Commission takes action on it. 
Any member of the public may also make comments during the scheduled “Public Comment” period on this agenda 
concerning any subject related to the Inyo County Local Transportation Commission.  No cards need be submitted in 
order to speak during the “Public Comment” period. 
PUBLIC NOTICE: In compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act, if you need special assistance to 
participate in this meeting, please contact the Transportation Commission Secretary at (760) 878-0201.  Notification 48 
hours prior to the meeting will enable the Inyo County Local Transportation Commission to make reasonable 
arrangements to ensure accessibility to this meeting (28CFR 35. 102-35. ADA Title II). 

      
August 16, 2017  

   
  9:00 a.m.       Open Meeting 
 

ITEM NO. 1 Roll Call 
 

ITEM NO. 2 Public Comment 
 
 

ACTION ITEMS 
 
ITEM NO. 3   Secretary of the Local Transportation Commission - Request approval of 
the minutes of the meeting of June 21, 2017. 

              
ITEM NO. 4  Request Commission approve a letter in support of the Eastern Sierra 
Transit Authority FTA Section 5339(b) competitive grant application to construct their 
operations and administrative headquarters at the Bishop Airport.  
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DISCUSSION ITEMS   
 

ITEM NO. 5  A workshop on the Eastern Sierra Freight Study by Cambridge 
Systematics. 

 
ITEM NO. 6  An introduction to the 2018 State Transportation Improvement Program 
(STIP). 

 
ITEM NO. 7  Request Commission review and comment on a PowerPoint presentation 
highlighting regional transportation issues to be presented to the September California 
Transportation Commission town hall meeting in Mammoth Lakes. 

 
 
INFORMATIONAL ITEMS  

 
ITEM NO.  8   ESTA Report  
               Quarterly Operating Report for April through June 2017 
             
ITEM NO.  9    Tribal Report 

 
ITEM NO.  10   Caltrans Report 
    District 9 Quarterly Project Update 

                                      
ITEM NO.  11   City of Bishop Report 
 
ITEM NO.  12   Executive Director's Report  

      Inyo County Quarterly Project Update 
 

ITEM NO.  13   Reports from all members of the Inyo County LTC 
  
 

CORRESPONDENCE  
 
 
ADJOURNMENT 
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MINUTES 
                     

                             INYO COUNTY LOCAL TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION 
 

Bishop City Council Chambers 
377 W. Line Street 
Bishop, CA 93514 

 
June 21, 2017 
 
9:00 a.m.  Pat Gardner called the meeting to order. 
 
ITEM NO. 1 Roll Call 

 
Commissioners Present: 
Bob Kimball 
Doug Thompson 
Rick Pucci 
Jim Ellis 
Pat Gardner 
 
Others present: 
Brent Greene, Caltrans 
Mark Heckman, Caltrans 
Lori Espinoza, Caltrans 
Jill Batchelder, ESTA 
Beth Himelhoch, IMAH 
Dave Grah, City of Bishop 
Tim Noyes, California Highway Patrol 
Joan Stathem 
Denise Hayden, Secretary 
Courtney Smith, Staff 

 
ITEM NO. 2 Public Comment 
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None 
 

ACTION ITEMS 
 
ITEM NO. 3 Secretary of the Local Transportation Commission – Requests approval of the 
minutes of the meeting of May 17, 2017. 
 

Motion to approve the minutes was made by Commissioner Rick Pucci and seconded by 
Commissioner Bob Kimball.  Motion passed 4-1 with Commissioner Jim Ellis abstaining. 

 
ITEM NO. 4 Request Commission adopt and approve a.) Unmet Needs Findings as presented by 
staff and b.) Resolution No. 2017-8, a Resolution regarding unmet transit needs. 
 

Courtney Smith explained that there were not many comments received this year at our 
Unmet Transit Needs hearings.  Several scheduling issues were raised, but not any that 
technically meet the definition of an unmet transit need and reasonable to meet. Courtney 
also noted that there are no funds being allocated for local streets and roads from the TDA. 
 
Rick Pucci asked questions about the potential for new transit services with TDA funds.  
Courtney explained that when ESTA provides a new service, they might need to cut another 
service to fund the new service.  Jill Batchelder explained that because there were no unmet 
needs identified then the funds will remain the same and nothing will be cut.  If the 
Commission would have directed ESTA to address a new need, the possibility of cutting an 
existing program to provide for the new requested need would exist.  Further discussion was 
held regarding the good job that ESTA does providing for the needs of the community. 
 
Motion to approve Unmet Needs Findings and Resolution 2017-8 was made by 
Commissioner Doug Thompson and seconded by Commissioner Rick Pucci.  Motion passed 5-
0 

 
ITEM NO. 5 Request Commission approve Resolution No. 2017-9 apportioning and allocating 
Local Transportation Funds (LTC) for fiscal year 2017-2018. 
 

Courtney Smith stated that the first thing that goes into this is the unmet transit needs.  In 
February/March, LTC staff sent out a letter to the transit claimant agencies letting them 
know the amount of Transit Development Act (TDA) funds estimated to be available in FY 
2017-2018.  It looks at this point in 16/17 that we will receive about the amount that was 
allocated. There will be a total transit allocation of $840,229. Eastern Sierra Transit (ESTA) 
and Eastern Sierra Area Agency on Aging based their transit claims on the estimate provided 
by the LTC and each agency submitted their required information.  Each request meets State 
requirements. In the past we have had an apportionment resolution and an allocation 
resolution and this year we have combined it into one resolution. The administrative 
allocation to the LTC includes a base of $28,212.00 plus the amount for a Triennial 
Performance audit of Eastern Sierra Transit for a total of $41,245.  The remaining 2%, 
$15,979 is set aside for bicycle and pedestrian projects to be selected by the Commission. 
The remaining 5% or $39,150 will go to the Eastern Sierra Are Agency for Aging for 
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community transit services. Finally the remaining $743,853 will be allocated to Eastern Sierra 
Transit.   

 
Motion to approve Resolution No. 2017-9 was made by Commissioner Bob Kimball and 
seconded by Commissioner Jim Ellis.  Motion carried 5-0 

 
ITEM NO. 6  Request Commission approve Resolution No. 2017-10 allocating an estimated 
amount of $75,064 in FY2017-2018 STA funds to Eastern Sierra Transit (ESTA) for public transit 
operating and/or capital expenses. 
 

Courtney Smith explained that with the State Transit Assistance funds, we receive an 
estimate from the State Controller’s office of the amount of funds that are available.  These 
funds are only for public transit.  Eastern Sierra Transit’s allocation request this year is for 
either operating expenditures or capital projects.  To be used for operating expenditures, 
they need to meet the efficiency standards set forth in Section 99314.6 of the Transportation 
Development Act.  Eastern Sierra Transit did meet these requirements. ESTA’s total expenses 
from last year to the projected budget for this year are less than the change in the consumer 
price index for this period.  ESTA is eligible to use the funds for either operating or capital 
expenditures.  This resolution gives them the flexibility to use these funds either way.  The 
interest earned on these funds is also allocated through this resolution.  LTC does not want 
to have any remaining STA funds left in our accounts.  LTC is just a pass through for this type 
of funding. 
 
Pat Gardner asked how why there is a huge change in Mono County and yet Inyo County has 
nothing.  Courtney agreed that this is an excellent question and he proceeded to explain how 
the funding works.  The funds are allocated through two sections of the state code - Sections 
99313 and 99314.  991313 funds are allocated based on population.  The 99314 funds are 
allocated based the amount of total ridership.  The State Controllers has indicated that since 
Eastern Sierra Transit is the only public transportation provider for both Inyo and Mono 
Counties that only one agency can receive these funds.  Mono receives the funds for both 
Inyo and Mono. ESTA, and the Mono County LTC, split the funds based on the amount of 
transit provided in each area.  ESTA then applies these funds to different projects in each 
County.   
 
Jill Batchelder explained that a similar resolution went to Mono County LTC last week and a 
portion of the 99314 funds are shown going to Inyo County.   

 
Motion to approve Resolution 2017-10 was made by Commissioner Jim Ellis and seconded by 
Commissioner Rick Pucci.  Motion carried 5-0 
 
Commissioner Pat Gardner acknowledged Joan Stathem as she arrived at the meeting and 
missed the opening public comment portion of the meeting.  Pat asked Joan if she would like 
to speak. Joan Statham stated that there are not enough buses available on Sunday 
mornings.  They only have one driver on duty and they didn’t bother to tell him that he was 
on duty so he was late starting.  They also did not give him a list of the riders that he was to 
pick up.  They were to be picked up at 8:45 and they didn’t get picked up until 9:20 which 
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made the riders late to church.  There was also a problem with being picked up on time at 
the Friendship Hall as well.  Pat acknowledged Joan’s comments as did Jill Batchelder of 
ESTA.  Jill will look into this. 

 
DISCUSSION ITEMS 

 
None 

 
INFORMATIONAL ITEMS 
 
ITEM NO. 7 ESTA Report 

 
Jill Batchelder recalled the last LTC meeting where the resolution for the 5311(f) funds were 
for the US 395 route.  There is enough funding to expand service to 5 days a week.  ESTA is 
planning to start five days a week service on July 17, 2017. This will be a year round service, 
going both north and south.  As John Helm mentioned that the Bishop Creek shuttle service 
is up and running and ESTA is doing two rounds a day, it started last Saturday.  There have 
been many questions about when the Reds Meadow service will start this year. Jill explained 
at this time they do not have a projected opening date. 
 
Jim Ellis asked about the Bishop Creek run and how it was going.  Jill said that they had one 
trip that was a bit of a “bust” but other than that they have had good ridership going up and 
down the hill. 
 

ITEM NO. 8 Tribal Report 
 
None 
 

ITEM NO. 9 Caltrans Report 
 
Brent Green greeted the Commissioners after having been gone for some meetings and 
noted that his staff did an excellent job in his absence.  Brent took this opportunity to 
introduce Laura Espinoza.  Laura is an interim Deputy District Director for Maintenance and 
Operations.  She will be at District 9 for about three months.  She was thrown into snow 
removal and opening passes as her first tasks.  
 
Brent thanked Doug Thompson for speaking at the District 9 Annual Workers Memorial and 
it was very well received.  In the past there have been about 25 in attendance and this year 
they had over 200.  It was very successful.  Brent also thanked Captain Noyes with the CHP 
for attending as well.   
 
Pass openings, all passes are open.  The last pass to open was Tioga.  District 9 opened the 
road from the gate to the top and the National Park Service cleared to the gate from their 
side. They were delayed on the other side due to several avalanche paths in the Olmstead 
Point area.  Storm damage, the two that they are looking at that are on the June Lake Loop 
at the SCE plant where the water is right at the edge of the road and the second is Walker 
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Canyon.  It appears that the repairs that were done in the 90’s are holding up really well and 
there are no problems.  There is some flooding in the Coleville area but there should not 
have any impact to District 9 facilities.   
 
Construction, there are a couple of chip-seal projects north of Bishop and south of Bishop 
that are getting ready to begin and if you are heading to Reno you will encounter some 
construction delays from the south end of Walker all the way up to the State line and this 
will last until October.   
 
Mule Days went well.  There was some controversy about the parade chairs being set out 
early and as it turns out there were only three chairs that were set out early that were 
picked up.  It turned out to not be a big deal. 
 
There was a question in the previous minutes about the Bishop ADA project.  This is a large 
project and it is looking like it will go to construction in January or February.  We have done a 
significant amount of outreach to the community about this project and Caltrans staff will be 
doing it again to refresh everyone’s memory about the project.  There are more details than 
they had before so Brent will ask to be added to the agenda in the next couple of months to 
discuss these new details.  He assured the Commission that they will like the new features 
that will be presented.  
 
There was a discussion last time on the CTC town hall meeting and Brent noted that a lot of 
topics were covered.  Gerry with the Mono LTC is trying to pull together a working group to 
work through the agenda so that the items that people are talking about can be addressed.   
 
STIP payback -  There is a provision in SB1 that starts to restore the STIP in 2019.  Caltrans 
District 9 staff intends to bring forward programming for the Olancha-Cartago project and 
the Freeman Gulch project in the upcoming STIP cycle.  The Olancha environmental 
document has been approved.  Caltrans will not design something that they know is not 
going to move forward.  Caltrans is appreciative of Kern COG, the Mono County LTC, and the 
Inyo County LTC for their help and vision in moving MOU projects.  
 
Reds Meadow road –Mammoth Mountain has stepped up and is helping the Caltrans crew to 
remove snow up to Minaret Vista.  There is not an estimated time as to when this will open.  
There will be a press release sent out as soon as this is open. 
 
Doug Thompson and Brent Green had a brief discussion on the documents for Olancha-
Cartago environmental document as well as the alignment of the project. 
 

ITEM NO. 10 City of Bishop Report 
 
Dave Grah - Seibu to School projects is almost ready to go to CTC for construction funding.    
 
Spruce Yaney Hanby Sidewalk project is ready to go to CTC for design funds.  LADWP has 
brought up some right of way and park lease issues that could affect this project.  City of 
Bishop staff are working on these issues.  
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ITEM NO. 11 Executive Director’s Report 
 

Courtney Smith noted that the Road Department and Clint Quilter are busy chasing water 
runoff issues.  County staff will have an update next month. 
 

ITEM NO. 12 Reports from all members of the Inyo County LTC 
 

Jim Ellis asked Courtney about Jay Street by Jack-in-the-Box to see if they are going to be 
fixing that.  Courtney was not sure and will ask and get back to Jim. 

 
No other comments were made by the remaining Commissioners. 
 

CORRESPONDENCE: 
 
 None 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
ADJOURNMENT 
 
Meeting was adjourned at: 9:40 a.m. 
 
Attest: 

 
__________________________________ 
Clint Quilter 
Executive Director 

 
 

__________________________________ 
By: Denise Hayden, Secretary 
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S T A F F   R E P O R T 
 

MEETING:    August 16, 2017 
 
PREPARED BY:   Courtney Smith, Transportation Planner 
 
SUBJECT:   Letter of Support for ESTA’s FTA Section 5339(b) Grant Application to 

Construct Headquarters at the Bishop Airport 
 
On July 12, 2017, the Federal Transit Administration (FTA) released a call for projects for FTA Section 
5339(b) (Bus & Bus Facilities Discretionary grant program) grant applications. The Eastern Sierra 
Transit Authority (ESTA) is proposing to construct a transit headquarters adjacent to their current 
parking facility at the Bishop airport. The grant is required to be submitted by August 25, 2017.  
 

 
 
ESTA is proposing to construct an approximate 3,000 square foot office. The office structure includes:  
 

• a training/large meeting room,  
• 5-6 administrative offices, 

 



• dispatch and driver check-in area, 
• male and female restrooms,  
• paved parking for office staff and visitors, and   
• photo voltaic solar panels.   

 
There is $226.5 million available through this grant program. ESTA is an eligible applicant for this type 
of grant application. If ESTA were to obtain this grant it would be advantageous for both ESTA and the 
County. It would provide a longterm facility for ESTA in the Bishop area. It would maintain the 
transportation hub atmosphere developing at the airport. It would free up room at the Bishop airport to 
support commercial air service. The proposed project location does not conflict with the County’s plans 
at the airport. 
 
Financial Considerations 
The tentative cost for the facility is around $1 million. Successful grant recipients are required to pay at 
least a 20% match. ESTA staff has tentatively identified funds to pay for this match. ESTA intends to 
meet this match in part by using $118,000 of Public Transportation Modernization, Improvement, and 
Service Enhancement Account Program (PTMISEA) funds that the LTC has allocated for Bishop 
Airport Improvements. ESTA has identified other funds to meet the remaining grant match 
requirements.  
 
Attachments: Draft Letter of Support 
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March 16, 2016 
 
Federal Transit Administration 
Office of Program Management 
Bus & Bus Facilities Infrastructure Program 
1200 New Jersey Ave, S.E. 
Washington, DC 20590 

 
Subject: Letter in Support of ESTA’s FTA Section 5339(b) grant application to 

construct operating & administrative headquarters at the Bishop Airport 
 

Dear FTA Program Manager, 
 

The goal of this letter is to express the Inyo County Local Transportation Commission’s (ICLTC) 
support of the Eastern Sierra Transit Authority (ESTA) FTA Section 5339(b) grant application to 
build its operations and administrative headquarters at the Bishop Airport adjacent to its existing 
ESTA bus parking and light maintenance facility and to note that this project is consistent with the 
ICLTC Regional Transportation Plan (RTP).  

 
ESTA is the sole provider of public transit service in Inyo County and provides interregional 
service, fixed route service, and Dial-A-Ride service. ESTA’s interregional service stretches a total 
of 400 miles on the US 395/SR 14 corridor from Lancaster, CA to Reno, NV. The southern end of 
ESTA’s service in Lancaster links with the Metrolink light rail system and the Greyhound Bus 
Station. The northern end of ESTA’s service links with the Reno-Tahoe Airport, Amtrak, and 
Greyhound. The construction of ESTA’s headquarters at the Bishop Airport continues and 
strengthens these intermodal linkages.  

 
The construction of ESTA’s operating and administrative headquarters at the Bishop Airport is 
consistent with the following goals, policies, and objectives of the ICLTC 2015 RTP: 
 

• Objective 4.5: Encourage Intermodal Transfers at Airports. Encourage intermodal 
transfer of both assengers and freight at airports.  

• Policy 4.5.1: Provide for multi-modal facilities at airports. Encourage development of 
multimodal facilities at airports where appropriate. 

• Objective 4.1: Financially Support Public Transportation. Financially support public 
transportation to the maximum extent possible that is determined by an “unmet transit 
needs” public hearing and the amount of funds available.  

 



• Policy 4.1.1: Identify Transit Facilities. Identify transit facilities, such as bus shelters, 
staging areas, base stations, transit hubs, etc., and potential funding sources.  

• Policy 4.1.2: Transportation Grants. Encourage and support the use of public transportation 
grants from state and federal programs to the maximum extent possible. 

• Objective 2.5: Relationship between RTP and General Plans. Recognize the relationship 
between the RTP and the Inyo County and City of Bishop General Plans and strive to 
accomplish the aims and purposes of these plans. 

 
An objective of the RTP is to “strive to accomplish the aims and purposes of these plans (Inyo 
County and City of Bishop General Plans)”. Due to this, it is worthwhile to note relevant policies 
set forth in each. From the County of Inyo General Plan Circulation Element come the following 
relevant policies: 
 

• Policy PT 1.8 Provide for Multi-Modal Facilities at Airports 
• Policy PT 1.1 Provide transit facilities, such as, bus shelters, staging areas, base stations, 

transit hubs, etc. 
• Policy PT 1.6 Encourage Interregional and Intercity Bus Lines. 

 
From the City of Bishop General Plan Mobility Element comes the following relevant policies: 
 

• Policy 5.1 Encourage transportation improvements that will serve the Bishop Airport. 
• Policy 3.1 Encourage transit ridership between Bishop and the surrounding communities. 
• Policy 3.2 Enhance local transit accessibility for residents and visitors. 

 
The ICLTC has allocated California state Public Transportation Modernization, Improvement, 
and Service Enhancement Account Program (PTMISEA funds in the past to ESTA that were 
identified to be used for ESTA’s for Bishop Airport Improvements project. The remaining 
PTMISEA funds are eligible to be used as a portion of ESTA’s matching funds for this grant.  
 
