INYO COUNTY
LOCAL TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION
P.O. DRAWER Q
INDEPENDENCE, CA 93526
PHONE: (760) 878-0201
FAX: (760) 878-2001
Clint Quilter, Executive Director

AGENDA
INYO COUNTY LOCAL TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION

October 18, 2017
Inyo County Board of Supervisors’ Chambers
224 N. Edwards St., Independence, CA 93526
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).

October 18, 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 August 16, 2017.
ITEM NO. 4 Request Commission consider approval of 1) a letter of Support and 2)
financial support for an Olancha-Cartago Corridor Plan grant application.
ITEM NO. 5 Receive Commission consider submittal of a letter to the FHWA
designating US 395 & US 6 as Critical Rural Freight Corridors.
October 2017 LTC Agenda

DISCUSSION ITEMS

INFORMATIONAL ITEMS
`
ITEM NO. 6

Eastern Sierra Transit Authority Report
Quarterly Operating Report for July through Sept. 2017

ITEM NO. 7

Tribal Report

ITEM NO. 8

Caltrans Report

ITEM NO. 9

City of Bishop Report

ITEM NO. 10

Executive Director's Report
SB 1: County Project List
STIP Update (Draft ITIP)

ITEM NO. 11

Reports from members of the Inyo County Local Transportation
Commission

CORRESPONDENCE

ADJOURNMENT

October 2017 LTC Agenda

INYO COUNTY
LOCAL TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION
P.O. DRAWER Q
INDEPENDENCE, CA 93526
PHONE: (760) 878-0201
FAX: (760) 878-2001
Clint Quilter, Executive Director

MINUTES
INYO COUNTY LOCAL TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION

Bishop City Council Chambers
377 W. Line Street
Bishop, CA 93514
August 16, 2017
9:02 a.m. Pat Gardner called the meeting to order.
ITEM NO. 1

Roll Call

Commissioners Present:
Bob Kimball
Doug Thompson
Rick Pucci (excused himself at 9:48 a.m. at the end of item #7)
Dan Totheroh
Pat Gardner
Others present:
Brent Greene, Caltrans
Mark Heckman, Caltrans
Jill Batchelder, ESTA
Dave Grah, City of Bishop
Tim Noyes, California Highway Patrol
Dan Anderson, Cambridge Systematics
Peter Bernasconi, Bishop Paiute Tribe
Joan Stathem, ESTA rider
Denise Hayden, Secretary
Courtney Smith, Staff
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ITEM NO. 2

Public Comment

None
ACTION ITEMS
ITEM NO. 3 Secretary of the Local Transportation Commission – Requests approval of the
minutes of the meeting of June 21, 2017.
Motion to approve the minutes was made by Commissioner Rick Pucci and seconded by
Commissioner Bob Kimball. Motion passed 4-1 with Commissioner Dan Totheroh abstaining.
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.
Courtney Smith noted that yesterday the Inyo County Board of Supervisors passed a similar
letter in support for ESTA proposed operational & administrative headquarters at the Bishop
Airport. The letter of support details that the proposed headquarters is consistent with the
Regional Transportation Plan. The proposed headquarters will be next to the recently
completed parking facility. This is a very competitive grant program. Last time, only about
21.5% of grant application were successful. An important qualifying factor is that the
applicant is able to meet the match requirement. LTC staff sent a letter to ESTA detailing
PTMISEA and State Transit Assistance funds that are eligible to be used as state matching
funds for the grant. The goal was to prove that ESTA has the 20% matching funds for the
grant on hand. Jill Batchelder added that the ESTA Board approved the use of these funds
for 20% match.
Motion to approve a letter in support of ESTA was made by Commissioner Rick Pucci and
seconded by Commissioner Dan Totheroh. Motion passed 5-0
DISCUSSION ITEMS
ITEM NO. 5

A workshop on the Eastern Sierra Freight Study by Cambridge Systematics.

Mark Heckman introduced Dan Anderson with Cambridge Systematics who is working on the
freight study in the Eastern Sierra Corridor. Mark noted that a goods movement study was
done in 2006 and there have been a lot of changes since then. Caltrans has heard from a lot
of entities about the concerns of freight moving through our area. In 2015, District 9 applied
for a grant to study these freight issues within the district. In 2016/2017, District 9 put
together the scope of work and selected a contractor (Cambridge Systematics) to do a three
year study. This study will be completed March 2019. The study includes US 395; US 6; SR
14; and SR 58.
The study vision is to promote freight infrastructure and policies that support the local
economy and quality of life, while preserving the natural heritage of the Eastern Sierra. The
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main focus is on freight and what the impact will be on the local community as well as the
economic benefits of freight movement in the Eastern Sierra. An Eastern Sierra Working
Group will meet quarterly. This stakeholder group consists of Inyo County LTC, Mono County
LTC, Nevada DOT, Kern Council of Governments, San Bernardino County Transportation
Authority, Caltrans District 8, and Caltrans District 9.
Issues studied inside the corridor include: the economic activity centers generating truck
trips, tourism, retail, agricultural, and mining operations. The study will also look outside the
corridor at truck-related facilities that impact the Eastern Sierra including the Central Valley,
World Logistics Center in Southern California, and the Tahoe-Reno Industrial Center.
Additional identification of issues include: truck traffic on highways which also serve as Main
Street, need for additional truck parking due to highway closures, trucks parked in
undesirable locations (residential areas), and also the possible economic boost that would
result from new/expanded truck stops.
Brent Green added to this presentation by stating that we need this information for future
project selection with two lane roads and narrow shoulders. Cambridge has also done a lot
of work in Reno so that is valuable to us as well. The California Transportation Commission
has placed an emphasis on funding projects that are located in trade corridors and move
freight. We want to get as much freight funding as possible and this report will be beneficial
for this purpose.
Dan Anderson showed his Power Point presentation to the Commissioners and then opened
a brief question and answer period to the Commissioners and public that was in attendance.
ITEM NO. 6

An introduction to the 2018 State Transportation Improvement Program (STIP).

Courtney Smith noted that the Commissioners are 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).
The RTIP or STIP, at its core, specified project cost amounts by project components and the
fiscal year in which funds are available for a project. 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.
The LTC will consider approval of the RTIP at a meeting later this fall and submit the RTIP to
the 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 STIP.
2018 STIP Funding Considerations
The 2018 STIP Fund Estimate indicated 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 2022-2023. The maximum can be waived since Inyo County LTC is an area
with less than a population of 100,000 people.
Page 3 of 9
August 2017 LTC Minutes

The purpose of the MOUs is to leverage state controlled IIP funding to be used in the
US395/SR14 corridor. In 2013, the three MOU partners (Inyo, Mono, & Kern) entered into a
consolidated MOU.
Caltrans District 9 has submitted their list of projects for ITIP funding. 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. 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.
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 Mono County LTC, the LTC moved a substantial amount of funding so that
the Freeman Gulch Segment 1 construction component could move forward.
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 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 OlanchaCartago project, the Inyo County LTC is paying 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 possibly from Kern COG.
Inyo County and the City of Bishop have had 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 give the needs of the MOU projects on the State Highway system.
There will be a slight reduction in Planning, Programming, and Monitoring (PPM) funds due
to the reduction in total cost of the STIP during the last cycle. The funds will be split evenly
over the five year period.
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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.
Brent Green gave Courtney Smith praise for the report. Last year there was no money and
this year this is money through SB 1. SB 1 was primarily designed to repair/maintain roads.
If you look at STIP itself now, there are not a lot of STIP projects going on right now. Caltrans
headquarters has let District 9 know that they are very supportive of these MOU projects.
The CTC town hall meeting in Mammoth is a great opportunity for the LTC to promote these
projects. The Inyo County LTC stepped up massively and without their help Freeman Gulch
would not be happening right now. The state respects this commitment to the MOU
projects. Brent encouraged all of the Commissioners to attend the Mammoth Lakes town
hall CTC meeting.
Doug Thompson added that he wasn’t sure about the LTC funding so much of the Freeman
Gulch project but it looks like it will turn out okay. He agrees the truck study will help to
make it all a four lane project. We can’t look at Mono and Inyo Counties as being separate;
we are all now one unit. Hopefully this year we can move these projects forward.
Dave Grah also added that the City does not have the revenue streams available to
accomplish these projects and so he appreciates the LTC and all of the work that they have
done to move forward City of Bishop road projects.

