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Inyo County Local Transportation Commission (LTC) 
Public Involvement Procedures 

 
INTRODUCTION 
 
The Inyo County Local Transportation Commission (LTC) serves as the Regional Transportation 
Planning Authority (RTPA) and is responsible for deciding transportation policies and adopting 
transportation plans and programs to carry out these policies in Inyo County. The Regional 
Transportation Planning Guidelines (September 2007) require that each RTPA have a 
transportation planning process that includes a public involvement program. The public 
involvement program is intended to provide reasonable opportunity for citizens, private and public 
transit, freight operators, tribal governments, and other interested parties to participate early in 
the RTP development process. The Public Involvement Procedures document contains the LTCs’ 
policies and implementation measures to strengthen public participation in the Inyo County RTP 
update process. 
 
RELEVANT REGULATION AND STATUTES 
 
The public involvement procedures for the Inyo County RTP stem from the following regulations 
and/or statutes: 
 

• ISTEA/TEA 21 – Public involvement in the transportation planning process took on an 
increased emphasis when Congress passed the Federal Intermodal Surface 
Transportation Efficiency Act of 1991 (ISTEA). Federal regulations to implement ISTEA 
called for a proactive public involvement process. The process must respond not only to 
the requirements of ISTEA, but also those of related federal acts, such as the Clean Air 
Act and the Americans with Disabilities Act. 

 
 The Transportation Equity Act for the 21st Century (TEA-21) succeeded ISTEA after 

September 30, 1997. TEA-21 is the federal legislation that authorizes a balance of 
federal highway, highway safety, transit, and other surface transportation program. TEA-
21 builds on the initiatives established in ISTEA including the necessity for enhanced 
Public Involvement Procedures. 

 
• The Brown Act (Government Code Sections 54950-54962) – The Brown Act governs the 

meetings and actions of governing boards of local public agencies and their created 
bodies. Requirements of the Brown Act also apply to any committee or other subsidiary 
body created by a governing board, whether permanent or temporary, whether decision-
making or advisory. 

 
 The Brown Act sets minimum standards for open meetings and public access to them, 

location of meetings, posting notice, agenda distribution, and public input. The public 
agency may adopt reasonable regulations ensuring the public’s right to address the 
agency, including regulations to limit the total amount of time allocated for public 
testimony. The Inyo County LTC and its standing committees all adhere to Brown Act 
requirements including proper notice, access, and the ability to address the LTC and its 
committees. 

 
• Americans with Disabilities (ADA) – The Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990 (ADA) 

stipulates involving the community, particularly those with disabilities, in the development 
and improvement of transportation services. All events held for programs or projects with 
federal aid that are open to the general public must be made accessible to everyone, 
including the disabled. 
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 The LTC is in compliance with the ADA by having accessible formats, public meetings 
and public hearings. The LTC also consults with individuals from the disabled community 
and by including representatives from or for the disabled and transportation 
disadvantaged on its standing committees. 

 
• Title VI and Environmental Justice (EJ) – Title VI requires each federal agency to ensure 

that no person is excluded from participation, denied the benefit of, or subjected to 
discrimination under any program or activity receiving federal financial assistance on the 
basis of race, color, national origin, age, sex, disability, or religion. The Civil Rights 
Restoration Act of 1987 clarified the intent of Title VI to include all programs and activities 
of federal-aid recipients, sub recipients and contractors whether those programs and 
activities are federally funded or not. 

 
 On February 11, 1994, the President of the United States signed Executive Order 12898: 

Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and Low-
Income Populations. The Executive Order requires that each Federal agency administer 
and implement its programs, policies, and activities that affect human health or the 
environment so as to identify and avoid “disproportionately high and adverse” effects on 
minority and low-income populations.  

 
 In April 1997, the U.S. Department of Transportation (DOT) issued the DOT Order on 

Environmental Justice to Address Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and 
Low-Income Populations. The Order generally describes the process for incorporating 
environmental justice principles into all DOT existing programs, policies and activities. 

 
 In December 1998, the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) issued FHWA Actions to 

Address Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and Low-Income Populations that 
requires the FHWA to implement the principles of the DOT Order 5610.2 and E.O. 12898 
by incorporating environmental justice principles in all FHWA programs, policies and 
activities. 

 
 The FHWA and the Federal Transit Administration (FTA) issued a memorandum 

Implementing Title VI Requirements in Metropolitan and Statewide Planning on October 
7, 1999. The memorandum provides clarification for field offices on how to ensure that 
environmental justice is considered during current and future planning certification 
reviews. The Federal Highway Administration considers three fundamental environmental 
justice principles: 
 
¾ To avoid, minimize, or mitigate disproportionately high and adverse human 

health and environmental effects, including social and economic effects on 
minority populations and low-income populations 

 
¾ To ensure the full and fair participation by all potentially affected communities in 

the transportation decision-making process 
 
¾ To prevent the denial of, reduction in, or significant delay in the receipt of benefits 

by minority and low-income populations 
 

As the RTPA serving Inyo County, the LTC implements and integrates the principles of 
environmental justice into its transportation planning process. The LTC uses census 
information, special studies and public input to determine whether a particular population 
of people is receiving an inordinate number of government funded projects that 
negatively impact their neighborhoods and/or communities. Outreach activities included 
in the LTCs’ Public Involvement Procedures include provisions for additional public 
notification such as radio, display ads, and workshops.  
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Native Americans are also protected under Title VI and Environmental Justice laws and 
outreach efforts to the Tribes are an integral part of the RTP update and public 
involvement process. Indian Tribal Governments must be consulted with and their 
interests considered during the development of RTPs and RTIPs. The officially 
recognized tribal governments in Inyo County are listed in Table A-1. 
 