Public input and planning efforts have indicated a need and benefit for a new public transit 
maintenance and operations facility. The transportation services that ESTA provides to Inyo 
County and the region as a whole are beneficial to the residents and to support the local tourist 
economy.  
 
I thank you in advance for your consideration to provide FTA Section 5339 funding for this 
project of regional significance. If you have any questions, please feel free to contact Clint 
Quilter, ICLTC Executive Director, directly at (760) 878-0201. 
 
Thank you, 

 
 
 

Patricia Gardner, Chair  
Inyo County Local Transportation Commission 
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S T A F F   R E P O R T 
 
 
MEETING:    August 16, 2017 
 
PREPARED BY:   Courtney Smith, Transportation Planner 
 
SUBJECT:   Introduction to 2018 Statewide Transportation Improvement Program (STIP)  
 
 
Recommended Action 
Your Commission is being asked to:  
 

1. Receive an introduction to the 2018 STIP,  
2. Provide direction on priorities for the development of the 2018 Regional Transportation 

Improvement Program (RTIP) 
 
Overview 
The RTIP, at its core, specifies project cost amounts by project components and the fiscal year in which funds 
are available for a project. The LTC will consider approval of the RTIP at a meeting later this fall. The RTIP 
is due to be submitted to the California Transportation Commission (CTC) by December 15, 2017. The CTC 
is scheduled to approve each county’s RTIP on March 22, 2018, at which point the Inyo RTIP becomes part 
of the Statewide Transportation Improvement Program (STIP). 
 
The STIP is updated every two years and covers a five-year funding period. The 2018 STIP will cover the 
five years between FY 2018-2019 through FY 2022-2023. Here is the timeline for the consideration of the 
2016 STIP. 
 

Timeline for 2018 STIP 

CTC adopts Fund Estimate August 16-17, 2017 
Caltrans District 9 identifies state highway needs September 15, 2017 
Caltrans submits Draft ITIP October 13, 2017 
Inyo County LTC submits adopted RTIP December 15, 2017 
Caltrans submits final Interregional Program (ITIP) December 15, 2017 
CTC South State hearing January 25, 2018 
CTC publishes staff recommendations February 28, 2018 
CTC adopts STIP March 21-22, 2018 
 
2018 STIP Funding Considerations 
The 2018 STIP Fund Estimate indicates that there is $1.319 million base share available to the Inyo 
County LTC through FY 2019-2020 and then $12.321 million available as a target share through FY 
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2022-2023. The maximum amount normally allowed to the LTC is $17.385 million of new 
programming. The maximum can be waived since Inyo County LTC is an area with less than a 
population of 100,000 people.  
 
When the CTC deprogrammed ITIP projects with the 2016 STIP cycle, they gave a verbal 
commitment to continue with projects that were deprogrammed as a priority in future cycles. 
 
MOU’s on the State Highway 
The Inyo County Local Transportation Commission (LTC) entered into MOUs in 1998 and 2001 for 
several projects on the US Highway 395/State Route 14 Corridor. The signatories to this MOU are 
the Inyo County LTC, Mono County LTC, and Kern Council of Governments (Kern COG). These 
agencies commit to use Regional Improvement Program (RIP) shares programmed in each agency’s 
Regional Transportation Improvement Program (RTIP). Caltrans District 9 and 6 also signed the 
MOU as an acknowledgment of the pooled resources and the need for Interregional Improvement 
Program (IIP funds) through the State Interregional Transportation Improvement Program (ITIP).  
 
The purpose of the MOUs is to leverage state controlled IIP funding to be used in the US 395/SR 14 
corridor. The MOU partnership has been successful in acquiring IIP funds through the partnership. 
Without the partnership, it is doubtful whether the Inyo County LTC by itself could leverage the 
additional state funds for a project on the State Highway system that is as large as Olancha-Cartago. 
The MOU also recognizes the common goal of the three agencies in the development of the US 
395/SR 14 corridor and improving the connection between Southern California population centers 
with the communities along the corridor.  
 
In 2013, the three MOU partners (Inyo, Mono, & Kern) entered into a consolidated MOU. The 
consolidated MOU: 1) specifically stated that Olancha-Cartago & Freeman Gulch would be funded 
through construction, 2) was amended to show Freeman Gulch divided into three segments, 3) added 
a project yet to be determined in Mono County, 4) removed the North Mojave 4- lane project and 
Highpoint Curve Correction project as both have been completed (Highpoint completed with 
SHOPP funds), and 5) memorialized the amount of funds that have been expended by each party to 
date.  

 
Interregional Transportation Improvement Program (ITIP) 
Caltrans District 9 has submitted their list of projects for ITIP funding. The draft 2018 ITIP will be 
released for public review and comment in October. Caltrans District 9 has proposed that the 
construction components of Olancha-Cartago, Freeman Gulch Segment 2, and Freeman Gulch 
Segment 3 be programmed in the 2018 STIP. If this were the case, the CTC would program a total of 
$29.253 million for the Inyo LTC share alone. It is unclear at this point what the likelihood of 
Caltrans Programming and/or the CTC to choose to program these three projects. Caltrans District 9 
staff has indicated that Olancha-Cartago is the number one priority of these three projects since the 
construction component was deprogrammed in the 2016 STIP. 
 
Project Status & Programming Considerations 
The revised 2016 STIP heavily impacted all of the MOU projects in the STIP and retracted all 
Interregional funding from that fund cycle. The deprogramming of Olancha-Cartago moved the LTC 
reserve balance from approximately -$20 million to a large positive number. In partnership with the 
Mono County LTC, the LTC moved a substantial amount of programming so that the Freeman 
Gulch Segment 1 construction component could move forward.  
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Olancha-Cartago Four-Lane Project  
The funding for Olancha-Cartago is split with Inyo County LTC contributing 40% to the project, 
Mono County LTC contributing 10%, the Kern Council of Governments (COG) contributing 10% 
and the Interregional Improvement Program contributing the remaining 40%. The MOU also 
included projects in Mono and Kern counties. The most current Project Programming Request (PPR) 
forms are attached for Olancha-Cartago and the Olancha-Cartago Archaeological Pre-Mitigation 
projects.  
 
The LTC programmed the construction component of the Olancha-Cartago four-lane project as part 
of its 2014 RTIP. This project was defunded in the 2016 STIP based on a shortfall of funding. 
Caltrans District 9 proposes to program the construction component in the 2018 RTIP / STIP. The 
total construction cost is $92.95 million. The cost breakdown is as shown in the table below. 
 

2018 STIP Proposed Funding (District 9) - $ amounts in 1,000’s 
Olancha-Cartago Expressway (US 
395) 

Project Totals by Fiscal Year Project Totals by Component 

 Program Total Prior 18/19 19/20 20/21 21/22 22/23 23/24+ R/W Const E & P PS & E R/W Sup Con Sup 
ICLTC RTIP 34,795 17,992 0 0 0 16,803 0 0 9,920 14,895 3,748 2,924 1,400 1,908 
MCLTC RTIP 9,300 4,498 0 0 0 4,802 0 0 2,480 4,265 937 731 350 537 
Kern COG RTIP 26,228 4,498 0 0 0 21,730 0 0 2,480 19,505 937 731 350 2,225 
Caltrans ITIP 67,607 17,992 0 0 0 49,615 0 0 9,920 44,435 2,924 2,924 1,400 5,180 

Subtotal 137,930 44,980 0 0 0 92,950 0 0 24,800 83,100 9,370 7,310 3,500 9,850 
 

The reason this project does not include the customary 40%, 40%, 10%, & 10% split is because of 
the funding for Freeman Gulch Segment 1 in the 2016 STIP. With the Olancha-Cartago project, the 
Inyo County LTC is paying $20.377 million less than its share because of its overpayment to 
Freeman Gulch Segment 1 in the 2016 STIP. The extra funding would come from the IIP and Kern 
COG’s share of RIP funds.  
 
Freeman Gulch Widening Segment 1: In Kern County on State Route 14 near Ridgecrest, from 0.5 
mile north of Route 178 west to 1.7 miles north of Route 178 east. Convert from 2-lane conventional 
highway to 4-lane expressway. Construction for this project was funded through the 2016 STIP and 
the table below is shown for reference since an unusual funding split was used due to fund 
limitations from the Kern COG and the Caltrans programming office. Note that Caltrans requested 
and received advanced programming for construction. The Inyo County LTC paid $20.377 million 
more than its MOU share. 
 

2018 STIP Proposed Funding (District 9) - $ amounts in 1,000’s 
Freeman Gulch Segment 1 (SR 14) Project Totals by Fiscal Year Project Totals by Component 
 Program Total Prior 18/19 19/20 20/21 21/22 22/23 23/24+ R/W Const E & P PS & E R/W Sup Con Sup 
ICLTC RTIP 24,866 1,380 0 23,486 0 0 0 0 950 21,144 0 250 180 2,342 
MCLTC RTIP 8,982 1,380 0 7,602 0 0 0 0 950 6,844 0 250 180 758 
Kern COG RTIP 5,520 5,520 0 0 0 0 0 0 3,800 0 0 1,000 720 0 
Caltrans ITIP 5,520 5,520 0 0 0 0 0 0 3,800 0 0 1,000 720 0 

Subtotal 44,888 13,800 0 31,088 0 0 0 0 9,500 27,988 0 2,500 1,800 3,100 

 
The environmental and project approval component applied to all three Freeman Gulch project 
segments. 
 
Freeman Gulch Widening Segment 2:  
In Kern County on State Route 14 near Ridgecrest, from 4.8 miles south of Route 178 west to 0.5 
mile north of Route 178 west. (PM 52.6-58.8). Convert from 2-lane conventional highway to 4-lane 
expressway. The reason that District 9 is showing construction occurring in one year is an exercise 
where they were asked if all three MOU projects could be delivered at the same time as a design-
build project. Given the costs that Kern COG will have with the completion of the Centennial 
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Corridor on SR 58 and their share of Olancha-Cartago, it is questionable whether construction for 
this project will be programmed in the 2018 STIP. 
 

2018 STIP Proposed Funding (District 9) - $ amounts in 1,000’s 
Freeman Gulch Segment 2 (SR 14) Project Totals by Fiscal Year Project Totals by Component 
 Program Total Prior 18/19 19/20 20/21 21/22 22/23 23/24+ R/W Const E & P PS & E R/W Sup Con Sup 
ICLTC RTIP 9,720 0 2,410 0 0 7,310 0 0 1,770 6,760 0 490 150 550 
MCLTC RTIP 9,720 0 2,410 0 0 7,310 0 0 1,770 6,760 0 490 150 550 
Kern COG RTIP 38,880 0 9,640 0 0 29,240 0 0 7,080 27,040 0 1,960 600 2,200 
Caltrans ITIP 38,880 0 9,640 0 0 29,240 0 0 7,080 27,040 0 1,960 600 2,200 

Subtotal 97,200 0 24,100 0 0 73,100 0 0 17,700 67,600 0 4,900 1,500 5,500 

 
Freeman Gulch Widening Segment 3: In Kern County on State Route 14 near Ridgecrest, from 
11.5 miles south of Route 178 west to 4.8 mile south of Route 178 west. (PM 45.9-52.6). Convert 
from 2-lane conventional highway to 4-lane expressway. The reason that District 9 is showing 
construction occurring in one year is an exercise where they were asked if all three MOU projects 
could be delivered at the same time as a design-build project. Given the costs that Kern COG 
(Centennial Corridor on SR 58, their share of Olancha-Cartago, and Freeman Gulch Segment 2) and 
the Inyo County LTC (Olancha-Cartago) have, it is unlikely that construction for this project will be 
programmed in the 2018 STIP. 
 

2018 STIP Proposed Funding (District 9) - $ amounts in 1,000’s 
Freeman Gulch Segment 3 (SR 14) Project Totals by Fiscal Year Project Totals by Component 
 Program Total Prior 18/19 19/20 20/21 21/22 22/23 23/24+ R/W Const E & P PS & E R/W Sup Con Sup 
ICLTC RTIP 6,510 0 1,370 0 0 5,140 0 0 860 4,740 0 350 160 400 
MCLTC RTIP 6,510 0 1,370 0 0 5,140 0 0 860 4,740 0 350 160 400 
Kern COG RTIP 26,040 0 5,480 0 0 20,560  0 0 3,440 18,960 0 1,400 640 1,600 
Caltrans ITIP 26,040 0 5,480 0 0 20,560 0 0 3,440 18,960 0 1,400 640 1,600 

Subtotal 65,100 0 13,700 0 0 51,400 0 0 8,600 47,400 0 3,500 1,600 4,000 

 
Local Projects 
Inyo County and the City of Bishop have had essentially no new local STIP projects since the 2006 
STIP augmentation (both agencies had new projects – however they each had to deprogram another 
project to bring forward the new project). The County South Lake Road Federal Lands Access 
Program grant match was not programmed in the 2016 STIP cycle. It should be noted that a project 
initiation document is required to be submitted with any new project proposed for programming. It is 
recommended that each agency be prepared to bring forth the preliminary components of a new 
project in this STIP cycle, though it is unclear if these projects will be funded given the needs of the 
MOU projects on the State Highway system. 
 
Planning, Programming, and Monitoring (PPM) 
Provide planning, programming, and monitoring services for the development of the Inyo County 
LTC RTIP and planning services for the development and implementation of the ICLTC Overall 
Work Program. State law provides that up to 5% of a county share may be expended for planning, 
programming, and monitoring (PPM). The Draft Fund Estimate details that the Inyo County LTC 
may receive up to $436,000 for the period from FY 2020-2021 through FY 2022-2023. This 
combined with the existing programmed amount of $200,000 in FY 2018-2019 means the LTC has a 
total of $639,000 over the five-year period. Staff proposes to expend these funds evenly through the 
five year period 
 
Planning, Programming, and Monitoring  
ICLTC  2018-2019 2019-2020 2020-2021 2021-2022 2022-2023 

Current 200     
Proposed 127 127 127 127 128 

New Total $ 639  
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2018 RTIP Project Priorities 
There is significant new funding in this STIP cycle.  
 
The Inyo County Local Transportation Commission (ICLTC) has historically placed an emphasis on 
completing four-lane projects on US 395 through the County. To further this goal, the ICLTC has 
entered into multiple MOU partnerships with Mono County Local Transportation Commission, Kern 
Council of Governments, and San Bernardino Associated Governments to leverage Interregional 
Transportation Improvement Program funds. The ICLTC has partnered with Caltrans District 9 to 
realize this goal.  
 
The ICLTC has also used RIP shares to construct local projects, particularly reconstruction projects 
that require a significant amount of funding. The commitment to the MOU projects has been at such 
a high cost that the ICLTC has not been able to program any new projects since the 2006 STIP 
Augmentation (that does not include one project by both the City and the County where each entity 
gave up existing programming to fund a new project). With the completion of the West Bishop 
Reconstruction project, there will be no RIP funded local projects in the STIP. It is recommended 
that the City and County each program the preliminary components of a new project (Environmental 
& Design components) as a part of the 2018 RTIP to re-involve these agencies in the STIP process. 
 
The 2016 RTIP submitted by the ICLTC included matching funds for the construction component of 
the South Lake Road Federal Lands Access Program grant project. The CTC did not program this 
project due to a lack of funding. This project leverages about $10 million in federal funds. It is 
recommended that this project be brought forward again in the 2018 RTIP. 
 
It is recommended that the ICLTC move forward with the following priorities in the development of 
the 2018 RTIP: 
 

1) Program, or setting aside RIP funds, for MOU projects on the State Highway System (The 
program strategies will be dependent on the capacity of the Caltrans Programming Office and 
MOU partners to bring these projects forward); and 

2) Program local projects that leverage federal funding; and 
3) Program the preliminary components for new local projects. 

 
 
Attachments 
 

• 2017 STIP Orange Book (excerpts showing existing STIP programming) 
• 2018 STIP Fund Estimate (excerpts) 
• 2018 STIP Guidelines (excerpts) 
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 SUMMARY OF STIP SHARE BALANCES
Through June 30, 2017

($1,000's)

California Transportation Commission Page 1 of 63 8/4/2017

County
Total Share 

Amount
Amount 

Programmed
Unprogrammed 

Balance
Balance 

Advanced

Alameda 23,596 14,807 8,789 0
Alpine 2,832 682 2,150 0
Amador 4,300 3,251 1,049 0
Butte 18,418 14,801 3,617 0
Calaveras 6,834 5,334 1,500 0
Colusa 2,106 2,108 0 2
Contra Costa 86,635 42,596 44,039 0
Del Norte (9,262) 130 0 9,392
El Dorado CTC 582 5,752 0 5,170
Fresno 80,593 52,165 28,428 0
Glenn 5,730 2,515 3,215 0
Humboldt 24,689 25,718 0 1,029
Imperial 26,697 38,740 0 12,043
Inyo 40,685 39,366 1,319 0
Kern 74,474 53,727 20,747 0
Kings (15,435) 1,710 0 17,145
Lake 20,380 20,181 199 0
Lassen 20,558 13,283 7,275 0
Los Angeles 247,721 172,775 74,946 0
Madera (6,487) 7,201 0 13,688
Marin (31,726) 721 0 32,447
Mariposa 5,993 3,225 2,768 0
Mendocino 6,450 10,902 0 4,452
Merced 22,847 643 22,204 0
Modoc 4,772 3,256 1,516 0
Mono 29,289 17,973 11,316 0
Monterey 69,122 52,293 16,829 0
Napa 14,420 7,906 6,514 0
Nevada 3,522 6,266 0 2,744
Orange 162,891 118,225 44,666 0
Placer TPA (34,717) 495 0 35,212
Plumas 7,281 888 6,393 0
Riverside 92,804 52,930 39,874 0
Sacramento 59,200 28,283 30,917 0
San Benito 4,915 9,749 0 4,834
San Bernardino 129,559 67,285 62,274 0
San Diego 94,231 57,045 37,186 0
San Francisco 2,981 6,970 0 3,989
San Joaquin 34,452 15,894 18,558 0
San Luis Obispo 15,496 6,939 8,557 0
San Mateo 74,789 44,721 30,068 0
Santa Barbara 40,780 37,102 3,678 0
Santa Clara 43,109 22,127 20,982 0
Santa Cruz 26,316 17,037 9,279 0
Shasta 18,091 16,373 1,718 0
Sierra 2,992 1,841 1,151 0
Siskiyou 10,771 8,160 2,611 0
Solano 15,300 4,102 11,198 0
Sonoma (12,352) 4,524 0 16,876
Stanislaus 35,394 34,520 874 0
Sutter 4,689 4,198 491 0
Tahoe RPA 7,229 11,566 0 4,337
Tehama 14,767 7,299 7,468 0
Trinity 1,902 330 1,572 0
Tulare 39,866 29,115 10,751 0
Tuolumne 11,363 9,582 1,781 0
Ventura 35,742 1,650 34,092 0
Yolo 17,638 8,936 8,702 0
Yuba 12,024 11,524 500 0

Statewide Regional 1,749,838 1,259,437 653,761 163,360

Interregional 696,006 553,327 142,679 0

TOTAL 2,445,844 1,812,764 796,440 163,360

STIP County and Interregional Share Balances
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 SUMMARY OF STIP SHARE PROGRAMMED AMOUNTS
Through June 30, 2017