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.
Courtney Smith showed the PowerPoint presentation that may be presented to the CTC in
Mammoth Lakes at the September town hall meeting. Slides in the presentation show the
recreational opportunities in Inyo County, set some background on the limited amount of
private land in the County, and highlighted area transportation issues.
Courtney asked which of the Commissioners plan to attend the CTC town hall meeting. Pat
Gardner is planning on attending the CTC meeting as well as Doug Thompson.
Brent Green commented that the CTC does these meetings twice a year to reach out to rural
communities. They need to educate themselves on the rural issues. The Commission will be
in the audience during this presentation on September 13 th and 14th. It is not necessarily a
public meeting but you will be speaking to the CTC commission. The day before the Mono
LTC will be doing a dry run of their presentation to the CTC. Brent Encouraged Courtney to
attend Mono County’s LTC to get a feel for what they are going to present. SB 1 might be
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challenged at the election in 2018. At some point during the presentation, we need to
acknowledge the support that they have given our area. They are being barraged by SB 1
and they just want to make sure that the money being provided will be used properly.
Doug Thompson stated that the El Camino Sierra is a good concept but he also added that
the Three Flags concept is important as well because it connect the United States, Canada
and Mexico.

*ITEM NO. 2: Public Comment (reopened)
Commissioner Pat Gardner acknowledged Joan Stathem as she arrived at the meeting (she
was late due to the schedule of the ESTA bus) and missed the opening public comment
portion of the meeting. Pat asked Joan if she would like to speak. Joan Statham stated that
she had no public comments today.
Bob Kimball asked if this meeting should be adjourned at this time and continued at the September
13th meeting. Courtney said that we can close this meeting after the completion of the agenda.
Staff will be in touch with each of the LTC Commissioners prior to the CTC meeting on September
13th and 14th and will notice the CTC meeting if necessary.
INFORMATIONAL ITEMS
ITEM NO. 8

ESTA Report

Jill Batchelder thanked the Commission for their letter of support for their grant application
for a new facility.
The quarterly report for April – June 2017 shows 18,856 passenger trips through Inyo
County. ESTA brought in over $98,000.00 in farebox revenues with an average of 3.56
passengers per hour. All of the ridership stats are up over the previous year. Some of the
rural routes are not reaching the ridership standards. One of the lowest is the Lone Pine
Express. Hikers are not coming out like they normally do. Bishop Creek Shuttle has been a
little disappointing. This was not a good year to start this because of the big snowpack and
slowly opening high country. They have had up to about 30 riders on the biggest day and
that was bolstered by a youth group camp. Otherwise there have been approximately 3
riders per day up and back.
The US 395 routes have gone to 5 days a week starting in July. The ridership is good for the
two new days that they started.
Dan Totheroh mentioned that he thought that would be a difficult crowd (the hikers) to try
to attract. Jill explained the different advertising avenues that they are using.
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Doug Thompson said that the majority of the hikers went to Oregon and are now returning
to our area to the south. Those that went to Oregon left out of Kennedy Meadows and
bypassed the Owens Valley towns.

Reds Meadows will be tapering back down with school starting.
Doug Thompson mentioned that the LA times did articles on the camping and hiking in the
Eastern Sierra and then the following week did an article on all of the flooding. Inyo County
needs to do more to advertise our area. We just don’t market ourselves very well and it
costs us in the long run.
Pat Gardner mentioned that Bishop Chamber has stepped up to advertise but they were not
funded like Mono County was.

ITEM NO. 9

Tribal Report

Peter Bernasconi reported that Bishop Reservation staff met last week with County staff
about the Pa Me Lane road rehabilitation project. Pa Me was left out of the last big Bishop
Reservation project. Bishop Reservation staff is pursuing funding to purchase vouchers for
for the kids and elders to ride the ESTA bus.
The Bishop Tribe is working on a Travel Transportation Safety Plan. Improvements that have
been identified so far include street lights at intersections and improving roadside walkways
so that there is a place to walk. The Bishop Tribe is working with the County Road
Department.
CHP has been giving tickets on Brockman Lane and Diaz Lane and it has been very effective.
Google maps now routes you through Brockman Lane for a quicker route north and south
through the Bishop area. Hopefully CHP’s efforts will help reduce speeds on these roads.
ITEM NO. 10 Caltrans Report
Brent Green noted that the Bishop ADA project is set to begin in the Fall. District 9 staff will
be coming back to the commission with a report on what to anticipate from this project. We
will know a lot more on construction specifics than has previously been presented.
ITEM NO. 11 City of Bishop Report
Dave Grah said the City of Bishop is continuing to work on projects that have been funded
through the LTC including the Seibu to School path and the Spruce-Yaney-Hanby sidewalk
project. The City is looking forward to SB 1 funding which will allow for some much needed
work on the City streets. City of Bishop staff is working with LADWP on some right of way
and park lease issues.
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ITEM NO. 12 Executive Director’s Report
Courtney Smith started by detailing how Assembly Bill (AB) 1113 requires each
transportation planning agency to report to the State Controller’s Office transit operators
under its jurisdiction that are eligible to claim local transportation funds under either Article
4 of Article 8 of the TDA for the purposes of the State Transit Assistance program, during
fiscal year 2015-16. ESTA is the only transit entity in Inyo County that meets this
qualification. Clint signed the Certification on behalf of the LTC and the letter was forwarded
to the State Controller’s Office.
Courtney then gave a quick County project update. For the West Bishop Resurfacing STIP
project, the CTC allocated construction funds in March. Construction was delayed because
of high water table. The County is working with the contractor to start construction in early
September. For the South Lake Federal Lands Access Program grant, the FHWA is in the
Design phase. The County still needs to identify matching funds before the project can go to
construction. For the Dehy Park Improvement Project, Saltbrush was planted for mitigation
and a Notice of Completion was filed last week. The South County Striping & Rumble strips
project is in the design phase. Construction is anticipated to begin in 2018. County staff is
investigating issues related to narrow road width.
Post construction monitoring and mitigation is ongoing for the Sabrina Road at Bishop Creek
Bridge project. On the Bell Access Road ridge, the Board approved a “No Build” alternative
for the project due to the estimated level and cost of cultural and biological studies and
mitigations required for this project. Staff will de-obligate the project from the Federal
Highway Bridge Program. The two LA aqueduct bridge projects near Olancha are in the
environmental phase. The County is working to develop a scope for a Bridge Preventive
Maintenance Program.
For the Whitney Portal Rockslide and the Horseshoe Meadows Road erosion damage, the
emergency opening projects are complete and the County is in the design phase for
permanent restoration of both roadways. For the North Round Valley Road bridge failure
project, staff has submitted fund requests (Damage Assessment Forms (DAF) to OES and
Caltrans. Staff is in process of finalizing DAF paperwork for the Owens Valley Road erosion
project. Finally, for the Mazourka Canyon Road saturation roadbed failure, staff is requesting
funding from California Department of Emergency Services (OES).
ITEM NO. 13 Reports from all members of the Inyo County LTC
No comments were made by the Commission members.
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CORRESPONDENCE:
None
ADJOURNMENT
Meeting was adjourned at: 10:19 a.m.
Attest:
__________________________________
Clint Quilter
Executive Director