Table A-1 
Inyo County Officially Recognized Tribal Governments/Governing Bodies 

Big Pine Reservation (760) 938-2003 P.O. Box 700 
Big Pine, CA 93513 

Bishop Reservation (760) 873-3584 50 Tu Su Lane 
Bishop, CA 93514 

Fort Independence (760) 878-2126 P.O. Box 67 
Independence, CA 93526 

Lone Pine Reservation (760) 876-1034 P.O. Box 747 
Lone Pine, CA 93545 

Timbisha Shoshone Tribe (760) 873-9003 P.O. Box 78693515 
Death Valley, CA 92328 

Source: Caltrans 
   

 
• SAFETEA-LU – The new SAFETEA-LU requires that each RTPA provide citizens, 

affected public agencies, representatives of public transportation employees, freight 
shippers, private transportation providers, representatives of public transportation users, 
representatives of pedestrian walkways and bicycle transportation facilities users, 
representatives of the disabled, and other interested parties with a “reasonable 
opportunity” to comment on the RTP. The public participation plan must be developed 
prior to updating the RTP and Federal Transportation improvement Plan (FTIP) and 
must provide for input from the stakeholders during its preparation (Title 23 CFR 
450.316). 

 
 
PUBLIC PARTICIPATION REQUIREMENTS - GENERAL PRINCIPLES 
 
The public participation program and process for Inyo County is proactive and does provide for 
timely public notice, full public access to key decisions, and continuing involvement of the public 
in developing the RTP. The following are the key program requirements and criteria included in 
the LTC public involvement procedures. 
 

• Timely Information: Information about RTP issues and the update process will be 
provided to citizens, affected public agencies, interested parties and segments of the 
community affected by the RTP through public announcements, meeting agendas, and 
the Inyo LTC website. The information will be provided in a timely manner so that the 
public can participate in the decision process. 

 
• Public Access: The public will be afforded reasonable public access to technical and 

policy information used in the development of the RTP. Reasonable is defined as “during 
normal business hours” and/or during regular meetings of the LTC and its standing 
committees. 

 
• Public Notice: Adequate public notice of public involvement activities and time for public 

review and comment at key decision points will be provided, including, but not limited to, 
approval of RTP policies and objectives, transportation project lists, and air quality 
conformity. Note: Because Inyo County is classified as a non-attainment area for 
particulate matter (PM10) the comment period shall be at least 30 days.  
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• Consideration of Public Input: Inyo County will demonstrate explicit consideration and 
response to public input received during the planning and program development process 
by documenting public comments and suggestions. 

 
• Participation by Underserved Groups: The County will make a special effort to target RTP 

outreach activities to low-income and minority households, and tribal governments 
through mailings and public service announcements. A contact list of individuals and 
groups that serve these underserved groups will be maintained. 

 
• Open Meetings: All LTC meetings are open to the public, and agendas are mailed to 

interested parties and are posted. All LTC Board meetings and advisory committee 
meetings include opportunities for public participation on agenda and non-agenda items. 

 
• Public Hearings: Public hearings will be held as required for adoption of the RTP and/or 

supporting documents. 
 
 
LTC POLICY AND DECISION MAKING BODIES 
 
The LTC appoints the Social Services Transportation Advisory council (SSTAC) as an advisory 
body. The Policy Advisory Committee, Technical Advisory Committee, and the Citizens Advisory 
Committee were taken out of the By-Laws in 2004. Article II, Section 1 of the By-Laws was 
revised to read, “The ICLTC may appoint additional ad hoc committees for special purposes from 
time to time as it may deem necessary.” 
 
The primary policy and decision-making body for transportation planning in Inyo County is the 
Inyo County LTC. The LTC comprises three members appointed by the Inyo County Board of 
Supervisors and three members appointed by the Bishop City Council. When required, the LTC 
may appoint additional ad hoc committees for special purposes from time to time as it may deem 
necessary. 
 
The policy and decision making body for the County is the Inyo County LTC. The LTC comprises 
three members appointed by the Inyo County Board of Supervisors and three members 
appointed by the Bishop City Council.  
 
LTC ADVISORY BODIES 
 
The LTC appoints the Social Services Transit Advisory Council (SSTAC) as an advisory body.  
 
Social Services Transportation Advisory Council (SSTAC) 
 
The SSTAC is an advisory committee to the LTC on matters pertaining to the transportation 
needs of transit dependent and transportation disadvantaged persons. The SSTAC input shall be 
considered in and made an integral part of the LTCs’ annual “unmet transit needs” hearing and 
findings process. The SSTAC advises the RTPA on major social and transportation issues. The 
composition of the SSTAC, the terms of SSTAC appointments, and specific responsibilities of the 
SSTAC are found in the Public Utilities Code. The SSTAC consists of the following: 
 

• A representative of potential transit users who are 60 years of age or older 
• A representative of potential transit users who are handicapped 
• Two representatives of the local social service providers for seniors 
• Two representatives of the local social service providers for the handicapped 
• A representative of a local service provider for persons of limited means 
• Two representative from the local Consolidated Transportation Service Agency 
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PUBLIC MEETING INFORMATION 
 
The dates and times for the various commission meetings in Inyo County are listed below. The 
public is invited to attend any and all commission meetings. When the commission agenda 
includes an RTP issue or decision, the public will be afforded the opportunity to provide their input 
consistent with commission rules and time limits established by the Commission Chair. 
 
The LTC meets on the third Wednesday of every month. ICLTC meetings are usually convened 
at 9:00a.m. at the City of Bishop Council Chambers, Bishop, California; except, the meetings 
convened in the first month of each quarter (January, April, July and October) which are 
scheduled to be conducted in Independence or other locations in a southerly community in the 
County. The SSTAC meets at a minimum of once a year prior to the first LTC unmet transit needs 
hearing and otherwise on an ad hoc basis. 
 
INYO COUNTY LTC PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT POLICIES AND IMPLEMENTATION PROGRAM 
 
The following policies and procedures will guide the Inyo County 2007/08 Regional 
Transportation Plan Update process. 
 
Policies: 
 
1. The LTC is a “public service” agency which supports an “open door” policy with respect to 

public involvement and access. The LTC office is open for public visitation during normal 
business hours and normal business days. Citizens are encouraged to visit the LTC offices 
and ask questions, make suggestions, or express concerns regarding the RTP, programs 
and projects. All citizens will be treated in a courteous and professional manner by LTC staff. 