($1,000's)

California Transportation Commission Page 2 of 63 8/4/2017

County Total
Highway and 

Road Projects
Rail/Transit 

Projects
Bike/Ped 
Projects 

Alameda 14,807 14,607 200 0
Alpine 682 682 0 0
Amador 3,251 3,251 0 0
Butte 14,801 14,801 0 0
Calaveras 5,334 5,334 0 0
Colusa 2,108 2,108 0 0
Contra Costa 42,596 36,289 5,300 1,007
Del Norte 130 130 0 0
El Dorado CTC 5,752 5,752 0 0
Fresno 52,165 52,165 0 0
Glenn 2,515 2,515 0 0
Humboldt 25,718 25,168 0 550
Imperial 38,740 38,740 0 0
Inyo 39,366 38,886 0 480
Kern 53,727 53,727 0 0
Kings 1,710 1,710 0 0
Lake 20,181 20,181 0 0
Lassen 13,283 13,163 0 120
Los Angeles 172,775 35,975 136,800 0
Madera 7,201 7,201 0 0
Marin 721 466 0 255
Mariposa 3,225 3,225 0 0
Mendocino 10,902 7,565 88 3,249
Merced 643 643 0 0
Modoc 3,256 2,314 0 942
Mono 17,973 15,363 0 2,610
Monterey 52,293 31,137 21,156 0
Napa 7,906 7,406 0 500
Nevada 6,266 6,266 0 0
Orange 118,225 118,225 0 0
Placer TPA 495 495 0 0
Plumas 888 888 0 0
Riverside 52,930 50,930 0 2,000
Sacramento 28,283 27,783 0 500
San Benito 9,749 9,749 0 0
San Bernardino 67,285 67,285 0 0
San Diego 57,045 57,045 0 0
San Francisco 6,970 6,970 0 0
San Joaquin 15,894 15,894 0 0
San Luis Obispo 6,939 6,939 0 0
San Mateo 44,721 42,730 0 1,991
Santa Barbara 37,102 37,102 0 0
Santa Clara 22,127 7,455 14,672 0
Santa Cruz 17,037 7,148 0 9,889
Shasta 16,373 15,973 0 400
Sierra 1,841 1,341 0 500
Siskiyou 8,160 8,160 0 0
Solano 4,102 4,102 0 0
Sonoma 4,524 4,524 0 0
Stanislaus 34,520 34,520 0 0
Sutter 4,198 4,198 0 0
Tahoe RPA 11,566 11,566 0 0
Tehama 7,299 7,299 0 0
Trinity 330 330 0 0
Tulare 29,115 29,115 0 0
Tuolumne 9,582 9,582 0 0
Ventura 1,650 1,650 0 0
Yolo 8,936 5,064 0 3,872
Yuba 11,524 11,524 0 0

Statewide Regional 1,259,437 1,052,356 178,216 28,865

Interregional 553,327 451,507 101,820 0

TOTAL 1,812,764 1,503,863 280,036 28,865

Breakdown of STIP Share Programming
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 2017 SUMMARY OF STIP COUNTY SHARES
Does Not Include ITIP Interregional Share Funding (See Separate Listing)

($1,000's)

California Transportation Commission
Inyo

Page 17 of 63 8/4/2017

Total County Share, June 30, 2016 (from 2016 Report) 44,420
Less 2015-16 Allocations and closed projects (3,735)
Less Projects Lapsed, July 1, 2016-June 30, 2017 0
Total County Share, June 30, 2017 40,685

Project Totals by Component
Agency Rte PPNO Project Ext Del. Voted Total Prior 16-17 17-18 18-19 19-20 20-21 R/W Const E & P PS&E R/W Sup Con Sup

Highway Projects:
Inyo LTC 1010 Planning, programming, and monitoring Aug-16 200 0 200 0 0 0 0 0 200 0 0 0 0
Caltrans 14 8042A Kern, Freeman Gulch widening, Seg 1 (share w/Mono) Oct-16 24,866 1,380 0 0 0 23,486 0 950 21,144 0 250 180 2,342
Caltrans 395 170 Olancha-Cartago 4-lane expressway (RIP 40%) 11,420 11,420 0 0 0 0 0 5,407 0 2,749 2,051 1,213 0
Caltrans 395 170A Olancha-Cartago Archaeological Pre-Mitigation(RIP 40%) 2,000 0 0 0 2,000 0 0 0 2,000 0 0 0 0
Inyo LTC 1010 Planning, programming, and monitoring 400 0 0 200 200 0 0 0 400 0 0 0 0

Subtotal, Highway Projects 38,886 12,800 200 200 2,200 23,486 0 6,357 23,744 2,749 2,301 1,393 2,342

Bicycle and Pedestrian Projects:
Bishop loc 2569 Seibu Ln, Paiute Reservation-schools, bike path 480 0 0 480 0 0 0 0 480 0 0 0 0

Subtotal, Bike & Ped Projects 480 0 0 480 0 0 0 0 480 0 0 0 0

Total Programmed or Voted since July 1, 2016 39,366

Balance of STIP County Share, Inyo
Total County Share, June 30, 2017 40,685
Total Now Programmed or Voted Since July 1, 2016 39,366
     Unprogrammed Share Balance 1,319
     Share Balance Advanced or Overdrawn 0

Inyo
Project Totals by Fiscal Year



 2017 SUMMARY OF STIP INTERREGIONAL SHARE
Does Not Include County Share Funding (See Separate Listing)

($1,000's)

California Transportation Commission
Interregional

Page 63 of 63 8/4/2017

Total County Share, June 30, 2016 (from 2016 Report) 771,171
Less 2015-16 Allocations and closed projects (75,165)
Less Projects Lapsed, July 1, 2016-June 30, 2017 0
Total County Share, June 30, 2017 696,006

Project Totals by Component
County Agency Rte PPNO Project Ext Del. Voted Total Prior 16-17 17-18 18-19 19-20 20-21 R/W Const E & P PS&E R/W Sup Con Sup

Highway Projects:
San Bernardino Caltrans 138 239D Widening, LA Co-Rt 15 (IIP) (ext 9-11)(Supplemental) Aug-16 3,646 0 3,646 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3,646
Mendocino Caltrans 101 125Y Ryan Creek/Coho Salmon Mitigation (96 grf) (IIP)(12S-043)(Suppl) Oct-16 1,771 0 1,771 0 0 0 0 0 1,771 0 0 0 0
Monterey Caltrans 101 58Y Prunedale landscape mitigation (IIP)(split fr 58G)(12S-016)(ext 5-15) Feb-17 Dec-16 2,508 2,508 0 0 0 0 0 0 1,560 0 257 5 686
San Luis Obispo Caltrans te 1845 Rt 1 Estero Bluffs pullouts Final (3) 0 (3) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 -3 0
Mendocino Caltrans 101 125F Willits Bypass, 2-lane freeway (IIP)(ext 11-10) Final 9,981 0 9,981 0 0 0 0 9,981 0 0 0 0 0
Monterey Caltrans 101 58E San Juan Rd interchange (TCIF)(08S-06) Final (5,042) 0 (5,042) 0 0 0 0 (5,042) 0 0 0 0 0
San Luis Obispo Caltrans 46 226G Route 46 Corridor Improvements (Whitley 2A)(CMIA) Final (2,027) 0 (2,027) 0 0 0 0 (2,027) 0 0 0 0 0
Various Caltrans 2272 District 5 Vista Point Interpretive Displays (ext 6-14) Final (20) 0 (20) 0 0 0 0 (20) 0 0 0 0 0
Tulare/Kings Caltrans 198 A4360Y Rt 198 expressway landscaping (IIP)(CMIA)(08S-08) Final 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0
Tulare Caltrans 99 6400A Tulare to Goshen 6-lane freeway, north (IIP)(Route 99 Bond) Final (643) 0 (643) 0 0 0 0 (643) 0 0 0 0 0
Merced Caltrans 99 5401 Fwy conv, Madera Co-Buchanan Hollow (R99 Bond)(TCRP 105) Final 1,675 0 1,675 0 0 0 0 1,675 0 0 0 0 0
Butte Caltrans 70 9801 Passing Lanes, Palermo-Ophir, Seg 1 (IIP) (14S-18) 13,100 0 1,000 900 0 11,200 0 550 10,000 0 1,000 350 1,200
Humboldt Caltrans 101 72 Eureka-Arcata corridor improvement (IIP) 15,700 0 0 0 0 0 15,700 0 15,700 0 0 0 0
Inyo Caltrans 395 170 Olancha-Cartago 4-lane expressway (IIP 40%) 11,420 11,420 0 0 0 0 0 5,407 0 2,749 2,051 1,213 0
Inyo Caltrans 395 170A Olancha-Cartago Archaeological Pre-Mitigation(IIP 40%) 2,000 0 0 0 2,000 0 0 0 2,000 0 0 0 0
Kern Caltrans 14 8042A Freeman Gulch widening - Segment 1 (IIP 40%) 5,520 5,520 0 0 0 0 0 3,800 0 0 1,000 720 0
Kern Caltrans 46 3386C Widen to 4 lanes, Seg. 4A, Lost Hill Rd to E of I-5 (IIP) 400 400 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 400 0 0
Lake Caltrans 29 3100 Widen to 4 lanes, Segment 2C (IIP) (SHOPP) 13,060 900 0 0 12,160 0 0 0 11,160 0 750 150 1,000
Mendocino Caltrans 101 125W Willits Bypass Relinquishment (grf) (14S-15) 3,096 170 0 2,926 0 0 0 170 2,926 0 0 0 0
Mendocino Caltrans 101 125Z Sherwood Rd-Geometric upgrade (grf) (14S-15) 3,145 170 0 2,975 0 0 0 170 2,975 0 0 0 0
Merced Caltrans 99 0161A Livingston 6-lane widening, northbound 2,870 800 0 2,070 0 0 0 10 0 800 2,050 10 0
Merced Caltrans 99 0161B Livingston 6-lane widening, southbound 5,000 4,700 300 0 0 0 0 200 0 1,700 3,000 100 0
Monterey Caltrans 156 57C 4-lane expressway, Castroville-Prunedale, env 7,700 7,700 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 7,700 0 0 0
San Benito Caltrans 156 297 4-lane expressway, San Juan Bautista (IIP) 61,986 32,744 0 0 0 29,242 0 21,808 25,822 3,936 5,450 1,550 3,420
San Bernardino Caltrans 58 215C 4-lane expressway, Kramer Junction Phase 1 (CMGC) 194,838 39,743 0 77,800 46,700 30,595 0 18,387 139,427 8,600 8,000 4,756 15,668
San Luis Obispo Caltrans 46 0226J Cholame, convert to 4-lane expressway 88,000 32,800 0 0 0 0 55,200 22,000 46,000 0 8,400 2,400 9,200
Santa Barbara Caltrans 101 7101 South Coast HOV lanes, Bailard Av-Sycamore Crk (IIP) 4,000 2,000 0 0 0 2,000 0 0 2,000 2,000 0 0 0
Tulare Caltrans 99 6400E Tagus 6-lane southbound widening (IIP) 3,488 3,488 0 0 0 0 0 1,850 0 0 1,200 438 0
Tulare Caltrans 99 6400F Tagus 6-lane northbound widening (IIP) 4,337 0 0 825 3,512 0 0 2,900 0 0 825 612 0

Subtotal, Interregional Highway Projects 451,507 145,063 10,639 87,496 64,372 73,037 70,900 81,176 261,341 27,485 34,383 12,302 34,820

Intercity Rail (Public Transportation) Projects
San Joaquin Caltrans rail 2030B Stockton to Escalon Double Track, Segment 4 Jan-17 23,000 0 0 23,000 0 0 0 0 23,000 0 0 0 0
Los Angeles LACMTA gsep 2106 Burbank Airport/Rail Station Pedestrian Grade Sep. 7,000 0 0 0 0 0 7,000 0 7,000 0 0 0 0
Los Angeles Caltrans rail 2098 Raymer to Bernson Double Track 60,820 0 0 0 0 0 60,820 0 60,820 0 0 0 0
Orange OCTA rail 2107 Passing Siding, Laguna Niguel-San Juan Capistrano 3,000 0 0 0 3,000 0 0 0 3,000 0 0 0 0
San Diego SANDAG rail 2108 Del Mar Bluffs Stabilization 4 2,000 0 0 2,000 0 0 0 0 2,000 0 0 0 0
Various Caltrans rail 2065 Capitalized maintenance  in support of service expansion Dec-17 6,000 0 1,000 3,000 2,000 0 0 0 6,000 0 0 0 0

Subtotal, PTA Projects, Intercity Rail 101,820 0 1,000 28,000 5,000 0 67,820 0 101,820 0 0 0 0

Total Programmed or Voted since July 1, 2016 553,327

Balance of STIP Interregional Share
Total County Share, June 30, 2017 696,006
Total Now Programmed or Voted Since July 1, 2016 553,327
     Unprogrammed Share Balance 142,679
     Share Balance Advanced or Overdrawn 0

Interregional Program
Project Totals by Fiscal Year
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County and Interregional Share Estimates 

The STIP consists of two broad programs, the regional program funded from 75 percent of new 
STIP funding and the interregional program funded from 25 percent of new STIP funding.  The 
75 percent regional program is further subdivided by formula into County Shares.  County 
Shares are available solely for projects nominated by regions in their Regional Transportation 
Improvement Programs (RTIP).  A detailed explanation of this methodology is included in the 
County Share portion of this document. 

The 2018 STIP Fund Estimate (FE) indicates that there is negative program capacity for the 
Public Transportation Account (PTA).  This means that many of the transit projects currently 
programmed in the STIP will either have to be delivered with State Highway Account funds, 
federal funds, or be unprogrammed.   
 
The following tables display STIP county and interregional shares and targets for the 2018 STIP. 
 

Table 1.  Reconciliation to County and Interregional Shares 
 

This table lists the net changes to program capacity from the 2018 STIP FE to the capacity used 
in the County and Interregional Shares.  This table also separates the program capacity by PTA 
and State Highway Account capacity. The table is based on Commission actions through June 
30, 2017. 

 
Table 2.  Summary of Targets and Shares 

 
This table takes into account all county and interregional share balances through the June 2017 
Commission meeting, as well as new statewide STIP capacity.  For each county and the 
interregional share, the table identifies the following target amounts: 
 
 Base (Minimum):  This is the formula distribution of new capacity available through the end 

of the share period 2019-20.  This is the first priority for new programming, and it represents 
the minimum amount that will programmed in each county.  The calculation of this target is 
shown in Table 3. 

 
 Total Target:  This target is determined by calculating the STIP formula share of all new 

capacity through 2022-23.  The calculation of this target is shown in Table 4.  
 
 Maximum:  This target is determined by estimating the STIP formula share of all available 

new capacity through the end of the county share period in 2023-24.  This represents the 
maximum amount that the Commission may program in a county, other than advancing 
future shares, pursuant to Streets and Highways Code Section 188.8(j), to a county with a 
population of under 1 million.  The calculation of this target is shown in Table 5. 

 
 Advance Project Development Element (APDE):  This target is determined by calculating the 

STIP formula share of the estimated capacity to be available for APDE.  The calculation 
target is shown in Table 6. 
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Table 3.  Calculation of New Programming Targets and Shares – Base (Minimum) 
 

This table displays factors in the calculation of the Base (Minimum) Target. 
 
 Net Carryover:  These columns display the current share status, including STIP allocations 

and amendments through the June 2017 Commission meeting.  Positive numbers indicate 
unprogrammed shares, and negative numbers indicate shares that were advanced. 
 

 Net Share (Base):  This section calculates the base (minimum). The base (minimum) is the 
formula distribution of new capacity available through 2019-20 while accounting for existing 
unprogrammed share balances.  The calculated base for each county is the formula 
distribution of new capacity, not to exceed the unprogrammed share balance.  Because the 
total unprogrammed share balance exceeds the total capacity available through 2019-20, in 
some instances the base target may be below the unprogrammed share balance.   

 
 Net Advance:  Numbers in this column represent advances against future capacity. The 

advances did not change in the calculation of the base target as only unprogrammed share 
balances were calculated.    

 
Table 4.  Calculation of New Programming Targets and Shares - Total Target 
 

This table displays factors in the calculation of the Total Target. 
 
 Net Carryover:  These columns display the current share status, including STIP allocations 

and amendments through the June 2017 Commission meeting.  Positive numbers indicate 
unprogrammed shares, and negative numbers indicate shares that were advanced. 
 

 2018 STIP Target Through 2022-23:  This section calculates the total target.  The total target 
is the formula distribution of new capacity available through 2022-23 adjusted for carryover 
balances and lapses. 

o Formula Distribution:  This is the 2018 STIP share through 2022-23.  It is the formula 
distribution of program capacity available through 2022-23. The amount distributed is 
the new capacity less the unprogrammed shares, lapses, and the decrease in advances. 

o Add Back Lapses 2015-16 & 2016-17:  This identifies the amount of projects lapsed 
in 2015-16.  These amounts are credited back in the 2018 STIP Fund Estimate to 
county and interregional shares for the four-year share period beginning 2020-21. 

o Net Share (Total Target):  This is the 2018 STIP target through 2022-23.  The Net 
Share (Total Target) is calculated by adding to the formula distribution the lapses and 
the unprogrammed balance or balance advanced.  In cases where the distribution of 
new capacity is insufficient to cover prior advances (i.e., the Net Share would be less 
than zero), a zero appears in the Net Share column. 

o Net Advance:  Numbers in this column represent advances against future capacity. 
This occurs when the distribution of new shares (through 2022-23) is insufficient to 
cover prior advances. 
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Table 5.  Calculation of New Programming Targets and Shares – Maximum 
 

This table calculates the maximum amount that the Commission may program in a county, other 
than advancing future shares, pursuant to Streets and Highways Code Section 188.8(j), to a 
county with a population of under 1 million. 
 
 Net Carryover:  These columns display the current share status, including STIP allocations 

and amendments through the June 2017 Commission meeting.  Positive numbers indicate 
unprogrammed shares, and negative numbers indicate shares that were advanced. 
 

 2018 STIP Share Through 2023-24:  This section estimates the maximum target.  This is the 
formula distribution of estimated new capacity available through 2023-24 adjusted for 
carryover balances and lapses. 

o Formula Distribution:  This column estimates the STIP share of the estimated new 
capacity through the county share period ending in 2023-24. It is the formula 
distribution of estimated program capacity available through the county share period 
ending in 2023-24. The amount distributed is the new capacity less the 
unprogrammed shares, lapses, and the decrease in advances. 

o Add Back Lapses 2015-16 & 2016-17:  This identifies the amount of projects lapsed 
in 2015-16 and 2015-16.  These amounts are credited back in the 2018 STIP Fund 
Estimate to county and interregional shares for the four-year share period beginning 
2020-21. 

o Net Share (Maximum):  This target is the STIP share of all available new capacity 
through the end of the county share period in 2023-24.  This represents the maximum 
amount that the Commission may program in a county, other than advancing future 
shares, pursuant to Streets and Highways Code Section 188.8(j), to a county with a 
population of under 1 million.  The Net Share (Maximum) is calculated by adding to 
the formula distribution the lapses and the unprogrammed balance or balance 
advanced.  In cases where the distribution of new capacity is insufficient to cover 
prior advances (i.e., the Net Share would be less than zero), a zero appears in the Net 
Share column. 

o Net Advance:  Numbers in this column represent advances against future capacity.  
This occurs when the distribution of new shares (through 2022-23) is insufficient to 
cover prior advances. 