__________________________________
By: Denise Hayden, Secretary

Page 9 of 9
August 2017 LTC Minutes

INYO COUNTY
LOCAL TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION
P.O. DRAWER Q
INDEPENDENCE, CA 93526
PHONE: (760) 878-0201
FAX: (760) 878-2001
Clint Quilter
Executive Director

STAFF REPORT

MEETING:

October 18, 2017

PREPARED BY:

Courtney Smith, Transportation Planner

SUBJECT:

Planning Department request for: 1) a letter of Support and 2) an intent to
financially support the Olancha-Bypass Corridor Study grant application
___________________________________________________________________________________

Inyo County Planning Department staff is submitting a Caltrans SB 1 Sustainable Transportation
Planning Fiscal Year 2017-2018 Strategic Partnerships and Sustainable Communities grant and is
asking the Inyo County Local Transportation Commission (LTC) to submit 1) a letter of support and 2)
to state its intent to cover a portion of the required match. The Planning Department is working to
complete the grant application and anticipates the grant to be in the range of $300,000. The Inyo
County Board of Supervisors will consider approval of the submittal of the grant at their October 17,
2017 meeting. The intent of the grant is to work on a concept or corridor plan on the portion of the
existing US 395 that is slated to be bypassed by the Olancha-Cartago four lane project.
The County can provide either a hard match ($) or an in kind match (staff time) to fund the 11.47%
match. Rural Planning Assistance (RPA) grant funds are eligible to use to fund the grant match. Given
the support for this project from the County, staff recommends stating an intention to cover $10,000 of
the match. County staff time will serve as the remainder of the matching funds. In the event the County
is successful in obtaining this grant, LTC staff will bring an Overall Work Program amendment request
to your Commission to add this task and the expense. By approving the letter of approval as presented,
your Commission would be stating its intention to provide the matching funds.
Attachments: Draft letter of support
Agenda Packet for October 17, 2017 Board of Supervisors meeting

Agenda Item No. 4

Page 1

INYO COUNTY
LOCAL TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION
P.O. DRAWER Q
INDEPENDENCE, CA 93526
PHONE: (760) 878-0201
FAX: (760) 878-2001
Clint Quilter
Executive Director

Cathreen Richards, Director
Inyo County Planning Department
PO Drawer L
Independence, CA 93526
Re:

Caltrans Sustainable Transportation Planning Grant Fiscal Year 2017-18
Inyo County Application for a Sustainable Corridor Plan for Olancha Bypass

Cathreen:
It is our understanding that Inyo County intends to submit a grant application for a Sustainable Corridor
Plan for Olancha and Cartago. The Inyo County Local Transportation Commission (LTC) is in support
of the submittal of this grant application. If the grant is awarded, the Inyo County LTC is committing to
fund $10,000 to serve as a cash match to assist with formulation of the Plan. The Plan concept and
proposed work program support the LTC’s goals and plans, and align with and complement the
Regional Transportation Plan.
Thank you for your consideration. We are very excited about the possibility of working on this
important project. If you have any questions please contact Clint Quilter, Executive Director at (760)
878-0201 or cquilter@inyocounty.us.
Sincerely,

Patricia Gardner, Chair
Inyo County Local Transportation Commission

For Clerk’s Use Only:
AGENDA NUMBER

AGENDA REQUEST FORM
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
COUNTY OF INYO
Consent

Departmental

Scheduled Time for

Correspondence Action

Public Hearing

Closed Session

Informational

FROM: Inyo County Planning Department
FOR THE BOARD MEETING OF: October 17, 2017
SUBJECT: Caltrans Sustainable Transportation Planning Grant
RECOMMENDATION: Review the Grant Application Guide for Caltrans Sustainable Transportation
Planning Fiscal Year 2017-2018 Sustainable Communities Grant from the SB 1-The Road Repair and
Accountability Act, provide input, and authorize staff to submit a grant application.
SUMMARY DISCUSSION: Consider submittal of the Caltrans Sustainable Communities Grant to study
the section of U.S. 395 currently planned to be bypassed as part of the Caltrans US 395 Olancha-Cartago
four lane project. The Olancha Bypass Corridor Study (OBCS) would include both 1) the portion of US 395
from the current intersection of SR 190 northward to just past Cartago that is proposed to be relinquished to
the County and 2) the portion of US 395 from the current intersection with SR 190 south to the southern
end of the bypass that will become part of SR 190. Staff asks for your Board’s approval to study the ways in
which the communities of Olancha and Cartago can re-invent themselves once a majority of the current US
395 traffic has moved out of the community.
Caltrans supports a Sustainable Transportation Planning Grants program to provide a safe, sustainable,
integrated, and efficient transportation system to enhance California’s economy and livability. Applications
are now being accepted for the 2017-18 cycle (see attached), 1 giving the County an opportunity to fund
studies that harmonize the Sustainable Communities Grant with the stated goals of the Inyo County
Transportation Commission and General Plan. This Grant may compliment future grant applications, such
as SB-5 (California Drought, Water, Parks, Climate, Coastal Protection, and Outdoor Access For All Act of
2018), which could provide funding for the creation and/or maintenance of recreational areas and trails
within the County and the region.
The OBCS would evaluate revisions to speed limits, multi-modal opportunities, zoning and general plan
designations, and economic development opportunities that link recreational activities to previously
established transportation goals set by Inyo County. The Inyo County Regional Transportation Plan-2015
(Inyo RTP) assessed transportation and land use integration and stated that the County, with its high volume
of significant recreation tourism, should prioritize investments that focus on multimodal access
improvements, such as improvements to bicycle, pedestrian and transit services. 2 The Inyo RTP comments
specifically on incorporating more non-motorized transportation features into the roads and highways,
illustrating a need to enhance bicycle and pedestrian facilities for recreationalists, tourists, and residents. It
notes that wider bike lanes, shoulders and paths will greatly increase safety in the region while way-finding
signage, sidewalks and connections between communities and trailheads will improve the overall
experience for residents and visitors. 3 Planning “best practices” emphasize that a more continuous nonmotorized transportation network would induce Inyo County residents to walk or bike for recreation,