 
2. The LTC supports an “open file” policy wherein all documents in the LTC office are subject to 

public review except those that are deemed confidential as they relate to employee or 
personnel matters and/or flagged by LTCs’ legal council as “not for public review”. All LTC 
public documents that are requested for public review shall be viewed in the presence of a 
LTC staff member. No original LTC documents or files should leave the LTC office. LTC may 
recover actual costs for providing copies of file documents per public request. Loaner copies 
of LTC publications or library documents may be charged the cost to produce the publication 
or document that is requested. 

 
3. No person shall be denied participation in LTC meetings and activities unless specific 

instruction to the contrary is provided by LTC legal counsel. 
 
4. All LTC meetings will be held in ADA compliant facilities 
 
5. Any member of the public may request an item on the LTC agenda for consideration. Such 

items should be presented to the LTC Executive Director no later than one week prior to the 
respective LTC meeting data. The LTC generally meets on the 3rd Wednesday of each 
month. 

 
6. At the beginning of every LTC meeting, an agenda item shall be reserved for “public 

comment”. The purpose of the “public comment” agenda item is to allow any member of the 
public to address the LTC on any subject. The time allotted may be limited to 5 minutes or 
less at the discretion of the LTC Chair. Because no LTC decisions can be made on any item 
not specified on the agenda, public matters not on the agenda that require a decision may be 
put on the agenda for decision at a future LTC meeting. 

 
7. Any “public hearing” scheduled by the LTC will require public notice regardless of whether it 

is a regular LTC meeting time and place or not. All notices of public meetings or hearings will 
include the following: 
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• Date, time, and place of public meeting/hearing 
• General description of the matter to be considered 

 
8. LTC staff will maintain a mailing list of interested persons who desire to be kept informed 

about progress on the RTP and its related documents. LTC staff will provide progress reports 
and other relevant documents to persons on the mailing list to keep them informed about the 
project(s) of concern. 

 
9. When feasible, direct mail, the internet, public announcements to local television and radio 

stations and flyers will be used to encourage involvement of the under-served and transit 
dependant citizens in the development of RTP projects and RTP workshops. 

 
10. The LTC will provide news releases or communicate with reporters working for local 

newspapers, radio stations, or television in the effort to provide public information and insight 
about LTC plans, programs, or projects. 

 
Public Involvement Implementation Measures: 
 

• Disposition - Public written comments and/or oral comments that are received on the 
draft 2007/08 RTP and it’s various elements through the public involvement process, and 
that are deemed to be significant by the LTC, will be summarized as to their content and 
disposition in the Final RTP.  

 
• Public Workshops – It is vital that the public has the opportunity to participate early in the 

planning stages for development of the RTP.  Their input will be used as a review of 
proposed RTP projects and programs, and to suggest new projects and/or programs that 
have not been discussed before. The best venue to receive public input will be at 
commission meetings that are held monthly in the County. County Staff will schedule a 
standing item on upcoming commission agendas that discusses background information 
on the RTP process including a review of County transportation issues, proposed 
solutions, and financial constraints. Normal procedures for notifying the public about the 
time and location of commission meetings will be followed.  

 
• Other Relevant Public Involvement Measures – The LTC will continue to comply with all 

State and Federal requirements regarding public participation, including those not 
explicitly provided for in this document. The LTC will periodically review the public 
involvement procedures and implementation measures relative to their effectiveness in 
assuring that the process provides full and open access to all citizens of Inyo County. 
When needed, the public involvement procedures will be updated or revised.   
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Bishop Paiute Reservation 

Summary of Transportation Needs 
Transportation needs on the Bishop Reservation are largely focused on opportunities for 
improved bicycle and pedestrian travel. Due to a higher than average volume of DUI infractions, 
a significant number of Tribal members do not possess valid driving licenses and are reliant on 
bicycles for their mobility. Additional transportation needs and gaps are related to public 
transportation travel.  

Public Transportation Needs 
The most significant transit need is the addition of more bus stops with shelters at locations 
adjacent to economic development and social service facilities on the Reservation. 

School Transportation 
• West Line Street, which Reservation students utilize to gain access to schools in the City 

of Bishop, does not have any established sidewalks most of its length. 
 

•  Some students also walk along the “Indian Trail”, an informal pathway that cuts across a 
Tribal conservation area of dedicated open space. 

Seniors 
The Bishop Paiute Tribe – Elders Program’s vehicles are not wheelchair accessible. 

Bicycle and Pedestrian Needs 
• There are no dedicated bikeways on the Reservation. 
• There are no bicycle storage lockers, secure bicycle storage enclosures, or bicycle racks 

at Eastern Sierra Transit Authority bus stops.  
• Reservation streets currently lack sidewalks and paved shoulders, causing non-

motorized travelers to be exposed to vehicle traffic. 
• There is a significant need for sidewalks along high-activity areas such as the 

Community Center and Tribal Government Center for pedestrian travel. 
• The existing City of Bishop sidewalk along the north side of State Highway 168 (West 

Line Street) should be extended to connect with the Reservation so pedestrians need 
not walk on the shoulder. 

• Animal (dog) control is a significant safety and comfort issue for bicycling and walking 
within the Reservation. 
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Bishop Paiute Indian Tribe - A Traffic Safety Evaluation 
The 2006 Traffic Safety Evaluation for the Bishop Paiute Indian Tribe analyzes traffic safety on 
the Reservation for motorists, pedestrians, bicyclists, and equestrian uses. A summary of safety 
issues and recommendations relevant to bicycle and pedestrian travel is shown in Figure 1. 

Figure 1 Bishop Reservation Bicycle and Pedestrian Safety Issues and 
Recommendations 

Issue  Recommendation 
No edge line striping on Reservation roads, to define a 
bicycling and walking area 

Add paved shoulders with a shoulder stripe and optional 
“candlestick” type flexible delineator posts 

In several locations on Diaz Lane at Pa Ha Lane and on 
Pa Me Lane, trees partially block visibility of STOP signs 

Limb up trees and trim vegetation to maintain visibility of 
intersections and traffic signs. Periodically check and 
maintain. 