 
Table 6.  Calculation of New Programming Targets and Shares – APDE 
 

This table calculates the available amount that can be programmed for STIP APDE, pursuant to 
Government Code Section 14529.01(c). These shares will be treated as an advance of regular 
future county or interregional share.    
 
 Formula Distribution:  This is the formula distribution of APDE capacity available for the 

STIP period.  
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 Net Share (APDE):  The Net Share (APDE) is determined by calculating the STIP formula 
share of the estimated capacity identified for APDE. 

 
 Net Advance:  Numbers in this column represent advances against future capacity.  This 

occurs when the distribution of new shares is insufficient to cover prior advances. 
 

 
Table 7.  Planning, Programming, and Monitoring (PPM) Limitations 

 
State law provides that up to 5% of a county share may be expended for planning, programming, 
and monitoring (PPM).  This limitation is applied separately to each four-year county share 
period. 
 
 Total:  This section identifies the shares for the 2020-21 through 2022-23 share period, based 

upon the 2016 and 2018 Fund Estimates.  These are the amounts against which the 5% is 
applied.   
 

 5% PPM Limitation:  These are the PPM limitations for the 2020-21 through 2022-23 share 
period.   



2018 Draft Fund Estimate
County and Interregional Shares

Table 5.  Calculation of New Programming Targets and Shares - Maximum
($1,000's)

June 27, 2017

Add Back

County
Unprogrammed

Balance
Balance

Advanced
Formula

Distribution
Lapses 2015-16  

& 2016-17
Net Share

(Maximum)
Net

Advance

Alameda 8,789 0 57,932 0 66,721 0
Alpine 2,150 0 1,721 0 3,871 0
Amador 1,049 0 3,909 0 4,958 0
Butte 3,617 0 11,576 0 15,193 0
Calaveras 1,500 0 4,674 0 6,174 0
Colusa 0 (2) 3,093 266 3,357 0
Contra Costa 44,039 0 39,619 0 83,658 0
Del Norte 0 (9,392) 2,888 0 0 (6,504)
El Dorado LTC 0 (5,170) 8,007 0 2,837 0
Fresno 28,428 0 43,660 0 72,088 0
Glenn 3,215 0 3,240 0 6,455 0
Humboldt 0 (1,029) 11,656 0 10,627 0
Imperial 0 (12,043) 20,720 0 8,677 0
Inyo 1,319 0 16,066 0 17,385 0
Kern 20,747 0 58,731 0 79,478 0
Kings 0 (17,145) 8,628 0 0 (8,517)
Lake 199 0 5,059 0 5,258 0
Lassen 7,275 0 7,404 0 14,679 0
Los Angeles 74,946 0 350,621 0 425,567 0
Madera 0 (13,688) 8,029 0 0 (5,659)
Marin 0 (32,447) 10,832 0 0 (21,615)
Mariposa 2,768 0 3,028 7 5,803 0
Mendocino 0 (4,452) 10,882 0 6,430 0
Merced 22,204 0 14,321 0 36,525 0
Modoc 1,516 0 3,951 0 5,467 0
Mono 11,316 0 11,936 0 23,252 0
Monterey 16,829 0 20,616 0 37,445 0
Napa 6,514 0 7,132 0 13,646 0
Nevada 0 (2,744) 6,131 0 3,387 0
Orange 44,666 0 107,949 0 152,615 0
Placer TPA 0 (35,212) 14,754 0 0 (20,458)
Plumas 6,393 0 4,415 0 10,808 0
Riverside 39,874 0 94,494 0 134,368 0
Sacramento 30,917 0 54,862 0 85,779 0
San Benito 0 (4,834) 3,797 0 0 (1,037)
San Bernardino 62,274 0 109,503 0 171,777 0
San Diego 37,186 0 123,936 0 161,122 0
San Francisco 0 (3,989) 29,389 0 25,400 0
San Joaquin 18,558 0 29,734 0 48,292 0
San Luis Obispo 8,557 0 21,809 600 30,966 0
San Mateo 30,068 0 29,905 0 59,973 0
Santa Barbara 3,678 0 24,533 0 28,211 0
Santa Clara 20,982 0 68,541 0 89,523 0
Santa Cruz 9,279 0 11,843 0 21,122 0
Shasta 1,718 0 12,680 0 14,398 0
Sierra 1,151 0 2,097 100 3,348 0
Siskiyou 2,611 0 8,696 0 11,307 0
Solano 11,198 0 17,954 0 29,152 0
Sonoma 0 (16,876) 22,056 0 5,180 0
Stanislaus 874 0 21,996 1,153 24,023 0
Sutter 491 0 5,056 0 5,547 0
Tahoe RPA 0 (4,337) 2,941 0 0 (1,396)
Tehama 7,468 0 6,445 0 13,913 0
Trinity 1,572 0 4,571 0 6,143 0
Tulare 10,751 0 27,218 0 37,969 0
Tuolumne 1,781 0 5,046 80 6,907 0
Ventura 34,092 0 36,345 0 70,437 0
Yolo 8,702 0 10,596 0 19,298 0
Yuba 500 0 3,880 0 4,380 0

Statewide Regional 653,761 (163,360) 1,673,103 2,206 2,230,896 (65,186)

Interregional 155,779 0 557,701 0 713,480 0

TOTAL 809,540 (163,360) 2,230,804 2,206 2,944,376 (65,186)

Statewide SHA Capacity 3,088,118
Statewide PTA Capacity (143,748)
     Total 2,944,370

2018 STIP 
Share through 2023-24Net Carryover
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  2018 DRAFT STIP FUND ESTIMATE 
County and Interregional Shares

Table 7 - Planning, Programming  and Monitoring (PPM) Limitations
($1,000's)

June 27, 2017

2016 STIP 2018 STIP Total

County 2020-21 2020-21 through 
2022-23

2020-21 through 
2022-23

2020-21 through
 2022-23

Alameda 0 39,672 39,672 1,984
Alpine 0 945 945 47
Amador 0 2,145 2,145 107
Butte 0 6,342 6,342 317
Calaveras 0 2,556 2,556 128
Colusa 0 1,698 1,698 85
Contra Costa 0 21,752 21,752 1,088
Del Norte 0 1,585 1,585 79
El Dorado LTC 0 4,448 4,448 222
Fresno 0 23,939 23,939 1,197
Glenn 0 1,778 1,778 89
Humboldt 0 6,391 6,391 320
Imperial 0 11,287 11,287 564
Inyo 0 8,784 8,784 439
Kern 0 32,269 32,269 1,613
Kings 0 4,735 4,735 237
Lake 0 2,776 2,776 139
Lassen 0 4,064 4,064 203
Los Angeles 0 192,230 192,230 9,612
Madera 0 4,405 4,405 220
Marin 0 5,945 5,945 297
Mariposa 0 1,662 1,662 83
Mendocino 0 5,968 5,968 298
Merced 0 7,859 7,859 393
Modoc 0 2,168 2,168 108
Mono 0 6,526 6,526 326
Monterey 0 11,314 11,314 566
Napa 0 3,914 3,914 196
Nevada 0 3,365 3,365 168
Orange 0 59,263 59,263 2,963
Placer TPA 0 8,070 8,070 404
Plumas 0 2,423 2,423 121
Riverside 0 52,400 52,400 2,620
Sacramento 0 30,109 30,109 1,505
San Benito 0 2,084 2,084 104
San Bernardino 0 60,246 60,246 3,012
San Diego 0 67,349 67,349 3,367
San Francisco 0 16,132 16,132 807
San Joaquin 0 16,319 16,319 816
San Luis Obispo 0 12,017 12,017 601
San Mateo 0 16,417 16,417 821
Santa Barbara 0 13,532 13,532 677
Santa Clara 0 37,760 37,760 1,888
Santa Cruz 0 6,504 6,504 325
Shasta 0 6,960 6,960 348
Sierra 0 1,151 1,151 58
Siskiyou 0 4,772 4,772 239
Solano 0 9,852 9,852 493
Sonoma 0 12,113 12,113 606
Stanislaus 0 12,072 12,072 604
Sutter 0 2,782 2,782 139
Tahoe RPA 0 1,477 1,477 74
Tehama 0 3,538 3,538 177
Trinity 0 2,508 2,508 125
Tulare 0 14,911 14,911 746
Tuolumne 0 2,773 2,773 139
Ventura 0 20,134 20,134 1,007
Yolo 0 5,815 5,815 291
Yuba 0 2,130 2,130 107

Statewide 0 926,135 926,135 46,307

Note:  Limitation amounts include amounts already programmed.

5% PPM LimitationTotal
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I. Introduction: 

1. Purpose and Authority.  These guidelines describe the policy, standards, criteria and 
procedures for the development, adoption and management of the state transportation 
improvement program (STIP).  They were developed and adopted in cooperation with 
Caltrans, regional transportation planning agencies, county transportation commissions and 
local agencies in accordance with Government Code Section 14530.1.  The guidelines were 
developed and adopted with the following basic objectives: 

• Develop and manage the STIP as a resource management document. 
• Facilitate transportation decision making by those who are closest to the 

transportation problems. 
• Recognize that although Caltrans is owner-operator of the State highway system, the 

regional agencies have the lead responsibility for resolving urban congestion 
problems, including those on state highways. 

• Provide incentives for regional accountability for the timely use of funds. 
• Facilitate the California Transportation Commission, and Caltrans role as guardian 

of State capital dollars, with responsibility for determining how best to manage those 
dollars in a wise and cost-effective manner. 

• Facilitate cooperative programming and funding ventures between regions and 
between Caltrans and regions. 

• Recognize Make progress towards regional and statewide goals and objectives in the 
improvements of the state’s multi-modal transportation system. 

• Emphasize partnerships between Caltrans and regional agencies in making 
investment decisions addressing the most critical corridor needs, regardless of mode 
choice or system condition. 

• Mitigate negative environmental and community impacts. 

The Commission intends to carry out these objectives through its guidelines, stressing 
accountability, flexibility, and simplicity. 

2. Biennial Fund Estimate.  By July 15 of each odd numbered year Caltrans shall submit to the 
Commission a proposed fund estimate for the following five-year STIP period.  The 
Commission shall adopt the fund estimate by August 15 of that same year.  The assumptions 
on which the fund estimate is based shall be determined by the Commission in consultation 
with Caltrans, regional agencies and county transportation commissions. 

3. STIP Adoption.  Not later than April 1 of each even numbered year the Commission shall 
adopt a five-year STIP and submit it to the legislature and to the Governor.  The STIP shall 
be a statement of the Commission’s intent for allocation and expenditure of funds for the 
following five years as well as a resource management document to assist in the planning 
and utilization of transportation resources in a cost-effective manner.  The STIP shall be 
developed consistent with the fund estimate and the total amount programmed in each fiscal 
year of the STIP shall not exceed the amount specified in the fund estimate.  The adopted 
STIP shall remain in effect until a new STIP is adopted for the next two year STIP cycle. 
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4. Amendments to STIP Guidelines.  The Commission may amend the adopted STIP guidelines 
after first giving notice of the proposed amendment and conducting at least one public 
hearing.  The guidelines may not be amended or modified during the period between thirty 
days following the adoption of the fund estimate and the adoption of the STIP. 

5. Federal TIPs and Federal STIP.  These guidelines apply only to the transportation 
programming requirements specified in state statutes.  They do not apply to transportation 
programming requirements specified in federal statutes.  Generally, all projects receiving 
federal transportation funds must be programmed in a federal TIP (for projects in urbanized 
regions) and also in a federal STIP.  Metropolitan Planning Organizations are responsible for 
developing and adopting federal TIPs and Caltrans is responsible for preparing the federal 
STIP.  The requirements for federal TIPs and the federal STIP are specified in federal statutes 
(Title 23 USC) and federal regulations (23 CFR part 450). 

II. STIP Contents: 

6. General.  The STIP is a biennial document adopted no later than April 1 of each even 
numbered year.  Each STIP will cover a five year period and add two new years of 
programming capacity. Each new STIP will include projects carried forward from the 
previous STIP plus new projects and reserves from among those proposed by regional 
agencies in their regional transportation improvement programs (RTIPs) and by Caltrans in 
its interregional transportation improvement program (ITIP).  State highway project costs in 
the STIP will include all Caltrans project support costs and all project listings will specify 
costs for each of the following four components:  (1) completion of all permits and 
environmental studies; (2) preparation of plans, specifications, and estimates; (3) right-of-
way acquisition; and (4) construction and construction management and engineering, 
including surveys and inspection.  (See Sections 47 and 50 of these guidelines for guidance 
on the display of project components and their costs.) 

7. County and Interregional Shares.  The STIP consists of two broad programs, the regional 
program funded from 75% of new STIP funding and the interregional program funded from 
25% of new STIP funding.  The 75% regional program is further subdivided by formula into 
county shares.  County shares are available solely for projects nominated by regions in their 
RTIPs.  The Caltrans ITIP will nominate only projects for the interregional program.  Under 
restricted circumstances, an RTIP may also recommend a project for funding from the 
interregional share (see Section 32 of these guidelines). 

The 1998 STIP period constituted a single county share period ending 2003-04; later county 
share periods are discrete 4-year periods, ending 2015-16, 2019-20, etc.  Both surpluses and 
deficits of county shares and interregional shares carry forward from one period to the next.  
The Commission will program each new project, including Caltrans support costs, either 
from a county share or from the interregional share.  (See Sections 53-59 of these guidelines 
for the method of counting cost changes after initial programming.) 

8. Joint Funding from Regional and Interregional Shares.  If Caltrans and a regional agency 
agree, they may recommend that a new project or a project cost increase be jointly funded 
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from county and interregional shares.  In that case, the region will nominate the county share 
in the RTIP and Caltrans will nominate the interregional share in the ITIP. 

9. Prior Year Projects.  The STIP shall include projects from the prior STIP that are expected 
to be advertised prior to July 1 of the year of adoption, but for which the Commission has 
not yet allocated funds. 

10. 1996 STIP Projects.  All 1996 STIP project costs will be funded off the top prior to the 
division of new funds between the regional and interregional programs.  This grandfathered 
funding will include Caltrans support costs, and the project cost display for 1996 STIP 
projects will conform to the same standards used for new STIP projects.  Any cost changes 
to construction or right-of-way capital costs for 1996 STIP projects will be drawn from or 
credited to county and interregional shares the same as if they were cost changes to new STIP 
projects.  Caltrans support costs for 1996 STIP projects will be drawn from county and 
interregional shares only to the extent that they are attributable to a change in project scope 
since the 1996 STIP.  Except where there is a proposal for jointly funding a cost increase 
from county and interregional shares, cost changes that Caltrans requests for projects 
originally programmed under the former intercity rail, interregional road system, or retrofit 
soundwall programs or for NAFTA projects programmed in the 1996 STIP will be drawn 
from or credited to the new interregional share.  All other cost changes will be drawn from 
or credited to the appropriate regional share. Caltrans, in the ITIP, shall report on the budgets 
for all ongoing grandfathered 1996 STIP projects. This reporting shall include a comparison 
of actual expenditures compared to project budgets as reported in the 2010 ITIP.  

11. Multi-Modal Corridor.  A corridor is defined as a largely linear geographic band defined by 
existing and forecasted travel patterns involving both people and goods.  The corridor serves 
a particular travel market or markets affected by similar transportation needs and mobility 
issues.  It includes various modes that provide similar or complementary transportation 
functions, including cross-mode connections. 

12. Transportation Management System Improvements.  The Commission supports 
implementation and application of transportation management systems (TMS) improvements 
to address highway congestion and to manage transportation systems.  Under current statutes 
Caltrans is owner operator of the state highway system and is responsible for overall 
management of the state highway system.  The regional transportation agencies are 
responsible for planning and programming transportation strategies, facilities and 
improvements which address regional transportation issues and system wide congestion.  The 
Commission encourages the regions and Caltrans to work cooperatively together to plan, 
program, implement, operate and manage transportation facilities as an integrated system 
with the objective of maximizing available transportation resources and overall 
transportation system performance. 

Considering this objective and the respective responsibilities of Caltrans and the regional 
agencies, it is the Commission’s policy that TMS improvements for state highways may be 
programmed in the State Highway Operations and Protection Program (SHOPP) by Caltrans 
in consultation with regional agencies if such improvements are part of a region’s adopted 
strategy for addressing system wide congestion.  The regions are encouraged to program 
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III. STIP Requirements for All Projects: 

14. Project Study Reports.  A new project may not be included in either an RTIP or the ITIP 
without a complete project study report (PSR) or, for a project that is not on a State highway, 
a PSR equivalent.  This requirement applies to the programming of project development 
components as well as to right-of-way and construction.  This requirement does not apply to 
the programming of project planning, programming, and monitoring funds.  A PSR is a report 
that meets the standards of the Commission’s PSR guidelines. For a Traffic Congestion 
Relief Program (TCRP) project, a TCRP project application is a PSR for the phases of work 
included in the application.  For a transit project, the Commission’s Uniform Transit 
Application is a PSR equivalent.  A project study report equivalent will, at a minimum, be 
adequate to define and justify the project scope, cost and schedule to the satisfaction of the 
regional agency.  Though a PSR or equivalent may focus on the project components proposed 
for programming, it must provide at least a preliminary estimate of costs for all components.  
The PSR, PSR equivalent, or Project Report must be submitted with the RTIP or ITIP, or a 
link may be provided to view the document electronically.   

15. Programming Project Components Sequentially.  Project components may be programmed 
sequentially.  That is, a project may be programmed for environmental work only without 
being programmed for plans, specifications, and estimates (design).  A project may be 
programmed for design without being programmed for right-of-way or construction.  A 
project may be programmed for right-of-way without being programmed for construction.  
The Commission recognizes a particular benefit in programming projects for environmental 
work only, since project costs and particularly project scheduling often cannot be determined 
with meaningful accuracy until environmental studies have been completed.  The premature 
programming of post-environmental components can needlessly tie up STIP programming 
resources while other transportation needs go unmet. 

The Commission will program a project component only if it finds that the component itself 
is fully funded, either from STIP funds or from other committed funds.  The Commission 
will regard non-STIP funds as committed when the agency with discretionary authority over 
the funds has made its commitment to the project by ordinance or resolution.  For Federal 
formula funds, including RSTP, CMAQ, and Federal formula transit funds, the commitment 
may be by Federal TIP adoption.   

For projects where the agency is seeking federal discretionary funds such as New Starts or 
Small Starts for construction, the commitment may take the form of federal acceptance into 
Accelerated Project Delivery and Development (in the case of Small Starts) with the 
expectation of federal approval of an Expedited Grant Agreement, or federal approval of a 
project to enter Engineering (in the case of New Starts) with the expectation of federal 
approval of a Full Funding Grant Agreement, as long as all funding, excluding STIP funding, 
is committed to the project.  A project that is programmed prior to receiving federal approval 
for construction must receive the federal approval for construction prior to construction 
allocation and no later than the end of the first full federal fiscal year after adoption of the 
STIP or STIP amendment, or the project will be deleted from the STIP. 
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When proposing to program only preconstruction components for a project, Caltrans or the 
regional agency should demonstrate the means by which it intends to fund the construction 
of a useable segment, consistent with the regional transportation plan or the Caltrans 
interregional transportation strategic plan. 