1

Refer also to http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/tpp/offices/orip/Grants/grants.html
Inyo County Transportation Commission, Inyo 2015 Regional Transportation Plan (Tahoe City: LSC Transportation Consultants, 2015), 25.
3
Ibid, 60.
2
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everyday errands, or social engagements. 4 The above mentioned active transportation improvements
conform to the performance measures used to assess the County’s Transportation System Improvement
goals. Specifically, the grant-funded OBCS would analyze ways to improve (1) Accessibility- the number of
options available to travel from point A to point B, and, the number of travel options to a state highway for
a resident of an outlying community (2) Safety and Security- reductions in vehicle, bicycle and pedestrian
conflicts and (3) Multi-modal Enhancement- projects that integrate safer, non-motorized travel and more
alternatives to local residents. 5 These actions would support the Goals and Policies set forth in the Inyo
RTP, including Policies 2.1.4. (Plan Comprehensive Transportation System), 4.1.2. (Transportation Grants),
5.1.2. (Bikeway System in the Region), as well as Goal 5 (Encourage and Promote Greater Use of Active
Means of Personal Transportation in the Region). 6 These improvements also facilitate the transportation
needs of low income individuals and families in Inyo County. A Demographics and Economics review
noted that roughly 6.2% of households in the County had no vehicle available to them and therefore
required ESTA, family or friends for transportation needs. Furthermore, the review noted that residents
throughout the Owens Valley have fewer resources available to them and therefore are generally more
dependent on alternative modes of transportation, such as transit, bicycling, or walking. 7
The County has adopted a strategy that focuses on these localized multimodal alternatives, which include
walking and cycling. It has been demonstrated that once residents know that there is a safe and easy method
of getting to their destination, without their private vehicle, they are more likely to choose alternate modes
of transportation. 8 This is a significant transportation accessibility factor for the residents of
Olancha/Cartago and it provides an opportunity to consider integrating such multimodal options into their
community. The Inyo County Local Transportation Commission (LTC) funded an Active Transportation
Plan (ATP-2015) that designed several bicycle facilities, as part of the Inyo County Collaborative Bikeways
Plan, to better integrate the communities along the U.S. 395 corridor. 9 The 2015-ATP cited data for the
number of daily trips, for all trip purposes, throughout the county. It was estimated that of Inyo County’s 24
million annual trips, 964,300 of those trips were made by bicycle. 10 The 2015-ATP observes that multiple
studies indicate that the level of increase in bicycle commute rates depends heavily on (a) the level of
connectivity between facilities and (b) the level of promotion of the new facilities; however, although Inyo
County has relatively centralized rural communities, these areas lack connectivity. 11 The ATP concludes
the discussion by stating that with proper connectivity and promotion, as proposed in the ATP and the
Collaborative Bikeways Plan, the County can assume that bicycle commute mode share will increase
significantly as a result of these improvement projects. It estimates that bicycle mode share in Inyo County
will increase by 50 percent as a result of plan implementation. The OBCS would provide an excellent
opportunity for the County to test new strategies as it implements these previously planned transportation
goals and projects.
Therefore, staff recommends applying for a Sustainable Communities Grant in order to conduct the OBCS,
or similar concept, for the entire bypassed area of the Olancha community. The overarching goals of the
State’s grant to (1) increase accessibility (2) increase safety for active transportation users, and (3) decrease
serious injuries while promoting physical activity through transportation means, are in keeping with the
goals and policies of the County’s General Plan and Regional Transportation Plan. If additional resources

4

Ibid, 48.
Ibid,72-76
Ibid, 62-66
7
Ibid, 60.
8
Ibid, 56.
9
Inyo County Local Transportation Commission, Inyo County 2015 Active Transportation Plan (Tahoe City: LSC Transportation Consultants, 2016), 27.
10
Ibid, 34.
11
Ibid, 37.
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become available, work programs could be coordinated to develop a more comprehensive Specific Plan for
the corridor.
ALTERNATIVES: The Board could direct staff to not proceed with the grant application – this is not
recommended due to the opportunity presented.
OTHER AGENCY INVOLVEMENT: None immediately; potential participants in the OBCS include
other County Departments, the Inyo LTC, Caltrans, the Lone Pine Paiute Tribe and other tribal entities,
the City of Los Angeles Department of Water and Power, the BLM, the local community and interested
stakeholders, among others.
FINANCING: General fund resources are utilized to monitor and apply for this type of grant funding. The
grant requires an 11.47-percent match, which may be in-kind (including Staff time as a cash match). Staff
believes that the Planning Department can absorb this over the two-year period, and plans to work with
Partners to assist absorbing these costs. Staff also intends to ask the Inyo County LTC to provide a $10,000
cash match to supplement the match requirements.

APPROVALS
COUNTY
COUNSEL:

AGREEMENTS, CONTRACTS AND ORDINANCES AND CLOSED SESSION
AND RELATED ITEMS (Must be reviewed and approved by county counsel
prior to submission to the board clerk.)

AUDITOR/CONT
ROLLER:

ACCOUNTING/FINANCE AND RELATED ITEMS (Must be reviewed and
approved by the auditor-controller prior to submission to the board clerk.)

PERSONNEL
DIRECTOR:

PERSONNEL AND RELATED ITEMS (Must be reviewed and approved by the
director of personnel services prior to submission to the board clerk.)

DEPARTMENT HEAD SIGNATURE:
(Not to be signed until all approvals are received)

___________________-s-___________________________________Date:__________
Attachment – Grant Application Guide Excerpts

SCOPE OF WORK CHECKLIST
The scope of work is the official description of the work that is to be completed
during the contract. The scope of work must be consistent with the project
timeline.
The scope of work must:
 Be completed using the Fiscal Year 2017-18 template provided and in
Microsoft Word format.
 List all tasks and sub-tasks using the same title as stated in the project
timeline.
 Have task and sub-task numbers in accurate and proper sequencing;
consistent with the project timeline.
 List the responsible party for each task and subtask and ensure that it is
consistent with the project timeline (i.e. applicant, sub-applicant, or consultant).
 Have a thorough Introduction to describe the project and project area

demographics.
 Have a thorough and accurate narrative description of each

task and sub-task.
 Include a task for a kick-off meeting with Caltrans at the start of the grant.
 Include a task for procurement of consultants, if consultants are needed.
 Include a task for invoicing.
 Include a task for quarterly reporting to Caltrans.
 Include public participation and services to diverse communities.
 Include project implementation/next steps.
 NOT include environmental, complex design, engineering work, and other
ineligible activities.
 List the project deliverable for each task in a table following each task and
ensure that it is consistent with the project timeline.
NOTE: Applications with missing components will be at a competitive disadvantage. Please use this
checklist to make sure your scope of work is complete.

SCOPE OF WORK: OLANCHA BYPASS CORRIDOR STUDY

INTRODUCTION: The Olancha Bypass Corridor Study (OBCS), near the communities of
Cartago and Olancha, proposed by the County of Inyo, will provide a conceptual multi-modal
planning foundation that facilitates greater community cohesion through alternative transportation
options. The OBCS will be used to evaluate how different transportation concepts, in particular for
bicycle and pedestrian modes in the context of Complete Street features, can enhance the vision of
the community. The County will gather community input via interactive community meetings and
workshops, as well as input from interested stakeholders. Consultation is expected to occur
between the County and other public and community stakeholders to plan a vision from 1) the
current intersection of U.S. 395 and SR 190, extending northward to just past Cartago (the section
to be relinquished to the County) and 2) the portion of U.S. 395 from its intersection with SR 190
south to the southern end of the bypass that will become part of SR 190. This will ultimately result
in an increase in active transportation for the communities within the OBCS area, raising the level
of accessibility, enhancing safety, and promoting healthy lives through physical activity on the
transportation system generally. The OBCS is primarily funded through the State’s SB-1 grant
program, which funds studies that aim to create a more integrative and multi-modal transportation
system. The Study will contain conceptual design and implementation strategies only; once the
Study is complete, it will lead to implementation and development.
The below scope of work reflects the anticipated process and deliverables for the OBCS.

RESPONSIBLE PARTIES: Inyo County may procure a consulting firm to assist in this work. A
consulting firm has not yet been selected, and the proper procurement procedures will be used
through a competitive Request for Proposal (RFP) process. It is anticipated that a consultant can be
procured to complete the scope of work within the identified budget.

OVERALL PROJECT OBJECTIVES:
•
•
•
•
•
•

Reduce pollution, Green House Gas emissions, and encourage healthy lifestyles
Develop context sensitive complete-street design for the Olancha Bypass Corridor Study
that enhances accessibility of the local transportation system using multimodal
opportunities
Reduce reliance on single-occupancy vehicles
Encourage economic development
Protect environmental and cultural resources
Explore options for linking multimodal transportation with other recreational activities in
the area and the region

1. Project Initiation
The purpose of this task is to procure a consultant with expertise in corridor planning and kickoff
the project.