STOP AHEAD signs are not always placed at the proper 
distance for the speed limit 

Determine proper distance for each STOP AHEAD sign, 
and move those that are not placed correctly 

On northbound and southbound Barlow Lane 
approaching Diaz Lane, the Intersection Ahead sign can 
be removed because the STOP AHEAD sign is sufficient 

Remove Intersection Ahead sign 
 

On Pa Ha Lane southbound toward Highland Avenue, a 
“ROAD ENDS 500 FEET” sign should be added 

Add a “ROAD ENDS 500 FEET” sign 500 facing 
southbound traffic, 500 feet before the south end of Pa 
Ha Lane near Highland 

A reverse curve sign should be added for both the 
northbound and southbound approaches to the S-curve 
on Brockman. 

Add reverse-curve warning signs on the northbound and 
southbound approaches to the S-curve on Brockman 
Lane 

Terrain drops off sharply along Brockman Lane S-curve 
north of West Line Street 

Add guardrails to the S-curve  
 

At Head Start on Diaz Lane there are no advance 
SCHOOL warning signs 

Add School Zone signage on both approaches to the 
Head Start area 

At Head Start, shoulder parking and drop-off on the 
opposite (north) side of Diaz Lane creates potential safety 
problems with children crossing in front of vehicles 

Consider prohibiting parking and drop-off on the north 
side of Diaz Lane near Head Start, and requiring that 
drop-off and pickup occur either on the school side or in 
school’s off-street lot 

See Vee / U.S. Highway 395 circulation is complicated by 
driveway and Cherry Lane on north side 

Support Caltrans plans to signalize the See Vee / U.S. 
Highway 395 intersection and reorient Cherry Lane 

No bicycle safety education program Develop a bicycle safety education program for youth and 
adult members of the Tribe, jointly with the California 
Highway Patrol, the Bishop Indian Education Center 
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Issue  Recommendation 
Develop an ongoing working relationship and dialogue 
with CHP and other traffic enforcement agencies (Inyo 
County Sheriff, California Bureau of Narcotics 
Enforcement, California Alcoholic Beverage Department 
(ABC). 
 
 
Consider developing a Designated Driver Program for 
Tribal members 

A significant fraction of traffic collisions involve drunk 
drivers 
 
 
 
 
 
A significant fraction of traffic collisions involve drunk 
drivers 
 
 
 
 
 

Consider developing a “no drink and drive” program 
such as Mothers Against Drunk Drivers (MADD). 

Source: Bishop Reservation Pedestrian and Bicycle Safety Plan 
 

Bishop Reservation Pedestrian and Bicycle Safety Plan 
The 2007 Bishop Reservation Pedestrian and Bicycle Safety Plan (BRPBSP) studied 
improvements for walking and bicycling within the Reservation and between the Reservation 
and the City of Bishop. A summary of the Reservation’s bicycling and pedestrian needs is 
described in Figure 2: 

Figure 2 Bicycle and Pedestrian Needs – Bishop Paiute Reservation 

Facility Issue or Need Walk Bike 
No all-weather walkway or striped shoulder outside vehicle lane. 
Unpaved area muddy when wet. 

X X 

In some locations, parked cars force walkers onto the street. X X 
North-south through streets are used for recreation by youth but non-
local motorists speed on them to get between U.S. Highway 395 and 
West Line Street. 

X X 

Drunk drivers endanger persons walking and bicycling on the 
pavement. 

X X 

Speeders endanger persons walking and bicycling on pavement. X X 
Loose dogs harass walkers and bicyclists. X X 
Bus stops have no paved waiting areas or shelters X X 
Inadequate street lighting makes walkers and bicyclists hard to see at 
night, especially those wearing dark clothing. 

X  

Some bicycles lack white headlight, red rear reflector, and red taillight  X 

Collector Streets 
(Brockman, Winuba, Pa 
Ha, Barlow, Tu Su, See 
Vee, Diaz, Tibec, Taboose, 
Pa Me) 

Sharing a narrow lane with fast vehicles, even on a low-volume street, 
is unadvisable for young bicyclists. 

 X 
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Facility Issue or Need Walk Bike 
No sidewalk along south (Reservation) side. Walkers use paved 
shoulder or unpaved area. There have been pedestrian fatalities along 
this segment. 

X  North Sierra Highway 
(U.S. Highway 395) 

Destinations on north side, but no controlled crossing other than 
Barlow.  

X X 

No north sidewalk west of Bishop city limit. Walkers use paved 
shoulders. 

X  

No sidewalk on south side. Walkers use paved shoulders. X  

West Line Street 
(CA 168) 

Bicycle round-trips require being able to turn left when entering or 
leaving south (eastbound) shoulder. However, there is no controlled 
crossing on the Reservation except Barlow, and no protection for 
waiting in painted median. 

 X 

RV lot has no access control; vehicles can cross entire frontage X X 
No crosswalk from RV lot to Casino parking lot X  

Casino and Casino RV lot 

No protected walkway through Casino lot to Casino rear door X  
Internal pedestrian circulation is poorly defined. X  
Need safe crossing of Diaz Lane to north-side bus stop X  

Community Services 
Complex 

Future need to cross Barlow safely when complex expands to west 
side 

X  

Elder Center  No off-street connection to Tu Su Lane X X 
Head Start center Cars parked on Diaz Lane interfere with walkers and bicyclists en 

route to Diaz Lane trail 
X X 

Tribal Administration, 
Toiyabe Clinic 

No driveway access control; vehicles can enter and leave parking lot 
across entire frontage along Tu Su Lane 

X X 

Unpaved; muddy when wet.  X X 
Trail bridge not wide enough for simultaneous use by walkers and 
bicyclists 

X X 

Livestock barrier at See Vee end forces bicyclists to dismount  X 
See Vee Lane entrance has no signs or markings X X 
East end is midway along west perimeter of Elm Elementary, which is 
not where school staff would like to greet students. There is no bike 
rack there. 