All regional agencies with rail transit projects shall submit full funding plans describing each 
overall project and/or useable project segment.  Each plan shall list Federal, State, and local 
funding categories by fiscal year over the time-frame that funding is sought, including 
funding for initial operating costs.  Moreover, should the project schedule exceed the funding 
horizon, then the amount needed beyond what is currently requested shall be indicated.  This 
information may be incorporated in the project fact sheets (see Section 45 of these 
guidelines). 

16. Completion of Environmental Process.  The Commission may program funding for project 
right-of-way or construction only if it finds that the sponsoring agency will complete the 
environmental process and can proceed with right-of-way acquisition or construction within 
the five-year period of the STIP.  In compliance with Section 21102 and 21150 of the Public 
Resources Code, the Commission may not allocate funds to state or local agencies for 
design, right-of-way, or construction prior to documentation of environmental clearance 
under the California Environmental Quality Act. As a matter of policy, the Commission will 
not allocate funds for design, right-of-way, or construction of a federally funded project prior 
to documentation of environmental clearance under the National Environmental Policy Act. 
Exceptions to this policy may be made in instances where federal law allows for the 
acquisition of right-of-way prior to completion of National Environmental Policy Act review. 

17. Caltrans/Regional Consultations.  Caltrans and regional agencies shall consult with each 
other in the development of the ITIP and the RTIPs.  As a part of this consultation, Caltrans 
will advise regional agencies, as far in advance as is practicable, of projects that may be or 
are likely to be included, in the ITIP, including the potential for joint funding from county 
and interregional shares, and will seek the advice of the regional agencies regarding these 
projects.  Caltrans will also advise the appropriate regional agencies, as far in advance 
as is practicable, of any schedule and cost changes for Caltrans implemented projects 
funded from regional shares in the STIP.  The consultation should allow regional agencies 
to consider and to advise Caltrans regarding the potential impact of the ITIP on the 
programming of projects in the RTIP.  The Commission encourages Caltrans to assist the 
regional agencies that are responsible for preparing a Federal TIP by identifying projects that 
may be included in the ITIP, recognizing that Federal regulations generally require that a 
project in a county with an urbanized area be included in the Federal TIP in order to qualify 
for Federal funding. 

 As part of this consultation, each regional agency should seek and consider the advice of 
Caltrans regarding potential regional program funding for State highway and intercity rail 
projects and should advise Caltrans, as far in advance as is practicable, of staff 
recommendations or other indications of projects that may be or are likely to be included in 
the RTIP.  The consultation should allow Caltrans to consider and advise the regional agency 
regarding the potential impact of the RTIP on the programming of projects in the ITIP.  
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Where the regional agency prepares a Federal TIP, the consultation should provide for the 
timely inclusion of State highway projects in the Federal TIP. 

 Nothing in this section is meant to require that Caltrans or a regional agency make final 
commitments regarding the inclusion of particular projects in the ITIP or RTIP in advance 
of the December 15 deadline for submission. 

18. Minor Projects.  There is no minimum size for a STIP project.  The minor reserve in the 
Caltrans State Highway Operation and Protection Program (SHOPP) is for SHOPP projects 
only.  The Commission will not allocate funds from the SHOPP minor program for capacity-
increasing projects, including bicycle and pedestrian facilities, soundwalls, and 
enhancements and mitigation for STIP projects. 

19. Criteria for Measuring Performance and Cost-Effectiveness.  Regions and Caltrans are 
responsible for developing goals, objectives and priorities that include consideration of the 
overall performance of the transportation system consistent with federal and state planning 
requirements.  These goals and objectives are incorporated in the region’s regional 
transportation plan (RTP) and are also reflected in the region’s RTIP, and similarly in 
Caltrans’ interregional transportation strategic plan (ITSP) and ITIP.  In order to maximize 
the state’s investments in transportation infrastructure, it is the Commission’s policy that 
each RTIP and the ITIP will be evaluated for performance and cost-effectiveness at the 
regional level and, where applicable, at the project level.   

The Commission will evaluate each RTIP and the ITIP based on the following: 

A. A performance evaluation at the regional level and how each RTIP furthers the goals 
of the region’s RTP, and if applicable, its Sustainable Communities Strategies (SCS), 
and for Caltrans, how the ITIP furthers the goals of the ITSP. 

B. An evaluation of the cost-effectiveness of the RTIP at the regional level or ITIP at the 
statewide level. 

C. Project specific data on proposed changes to the built environment.   

D. For projects with total cost of $50 million or greater, or STIP programming for right-
of-way and/or construction of $15 million or more, a project specific benefit evaluation 
will be performed to estimate its benefit to the regional system from changes to the 
built environment.  Consistent with Executive Order B-30-15, the project specific 
benefit evaluation must include a full life-cycle cost evaluation and take climate change 
impacts into account. 

The Commission will consider the evaluations submitted by regions when making decisions 
on RTIPs as described in Section 60 of these guidelines.  The Commission will consider the 
evaluations submitted by Caltrans when making decisions on the ITIP as described in Section 
62 of these guidelines. 
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The Commission expects that these evaluations will be on a life-cycle basis (full cost through 
the life of the project, including maintenance and operation). 

A. Regional level performance evaluation. 

Caltrans and each region that is a Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) or within an 
MPO shall include an evaluation of overall (RTP or CTP/ITSP level) performance using, as 
a baseline, the regions’ or state’s existing monitored data.  To the extent relevant data and 
tools are available, the below listed performance measures may be reported: 

• Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) per capita. 
• Percent of congested VMT (at or below 35 mph). 
• Commute mode share (travel to work or school). 
• Percent of distressed state highway lane-miles. 
• Pavement Condition Index (local streets and roads). 
• Percent of highway bridge lane-miles in need of replacement or rehabilitation 

(sufficiency rating of 80 or below). 
• Percent of transit assets that have surpassed the FTA useful life period. 
• Highway Buffer Index (the extra time cushion that most travelers add to their average 

travel time when planning trips to ensure on-time arrival). 
• Fatalities and serious injuries per capita. 
• Fatalities and serious injuries per VMT. 
• Percent of housing and jobs within 0.5 miles of transit stops with frequent transit 

service. 
• Mean commute travel time (to work or school). 
• Change in acres of agricultural land. 
• CO2 emissions reduction per capita. 
• Reliability, a Accessibility and on-time performance for rail and transit. 
• Farebox recovery ratio. 

Regions outside an MPO shall include any of the above measures that the region currently 
monitors.  A region outside a MPO (or a small MPO) may request, and Caltrans shall provide, 
data on these measures relative to the state transportation system in that region. 

As an alternative, a region outside an MPO (or a small MPO) may use the Performance 
Monitoring Indicators identified in the Rural Counties Task Force’s Rural and Small Urban 
Transportation Planning study dated June 3, 2015.  These include:  

• Total Accident Cost,  
• Total Transit Operating Cost per Revenue Mile,  
• Total Distressed Lane Miles, and  
• Land Use Efficiency (total developed land in acres per population).   

The evaluation of overall performance shall include a qualitative or quantitative assessment 
of how effective the RTIP or the ITIP is in addressing or achieving the goals, objectives and 
standards which correspond to the relevant horizon years within the region’s RTP or Caltrans 
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ITSP that covers the 5-year STIP period.  Caltrans’ evaluation of the ITIP shall also address 
ITIP consistency with the RTPs. 

In addition, each region with an adopted sustainable com                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                         
munities strategy (SCS) shall include a discussion of how the RTIP relates to its SCS.  This 
will include a quantitative or qualitative assessment of how the RTIP will facilitate 
implementation of the SCS and also identify any challenges the region is facing in 
implementing its SCS.  In a region served by a multi-county transportation planning 
organization, the report shall address the portion of the SCS relevant to that region.  As part 
of this discussion, each region shall identify any proposed or current STIP projects that are 
exempt from SB 375. 

B. Evaluation of the cost-effectiveness of the RTIP or ITIP. 

Regions shall, if appropriate and to the extent necessary data and tools are available, use the 
performance measures outlined above to evaluate cost-effectiveness of projects proposed in 
the STIP on a regional level.  Caltrans shall do so at the statewide level. 

C. Project-level evaluations outputs. 

For each new project proposed, the region or Caltrans shall provide data on the proposed 
changes to the built environment, including but not limited to the items listed below.  Such 
data shall be included in the PPR. 

For state highway projects: 
• New general purpose lane-miles. 
• New HOV/HOT lane-miles. 
• Lane-miles rehabilitated. 
• New or upgrade bicycle/pedestrian lane/sidewalk miles. 
• Operation improvements. 
• New or reconstructed interchanges. 
• New or reconstructed bridges. 

For intercity rail and rail/transit projects: 
• Additional transit miles or vehicles. 
• Miles of new track. 
• Rail crossing improvements. 
• Station improvements. 

For local street and road projects: 
• New lane-miles. 
• Lane-miles rehabilitated. 
• New or upgrade bicycle/pedestrian lane/sidewalk miles. 
• Operation improvements. 
• New or reconstructed bridges. 
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D. A project level benefit evaluation shall be submitted for projects for which construction 
is proposed, if: 
• The total amount of existing and proposed STIP for right-of-way and/or construction 

of the project is $15 million or greater, or 
• The total project cost is $50 million or greater. 

The project level benefit evaluation shall address the specific benefits of the proposed project 
using as many of the following measures as are relevant: 

• Change in Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) per capita. 
• Change in percent of congested VMT (at or below 35 mph). 
• Change in commute mode share (travel to work or school). 
• Change in percent of distressed state highway lane-miles. 
• Change in Pavement Condition Index (local streets and roads). 
• Change in percent of highway bridge lane-miles in need of replacement or 

rehabilitation (Sufficiency Rating of 80 or below). 
• Change in percent of transit assets that have surpassed the FTA useful life period. 
• Change in highway Buffer Index (the extra time cushion that most travelers add to 

their average travel time when planning trips to ensure on-time arrival). 
• Change in fatalities and serious injuries per capita. 
• Change in fatalities and serious injuries per VMT. 
• Change in percent of housing and jobs within 0.5 miles of transit stops with frequent 

transit service. 
• Change in mean commute travel time (to work or school). 
• Change in acres of agricultural land. 
• Change in CO2 emissions reduction per capita. 
• Changes in reliability, accessibility and on-time performance. 
• Change in farebox recovery ratio. 

The project level benefit evaluation shall include a Caltrans generated benefit/cost estimate, 
including life-cycle costs for projects proposed in the ITIP.  For the RTIP, the regions may 
choose between the Caltrans estimate and their own estimate (explain why the Caltrans 
estimate was not used).  The project level evaluation must explain how the project is 
consistent with Executive Order B-30-15.  The evaluation shall be conducted by each region 
and by Caltrans before the RTIPs and the ITIP are submitted to the Commission for 
incorporation into the STIP.   

IV. Regional Improvement Program: 

20. Submittal of RTIPs.  After consulting with Caltrans, each regional agency shall adopt and 
submit its RTIP to the Commission and to Caltrans no later than December 15 of each odd-
numbered year.  The RTIP will include and separately identify: 
(a) Programming proposals from the county share(s), consistent with the STIP fund 

estimate and Section 23 of these guidelines.  These proposals may include new 
projects and changes to existing STIP projects. 
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(b) Programming proposals from the county Advance Project Development Element 
(APDE) share, which is treated as an advance of future share (see Sections 37-42). 

(c) Any request to advance a future county share for a larger project (permitted only in 
regions under 1 million population). 

(d) Any project recommendations for the interregional share. 
(e) A discussion of the proposed project’s impact on other projects planned or underway 

within the corridor; 
(f) Information on STIP projects (in the RTIP) completed since the last RTIP submittal 

(see section 68). 

After approval by the regional agency Board, each RTIP will be made available 
electronically by the regional agency on its website, with the link provided to the 
Commission. 

Each RTIP shall be based on the regional transportation plan that has been developed and 
updated pursuant to Government Code Section 65080, and a region wide assessment of 
transportation needs and deficiencies.  Programming in the RTIP should not be based on a 
formula distribution of county share among agencies or geographic areas. 

Caltrans may nominate or recommend State highway improvement projects for inclusion in 
the RTIP for programming from the county share.  Caltrans should also identify any 
additional State highway and intercity rail improvement needs within the region that could 
reasonably expect to be programmed within the 3 years beyond the end of the current STIP 
period using revenue assumptions similar to those adopted for the fund estimate.  These 
programming recommendations and this identification of State highway and intercity rail 
improvement needs should be provided to the regional agency at least 90 days prior to the 
due date for submittal of the RTIP or, if a later due date for project nominations is set by the 
regional agency, prior to that date.  The regional agency has sole authority for deciding 
whether to accept Caltrans’ STIP recommendations for programming in the RTIP.  Caltrans 
shall provide a copy or list of its RTIP recommendations and identification of additional State 
highway and intercity rail needs for each region to the Commission. Each region shall, in its 
RTIP, include a comparison of the projects in its RTIP and the State highway and intercity 
rail improvement needs identified by Caltrans, including a discussion of significant 
differences. 

When Caltrans makes its RTIP recommendation and identification of State highway and 
intercity rail improvement needs, it should also share with the regional agency its plans for 
SHOPP projects that may be relevant to the region’s consideration of RTIP projects.  This is 
apart from the statutory requirement to make a draft of the SHOPP available for review and 
comment. 

21. Project Planning, Programming, and Monitoring.  The RTIP may propose to program up to 
5 percent of the county share for project planning, programming and monitoring (PPM) by 
the transportation planning agency or, within the Southern California Association of 
Governments (SCAG) area, by a county transportation commission.  If the RTIP proposes 
programming funds for both SCAG and a county transportation commission, the total will 
not exceed 5 percent of the county share.  
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 Funds programmed for this purpose should be spread across the years of the STIP.  When 
allocated by the Commission, the funds will be available to cover costs of: 

• Regional transportation planning, including the development and preparation of the 
regional transportation plan. 

• Project planning, including the development of project study reports or major 
investment studies, conducted by regional agencies or by local agencies in 
cooperation with regional agencies. 

• Program development, including the preparation of RTIPs and studies supporting 
them. 

• Monitoring the implementation of STIP projects, including project delivery, timely 
use of funds, and compliance with State law and the Commission’s guidelines. 

Caltrans expenses for these purposes are included in the Department’s annual budget and 
will not be funded through the STIP except when Caltrans is reimbursed for project study 
reports by a region using funds allocated to that region for PPM. 

22. Bicycle and Pedestrian Projects in the RTIP.  Bicycle and pedestrian projects may be 
programmed by a region in its RTIP as these projects are eligible for either State Highway 
Account or Federal funds. 

23. County Shares, Advances, and Reserves.  The fund estimate will identify, for each county, 
(1) the county share for the share period that ends during the current STIP period, (2) the 
county’s proportionate share for the portion of the new four-year period that falls within the 
current STIP period, and (3) the balance of the estimated share for the four-year period that 
extends beyond the current STIP period.  For the 2018 STIP fund estimate, for example, this 
means (1) the available share for the period ending 2019-20, (2) the county’s proportionate 
share for the period ending 2022-23, and (3) an estimated proportionate share for the period 
ending in 2023-24. 

Any region may, in its RTIP, propose projects or project components during the STIP period 
from all of these shares, including the share for the period that extends beyond the STIP 
period.  Unless the Commission rejects an RTIP, as described in Section 60, the Commission 
will include in the STIP, at a minimum, all RTIP projects carried forward from the prior STIP 
and all new RTIP programming proposed within the level of the county share for the share 
period that ends during the current STIP (i.e., for the 2018 STIP, the share for the period 
ending 2019-20).  Beyond that, as described in Section 61, the Commission may include in 
the STIP either more or less than each region’s proportionate share for the new share period.  
Overall, the Commission may not program more than the available statewide capacity for the 
STIP period.   The RTIP shall identify those projects or project components that it proposes 
to program within the STIP period from the share for each four-year share period. 

As authorized by Streets and Highways Code Section 188.8(j), a region for a county with a 
population of less than 1 million may also, in its RTIP, ask the Commission to advance an 
amount beyond its county share for a larger project.  The requested advance may not exceed 
200 percent of the county share for the four-year share period that extends beyond the current 
STIP period, as identified in the Fund Estimate.  The RTIP will separately identify the project 
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or project components it proposes to program with the advance, following the same display 
format used for other RTIP projects.  

 Any region may, in its RTIP, ask to leave all or part of its county share unprogrammed, thus 
reserving that amount to build up a larger share for a higher cost project or otherwise to 
program projects in the county at a later time.  The Commission may use funds freed up by 
these reserves to advance county shares in other counties.  The Commission, with the consent 
of Caltrans, may also consider advancing county shares by reserving a portion of the 
interregional share until the next county share period. 

24. Federal Match.  A region may, in its RTIP, propose to program State funds to match federal 
funds committed to a project. Such projects must meet the eligibility restrictions of the 
available state funds. For example, a transit project may not use State Highway Account 
funds as a match to federal funds unless the project is eligible under Article XIX of the 
California Constitution. The match for rail rolling stock and buses purchases can only be 
programmed in the STIP if PTA capacity is available or if the project is eligible for Toll 
Credits.  

25. Regional Improvement Program Project Eligibility.  Except for project planning, 
programming, and monitoring, all STIP projects will be capital projects (including project 
development costs) needed to improve transportation in the region.  These projects generally 
may include, but are not limited to, improving State highways, local roads, public transit 
(including buses), intercity rail, pedestrian and bicycle facilities, grade separations, 
transportation system management, transportation demand management, soundwalls, 
intermodal facilities, and safety.  Non-capital costs for transportation system management or 
transportation demand management may be included where the regional agency finds the 
project to be a cost-effective substitute for capital expenditures.  Other non-capital projects 
(e.g. road and transit maintenance) are not eligible. 

In addition to meeting general program standards, all STIP projects must meet eligibility 
requirements specific to the STIP’s funding sources, the State Highway Account (SHA), 
which includes both State revenues and Federal revenues, and the Public Transportation 
Account (PTA).  Unless the fund estimate specifies otherwise, a region may propose, in its 
RTIP, projects to be funded from any of these funding sources, or a combination of them.  
The Commission will provide and calculate STIP county shares without regard to the 
individual STIP funding sources. 

Except for project planning, programming and monitoring, regional program RTIP 
nominations will be consistent with the following statutory sequence of priorities for 
programming from the State Highway Account: 

• Safety improvements on transportation facilities other than State highways where 
physical changes, other than adding new capacity, would reduce fatalities and the 
number and severity of injuries. (Safety projects on State highways are programmed 
in the SHOPP, however regions may program safety improvements in their RTIP for 
STIP programming if timely programming through the SHOPP is not possible 
because of funding limitations in the SHOPP.)  
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• Transportation capital improvements that expand capacity or reduce congestion, or 
do both. These improvements may include the reconstruction of local roads and 
transit facilities and non-capital expenditures for transportation systems management 
and transportation demand management projects that are a cost effective substitute 
for capital expenditures. 

• Environmental enhancement and mitigation, including soundwall projects.  
Article XIX of the California Constitution permits the use of State revenues in the SHA only 
for State highways, local roads, and fixed guideway facilities.  