Task 1.1

Procure Consultants

The County will procure a consultant to prepare the Study and undertake related technical studies.
An RFP will be developed and issued per standard County requirements, and a consultant will be
selected to complete the scope of work.

Task 1.2

Kickoff Meeting

The County will conduct a kick-off meeting with Caltrans staff to discuss grant procedures and
project expectations including invoicing, quarterly reporting, and all other relevant project
information. If possible, the consultant will be included.
•

Responsible Party: Inyo County/Consultant
Task
Deliverable
1.1
RFP, Draft Contract/Staff Report, Final
Contract
1.2
Meeting materials, summary

2. Study Concept
The purpose of this task is to explore concepts for the project to begin developing the OBCS.
Task 2.1

Community Workshop

The County will work with the consultant to identify community members and collect their input.
Talking points will be developed to solicit opinions about the OBCS area, identify opportunities
and constraints, and begin visioning.
Task 2.2

Stakeholder Interviews

The County will work with the consultant to identify interested stakeholders and collect their
input. Talking points will be developed to solicit opinions about the OBCS area, address existing
data and data needs, and identify opportunities and constraints.
Task 2.3

Preliminary Research

The consultant will research the various available reports and identify important data needs to
begin developing field observations. The results will be summarized in a report that will be shared
with the County in draft form for input prior to finalizing.
Task 2.4

Opportunities/Constraints Memorandum

The consultant will prepare an opportunities and constraints memorandum based on the
preliminary research and stakeholder interviews. The memo will be shared with the County in
draft form for input prior to finalizing.

Task 2.5

OBCS Concept Memorandum

Based on the previous tasks, the consultant will develop various plan concepts and alternatives to
begin soliciting input regarding various approaches to scope, design, financing, and
implementation. The memo will be shared with the County in draft form for input prior to
finalizing.

Task 2.6

Community Workshops

Based on the previous tasks, the County and consultant will conduct workshops with members of
the community and interested stakeholders to review the OBCS Concept, and to provide further
visioning goals in order to move forward with the OBCS development. The consultant will
summarize the results of the workshops in a report.
•

Responsible Party: Inyo County/Consultant/Partners

Task
2.1
2.2
2.3
2.4

Deliverable
Stakeholder List, Talking Points, Summary
Report
Research Report
OBCS Concept Memorandum
Meeting Materials, Summary Report

3. Draft Study
The Purpose of this task is to develop the Draft OBCS and undertake public review.
Task 3.1

Administrative Draft OBCS

The consultant will develop an Administrative Draft OBCS for review by County staff. It is
anticipated that brief planning-level technical studies may be necessary for engineering,
transportation/transit, cultural resources and other issues identified previously, which will also be
provided at this stage.
Task 3.2

Draft OBCS

The consultant will develop the public-review Draft OBCS for review by the County, community
members and interested stakeholders, incorporating input on the Administrative Draft OBCS and
related technical studies.
Task 3.3

Community Workshops

Community Workshops will be conducted by the County, with the consultant’s assistance, to
solicit input regarding the Draft OBCS. The County will review what community members and

stakeholders have expressed in terms of their desired vision for the bypassed area, including
perceived opportunities and constraints. The County will gather input on the design of the OBCS
thus far and continue visioning.
Task 3.4

Boards/Commissions

The County, with the assistance of the consultant, will share the Draft OBCS and the results of the
public meetings with Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors to solicit input. The
consultant will prepare a report summarizing the input.
•

Responsible Party: Inyo County, Consultant

Task
3.1
3.2
3.3
3.4

Deliverable
First Administrative Draft OBCS, Technical
Studies
Draft OBCS, Updated Technical Reports
Meeting Materials, Summary Report
Staff Reports, Summary Report

4. Final Study
The purpose of this task is to develop the Final OBCS.
Task 4.1

Administrative Final OBCS

The consultant will develop an Administrative Final OBCS for review by County staff. The
Administrative Final OBCS will include a discrete implementation strategy, as well as financing
and implementation methods (including potentially phasing).
Task 4.2

Public Draft Final OBCS

The consultant will develop the public-review Draft Final OBCS for review by the County,
incorporating input on the Administrative Draft OBCS.
Task 4.3

Public Meeting

A public meeting will be conducted by the County, with consultant’s assistance, to solicit input
from community members regarding the final OBCS design. The County will collect feedback
from community members on the look and design of the study to ensure the public’s input has
been internalized in the Draft Final OBCS.
Task 4.4

Boards/Commissions

The County, with the assistance of the consultant, will share the Draft Final OBCS and the results
of the public meeting with the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors to solicit input. The
consultant will prepare a report summarizing the input.

Task 4.5

Final OBCS

The purpose of this task is to finalize the OBCS so that it is ready for implementation.
•

Responsible Party: Inyo County, Consultant
Task
4.1
4.2
4.3
4.4
4.5

Deliverables
Administrative Final OBCS
Public Draft Final OBCS
Public Meeting
Boards/Commissions
Final Study

5. Staff Meetings, Invoicing, Reporting
The purpose of this task is to coordinate project implementation
Task 5.1

Meetings

Monthly project team meetings with consultants, to ensure communication on upcoming tasks and
to keep the project on time and within budget, will be coordinated. Caltrans staff will be invited to
the project team meetings.
Task 5.2

Invoicing/Reporting

Invoicing and reporting will be provided per Caltrans’ requirements.
•

Responsible Party: Inyo County; Consultant; Partners
Task

Deliverable

5.1
5.2

Meeting Summaries
Invoices, Required Reports

California Department of Transportation
Sustainable Transportation Planning Grants
Fiscal Year 2017-2018

PROJECT TIMELINE (Template)
Project Title

Grantee
Fund Source

Task
Number
1
1.1
1.2
2
2.1
2.2
2.3
2.4
2.5
2.6
3
3.1
3.2
3.3
3.4
4
4.1
4.2
4.3
4.4
4.5
5
5.1
5.2

Responsible Party

Total
Cost

Fiscal Year 2017/18

Grant
Amount

FY 2018/19
FY 2019/20
Local Local
Cash In-Kind
Match Match J A S O N D J F M A M J J A S O N D J F M A M J J A S O N D J F M A M J

Deliverable

Project Initiation
Procure Consultants
Kick-off Meeting

County/Consultant
County/Consultant

$3,000
$7,000

Co/Consult/Community
County/Consultant
County/Consultant
County/Consultant
County/Consultant
Co/Consult/Community

$10,000
$10,000
$15,000
$15,000
$16,000
$20,000

Administrative Draft Study
County/Consultant
Draft Study
County/Consultant
Community Workshop-Issues ID'd; Design
input
Co/Consult/Community
Boards/Commissions
County/Partners/Consult

$60,000
$15,000

x

RFP, Draft Contract/Staff Report, Final Contract
Meeting Materials, summary

x

Study Concept
Community Workshop-O&C
Stakeholder Interviews-O&C
Preliminary Research
Opp/Constraints Memorandum
Study Concept Memorandum
Community Wrkshp-Concept/Visioning

x x x

Community member list, talking points, summary report
Stakeholder list, talking points, summary report
Research Report
Meeting materials, summary report
Draft Concept Memorandum
Summary report

x x x x
x x x x
x x x x
x x

Draft Study
x x x x x x x x x x
x x x x x

$13,000
$24,000

First Administrative Draft OBCS, Technical Studies
Draft OBCS, Updated Technical Reports
x

meeting materials, summary report
Staff reports, Summary Report

x

Final Study
Administrative Draft Study-Implementation
Strategy
Public Draft Final Study
Public Meeting-final Design
Board Commissions
Final Study

County/Consultant
County/Consultant
Co/Consult/Community
County/Consultant
County/Consultant

$15,000
$10,000
$24,000
$24,000
$14,000

County/Consultant
County/Consultant

$18,000
$10,000
#######

x x
x x
x
x
x

Administrative Final OBCS-with implementation strategy
Public Draft Final OBCS
Public Meeting
Boards/Commissions
Final OBCS

Staff Meetings, Invoicing, Reporting
Meetings
invoicing/Reporting
TOTALS

x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x
x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x
$0

$0

$0

Reimbursement of indirect costs is allowable upon approval of an Indirect Cost Allocation Plan for each year of project activities.
Provide rate if indirect costs are included in the project budget. Approved Indirect Cost Rate: ______%
Note: Each task must contain a grant amount and a local cash match amount. Local cash match must be proportionally distributed by the same percentage throughout each task. Local in-kind match needs to be indicated where in-kind services will be
used. Please review the grant program section that you are applying to for details on local match requirements. The project timeline must be consistant with the scope of work.