X X 

East end does not connect to Bishop streets, so adults and teens with 
destinations beyond elementary schools walk through school (security 
issue). 

X X 

Diaz Lane trail 

East end does not connect to Hospital and medical offices on Pioneer 
Lane 

X X 

Home Street Used by Reservation bicyclists to reach middle and high school. 
Congested by parent drop-off/pickup traffic at school commute times. 
No path alternative. 

 X 
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Facility Issue or Need Walk Bike 
North end does not connect to pedestrian waiting area on southeast 
corner of West Line Street signal, exposing path users to northbound 
right turn traffic 

X X South Barlow Lane path 

South end does not connect to Highland Drive. Path users must walk 
on roadway to/from Highland Drive. No signs or markings at endpoint. 

X X 

Off-street routes for 
utility and recreational 
trips 

Other than private driveways, there are no off-street routes for walking 
or bicycling. Opportunities include the north and south forks of Bishop 
Creek, and short connections between internal destinations such as 
Community Services, Administration / Toiyabe, and commercial uses 
along West Line Street. Off-street routes could be useful for 
equestrians. 

X X 

Source: Bishop Reservation Pedestrian and Bicycle Safety Plan 
 

The BRPBSP includes a network of bicycle trails connecting the Reservation with the City of 
Bishop as an alternative to West Line Street. The following alternate routes are included in the 
network: 

 Diaz Lane to Keough Lane/Elementary Schools sub-route (as a future replacement for 
the “Indian Trail”). 

 Seibu Lane to Keough Lane/Elementary Schools sub-route (as a more immediate 
project). 

 Seibu to Middle School/Hospital/Pioneer Lane sub-route (as an alternate means of 
accessing the elementary/middle schools as well as accessing the hospital etc.). 

Inyo County 2007-2008 Collaborative Bikeways Plan 
The Inyo County Collaborative Bikeways Plan’s key bicycling recommendations are 
summarized below: 

Development of a paved shared-use path network in downtown connecting Elm and Pine Street 
Elementary Schools, Home Street Middle School, and the Northern Inyo Hospital complex. This 
would enable bicyclists of all ages to avoid West Line Street. 

 Addition of wide striped shoulders to several collector streets on the Bishop Reservation, 
to be used for both bicycling and walking. 

 Addition of street lighting on five collector streets including Brockman Lane, Barlow 
Lane, See Vee Lane, Pa Ha Lane and Tu Su Lane. 

 Improvements to the South Barlow Lane intersection with State Highway 168 (West Line 
Street) including a safer connection to the South Barlow Lane path. 

Proposed bicycling improvements for the Reservation identified in the Bikeways Plan are 
summarized in Figure 3. 

Figure 3 Proposed Bikeway Facilities – Bishop Paiute Reservation 

Facility Type From To Need or Opportunity Recommended Priority Feet 
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Improvement 
Diaz Lane Path Class I N See Vee 

Lane 
W Pine St Need for all-weather 

bicycling and walking 
alternative to West 
Line Street and US-

395 between the 
Reservation, schools, 

and downtown. 

Create Class 1 
bikeways facility 

H 3,810 

Seibu to School Path – 
Reservation - Schools - 
City path network 

Class I Seibu Lane Keough St Need for all-weather 
bicycling and walking 
alternative to West 
Line Street and US-

395 between the 
Reservation, schools, 

and downtown. 

Improve existing dirt 
trail to Class I facility, 

add signage 

H 2,100 

Home St Connection 
path 

Class I Seibu Lane Home St. 
School 

Need for all-weather 
bicycling and walking 
alternative to West 

Line Street and US 395 
between the 

Reservation, schools, 
and downtown. 

Improve existing dirt 
trail to Class I facility, 

add signage 

M 2,020, 

Diaz Lane Class 
II or III 

N Barlow 
Lane 

N See Vee 
Lane 

East-west connectivity 
within Bishop Paiute 

Reservation. 

Expand shoulder – 
add shoulder stripes 

or bike lanes and 
signage 

H 2,660 

Source: Inyo County 2007-2008 Collaborative Bikeways Plan 
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Big Pine Paiute Tribe of the Owens 
Valley 

Summary of Transportation Needs 
Transportation needs on the Big Pine Reservation center on upgrading the existing system to 
serve residential and industrial development, ensuring that the Reservation’s existing roads are 
well maintained and navigable all times of year, and improving access. 

Roadway Needs 
Safety 

• Motorists travel through the Reservation at high speed, thus endangering residents. 
 

• Drivers traverse assignments where there are no formal roads in order to shorten 
their trips. 

Capacity 
• Butcher Lane Section 20: This road is only 22-feet wide with 2-foot gravel 

shoulders but it should be at least 36-feet wide to match Butcher Lane Section 10. 
The Tribe plans to widen section 20 when funds are available. 

New Development  
• Future development on the Reservation will require improvement of existing roads or 

construction of new access roads, particularly at the Butcher Lane/U.S. Highway 395 
intersection, where the travel center/truck stop is planned.  

Future Travel Demand  
• U.S. Highway 395 may experience an increase in traffic with the Reservation’s future 

economic development plans, although recent trends have suggested a slow decline 
in traffic in this section of U.S. Highway 395.  

• When the Callina Street extension is finished, Baker Street, Crater Street, Richards 
Street, and Piper Street will have higher volumes of traffic. 

Improvements to Roadways 
The following roads have been cited as priority projects: 

 
• Indian Camp Road.  This County-owned road passes through private property 

where a number of Tribal members reside. 

• U.S Highway 395 at Butcher Lane: Upgrade intersection at U.S. Highway 395 and 
Butcher Lane, where construction of future travel center is planned. 
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• Callina Street Section 20:  Bridge and New Road: Under this project, Callina 
Street would be extended 0.20 mile north of Baker to provide access to the homes 
as well as to provide another road on which to enter and exit the Reservation from 
the City of Big Pine for fire safety. The exact route of the new road has not been 
selected. One route being considered crosses the creek then connects to Locust 
Street. 