Article XIX of the California Constitution restricts transit and rail projects that can be 
funded with nearly all SHA revenues to the “research, planning, construction, and 
improvement of exclusive public mass transit guideways (and their related fixed facilities), 
including the mitigation of their environmental effects, the payment for property taken or 
damaged for such purposes, the administrative costs necessarily incurred in the foregoing 
purposes, and the maintenance of the structures and the immediate right-of-way for the 
public mass transit guideways, but excluding the maintenance and operating costs for mass 
transit power systems and mass transit passenger facilities, vehicles, equipment, and 
services.”  

Additionally, SHA revenues may not be expended for these purposes “unless such use is 
approved by a majority of the votes cast on the proposition authorizing such use of such 
revenues in an election held throughout the county or counties, or a specified area of a 
county or counties, within which the revenues are to be expended.” 

This means, for example, that rail rolling stock and buses may be funded only from the 
Federal revenues in the STIP. For such projects, the non-Federal match (generally a 
minimum of 11½%) can only be programmed in the STIP if PTA capacity is available. If 
no PTA capacity is available, the match will have to be provided from a non-STIP source.  
It is the continuing intent of the Commission that rehabilitation projects, excluding 
maintenance, on the local streets and roads system remain eligible for funding in the STIP. 
Proposed projects on local highways functionally classified as local or as rural minor 
collector (non federal-aid eligible) are also eligible for STIP funding. However, 
programming of projects on non federal-aid eligible routes shall be limited to availability of 
state only funding as determined by the Commission. 

Pursuant to Streets and Highways Code Section 100.15, any new capacity increasing 
project or a major street or highway lane realignment project proposed in an RTIP and 
ITIP shall demonstrate that reversible lanes were considered for the project.  The lead 
agency shall demonstrate that reversible lanes were considered when submitting the 
project’s environmental documents for consideration of future funding. 

26. Federalizing Transit Projects. In accordance with Federal statutes and regulations, federal 
highway funds programmed for transit projects must be transferred from the Federal 
Highway Administration to the Federal Transit Administration (FTA) for administration 
when the project or project component is ready to be implemented. In order to facilitate the 



California Transportation Commission   
STIP Guidelines  July 21, 2017 
 

 

 Page 15  
  

transfer and timely use of funds, the Commission encourages the implementing agency or 
fund applicant to submit grant applications to FTA requesting a grant number and tentative 
approval of project eligibility prior to requesting Commission allocation of funds.  

Transit related projects such as parking structures and multi-modal stations should also be 
transferred to FTA for administration. However, on an exception basis, FHWA will 
administer the funds and a grant application and fund transfer will not be necessary. Proposed 
exceptions should be discussed and agreed to with Caltrans and FHWA prior to programming 
the project in the STIP and documented in the PSR equivalent and project fact sheet. 

27. Increased STIP Funding Participation.  An RTIP may propose, from the county share, to 
increase a project’s STIP funding to replace local funding already committed, provided that 
the local funding has not been and will not be expended or encumbered under contract prior 
to the Commission’s allocation of STIP funds.  The proposal will include the revised basis 
for cost sharing, as specified in Section 49 of these guidelines. 

In those instances when any regional agency seeks additional STIP funding for a previously 
programmed project and the projected funding increase exceeds any increase in the estimated 
cost of that project, the board of such regional agency, by resolution of a majority of board 
members, shall declare in writing that the increase in the STIP funding is not for the purpose 
of “back-filling” other non-STIP funds previously committed to the capital project which 
have already been, or in the future will be, redirected to non-capital activities and purposes. 

28. Pooling of County Shares.  Two or more regional agencies may agree to consolidate their 
county shares for two consecutive county share periods into a single county share for both 
periods.  A pooling agreement will become effective for a county share period if each 
regional agency adopts a resolution incorporating the agreement and submits it to the 
Commission with its RTIP.  Similarly, SACOG may pool the shares of any counties in its 
region by adopting a resolution and submitting it with its RTIP. 

As an alternative to pooling, two regional agencies may agree to accomplish the same 
purpose by agreeing to a loan of a specified dollar amount from one region’s county share to 
the other during a STIP period, with the loaned amount to be returned in the following county 
share period.  A regional agency, in its RTIP, may also propose to contribute all or a portion 
of its current county share for the programming of a project located in another county. 

 The Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) may pool its county shares for a STIP 
period by adopting a resolution and submitting it with its RTIP, provided that the amount of 
any county share advanced or reserved is not more than 15 percent of the county share 
identified in the Fund Estimate. 

29. Consistency with Land Use Plans and Congestion Management Programs.  Projects included 
in the regional program shall be consistent with the adopted regional transportation plan, 
which state law requires be consistent with federal planning and programming requirements.  
The federal requirements (23 U.S.C. 134) include factors to be considered in developing 
transportation plans and programs, including the likely effect of transportation policy 
decisions on land use and development and the consistency of transportation plans and 
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programs with the provisions of all applicable short- and long-term land use and development 
plans. 

Congestion Management Programs (CMPs) prepared by counties not electing to be exempted 
from CMP requirements pursuant to Section 65088.3 of the Government Code shall be 
incorporated by the Regional Agency into the appropriate RTIP prior to its adoption and 
submittal to the Commission, pursuant to Government Code Section 65089.2.   Projects 
included in the adopted RTIP shall be consistent with the capital improvement program of 
the CMP.  Projects not in the approved CMP shall not be included in the RTIP unless 
identified and listed separately. 

V. Interregional Improvement Program: 

30. General.  The interregional improvement program consists of STIP projects funded from the 
interregional program share, which is 25% of new STIP funding.  Caltrans will nominate a 
program of projects for the interregional share in its interregional transportation 
improvement program (ITIP).  The interregional program has two parts: 

(a) The first, funded from up to 10% of new STIP funding, is nominated solely by 
Caltrans in the ITIP.  It is subject to the north/south 40%/60% split and otherwise 
may include projects anywhere in the State.  The projects may include State highway, 
intercity passenger rail, mass transit guideway, or grade separation projects.  Non-
capital costs for transportation system management or transportation demand 
management may be included where Caltrans finds the project to be a cost-effective 
substitute for capital expenditures. 

(b) The second part, funded from at least 15% of new STIP funding, is not subject to the 
north/south split.  It is limited to intercity rail projects (including Amtrak feeder bus, 
interregional commuter rail and grade separation projects) and to improvements 
outside urbanized areas on interregional road system routes (which are specified in 
statute).  At least 15% of the 15% (or at least 2.25% of new STIP funding) must be 
programmed for intercity rail projects, including interregional commuter rail and 
grade separation projects. 

Under restricted circumstances, an RTIP may also recommend a project for funding from the 
second part, described in paragraph (b).  See Section 32 of these guidelines. 

31. Submittal of Caltrans ITIP.  After consulting with regional agencies and other local 
transportation authorities, Caltrans shall submit its draft ITIP to the Commission no later than 
October 15 of each odd numbered year.  Two hearings, one in the south and one in the north, 
will be held by November 15 to provide opportunity for public input regarding projects 
proposed in the ITIP.  Caltrans shall submit its final ITIP, including a summary of the major 
comments received at the hearings and responses to those comments, to the Commission no 
later than December 15 of each odd numbered year.  At the same time, Caltrans will transmit 
a copy of the ITIP to each regional agency.  The ITIP will include programming proposals 
from the interregional share for the five-year STIP period.  These proposals may include new 
projects, program reserves, changes to prior STIP interregional program projects, and the 
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interregional share of proposals for jointly funding new projects or cost increases from 
county and interregional shares. 

The ITIP shall include, for each proposed project, information (including assumptions and 
calculations) to support an objective analysis of interregional program priorities.  That 
information, based on the project study report, shall include: 

• an estimate of total project costs, including mitigation costs and support costs; 
• an estimate of the time of completion of project construction; 
• an estimate of annual project benefits (at project opening) due to vehicle time savings 

and vehicle operating costs; 
• for road projects, an estimate of annual project benefits (at project opening) due to 

reductions in fatalities and injuries; 
• for rail or Amtrak feeder bus projects, an estimate of the project’s impact on ridership 

and the need for operating subsidies; 
• a discussion of the proposed project’s impact on other projects planned or underway 

within the corridor; and 
• a description of how the project would implement the interregional strategic plan, 

including a description of its impact on California’s economic growth, the 
interregional distribution of goods, and the environment. 

The ITIP will be posted on the Department’s website, with the link provided to the 
Commission. 

32. Regional Recommendations for the Interregional Program.  A regional agency may, in its 
RTIP, recommend improvements outside urbanized areas on interregional road system routes 
for funding from the interregional share.  Interregional road system routes are defined in 
statute at Streets and Highways Code Sections 164.10 to 164.20, inclusive.  By statute, the 
Commission may program a regional recommendation for the interregional program only if 
the Commission “makes a finding, based on an objective analysis, that the recommended 
project is more cost-effective than a project submitted by [Caltrans].”  The Commission 
cautions regions, especially those with priority needs in both urbanized and nonurbanized 
areas, that nonurbanized area projects of highest regional priority should be proposed in the 
RTIP from the county share.  The interregional program is not a nonurbanized area program, 
and the Commission does not intend to use the interregional program to meet most State 
highway needs in nonurbanized areas.  The Commission anticipates programming regional 
recommendations for funding from the interregional program only when a recommended 
project constitutes a cost-effective means of implementing the interregional transportation 
strategic plan (see Section 34 of these guidelines). 

Any regional recommendation for the interregional program shall be made in the RTIP and 
shall be separate and distinct from the RTIP proposal for programming from the county 
share(s).  Each project nominated in this way must constitute a useable segment of highway.  
The nomination must be to fund the project fully through the interregional program.  The 
nomination may not be part of a proposal for joint funding between the regional and 
interregional programs.  Joint funding proposals may be made only in concert with Caltrans, 
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with the region proposing the county share in its RTIP and Caltrans proposing the 
interregional share in the ITIP. 

 An RTIP proposal for interregional funding should be accompanied by information 
(including assumptions and calculations) to support the objective analysis that the 
Commission must make before it can program the project.  That information, based on the 
project study report, shall include: 

• an estimate of total project costs, including mitigation costs and support costs; 
• an estimate of the time of completion of project construction; 
• an estimate of annual project benefits (at project opening) due to vehicle time savings 

and vehicle operating costs; 
• for road projects, an estimate of annual project benefits (at project opening) due to 

reductions in fatalities and injuries; 
• for rail or Amtrak feeder bus projects, an estimate of the project’s impact on ridership 

and the need for operating subsidies; 
• a discussion of the proposed project’s impact on other projects planned or underway 

within the corridor; and 
• a description of how the project would implement the interregional strategic plan, 

including a description of its impact on California’s economic growth, the 
interregional distribution of goods, and the environment. 

33. Regional Transportation Plan.  Projects included in the interregional program shall be 
consistent with the relevant adopted regional transportation plan(s).  

34. Interregional Program Objectives.  The Commission envisions an interregional improvement 
program that works toward achievement of the following six objectives: 

 
• Provide access for people and goods to and through all regions of California. 
• Ensure that the interregional transportation system is reliable and efficient for the 

movement of people, goods, services and emergency response. 
• Develop and operate a safe interregional transportation system for all travelers by 

improving public safety and security. 
• Optimize multi-modal connectivity throughout the interregional transportation 

system for all people. 
• Improve interregional connectivity to enhance California’s diverse economy. 
• Improve and manage California’s interregional transportation system in an 

environmentally sensitive, economical and equitable manner that fosters livable and 
healthy communities and promotes social equity. 

The Caltrans ITIP shall be based on the ITSP for implementing the interregional program, 
adopted within the prior 5 years.  The ITSP should address development of multi-modal 
corridors including both the interregional road system and intercity rail in California, and it 
should define a strategy that extends beyond the STIP.  The ITIP shall describe how proposed 
projects relate to the ITSP and how the proposed projects would implement the objectives 
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listed above.  The Commission will evaluate the ITIP and any regional recommendations for 
the interregional program in the light of these objectives and the ITSP. 

The interregional improvement program will include both State highway and rail projects 
(potentially including mass transit guideway and grade separation projects). 

For State highways, the interregional program should emphasize an interregional 
transportation system that provides: 

• access to and through or around all regions of California; and 
• access to California’s major interstate and international gateways, including interstate 

and international border crossings, international airports, and seaports. 

The Commission expects the identification and selection of State highway projects for the 
interregional program to be based on consideration of cost in relationship to the following 
benefits, with higher priority given to projects with greater net benefit for the investment 
made: 

• traffic safety, including the potential for reducing fatalities and injuries; 
• reduced travel time and vehicle operating costs for interregional travel; 
• economic benefits to California of expanding interregional commerce through faster 

and more reliable access between markets; and 
• economic benefits to California of expanding interstate and international trade and 

commerce through faster and more reliable access to California’s international 
airports and seaports. 

Commerce includes the movement of people and goods for any economic purpose.  It may 
include extractive industries (such as mining, agriculture, or timber) or recreation.  

There is no expectation that STIP interregional improvements will be evenly spread across 
the State, and the spreading of funding among regions is not a Commission objective for the 
interregional program. The Commission does encourage Caltrans and smaller regions 
(generally with populations less than 250,000) to consider and seek formation of partnerships 
to jointly fund projects on the interregional road system for the mutual benefit of the region 
and the state. 

For rail, the interregional program should emphasize: 

• the preservation and improvement of the existing system of State-sponsored intercity 
passenger rail and Amtrak feeder bus routes, including compliance with safety and 
accessibility standards and protection of the State’s investment in equipment;  

• the reduction of the system’s dependence on State operating subsidies; 
• the improvement of other passenger rail access between major urban centers, airports 

and intercity rail routes;  
• the use of rail grade separations to improve service reliability for both intercity 

passenger rail and interregional goods movement; and  
• coordination and connectivity with the State’s planned high-speed rail system. 
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The Commission expects the identification and selection of rail capital projects for the 
interregional program (including Amtrak feeder bus, interregional commuter rail and grade 
separations) to be based on consideration of cost in relationship to the following benefits, 
with higher priority given to projects with greater net benefit for the investment made: 

• reduced intercity rail running times and operating costs (which may increase demand 
and reduce the need for operating subsidies); 

• improved intercity rail schedule frequency and reliability (which may increase 
demand and reduce the need for operating subsidies); and 

• economic benefits to California of promoting trade and commerce by creating faster 
and more reliable highway or rail access to markets, including access to California’s 
international airports and seaports; 

For either highways or rail, Caltrans and the Commission may evaluate a project as part of a 
series of related projects in the same location or corridor.  The evaluation may consider the 
costs and benefits of the projects as a group.  All projects in the group should be included in 
the ITSP for near term funding, whether or not proposed for the STIP. 

Where a potential interregional program project may provide substantial local benefits, it is 
appropriate that costs be divided between the regional and interregional programs.  In this 
case, the evaluation of the project for the interregional program should be based on the 
interregional program cost share in relationship to the benefits described in this section.    

Pursuant to Streets and Highways Code Section 100.15, any new capacity increasing 
project or a major street or highway lane realignment project proposed in an RTIP and 
ITIP shall demonstrate that reversible lanes were considered for the project.  The lead 
agency shall demonstrate that reversible lanes were considered when submitting the 
project’s environmental documents for consideration of future funding. 

35. Bicycle and Pedestrian Projects in the ITIP.  Bicycle and pedestrian projects may be 
programmed by Caltrans in the ITIP as these projects are eligible for either State Highway 
Account or Federal funds. 

Caltrans may include in the ITIP a bicycle and pedestrian project that relates to the 
interregional surface transportation of people or goods or that is a capital outlay project of 
statewide benefit and interest. The project should provide an alternative to travel on a State 
highway that is part of the interregional road system or provide access to a state or national 
park or to an interregional surface transportation facility.   

36. Projects and Reserves.  The ITIP shall include a complete proposal for the programming of 
the STIP interregional share which complies with the various statutory restrictions, 
including:  the two parts described in Section 30 of these guidelines (the 10% and 15% parts), 
the north/south split of the first part, and the 2.25% intercity rail minimum of the second part.  
Any portion of the interregional share that is not proposed for a specific project may be 
proposed as a reserve for future programming.  This may include reserves of any kind, 
including a proposal to reserve a portion of the interregional share for the next share period 
in order to free up funding for county share advances. 
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51. Escalation Adjustments.  All projects will count against share balances on the basis of their 
fully escalated (inflated) costs.  All project RTIP and ITIP nominations shall therefore be at 
costs escalated to the year in which project delivery is proposed (see Sections 47 and 50 of 
these guidelines).  Cost estimates for project components that are programmed and that have 
not been allocated shall be updated, as needed, based on the most current cost information 
during every STIP cycle. A revised fact sheet (per appendix A) shall be submitted for every 
updated project.  Commission staff may make further escalation adjustments, in consultation 
with Caltrans and regions, in making its staff recommendations and in developing the STIP 
(see Section 63 of these guidelines).  Ordinarily, the Commission will apply escalation 
adjustments only to Caltrans construction costs, not to right-of-way, project development, or 
local grant projects.  

52. Prior Costs for Grandfathered 1996 STIP Projects.  For every Caltrans project that will be 
carried forward to the 1998 STIP, Caltrans will identify the amount of its expenditures for 
right-of-way (including support) and for project development through the 1997-98 fiscal 
year.  These amounts, when added to the amounts remaining and programmed for the 1998 
STIP period, will form the project component base cost for the purpose of share balance 
tabulations and adjustments, as described in Sections 53-58 of these guidelines. 

VIII. Share Balances and Adjustments: 

53. Long-term balances.  The Commission, with assistance from Caltrans and regional agencies, 
will maintain a long-term balance of county shares and the interregional share, as specified 
in Streets and Highways Code Section 188.11.  The Commission will make its calculation of 
the cumulative share balances, as of the end of the preceding fiscal year, available for review 
by Caltrans and regional agencies by August 15, each year. 

54. Local Grant Projects.  For the purpose of share balances, the costs counted for local grant 
projects (all project work not implemented by Caltrans) will be the amounts actually 
allocated by the Commission.  No adjustment will be made after the allocation vote for any 
amount not expended by the local agency.  In order to provide a degree of flexibility to local 
agencies in administering projects, allocated funds may be shifted between project 
components to accommodate cost changes within the following limits: 

• Any amount that is allocated to a local agency for environmental studies and permits 
may also be expended by that agency for plans, specifications, and estimates.  Any 
amount that is allocated to a local agency for plans, specifications, and estimates may 
also be expended by that agency for environmental studies and permits. 

• Additionally, a local agency may expend an amount allocated for project 
development, right of way, or construction for another project component, provided 
that the total expenditure shifted to a component in this way is no more than 20 
percent of the amount actually allocated for either component.  This means that the 
amount transferred by a local agency from one component to another may be no more 
than 20 percent of whichever of the components has received the smaller allocation 
from the Commission. 
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 Shifting of allocated funds between components will not impact county share balances.  
County share balances will be based on actual amounts allocated for each component. 

55. Construction.  For the purpose of share balances, the costs counted for Caltrans construction 
projects are the engineer’s final estimate presented to the Commission for allocation vote. 

 At the request of Caltrans, and with the approval of the regional agency for the county share, 
the Commission may approve a downward adjustment of the allocation vote if the 
construction contract award allotment is less than 80 percent of the engineer’s final estimate.  
The Department should make its request by letter to the Commission no later than 3 months 
after the construction contract award date. 