INYO COUNTY
LOCAL TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION
P.O. DRAWER Q
INDEPENDENCE, CA 93526
PHONE: (760) 878-0201
FAX: (760) 878-2001
Clint Quilter
Executive Director

STAFF REPORT

MEETING:

October 18, 2017

PREPARED BY:

Courtney Smith, Transportation Planner

SUBJECT:

Nomination of the two lane section of US 395 near Olancha and Cartago to be
part of the Critical Freight Corridors system
___________________________________________________________________________________
Recommended Action
Consider submittal of a nomination request to Caltrans District 9 to designate the two lane stretch of
US 395 near Olancha and Cartago as a part of the National Highway Freight Network (NHFN) as a
Critical Rural Freight Corridor (CRFC).
Criteria
The FHWA has established criteria for determining which roads are allowed to be considered CRFCs.
These are public roads not in an urbanized area which provide access and connection to the Primary
Highway Freight System (PHFS) and the Interstate with other important ports, public transportation
facilities, or other intermodal freight facilities. CRFCs are required to meet one or more of the
following seven elements:
A. Is a rural principal arterial roadway and has a minimum of 25 percent of the annual average
daily traffic of the road measured in passenger vehicle equivalent units from trucks (FHWA
vehicle class 8 to 13);
B. Provides access to four kinds of key areas and facilities;
C. Connects the primary highway freight system, a roadway described in subparagraph (A) or (B),
or the Interstate System to facilities that handle more than—
(i) 50,000 20-foot equivalent units per year; or
(ii) 500,000 tons per year of bulk commodities;
D. Provides access to—
(i) a grain elevator;
(ii) an agricultural facility;
(iii)a mining facility;
(iv) a forestry facility; or
(v) an intermodal facility
Agenda Item No. 5
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E. Connects to an international port of entry;
F. Provides access to significant air, rail, water, or other freight facilities in the State; or
G. Is determined by the State to be vital to improving the efficient movement of freight of
importance to the economy of the State.
Analysis
Here is an analysis of the seven factors above. Staff believes the elements that are most valid to US 395
are B, D, & G.
(A) For the first criteria, US 395 is a principal arterial, however it does not have average annual daily
traffic that includes more than 25% of truck traffic. It is our understanding that US 395 near
Olancha and Cartago currently has an AADT that includes 10 to 20% truck traffic.
(B) US 395 provides access to energy exploration, development, or production areas. US 395 provides
first and last mile connectivity to: one of the State’s largest water bottling plants (Crystal Geyser
bottling plant is located between Olancha and Cartago), a solar development near Olancha, a bridge
manufacturing plant, numerous cattle and alfalfa ranches, China Lake Naval Weapons Station, and
multiple mining operations.
(C) There are no trucking terminals on US 395 that have this type of volume. US 395 is tied in the
network that connects to the proposed World Logistics Center in Moreno Valley and also the RenoTahoe Industrial Complex in Storey County Nevada. This does not appear to qualify US 395 though
as it is these facilities are not directly on US 395.
(D) The proposed route could provide access to a grain elevator; or an agricultural, mining, forestry, or
an intermodal facility. US 395 provides first and last mile connectivity to: one of the State’s largest
water bottling plants (Crystal Geyser), a solar development near Olancha, numerous cattle and
alfalfa ranches, China Lake Naval Weapons Station, a bridge manufacturing plant near Olanca, and
multiple mining operations (pumice and aggregate).
(E) US 395 does not connect directly to an international port of entry.
(F) US 395 provides access to the Inyokern, Lone Pine, Independence, Bishop, Mammoth Lakes, and
Reno International airports. It is doubtful if any of these could be considered a “significant” airport
or that the tie in with the Reno airport is direct enough. There are not any other rail, water, or other
freight facilities along US 395 that are directly linked to.
(G) The LTC can propose that US 395 is vital to improving the efficient movement of freight is
important to the economy of the State. The US 395 corridor is an important north south corridor
that is becoming increasingly more popular for freight. The development of the Tahoe Reno
Industrial Center east of Reno, Nevada and the World Logistics Center in Moreno Valley are
factors that will likely have an impact on the US 395 corridor. US 395 is the most direct route
between these two locations. These facilities have the potential to substantially increase truck traffic
in the US 395 corridor all the way from I-15 to the Nevada State Line on both US 395 and US 6.
Distance Limitations
The FHWA has set a limit where only 623 miles of CRFC’s can be designated in California. The
highest priority for designation is the two-lane section near Olancha and Cartago. This two lane section
has a high accident ratio for serious injury of fatality collisions. This is a gap closure project that will
four-lane the last portion of US 395 between Mammoth Lakes in Mono County and south of the SR 14
split in Kern County. The impetus to apply for this program is to leverage additional funds to help with
the construction component of Olancha-Cartago four lane project.
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Caltrans is establishing prioritization criteria in the event that the CRFC nominations exceed the
number of total highway miles that are allocated to the State by the FHWA. These criteria include:
truck volume (ADT, truck hours of delay, Freight tonnage, Route asset conditions, and other factors
such as safety, air quality, VMT, level of production, and equity.
Linkages
The NHFN does not exist in a vacuum as it crosses County lines and is typically linked with another
critical freight route. The Inyo County LTC is not able to propose the designation outside of Inyo
County. However the LTC has participated in the funding of four-lane projects on SR 14 and US 395 in
Kern County and US 395 in San Bernardino County. Two-lane facilities in those areas have similar
conditions as does the US 395 Olancha-Cartago area and the LTC recommends designation of CRFCs
in those areas as well.
Attachments:
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INYO COUNTY
LOCAL TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION
P.O. DRAWER Q
INDEPENDENCE, CA 93526
PHONE: (760) 878-0201
FAX: (760) 878-2001
Clint Quilter
Executive Director