This project is to build an approximately 40-foot long, 34-foot wide bridge across the 
Big Pine Creek and construct a new 30-foot wide road in flat terrain for 0.20 mile. 
The road would be 30 feet wide, with 22 feet of paved travelway and one 8-foot 
paved parking lane (Urban Design Guideline 6: Urban Local).  

 The cost of this project would be the responsibility of the BIA.   

• U.S. Highway 395/Sepsey Street Intersection Improvements: U.S. Highway 395 
and East Sepsey Street is not an authorized intersection though it is being used 
extensively.  The Tribe and Caltrans will discuss how improvements will be made at 
the intersection.  A fence or barrier could be erected either along U.S. Highway 395 
or at the end of East Sepsey Street to eliminate unauthorized use.  Alternatively, the 
impairments which currently exist could be eliminated and a paved section of road 
constructed to develop a safe intersection.  But as long as access is allowed from the 
Reservation, Caltrans will likely keep the stop sign to ensure that the turns made at 
this location are done so legally. 

Additional candidates for inclusion in the IRR Inventory include the following Reservation roads: 

• Segments of Death Valley Road (also known as Saline Valley) 
• Improvements to Bartell, particularly the addition of sidewalks/shoulders 
• Gregg Road (also known as Dump Ground Road) 

 

Transit Needs 
Restoring service cuts that have reduced the frequency of ESTA service to the community is Big 
Pine Reservation’s most significant transit need.  

Bicycle and Pedestrian Needs 
• There are no dedicated bicycle paths or facilities on the Big Pine Reservation.  
• There are no traffic signals on U.S. Highway 395 (Main Street), which provides 

connectivity between the Reservation and Big Pine. 
• Reservation students bicycling to school walk their bicycles across U.S. Highway 

395, which has no traffic signals, although there are school crossing flashing 
beacons operated by the school to warn motorists that school students may be 
present. 

• There is no bicycle parking on the Reservation.  
• There are no bicycle storage lockers, secure bicycle storage enclosures, or bicycle 

racks at the Eastern Sierra Transit Authority bus stop on U.S. Highway 395. 
 

Key bicycling improvements for the Reservation identified in the Inyo County 2007-2008 
Collaborative Bikeways Plan are summarized in Figure 4. 
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Figure 4 Proposed Bikeway Facilities – Big Pine Reservation 

Facility Type From To Need or Opportunity 
Recommended 
Improvement Priority Feet Miles 

Steward 
Ln 

Class 

II or 
III 

U.S. 
Highway 

395 

Newman 
St 

North-south alternate 
to US 395 through Big 
Pine, connectivity 
between Big Pine 
Reservation and Big 
Pine 

Expand shoulder–
add shoulder 
stripes or bike lanes 
and signage. 

M 160 0.1 

Newman 
St 

Class 

II or 
III 

Bartell 
Rd 

Steward 
Ln 

North-south alternate 
to US 395 through Big 
Pine, connectivity 
between Big Pine 
Reservation and Big 
Pine 

Expand shoulder– 
add shoulder 
stripes or bike lanes 
and signage 

M 5,087 1 

Source: Inyo County 2007-2008 Collaborative Bikeways Plan 
 

Another need identified in the Big Pine Reservation Transportation Plan is traffic control signing 
and/or striping on internal Reservation roads, some of which are extensions of Big Pine streets. 
The following locations have been identified for signing and/or striping on the Reservation 
and/or Big Pine: 

 Blake Street: Speed signs (2 signs); centerline striping (0.2 mile)  

 School Street: Speed sign (1 sign)  

 West Sepsey Street: Speed sign (1 sign)  

 East Sepsey Street: Speed sign (1 sign) 

 Newman Road: Speed signs (2 signs); centerline striping (0.9 mile)  

 Butcher Lane: Speed signs (2 signs); centerline striping (0.25 mile)  

 Crater Street: Speed signs at north, south, and at Bartell Road (3 signs); centerline 
striping (1.0 mile)  

 Spratt Lane: Speed signs (2 signs); centerline striping (0.08 mile) 

 Baker Lane: Speed signs (2 signs)  

 Watson Street: Speed sign (1 signs)  

The cost of this project would be the responsibility of the BIA and Inyo County.  
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Fort Independence Indian 
Reservation – Paiute Tribe 
Summary of Existing Transportation Needs 
A number of transportation needs and gaps have been identified specific to the Paiute Tribe at 
Fort Independence. These are described below: 

• A bus stop located where East Miller Road intersects with U.S. Highway 395 would 
make it much easier for Tribal members, particularly seniors, to use the CREST bus 
service.  

• Increasing bus service to be able to reach Mojave and Lancaster to make 
Greyhound and Amtrak connections respectively. 

• There is no public transportation available for Reservation students attending after-
school programs in Independence.    

• Establishing door-to-door service for seniors and people with disabilities on the 
Reservation. 

• Addressing potential safety concerns for Tribal residents who have to walk across 
U.S. Highway 395 to access the Tribal buildings. 

• Lack of shoulders on the Reservation roads. 

• Creating a loop trail around the Reservation in order to encourage cardio-vascular 
activity. 

Improvements to Roadways 
Future Roads 

• Proposed one-mile access road to the BIA IRR system: The Tribe is proposing a 
new two-lane road that would run parallel to and along the west side of U.S. Highway 
395. It would provide access to the recently built travel center, Tribal Facility Center 
and proposed golf course. It would begin at the campground and terminate in a cul-
de-sac. The north end of this new access road may connect to U.S Highway 395 in 
the future.  

Bicycle and Pedestrian Needs 
• Establishing dedicated bicycle paths or facilities on the Fort Independence    

Reservation. 

• Creating safer connectivity between the Reservation and the Town of Independence.  

• Developing an alternative to U.S. Highway 395 for north-south travel.  