No other adjustment will be made after the allocation vote for the award amount or for 
changes in expenditures except where the Commission votes a supplemental allocation 
during or following construction.  No adjustment will be made for supplemental allocations 
made by Caltrans under the authority delegated by Commission Resolution G-12, except that 
when a Commission supplemental vote is larger than it otherwise would have been because 
of a prior G-12 rescission (negative G-12) made by Caltrans, the effect of the negative G-12 
will be excluded when counting the Commission’s supplemental vote for the purpose of share 
balances.  Where a project has not been voted, the programmed amount will be counted. 

56. Construction Support.  For the purpose of share balances, the costs counted for Caltrans 
construction support is the amount identified and presented to the Commission for allocation 
vote.  No other share adjustment will be made for cost differences that are less than 120% of 
the Commissions original allocation.  No adjustment will be made for supplemental 
allocations made by Caltrans under the authority delegated by Commission Resolution G-
12.  For costs equal to or greater than 120% of the Commissions original allocation, the 
Commission shall require a supplemental allocation, the full amount of which shall be 
counted for purposes of share balances. 

57. Right-of-Way.  For the purpose of share balances, the costs counted for right-of-way on 
Caltrans projects, including right-of-way support costs, are the amounts programmed for 
right-of-way in the STIP.  No adjustment will be made for cost differences that are within 20 
percent of the amount programmed for right-of-way reported at time of construction 
allocation, and/or at time of contract acceptance. This flexibility is intended to facilitate the 
tracking of share balances and is not intended to be permission to overspend a project budget.  

For projects that achieve right-of-way certifications 1 or 2 at time of Commission 
construction allocation, costs will be counted at time of vote. For projects with a right-of-
way certification other than 1 or 2, the reporting of the final estimate may be deferred until 
right of way certification is updated. In no case shall this deferral exceed 12 months. 

To encourage accurate estimates and minimize the manipulation of share balances, the 
Commission will consider STIP amendments for project right-of-way costs only in 
conjunction with the statewide review of right-of-way costs in the annual right-of-way plan. 
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58. Project Development.  For the purpose of share balances, the costs counted for Caltrans 
project development are the amounts programmed for both environmental studies and 
permits, and preparing plans, specifications, and estimates.  No adjustment will be made for 
cost differences that are within 20 percent of the amount programmed for project 
development at time of construction allocation.  This flexibility is intended to facilitate the 
tracking of share balances and is not intended to be permission to overspend a project budget. 
To encourage accurate estimates and minimize the manipulation of share balances, the 
Commission will consider STIP amendments for project development only when the change 
in total project development costs is 20 percent or more or when changes in project 
development costs are the result of STIP amendments to change the scope of the project. 

59. Federal Earmark Funds.  Federal funds earmarked for specific projects that are not subject to 
federal obligation authority or are accompanied by their own obligation authority, either 
individually or by project group (such as those specified in the federal SAFETEA-LU 
authorization act of 2005), are not included in the Fund Estimate or programmed in the STIP.  
Because these funds are made available outside the STIP, they do not count against county 
or interregional shares.  If the sponsor or implementing agency for the earmarked project 
seeks RTIP or ITIP funding to match the federal earmark funds or to complete funding for 
the project, the project becomes a STIP project and the earmark funds are treated as non-
STIP funds. 

 If federal earmark funds become available for projects already programmed in the STIP, the 
earmark funds may be used in one of three ways.  If the STIP project is not fully funded, the 
earmark funds may be used to help fully fund the project.  If the project is fully funded, the 
earmark funds may be used to increase the scope of the project or they may be used to 
supplant the state or local funds already committed to the STIP project.  If committed funds 
are supplanted by earmark funds, the beneficiary of the tradeoff will be as follows:  For 
projects funded with county share or local funds, the county share and or local fund will be 
credited with the benefit.  For projects funded with interregional share funds, the 
interregional share will be credited with the benefit.  For projects that are jointly funded, the 
interregional share, the county share and or the local fund will each be credited with the 
benefit in proportion to their respective funding commitments in the STIP project. 

 The Commission advises sponsors and implementing agencies for earmark projects that 
earmark funds are limited in availability for each specified project, or for groups of projects, 
to annual obligation authority and to annual allocation percentages specified in federal 
statutes.  This means that the full amount of federal earmark funds specified in federal statute 
may not be available for the project at the time of planned implementation.  These limitations 
shall be taken into account when determining the amounts of earmark funds available for the 
options described in the previous two paragraphs. 

IX. Commission Action and Adoption: 

60. Commission Action on RTIP Proposals.  The Commission will include all RTIP projects 
nominated from the county share for the four-year share period that ends during the current 
STIP (i.e., the period ending 2019-20 for the 2018 STIP) unless the Commission finds that 
(a) the RTIP is not consistent with these guidelines, (b) there are insufficient funds to 
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implement the RTIP, (c) there are conflicts with other RTIPs or with the ITIP, (d) a project 
is not in an approved CMP or is not included in a separate listing in the approved RTIP as 
provided by Government Code 65082, or (e) the RTIP is not a cost-effective expenditure of 
State funds.  In making its finding, the Commission will consider the cost-effectiveness 
evaluation of the RTIP submitted by the region as required in Section 19 of these guidelines.  
The Commission may also make its own evaluation based on the criteria in Section 19 of 
these guidelines.  If the Commission makes one of those findings, it may reject the RTIP in 
its entirety.  For the 6-county SCAG area, the Commission will incorporate or reject each 
county’s RTIP separately.  For MTC and SACOG, the Commission will incorporate or reject 
the multicounty RTIP in its entirety.  For any counties that choose to pool county shares, the 
Commission will incorporate or reject the counties’ RTIPs together. 

If the Commission proposes to reject an RTIP, it will provide notice to the regional agency 
not later than 60 days after the date it receives the RTIP.  The Commission’s Executive 
Director may provide the notice by letter; the notice does not require formal Commission 
action.  The notice will specify the factual basis for the proposed rejection.  The Commission 
will act on the proposed rejection of an RTIP no later than the adoption of the STIP.  No later 
than 60 days after the Commission rejects an RTIP, it will hold a public hearing on the RTIP 
in the affected region unless the regional agency proposes to waive the hearing and submit a 
new RTIP.  Whenever the Commission rejects an RTIP, the regional agency may submit a 
new RTIP.  Unless the new RTIP is rejected in the same manner, it will be incorporated into 
the STIP as a STIP amendment.  This amendment will not require a separate 30-day public 
notice if the new RTIP is limited to projects considered in the STIP hearings or in a public 
hearing on the proposed RTIP rejection. 

The Commission may also program projects proposed in the RTIP for funding from the 
estimated county share for the four-year share period that extends beyond the current STIP 
(in the 2018 STIP this is the share period ending 2023-24) or from advances against future 
share periods.  A decision by the Commission not to program any of these proposed projects 
does not constitute or require a rejection of the RTIP.  Any portion of the county share for 
the four-year period that is not programmed in the current STIP will remain available for 
programming within the same period in the following STIP. 

61. Commission Action on Advances and Reserves.  In selecting projects for funding beyond the 
county share for the share period that ends during the current STIP, including advances, the 
Commission intends to consider regional agency priorities and the extent to which each RTIP 
includes: 
• projects consistent with Governor’s Executive Order B-30-15 (based on documentation 

submitted in the RTIP); 
• projects that implement a cost-effective RTIP, giving consideration to the evaluation 

submitted as required by Section 19 of these guidelines; 
• projects that complete or fund further components of projects included in the prior STIP; 
• grandfathered projects from the 1996 STIP; 
• projects within the corridor that meet identified State highway and intercity rail 

improvement needs as described in Section 20; 
• projects that leverage federal discretionary funds 
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• projects that leverage discretionary local funds that would otherwise not be spent for a 
transportation related purpose; and 

• projects that provide regional funding for interregional partnership projects. 

If the Commission approves a region’s request to advance an amount beyond its county share 
for the four-year period to program a larger project, the advance will be deducted from the 
county share for the following county share period.  If the Commission does not approve the 
advance and does not program the project or project components that the RTIP proposed to 
program with the advance, the Commission will reserve any portion of the county share that 
is thereby left unprogrammed until the next STIP.  This action will not require a rejection of 
the entire RTIP. 

An RTIP request to reserve part or all of a county share until the next STIP or county share 
period will free up current period funding that the Commission may use to advance county 
shares in other counties. The Commission, with the consent of Caltrans, may also consider 
advancing county shares by reserving a portion of the interregional share until the next 
county share period. 

62. Commission Action on Interregional Program.  The Commission will program the 
interregional share of the STIP from projects nominated by Caltrans in its ITIP or alternative 
recommendations made by regions in their RTIPs.  By statute, the Commission may program 
a regional recommendation for the interregional program only if the Commission “makes a 
finding, based on an objective analysis, that the recommended project is more cost-effective 
than a project submitted by [Caltrans].”  The Commission may decline to program any 
project it finds inconsistent with these guidelines or not a cost-effective expenditure of State 
funds.  In making its finding the Commission will consider the cost-effectiveness evaluation 
of the ITIP submitted by Caltrans as required in Section 19 of these guidelines.  The 
Commission may also make its own evaluation based on the criteria in Section 19 of these 
guidelines.  After a review of the nominated projects, the Commission may elect to leave a 
portion of the interregional share unprogrammed and reserved for later interregional 
programming or, with the consent of Caltrans, may reserve a portion of the interregional 
share for the next share period in order to free up funding for county share advances. 

63. STIP Respreading of Projects.  The Commission may program projects, project components 
and project reserves in fiscal years later than the fiscal years proposed in the RTIP or ITIP if 
the Commission finds it necessary to do so to insure the total amount programmed in each 
fiscal year of the STIP does not exceed the amount specified in the fund estimate as required 
by Section 14529(e) of the Government code.  In that case, the Commission will compare all 
projects nominated for the year(s) from which projects will be postponed, giving 
consideration to (1) regional priorities and the leveling of regional shares across the STIP 
period, and (2) the availability of PTA or other restricted funds by fiscal year., and (3) in 
consultation with Caltrans, the need to balance Caltrans’ workload by district and fiscal year. 

X. STIP Management: 

64. Allocation of Funds.   The Commission will consider allocation of funds for a project or 
project component when it receives an allocation request and recommendation from Caltrans.  
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Caltrans will provide the Commission with status reports on project delivery in October, 
January, April and July of each FY for projects to be delivered by Caltrans. 

Caltrans and regions will also provide the Commission with a report on completed projects. 
Caltrans shall report this information at least semiannually. Each regional agency shall, in its 
RTIP, report on all STIP projects completed between the adoption of the RTIP and the 
adoption of the previous RTIP. The report shall include a summary, by component and fund 
type, of the funds programmed, allocated, and expended at the time the construction contract 
was accepted. For projects with a total project cost of less than $50 million and a total STIP 
programmed amount (in right-of-way and/or construction) of less than $15 million, this 
information may be aggregated. For projects with a total cost of $50 million or greater or a 
total STIP programmed amount (in right-of-way and/or construction) of $15 million or 
greater, the reports shall also include a discussion of the project benefits that were anticipated 
prior to construction compared to an estimate of the actual benefits achieved. Caltrans or a 
regional agency may elect to defer the reporting of project benefits if it believes such a 
deferral is needed to better assess the project benefits. If reporting is deferred, Caltrans or the 
regional agency shall include a list of all the projects for which reporting has been deferred 
and indicate when it anticipates reporting.  

Caltrans in consultation with The Commission staff in consultation with Caltrans, regional 
agencies and county transportation commissions will develop a format and content 
requirement for the reports. 

XI. STIP Development Schedule and Procedures: 

69. STIP Development Schedule.  The following schedule lists the major milestones for the 
development and adoption of the STIP: 

Caltrans presents Draft Fund Estimate to the CTC. By July 15 of odd numbered years. 
CTC adopts Fund Estimate. 
Caltrans submits draft ITIP 
CTC ITIP hearing, North 
CTC ITIP hearing, South 

By August 15 of odd numbered years. 
By October 15 of odd numbered years. 
By November 15 of odd numbered years. 
By November 15 of odd numbered years. 

Regions submit RTIPs. By December 15 of odd numbered years. 
Caltrans submits ITIP. By December 15 of odd numbered years. 
CTC STIP hearing, North. Jan. – Feb. even numbered years. 
CTC STIP hearing, South. Jan. – Feb. even numbered years. 
CTC publishes staff recommendations. At least 20 days prior to adoption of STIP. 
CTC adopts STIP. By April 1 of even numbered years. 

70. ITIP Hearings.  Prior to Caltrans’ adoption and submittal of the final ITIP, the Commission 
will hold two hearings, one in northern and one in southern California, to provide opportunity 
for public input regarding projects proposed in the ITIP.  

71. STIP Hearings.  Prior to the adoption of the STIP, the Commission will hold two STIP 
hearings for Caltrans and regional agencies, one in northern California and one in southern 
California.  By statute, the hearings are “to reconcile any objections by any county or regional 
agency to the department’s program or the department’s objections to any regional program.”  
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The Commission will expect any objections to the Caltrans program or to a regional program 
to be expressed in terms of the undesirable impact that the program would have on the 
implementation of the respective agency’s long range transportation plan(s).  The 
Commission expects that regional agencies and Caltrans would discuss how the 
infrastructure projects included in each program help to attain regional and statewide goals, 
including those in Governor’s Executive Orders B-30-15 and B-32-15.   

72. Transmittal of RTIPs.  By statute, regional agencies are required to adopt and submit their 
RTIPs both to the Commission and to Caltrans no later than December 15 of odd numbered 
years.  The Commission requests that each region send two copies of its RTIP, addressed to: 

Executive Director 
California Transportation Commission 
1120 N Street, Mail Station 52 
Sacramento, CA  95814 

Caltrans requests that each region send at least one copy to the appropriate Caltrans District 
Director and five two copies addressed to: 

Chief, Division of Transportation Programming 
Attention:  Office of STIP 
Department of Transportation 
Mail Station 82 
P. O. Box 942874 
Sacramento, CA 94274-0001 

 

73. Commission Staff Recommendations.  Prior to adoption of the STIP, the Commission staff 
shall prepare recommendations to the Commission for the adoption of the STIP.  The staff 
recommendations will be made available to the Commission, Caltrans and the regional 
agencies at least twenty days prior to the adoption of the STIP. 
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Appendix B (Tables B1, B2, B3): 
 

Performance Indicators and Measures  
 
Use the following table B1 to indicate quantitatively the overall regional level performance of your 
Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) or California Transportation Plan and the Interregional 
Transportation Strategic Plan (ITSP).  For regions outside a MPO, or a small MPO, the second table 
B1(a) may be used in addition or as a replacement to B1.  
 
If tables B1 and/or B1(a) are insufficient in indicating how progress towards attaining goals and 
objectives contained in each RTP and the ITSP is assessed and measured, include the following 
information:  

• List your performance measures. 

• Provide a quantitative and/or qualitative analysis (include baseline measurement and 
projected program or project impact). 

• State the reason(s) why selected performance measure or measures are accurate and useful 
in measuring performance.  Please be specific.  

• Identify any and all deficiencies encountered in as much detail as possible. 

For qualitative explanations, state how progress towards attaining goals and objectives contained 
in each RTP and the ITSP is assessed and measured. 
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B1 Evaluation – Regional Level Performance Indicators and Measures 

Goal Indicator/Measure Current System 
Performance (Baseline) 

Projected System 
Performance 

(indicate timeframe) 
Congestion 
Reduction 

Vehicle Miles Traveled per capita.   
Percent of congested Vehicle Miles 
Traveled (at or below 35 mph). 

  

Commute mode share (travel to 
work or school). 

  

Infrastructure 
Condition 

Percent of distressed state highway 
lane-miles. 

  

Pavement Condition Index (local 
streets and roads). 

  

Number Percent of highway 
bridges lane-miles in need of 
replacement or rehabilitation 
(Sufficiency Rating of 80 or below).  

  

Percent of transit assets that have 
surpassed the FTA useful life 
period. 

  

System 
Reliability 

Highway Buffer Index (the extra 
time cushion that most travelers add 
to their average travel time when 
planning trips to ensure on-time 
arrival). 

  

Safety Fatalities and serious injuries per 
capita. 

  

Fatalities and serious injuries per  
Vehicle Miles Traveled 

  

Economic 
Vitality 

Percent of housing and jobs within 
0.5 miles of transit stops with 
frequent transit service 

  

Mean commute travel time (to work 
or school). 

  

Environmental 
Sustainability 

Change in acres of agricultural land.   

CO2 emissions reduction per capita   
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B1(a) Evaluation 
Rural Specific Regional Level Performance Indicators and Measures 

Goal Indicator/Measure Current System 
Performance (Baseline) 

Projected System 
Performance 

(indicate timeframe) 
Congestion 
Reduction 

Vehicle Miles Traveled per capita, 
area, by facility ownership, and/or 
local vs tourist 

  

Peak Volume/Capacity Ratio or 
Thresholds (threshold volumes 
based on HCM 2010) 

  

Commute mode share (travel to 
work or school) 

  

Transit Total operating cost per revenue 
mile 

  

Infrastructure 
Condition 

Distressed lane-miles, total and 
percent, by jurisdiction. 

  

Pavement Condition Index (local 
streets and roads). 

  

Safety Total accident cost per capita and 
VMT. 

  

Environmental 
Sustainability 

Land Use Efficiency (total 
developed land in acres per 
population) 
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Agencies may use the following table B2 to evaluate the cost-effectiveness of the RTIP or 
ITIP.   
 

B2 Evaluation - Cost-Effectiveness Indicators and Measures 

Goal Indicator/Measure 
(per thousand dollar invested) 

Current Level of 
Performance 
(Baseline) 

Projected Performance 
Improvement (indicate 

time frame) 

Congestion 
Reduction 

Reduce Vehicle Miles Traveled per 
capita 

  

Reduce percent of congested VMT 
(at or below 35 mph). 

  

Change in commute mode share 
(travel to work or school). 

  

Infrastructure 
Condition 

Reduce percent of distressed state 
highway lane-miles. 

  

Improve Pavement Condition Index 
(local streets and roads). 

  

Reduce percent of highway bridge 
lane-miles in need of replacement 
or rehabilitation (Sufficiency Rating 
of 80 or below).  

  

Reduce percent of transit assets that 
have surpassed the FTA useful life 
period. 

  

System 
Reliability 

Reduce Highway Buffer Index (the 
time cushion added to average 
commute travel times to ensure on-
time arrival). 

  

Safety Reduce fatalities and serious 
injuries per capita. 

  

Reduce fatalities and serious 
injuries per Vehicle Miles Traveled 

  

Economic 
Vitality 

Increase percent of housing and 
jobs within 0.5 miles of transit stops 
with frequent transit service 

  

Reduce mean commute travel time 
(to work or school). 

  

Environmental 
Sustainability 

Change in acres of agricultural land.   
CO2 emissions reduction per capita   
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Agencies may use the following table B3 to identify by proposed project, or in summary for all 
proposed projects, changes to the built environment. 
 

B3 Evaluation - Project Changes or Increased Capacity Benefits 

Project Type 
Or Mode Change to Built Environment Indicator/ 

Measure 

Benefits or Performance 
Improvement at Project 

Completion  
State Highway New general purpose lane-miles.   