October 18, 2017
Mark Heckman
Caltrans District 9
500 S. Main St.
Bishop, CA 93514
Subject: Nomination of US 395 as a California Rural Freight Corridor
Mark,
The Inyo County Local Transportation Commission (LTC) is submitting a nomination
request to Caltrans District 9 pursuant to Fixing America's Surface Transportation (FAST)
Act. The goal of this is to designate the bottleneck two-lane section of US 395 near Olancha
and Cartago as a part of the National Highway Freight Network (NHFN) as a Critical Rural
Freight Corridors (CRFC). This section of US 395 in Inyo County meets the requirements
under 23 U.S.C. 167(e) and (f). (FAST Act 1116; 23 U.S.C. 167(g)). This letter intends to
demonstrate compliance with CRFC designation and certification requirements under 23
U.S.C. 167(g).
Criteria Analysis
A State may designate a public road within the borders of the State as a CRFC if the public
road is not in an urbanized area, and meets one or more of seven elements. Of the seven
elements, US 395 meets three of the seven requirements. The elements that are most valid to
US 395 near Olancha and Cartago are:
(B) provides access to energy exploration, development, installation, or production areas;
(D) provides access to:1. a grain elevator; 2. an agricultural facility; 3. a mining facility;4.
a forestry facility; or 5. an intermodal facility;
(G) is determined by the State to be vital to improving the efficient movement of freight
of importance to the economy of the State.
US 395 provides first and last mile connectivity to: one of the State’s largest water bottling
plants (Crystal Geyser located between Olancha and Cartago), a solar development near
Olancha, numerous cattle and alfalfa ranches, China Lake Naval Weapons Station, a bridge
manufacturing plant, and multiple mining operations. The US 395 corridor is an important
north south corridor that is becoming increasingly more popular for freight. The development
of the Tahoe Reno Industrial Center east of Reno, Nevada and the World Logistics Center in
Moreno Valley are factors that will likely have an impact on the US 395 corridor. US 395, in
combination with US 6, is the most direct route between these two locations. These facilities

have the potential to substantially increase truck traffic in the US 395 corridor all the way
from I-15 to the Nevada State Line on both US 395 and US 6. Most of US 395 in Inyo
County currently has an AADT that includes 10 to 20% truck traffic.
Distance Limitations
The FHWA has set a limit where only 623 miles of CRFC’s can be designated in California.
The highest priority for designation is the two-lane section near Olancha and Cartago. This
two lane section has a high accident ratio for serious injury of fatality collisions. This is a gap
closure project that will four-lane the last portion of US 395 between Mammoth Lakes in
Mono County and south of the SR 14 split in Kern County. The impetus to apply for this
program is to leverage additional funds to help with the construction component of OlanchaCartago four lane project.
Linkages
The NHFN does not exist in a vacuum as it crosses County lines and is typically linked with
another critical freight route. The Inyo County LTC is not able to propose the designation
outside of Inyo County. However the LTC has participated in the funding of four-lane
projects on SR 14 and US 395 in Kern County and US 395 in San Bernardino County. Twolane facilities in those areas have similar conditions as does the US 395 Olancha-Cartago
area and the LTC recommends designation of CRFCs in those areas as well.
Please don’t hesitate to contact Executive Director, Clint Quilter or myself if you have any
questions or concerns regarding this nomination.
Sincerely,

Patricia Gardner, Chair
Inyo County Local Transportation Commission
Attached: Required Excel Table

CRFC Nominations: GIS Mapping Table (Inyo County Local
Transportation Commission submittal)

State

County

Route
or
Street
Name

CA

Inyo

395

Start Point
Description
1.4 miles south
of Los Angeles
Aqueduct
Bridge No. 480010

End Point
Description
0.1 miles
south
of Ash Creek
Bridge No. 480068R

Start
Latitude /
Longitude
or Start
Postmile

End
Latitude /
Longitude
or End
Postmile

App.
Length
(miles)

CRFC_ID
(A-G)
CUFC_ID
(H-K)

Rte 395,
PM 29.94

Rte 395,
PM 42.08

12.14

B, D, G

Total

12.14

Caltrans
To
Populate
Caltrans
Verified
Length
(miles)

STAFF REPORT
Subject:

Operating Statistics July - September 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.
JUL - SEP
2017

JUL -SEP
2016

Percentage
Change

PASSENGERS
Adult
Senior
Disabled
Wheelchair
Child
Free
TOTAL PASSENGERS
FARES
SERVICE MILES
SERVICE HOURS
PASSENGER PER HOUR

9,916
5,184
2,410
1,079
390
679
19,658

9,218
5,290
2,430
1,240
708
692
19,578

7.6%
-2.0%
-0.8%
-13.0%
-44.9%
-1.9%
0.4%

$144,865.83

$145,047.26

-0.1%

135,010

115,411

17.0%

5,526

5,274

4.8%

3.56

3.71

-4.2%

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, Lone Pine Express Bishop Dial-A-Ride, Bishop Creek
Shuttle, Nite Rider, Reno and Lancaster continue to meet or exceed the SRTP Standards.
PASSENGERS PER SERVICE HOUR
JUL - SEP
2017
4.50
3.00
2.11
0.81
3.85
3.01
5.58

JUL -SEP
2016
3.29
3.87
2.06
1.31
3.81

%
Change
36.8%
-22.4%
2.7%
-38.0%
1.0%

5.15

8.5%

Reno

403.77

424.73

-5.2%

Lancaster

267.60

305.42

-14.1%

Route
Mammoth Express
Lone Pine Express
Lone Pine DAR
Tecopa
Bishop DAR
Bishop Creek
Nite Rider

SRTP
Standard
2.5 – 4
2.5 – 4
2.5 – 3.5
3 – 4.5
3 – 4.5
3 – 4.5
2.5 – 3.5
200-300 Pax
Miles /Svc HR
200-300 Pax
Miles /Svc HR

Met
Standard
Exceeds
Yes
No
No
Yes
Yes
Exceeds
Exceeds
Yes

The Ridership Comparison table below compares July - September 2017 to the same quarter
in the previous year. Ridership gains were recorded for the Lone Pine Dial-A-Ride, Tecopa,
Nite Rider, and 395 Route to Lancaster.
RIDERSHIP COMPARISON
Route
Mammoth Express
Lone Pine Express
Lone Pine DAR
Tecopa
Bishop DAR
Bishop Creek
Nite Rider
Reno
Lancaster

JUL - SEP
2017
1,268
1,011
932
24
10,338
304
1,179
2,630
1,972

JUL -SEP
2016
1,348
1,345
922
17
10,432
0
1,078
2,687
1,749

Variance
-80
-334
10
7
-94
304
101
-57
223

% Change
-5.9%
-24.8%
1.1%
41.2%
-0.9%
n/a
9.4%
-2.1%
12.8%

Eastern Sierra Transit collected $144,865.83 in passenger fares during the quarter. This
was a decrease of $181.43 over the same quarter last year (-01%). The average
passenger fare was $7.37 and the overall farebox ratio (fares as a percentage of total
operating cost) was 27.88%. 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
Mammoth Express
Lone Pine Express
Lone Pine DAR
Tecopa
Bishop DAR
Bishop Creek
Nite Rider
Reno
Lancaster
Total

FY 17-18
Q1

FY 16-17
Q1

%
Change

SRTP
Standard

Meets
Standard

22.18%
16.30%
8.31%
5.12%
13.14%
11.66%
32.22%
58.29%
32.02%
27.88%

16.82%
22.13%
7.79%
8.26%
12.40%

31.88%
-26.38%
6.62%
-37.96%
5.93%

29.47%
69.71%
46.32%
30.41%

9.31%
-16.38%
-30.86%
-8.31%

10% - 15%
10% - 15%
10% - 12%
10% - 12%
10% - 12%
10% - 15%
10% - 15%
10% - 40%
10% - 40%
10% - 15%

Exceeds
Exceeds
No
No
Exceeds
Yes
Exceeds
Exceeds
Yes
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
JUL - SEP 2017
Mammoth
Express
Lone Pine to
Bishop