A list of key bicycling needs and improvements for the Reservation as indentified in the Inyo 
County 2007-2008 Collaborative Bikeways Plan is shown in Figure 5.
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Figure 5 Proposed Bikeway Facilities – Fort Independence Indian Reservation 

Source: Inyo County 2007-2008 Collaborative Bikeways Plan 

 

Facility Type From To Need or Opportunity Recommended Improvement Priority Feet Miles 

Fort 
Independence 

Rd 

Class 

II or III 

Shabbell Ln  US 395 Connectivity partway between Fort Independence 
Indian Reservation and Independence. Alternative 
to US 395 for north/south travel. 

Expand shoulder - add shoulder 
stripes or bike lanes and signage. 

M 1,870 0.4 

E Miller Class 

II or III 

Shabbell Ln Fort Independence Rd Connectivity partway between Fort Independence 
Indian Reservation and Independence. Alternative 
to US 395 for north/south travel. 

Expand shoulder - add shoulder 
stripes or bike lanes. 

M 2,015 0.4 

 

Fort 
Independence 

Rd 

Class 

II or III 

E Miller US 395 Connectivity partway between Fort Independence 
Indian Reservation and Independence. Alternative 
to US 395 for north/south travel. 

Expand shoulder - add shoulder 
stripes or bike lanes and signage. 

M 4,471 0.8 

 

Shabbell Ln 

Class 

II or III 

US 395 Fort Independence Rd Connectivity partway between Fort Independence 
Indian Reservation and Independence. Alternative 
to US 395 for north/south travel. 

Expand shoulder - add shoulder 
stripes or bike lanes and signage. 

M 6,860 1.3 

 

US 395 

Class 

II or III 

Fish Springs Rd Shabbell Ln Primary North/South corridor. Add shoulder stripes or bike lanes, 
and share the road signage. 

L 87,299 16.5 

 

US 395 

Class 

II or III 

E Market St Manzanar Reward Rd Primary North/South corridor. Add shoulder stripes or bike lanes, 
and share the road signage. 

L 28,775 5.4 
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Lone Pine Reservation – Paiute and 
Shoshone Tribe 
Summary of Transportation Needs 
Transportation needs on the Lone Pine Reservation are largely focused on bicycle and 
pedestrian needs. Tribal transportation concerns include adding sidewalks, shoulder stripes and 
bike lanes on internal Reservation roads.    

Roadway Needs 
• The Bureau for Indian Affairs plans to add sidewalks to internal roads on the 

Reservation in 2009.   

• Quing-Ah Road is slated to be paved in 2009. 

Tribal transportation concerns include the following: 

• Adding Tuttle Creek to the IRR Inventory:  This road is used both as a traditional 
gathering place for watercress, and also as an access point to the Indian Cemetery.  
The 5.5 mile road is in fair condition, apart from the section immediately adjacent to 
the cemetery.  However, the 0.75 mile gravel section to the cemetery was identified 
in the 2002 Transportation Plan as a low-volume all weather access road that would 
only qualify for the “maintenance only” category, rather than an upgrade. 

• In order to avoid the right-turn off U.S. Highway 395 onto Inyo (Dump) Road, 
Department of Water and Power trucks use Zucco and cut through Teya and Esha 
Lane to access the dump.  This creates two problems – vehicles that exceed the 
speed limit on Zucco, and multiple vehicles that park on Inyo Street near the dump. 

• The 2003 Transportation Plan indicated a need for a left-turn pocket off U.S. 
Highway 395 onto Teya. 

Transit Needs 
Increased transit service from Lone Pine to Bishop is a significant need for Tribal members. 

Bicycle and Pedestrian Needs 
The Tribe would like to see the construction of a bikeway on the west side of U.S. Highway 395 
between the Reservation and the town of Lone Pine.  The east side of the corridor has fewer 
assignments with housing and therefore may have more capacity for construction than the west 
side.  However, the Caltrans right-of-way on the east side may be too tight to meet engineering 
requirements – the feasibility of this proposal needs to be explored further. 

The following bicycle and pedestrian needs were identified for the Lone Pine Paiute-Shoshone 
Reservation in the Inyo County Collaborative Bikeways Plan. 
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Pedestrian Facilities 
Crossing U.S. Highway 395 South of Downtown 
Residents of the Lone Pine Paiute-Shoshone Reservation cross U.S. Highway 395 to get to 
different locations on the Reservation, including the Tribal Administration office.  However, the 
Reservation is located south of town where highway speeds are higher, despite a low posted 
speed limit. Inyo Street, along the north edge of the Reservation, and Teya Street along its 
south edge, are the Reservation’s only intersections on U.S. Highway 395; there are no cross 
streets along the half-mile segment between these points, though Burkhardt Road intersects 
from the west about one-quarter mile from either end. Inyo Street is within the town area where 
low vehicle speeds support motorists yielding to those crossing the street. At Teya Street 
speeds are considerably higher and those crossing the street typically cannot depend on 
motorists yielding. 

Safer Travel Along and Across U.S. Highway 395 within 
the Reservation 
Within the Reservation segment between Inyo Street and Teya Road, rural residential 
driveways open directly onto U.S. Highway 395. In this area there are no sidewalks, so the 
shoulder is used by walkers as well as bicyclists. However, the shoulder width varies, and 
gravel from residential driveways migrates onto the shoulder. Sidewalks would be a desirable 
safety improvement on this segment, and the visual change could help to cue southbound 
motorists to delay increasing speed until south of Teya Road, and to cue northbound motorists 
to reduce speed upon reaching Teya Road. Shoulders should be at least 5’ wide for bicycle 
travel – 6’ or wider where speeds are high. Gravel migration from unpaved driveways can be 
reduced by paving the aprons back 15’ or more from the shoulder edge. 

Safer Travel Along and Across U.S. Highway 395 South of 
the Reservation 
There are currently no sidewalks south of downtown. Adding a sidewalk along the east side of 
U.S. Highway 395 between Teya Road and Lone Pine Airport would enable pedestrians to walk 
to downtown via Teya Road, Zucco Road, and Inyo Street without walking on the U.S. Highway 
395 shoulder. An east-side sidewalk could be extended to the Interagency Visitor Center at the 
junction of U.S. Highway 395 and CA 136, however it is likely that few persons would walk or 
bicycle from that location to downtown. 