New HOV/HOT lane-miles.   
Lane-miles rehabilitated.   
New or upgrade bicycle 
lane/sidewalk miles. 

  

Operational improvements.   
New or reconstructed interchanges.   
New or reconstructed bridges.   

Transit or 
Intercity Rail 

Additional transit service miles.   
Additional transit vehicles.   
New rail track miles.   
Rail crossing improvements.   
Station improvements.   

Local streets 
and roads 

New lane-miles.   
Lane-miles rehabilitated.   
New or upgrade bicycle 
lane/sidewalk miles. 

  

Operational improvements.   
New or reconstructed bridges.   
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    S T A F F   R E P O R T 
 
 

 
MEETING:    August 16, 2017 

 
PREPARED BY:   Courtney Smith, Transportation Planner 

 
SUBJECT:   Review and Comment on PowerPoint Presentation to be presented 

at the California Transportation Commission September 13th & 
14th town hall meeting in Mammoth Lakes  

________________________________________________________________________ 
 

Recommended Action 
 
Request Commission review and comment on a PowerPoint presentation highlighting 
regional transportation issues. The PowerPoint will be provided to the September 13th and 
14th California Transportation Commission town hall meeting in Mammoth Lakes. 
 
The PowerPoint will be presented at the meeting. 
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STAFF REPORT 

 
Subject:    Operating Statistics April - June 2017 
 
Initiated by: Jill Batchelder, Transit Analyst 
 

 

RECOMMENDATION 
 
Receive information. 
 

ANALYSIS/DISCUSSION: 
 
The table below details primary operating statistics for Eastern Sierra Transit’s services in 
Inyo County for the past quarter.  Passenger trips, fare revenue, and passenger trips per 
hour all posted gains over the same period one year prior.  
 

    APR - JUNE 
2017 

APR - JUNE 
2016 

Percentage 
Change     

PASSENGERS         

Adult   8,301 7,655 8.4% 

Senior   5,073 5,371 -5.5% 

Disabled   2,395 2,264 5.8% 

Wheelchair   1,183 1,245 -5.0% 

Child   685 750 -8.7% 

Free   1,219 794 53.5% 

TOTAL PASSENGERS   18,856 18,079 4.3% 

          

FARES   $98,112.79 $95,599.43 2.6% 

          

SERVICE MILES   117,995 113,463 4.0% 

          

SERVICE HOURS   5,304 5,100 4.0% 

          

PASSENGER PER HOUR   3.56 3.55 0.3% 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
  
Passengers per service hour is a measure of the efficiency of most Eastern Sierra 
Transit’s routes.  For the 395 Route the efficiency standard is passenger miles per service 
hour.  The Mammoth Express, Bishop Dial-A-Ride, Mule Days, Nite Rider, Reno and 
Lancaster continue to meet or exceed the SRTP Standards. 
 

           PASSENGERS PER SERVICE HOUR   

    

  

Route 
APR – JUN 

2017 
APR – JUN 

2016 
% 

Change 
SRTP 

Standard 
Met 

Standard 

Mammoth Express 4.21 3.30 27.3% 2.5 – 4 Exceeds 

Lone Pine to Bishop 2.47 4.12 -40.0% 2.5 – 4 X 

Lone Pine DAR 2.28 2.01 13.5% 2.5 – 3.5 X 

Tecopa 0.94 0.61 54.1% 3 – 4.5 X 

Bishop DAR 4.04 3.95 2.3% 3 – 4.5  

Bishop Creek 1.64   3 – 4.5 X 

Mule Days 11.80 9.92 19.0% 3 – 4.5 Exceeds 

Nite Rider 5.32 4.68 13.6% 2.5 – 3.5 Exceeds 

Reno 354.89 266.41 33.21% 
200-300 Pax 

Miles /Svc HR 
Exceeds 

Lancaster 376.12 313.27 20.06% 
200-300 Pax 

Miles /Svc HR 
Exceeds 

    

  

 
 

 

The Ridership Comparison table below compares April - June 2017 to the same quarter in 
the previous year. Ridership gains were recorded for the Mammoth Express, Lone Pine Dial-
A-Ride, Tecopa, Bishop Dial-A-Ride, Mule Days, Nite Rider, and 395 Route to Reno.  
 

RIDERSHIP COMPARISON 

     

Route 
APR - JUNE 

2017 
APR - JUNE 

2016 
Variance % Change 

Mammoth Express 1,454 1,116 338 30.3% 

Lone Pine to Bishop 978 1,427 -449 -31.5% 

Lone Pine DAR 1,023 901 122 13.5% 

Tecopa 17 12 5 41.7% 

Bishop DAR 10,960 10,299 661 6.4% 

Bishop Creek 86 0 86 n/a 

Mule Days 565 529 36 6.8% 

Nite Rider 1,100 1,003 97 9.7% 

Reno 1,509 1,450 59 4.1% 

Lancaster 1,164 1,342 -178 -13.3% 

 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 

 

Eastern Sierra Transit collected $98,112.79 in passenger fares during the quarter.  This 
was an increase of $2,513.36 over the same quarter last year (2.6%). The average 
passenger fare was $5.20 and the overall farebox ratio (fares as a percentage of total 
operating cost) was 20.57%. State transit funding requires a minimum farebox ratio of 
10%, which ESTA far exceeds. 
  

 
Fares as % of Operating Cost (Farebox Ratio) Comparison by Route 

 
 

Route 
FY 16-17 

Q4 
FY 15-16 

Q4 
% 

Change  
SRTP 

Standard 
Meets 

Standard 

Mammoth Express 19.91% 16.44% 21.06% 10% - 15% Exceeds 

Lone Pine to Bishop 12.44% 22.18% -43.94% 10% - 15% Yes 

Lone Pine DAR 8.76% 7.97% 9.92% 10% - 12% No 

Tecopa 6.31% 3.80% 65.96% 10% - 12% No 

Bishop DAR 12.99% 12.79% 1.53% 10% - 12% Yes 

Bishop Creek 5.20% n/a  0.00% 10% - 15% No 

Mule Days 17.01% 11.30% 50.50% 10% - 12% Exceeds 

Nite Rider 30.21% 26.67% 13.28% 10% - 15% Exceeds 

Reno 35.52% 32.48% 9.36% 10% - 40% Exceeds 

Lancaster 30.71% 33.63% -8.66% 10% - 40% Exceeds 

     Total 20.57% 21.02% -2.13% 10% - 15% Exceeds 

 
 
 
 



Route Fares Adults Snr Dis W/C Child Free 
Total 
Pax 

  Yd 
Hrs  

Svc 
Hours Yd Mi 

SVC 
MILES 

AVG  
FARE 

REV/SVC 
MILE 

PAX / 
SVC 
HR 

MI / 
SVC 
HR 

PAX / 
SVC 
MI 

INYO ROUTES                                   

APR - JUNE 2017                                   

Mammoth 
Express $7,822.50 1121 148 28 6 46 105 1454 432 346 14,807 14,399 5.38 .54 4.21 42.8 0.10 

Lone Pine to 
Bishop $4,856.24 627 202 102 7 13 27 978 489 395 18,878 17,085 4.97 .28 2.47 47.8 0.06 

Lone Pine DAR $2,549.00 50 533 228 77 129 6 1,023 469 448 4,922 4,908 2.49 .52 2.28 11.0 0.21 

Tecopa $90.00 0 17 0 0 0 0 17 27 18 984 492 5.29 .18 .94 54.7 0.03 

Bishop DAR $24,124.50 3,283 3,640 1,694 1,012 377 954 10,960 2,955 2,716 31,627 28,681 2.20 .84 4.04 11.6 0.38 

Bishop Creek $310.00 38 2 0 0 46 0 86 56 53 1,569 1,473 3.60 .21 1.64 29.9 0.06 

Mule Days $557.00 495 6 3 0 22 39 565 52 48 480 422 .99 1.32 11.80 10.0 1.34 

Nite Rider $4,244.80 762 59 153 75 1 50 1,100 217 207 3,288 3,220 3.86 1.32 5.32 15.9 0.34 

Reno $34,752.25 1,117 244 93 4 36 15 1,509 747 668 29,723 28,185 23.03 1.23 2.26 44.5 0.05 

Lancaster $18,806.50 808 222 94 2 15 23 1,164 459 405 19,527 19,130 16.16 .98 2.87 48.2 0.06 

Total $98,112.79 8,301 5,073 2,395 1,183 685 1,219 18,856 5,903 5,304 125,805 117,995 5.20 .83 3.56 23.7 0.16 

                                    

                                    

                                    

APR - JUNE 2016                                   

Mammoth 
Express $6,315.20 861 111 31 4 54 55 1,116 434 338 15,322 14,854 5.66 .43 3.30 45.3 0.08 

Lone Pine to 
Bishop $7,583.88 1,032 195 113 24 35 28 1,427 399 346 15,338 14,875 5.31 .51 4.12 44.3 0.10 

Lone Pine DAR $2,319.20 78 472 139 47 157 8 901 463 448 4,530 4,526 2.57 .51 2.01 10.1 0.20 

Tecopa $59.00 0 12 0 0 0 0 12 20 20 356 352 4.92 .17 .61 18.2 0.03 

Bishop DAR $22,834.45 2,795 3,786 1,641 1,085 382 610 10,299 2,873 2,610 31,081 28,153 2.22 .81 3.95 11.9 0.37 

Bishop Creek $0.00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 

Mule Days $412.50 248 225 1 0 42 13 529 59 53 719 659 .78 .63 9.92 13.5 0.80 

Nite Rider $3,883.20 683 85 123 69 4 39 1,003 220 214 3,155 3,049 3.87 1.27 4.68 14.7 0.33 

Reno $31,890.00 989 290 106 12 48 5 1,450 746 670 29,255 28,074 21.99 1.14 2.16 43.6 0.05 

Lancaster $20,302.00 969 195 110 4 28 36 1,342 443 400 19,216 18,921 15.13 1.07 3.36 48.1 0.07 

Total $95,599.43 7,655 5,371 2,264 1,245 750 794 18,079 5,656 5,100 118,972 113,463 5.29 .84 3.55 23.3 0.16 

 



 

 

Caltrans  

District 9  

 

 

 

Inyo County Projects  

Quarterly Report 

 

 

 

 

August 2017 

 

For project specific questions, please contact the appropriate Project Manager. 

 

                                 

Project Phase Acronyms:         

ENV ‐ Environmental 

CON – Construction  

SHOPP – State Highway Operation and Protection Program  

 

         
                  

Please Consider the Environment Before Printing This Report! 



Cost estimates and schedule are subject to revision. 1

Project Name: Meadow Farms ADA                EA#36680

Location: INY 395 117.3/117.8 

Description:

Project Cost: $25,009,000

Current Phase: 2018 SHOPP

ENV Expected Completion Date     Fall 2020

CON Expected Begin Date                Summer 2024

Project Manager: Dennee Alcala                           Ph# 760‐872‐0767

Project Name: District 9 End Treatments       EA# 36770

Location: Inyo Various

Description:

Project Cost: $4,592,000

Current Phase: 2018 SHOPP

ENV Expected Completion Date     Winter 2019

CON Expected Begin Date                Summer 2021

Project Manager: Dennee Alcala 760‐872‐0767

Project Name: 168 Safety Improvements       EA# 36370

Location: INY 168 PM 16.2/17.9  

Description:

Project Cost: $2,560,000

Current Phase: Environmental 

ENV Expected Completion Date     Fall 2018

CON Expected Begin Date                Spring 2020

Project Manager: Brian McElwain                         Ph# 760‐872‐4361

Project Name: South See Vee Signal                                 EA# 3641

Location: INY 168  PM 17.3

Description:

Project Cost: $1,000,000

Current Phase: Environmental 

ENV Expected Completion Date     Winter 2018

CON Expected Begin Date                Fall 2019

Project Manager: Brian McElwain                        Ph# 760‐872‐4361

Project Name: Shoshone 178 Drainage EA#36340

Location: INY 178 PM 43.2,44.2

Description:

Project Cost: $3,785,000

Current Phase: Environmental

ENV Expected completion Date Summer 2018

CON Expected begin Date Fall 2020

Project Manager: Dennee Alcala Ph#760‐872‐0767

Project Name: Towne  Pass Curve Corrections EA# 35320

Location: INY 190  PM 69.2/69.8    

Description:

Project Cost: $6,680,000

Current Phase: Environmental

ENV 100% Complete 5/5/2017

CON Expected Begin Date                Winter 2019

Project Manager: Dennee Alcala                           Ph# 760‐872‐0767

Remove & replace end treatments, guardrail, & delineators.

Replace/upgrade culverts.

Signalizing at SR 168 and See Vee Lane intersection.   

Parking, bicycle lanes and a 2 way left turn lane.     

Construct and improve curb ramps and sidewalk.

Straighten curves to the east of Towne Pass summit.



Cost estimates and schedule are subject to revision. 2

Project Name: Olancha/Cartago Four‐Lane EA# 21340

Location: INY 395 PM 29.2/41.8 

Description:

Project Cost: $80,400,000

Current Phase: Design

ENV 100% Complete 2/27/2017

CON Expected Begin Date                Summer 2020

Project Manager: Dennee Alcala                           Ph# 760‐872‐0767

Project Name: Lone Pine CAPM                                         EA# 3659

Location: INY 395 PM 54.6/57.5   

Description:

Project Cost: $8,091,000

Current Phase: Environmental 

ENV Expected Completion Date     Fall 2017

CON Expected Begin Date                Winter 2019

Project Manager: Brian McElwain                       Ph# 760‐872‐4361

Project Name: North See Vee Signal                              EA# 35680

Location: INY 395 PM 117.3     

Description:

Project Cost: $1,500,000

Current Phase: Environmental 

ENV Expected Completion Date     Winter 2017

CON Expected Begin Date                Winter 2018

Project Manager: Brian McElwain                         Ph# 760‐872‐4361

Project Name: US 6 Shoulder Widening          EA# 36460

Location: INY 6 PM 4.3/8.4, 0/0.8 

Description:

Project Cost: $6,185,000

Current Phase: Design

ENV 100% Completed 9/26/2016

CON Expected Begin Date                Spring 2018

Project Manager: Brian McElwain Ph# 760‐872‐4361

Project Name: Amargosa Culverts                   EA# 35750

Location: INY 127  PM  22.7/31.5   

Description:

Project Cost: $2,300,000

Current Phase: Design

ENV 100% Complete                     9/1/2015

CON Expected Begin Date                Fall 2017

Project Manager: Dennee Alcala                          Ph# 760‐872‐0767

Project Name: Blackrock CAPM                        EA# 36580

Location: INY 395 PM 77.4/91.6 

Description:

Project Cost: $4,801,000

Current Phase: Design 

ENV 100% Completed 8/19/2016

CON Expected Begin Date                Winter 2018

Project Manager: Brian McElwain                         Ph# 760‐872‐4361

Pavement rehabilitation.

Replace/upgrade culverts

Widen shoulder to 8 feet and add rumble strip.   

Construct a 4‐lane expressway

Pavement rehabilitation.

Signalizing at US395 and See Vee Lane intersection.   



Cost estimates and schedule are subject to revision. 3

Project Name: Bishop ADA Compliance          EA# 35210

Location: INY 395/168  Various 

Description:

Project Cost: $8,649,000

Current Phase: Design 

ENV 100% Complete                         1/30/2015

CON Expected Begin Date                Fall 2017

Project Manager: Brian McElwain                        Ph# 760‐872‐4361

Project Name: Inyo/Mono Rumblestrips  & Signs EA# 36610

Location: INY  Various     

Description:

Project Cost: $917,000

Current Phase: Construction

ENV 100% Complete                     11/11/2015

CON Expected Begin Date                6/14/2017

Project Manager: Dennee Alcala                          Ph# 760‐872‐0767

Project Name: Inyo/Mono Bridge Transition Rail EA# 35690

Location: INY  Various  

Description:

Project Cost: $4,119,000

Current Phase: Construction

ENV 100% Complete      7/1/2015

CON Expected Completion Date     Summer 2017

Project Manager: Dennee Alcala                          Ph# 760‐872‐0767

Make numerous ADA upgrades.

Upgrade barrier approach rail.

Install signs and rumble strip at numerous locations.



Project Description Total Programmed Status

Amount/Project Cost

STIP Projects

West Bishop Resurfacing Reconstruct 3 miles of residential roads $3,022,000 CTC allocation of CON in March

Phase ‐ PS&E near Pa Me Lane in Bishop

CON delayed because of high water table, it will be 

rescheduled when the water table has dropped. Tentatively 

contractor will start in early September.

FLAP Projects

South Lake Rd Improvement 

project

Reconstruct 6.9 miles of South Lake Rd, add bicycle 

facilites on lower road

$12,337,600  FHWA in PSE phase with Design Surveying currently. 

Construction anticipated in Federal Fiscal Year 2020

TE/STIP TE Projects

Dehy Park Phase II of Dehy Park Improvement $800,000

Project ‐ pathway, bridge Visitor's Center  CON

Constuction primarily complete, Saltbrush has been planted as 

mitigation, Notice of Completion filed on 8/8/2017

HBP Projects

Bishop Creek Bridge at 

Sabrina Road

Replace/widen bridge, realign roadway at bridge $100,000 Construction complete. Post construction monitoring and 

mitigation ongoing.  

Oak Creek at Bell Access 

Road

Double‐box culvert was damaged during Oak Creek 

mudslide. Functionally obsolete. Rehabilitate to one‐

lane bridge.

$217,000  The rehabilitation scope was approved. Environmental Studies 

in process. There are significant biological reasons in addition 

to the cultural reasons not to pursue debris removal of the 

culvert barrels through the HBP project. County considering 

proceeding with the no build alternative.

LA Aqueduct at Walker 

Creek

Functionally obsolete.  Replace with wider bridge $560,000 Quincy is proceeding with engineering for the project.  

Environmental Studies in process. Design in process. Right of 

Way investigations in process.

LA Aqueduct at Carroll Creek Functionally obsolete.  Replace with bridge of same 

width of 18'.

$600,000 Quincy is proceeding with engineering for the project.  

Environmental Studies in process. Design in process. Right of 

Way investigations in process.

Bridge Prevention and 

Maintenance Program

Preventative maintenance measures consistent with 

the associated Bridge Inspection Report work 

recommendations 

$153,500 County has identifying the three major scopes of work.  

Working with Caltrans to group the maintenance activities into 

two phases and to move forward.

HSIP Project

Striping and Rumblestrip 

Safety Improvement Project

Installation of edge lines for 77.8 mils on 4 rural major 

collectors, Panamint Valley Road, State Line Road, 

Trona Wildrose Road , and Old Spanish Trail Highway 

and installation of rumble strips on 5.2 miles of State 

Line Road

$663,100 PS&E underway. CON anticipated to begin in 2018, concerns 

over narrow road width under investigation.

STATE TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM (STIP), ACTIVE TRANSPORTATION PROGRAM, 

FEDERAL LANDS ACCESS PROGRAM (FLAP), HIGHWAY BRIDGE PROGRAM (HBP), AND HIGHWAY SAFETY IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM (HSIP)

PROGRESS SUMMARY FOR INYO COUNTY PROJECTS, AUGUST, 2017
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