$7,095.33

947

194

37

7

48

35

1268

345

282

11,874

11,675

5.60

.61

4.50

42.2

0.11

$5,423.00

657

218

85

29

10

12

1,011

429

337

16,847

14,456

5.36

.38

3.00

50.0

0.07

Lone Pine DAR

$2,379.40

54

567

168

71

70

2

932

462

441

4,273

4,269

2.55

.56

2.11

9.7

0.22

Tecopa

$120.00

0

24

0

0

0

0

24

35

30

954

737

5.00

.16

.81

32.2

0.03

Bishop DAR

$24,119.60

3,777

3,252

1,731

890

143

545

10,338

2,961

2,684

33,996

30,288

2.33

.80

3.85

12.7

0.34

Bishop Creek

$1,337.50

232

69

2

0

0

1

304

117

101

7,034

6,849

4.40

.20

3.01

69.7

0.04

Nite Rider

$4,626.20

871

67

117

69

11

44

1,179

222

211

3,178

3,147

3.92

1.47

5.58

15.0

0.37

Reno

$69,431.30

1,937

483

137

9

61

3

2,630

950

813

36,231

33,561

26.40

2.07

3.23

44.5

0.08

Lancaster

$30,333.50

1,441

310

133

4

47

37

1,972

724

627

31,236

30,028

15.38

1.01

3.14

49.8

0.07

$144,865.83

9,916

5,184

2,410

1,079

390

679

19,658

6,244

5,526

145,623

135,010

7.37

1.07

3.56

26.4

0.15

JUL -SEP 2016
Mammoth
Express
Lone Pine to
Bishop

$7,825.90

1,021

152

41

10

72

52

1,348

504

410

17,472

17,052

5.81

.46

3.29

42.7

0.08

$7,605.21

949

195

144

6

33

18

1,345

406

348

15,323

14,787

5.65

.51

3.87

44.1

0.09

Lone Pine DAR

$2,268.40

132

423

196

45

113

13

922

469

448

4,419

4,391

2.46

.52

2.06

9.9

0.21

$85.00

0

16

0

0

1

0

17

13

13

352

352

5.00

.24

1.31

27.1

0.05

$23,200.75

3,012

3,705

1,697

1,087

389

542

10,432

2,966

2,735

31,200

28,498

2.22

.81

3.81

11.4

0.37

$0.00

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

$4,197.00

733

62

143

81

21

38

1,078

216

210

3,078

2,972

3.89

1.41

5.15

14.7

0.36

Reno

$70,439.50

2,072

447

104

8

52

4

2,687

764

690

29,175

28,143

26.21

2.50

3.89

42.3

0.10

Lancaster

$29,425.50

1,299

290

105

3

27

25

1,749

467

421

19,499

19,216

16.82

1.53

4.16

46.4

0.09

$145,047.26

9,218

5,290

2,430

1,240

708

692

19,578

5,807

5,274

120,518

115,411

7.41

1.26

3.71

22.9

0.17

Total

Tecopa
Bishop DAR
Bishop Creek
Nite Rider

Total

SB 1 Road Repair and Accountability Act 2017, Project List Overview
Maintenance and repairs identified were based

Oil field

surveys by Road Personnel, and the lnyo County

PMS (Pavement Management System) program.
Project listings are following the required criteria according to the SBl guidelines, the required
information outlined in the SBl bill is as is as follows;

• Description
Project type

I Treatment

• Location
Town, or closest, Road Name and Number
If a project will span multiple roads (i.e.; Striping/Crack fill) then the pre-established road
Route system will be utilized. Road routs were created to 'group' areas of roads where work
would be performed for a short duration of time, due to road length or project type and to
have a more efficient tracking system for time accounting. Routes are commonly used for
Snow removal, striping, crack sealing, and pruning. The Routes with included roads are
attached.

• Estimated useful life
Based on traffic impacts, condition of existing road, historical information

• Anticipated construction date

Although project costs are not mandated in SBl reporting, estimated project costs are included
for your information, costs are based on the project as a hole, and do not include the additional
costs of County owned equipment that will be included in the project billing. The project costs
are not broken down due to the various conditions of each road, route and various distances
involved to access the location/s.

Project# 1

TR#
Description; Rubberized Crack Fill to seal asphalt pavement to prevent water intrusion to the
subgrade, protecting the subgrade from erosion and causing pavement failure.

Location/s; Various locations throughout lnyo County, not every road in each route will warrant the
application, but the areas identified are mostly residential and will have some treatment. Town and
Routs are as follows;
Bishop Area; Routes #1003, #1004, and #1005
Big Bine Area; Routes #2001, #2002, and #2004
Independence Area; Routes #3003 and #3004
Lone Pine Area; Routes #4001, 4002, and 4003
Tecopa/Shoshone Area; Routes #5003, 5005, and #5006

Estimated usefu I Iife;

5-30 years, Rubberized crack sealing has the benefit of moving with the

asphalt as it expands and contracts with the seasons, extending its service life. This will be in
preparation of for future treatments. Eventually, if additional treatment such as an overlay or microseal
isn't done, the movement will exceed the adhesion of the product and will fail, requiring another
treatment.

Anticipated construction date;

02/01/2018-06/30/2018, Depending on weather

conditions, application can occur as long as the road surface is dry. The preferred application time is in
the colder months, when the cracks can accept more material.

Cost s for this p roject are est imat ed t o be;
Material cost for the rubberized crack sealing is $200,000
Labor Costs
Equipment rental costs

$230,000
$40,000
T/ $470,000

Project# 2

TR#
Description;

Road striping/Pavement markings, application of Center line, Fog line and Bike Lane

striping as well as pavement markings such as 'Stop'(s), Crosswalks, Speed Limit (s) and School/Bus
zones.

location/s;

County wide application, the focus will be on the residential areas, and progressing to

the outlying areas as time and materials permit. The route system will be used for the residential streets
and the individual roads identified for application as allows. Marking application will follow the
rubberized crack seal operation on the same routes;
Bishop Area; Routes #1003, #1004, and #1005
Big Bine Area; Routes #2001, #2002, and #2004
Independence Area; Routes #3003 and #3004
Lone Pine Area; Routes #4001, 4002, and 4003
Tecopa/Shoshone Area; Routes #5003, 5005, and #5006

Estimated usefu I Iife;

1- 2 Years, Striping and painting operations are generally refreshed

annually, as time and conditions allow.

Anticipated construction date;

02/01/2018-06/30/2018

Costs for this project are estimated to be;
Materials, (White/Yellow paint and safety spheres)
Labor Cost

$60,000
$160,000

T/ $220,000

Project# 3

TR#
Description;

Cold Mix Overlay, 3.03 Miles x 22 feet wide from Po leta Rd. (#2045) to Silver Canyon

Road (#1044), with the thickness ( 1" -2") varying due to placement by a motor grader. At the North end
of Poleta Road, the first mile is 24' wide, this section will be overlaid. The remaining two miles of Poleta
road is approximately 16' wide this project will is Increase the road width from an average of 16 feet,
and increasing the width 6' to 22 feet, and overlay the existing failing pavement.

Location;

Laws Poleta Road, Road Number 1045, approximately 5 miles East of Bishop, California .

Estimated useful life;

20 years

Anticipated construction date;

03/01/2018/-05/31/2018

Costs for this project are estimated to be;
Material costs;
Road Widening (1,200T)

$107,000

Road Overlay (3,300T)

$300,000

Labor/Equipment (Widening & Overlay)

$125,000
T/ $532,000

Project #4

TR#
Description;

Cold Mix overlay, 2.0 miles x 22 feet x 1" -2" (with the thickness varying due to

placement by a motor grader). Dolomite Loop road, various sections of failing asphalt, between US 136
and US 136. Dolomite Loop road was a major haul road for many operations on the Owens Dry Lake, the
impact of heavy truck traffic has created numerous failed sections and potholes.

Location;

Dolomite Loop Road(# 4010) between US 136 and

us 136, approximately 10 miles South

East of Lone Pine, California.

Estimated usefu I Iife;

10 years, assuming no change in the continued use for the Owens Lake

operations.

Anticipated construction date;

04/01/2018-06/30/2018

Costs for this project are estimated to be;
Material Costs

$220,000

Labor

$175,000
T/ $395,000

(Increased trucking costs/labor due to distance from the asphalt plant)