Although destinations along U.S. Highway 395 can be reached by bicycle via U.S. Highway 
395’s shoulder, round trip travel requires either a dangerous crossing of four lanes of traffic or 
wrong-way shoulder travel in one direction. This situation applies to residential driveways within 
the Reservation area between Inyo Street and Teya Road, and to points south of Teya such as 
Lone Pine Airport, Mount Whitney Golf Club, the Visitor Center at the State Highway 136 
junction, and Diaz Lake Campground and Recreation Area to the south. Where a center turn 
lane exists or could be added, median refuge islands can make it relatively safe to cross the 
highway in order to operate legally in the direction of traffic on the shoulder. 

Key bicycling improvements for the Reservation identified in the Bikeways Plan are summarized 
in Figure 6. 
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Figure 6 Proposed Bikeway Facilities – Lone Pine Reservation  

Facility Type From To 
Need or 

Opportunity 
Recommended 
Improvement Priority Feet Miles 

U.S. Highway 
395 

Class 
II or III 

Manzanar 
Reward 
Rd 

Teya Rd 
 

Primary North/South 
corridor, around Lone 
Pine provides 
North/South 
connectivity between 
Lone Pine Reservation 
and Lone Pine. 

Add shoulder stripes 
or bike lanes, and 
share the road 
signage. 

M 58,486 11.1 

Lone Pine 
Reservation to 
Town (Teya St, 
Zucco Rd, Inyo 
St) 

Class 
II or III 

U.S. 
Highway 
395 at 
Teya St 

U.S. 
Highway 
395 at 
Inyo St 

Connectivity between 
Lone Pine Reservation 
and Lone Pine 

Expand shoulder - add 
shoulder stripes or 
bike lanes and signage 

M 4,757 0.9 

Tuttle Creek- 
Reservation 
Connection 

Dirt Burkhart 
Rd 

Tuttle 
Creek 
Rd 

Recreational route, 
Connectivity 
near Reservation 

Signage or map 
showing Lone Pine 
area dirt roads. 

L 2,114 0.4 

Source: Inyo County 2007-2008 Collaborative Bikeways Plan 
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California Transportation Plan Themes 

The following Vision, Goals and Strategies were developed for consideration in the development 
of the California Transportation Plan (CTP).  They are designed to stimulate a discussion of 
California’s future transportation needs and potential implementing strategies.  The Themes will 
be shaped and influenced by the Public Participation Program and will provide a foundation for 
the CTP. 

 

The Vision: 

 The transportation system is safe, effective, reliable, interconnected and equitable.  It 
provides viable and safe transportation choices for all Californians.   

 Advanced transportation technologies are used to optimize system capacity and operations, 
respond promptly to incidents, and provide traveler information on all modes, including 
incidents, special events, scheduled construction or maintenance and route alternatives. 

 Communities are designed to facilitate walking, biking and transit use to access work, school, 
shops and services.   

 Communities use information technology, e-government, e-commerce, online educational 
and tele-work opportunities resulting in fewer vehicle trips. 

 Goods and services move safely and efficiently throughout the state and across 
transportation modes. 

 

The Goals: 

 Increase public safety and preserve the transportation system. 

 Improve mobility. 

 Maintain California’s economic prosperity. 

 Maximize efficient fuel and energy usage. 

 Provide viable transportation choices. 

 Provide an affordable, accessible transportation system that serves all Californians. 

 Enhance the environment and reflect community values. 

 

The Strategies: 

 Educate local, regional and state planners, decision-makers, and users on transportation, 
environmental and land-use linkages. 

 Collaborate with other agencies to develop statewide policies and incentives to encourage 
livable community development patterns and sustainable use of resources. 

 Provide incentives to promote integrated land use, housing and transportation through 
regional and inter-regional collaboration and decision-making. 

 Use advanced technologies to improve safety, enhance the life and capacity of the 
transportation system and maximize system operation. 

 Re-examine design standards for roads that serve as main streets and for integrating safe 
pedestrian and bicycle facilities within the transportation system. 

 Work with Congress and the Legislature for increased flexibility in transportation funding. 



Inyo County Regional Transportation Plan 
 

 

2 

 Encourage public/private partnerships to maximize system capacity and operation, such as 
deploying intelligent transportation monitoring, management, safety and information systems. 

 Provide a mechanism to fully fund the maintenance and operation of the existing system. 

 Integrate land-use and transportation decision-making, including methods to assess the 
cumulative environmental, infrastructure and fiscal impacts of land-use decisions. 

 Employ innovative approaches to transportation challenges. 
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California Strategic Highway Safety Plan:  Goals and Strategies 
Safety Emphasis Goal Strategies 

1.  Reduce Impaired 
Driving 
Related Fatalities 
 

By 2010, reduce the number of roadway user 
fatalities attributed to alcohol and drug use by 
15 percent from their 2004 level. 
 

1. Educate roadway users 
regarding the dangers of 
impaired roadway use. 
2. Restrict access to sources of 
alcohol/drugs for persons under 
21 years of age, and for others as 
appropriate. 
3. Enhance law enforcement 
training and the tools for 
detection of impaired roadway 
users. 
4. Review effectiveness of 
existing sanctions as a deterrent 
to impaired driving. 
5. Streamline and ensure 
consistent adjudication of 
arrested impaired drivers. 
6. Improve the tracking of 
convicted impaired drivers. 
7. Enhance the use of treatment 
programs to reduce recidivism of 
impaired drivers. 
8. Increase and improve the 
application of administrative 
sanctions regarding impaired 
drivers. 
9. Develop educational programs 
that combat the social 
acceptance of drinking and 
driving. 
10. Develop new and innovative 
ways to approach repeat 
offenders. 
 

2.  Reduce the 
Occurrence and 
Consequence of 
Leaving the 
Roadway and Head-
on Collisions 
 

By 2010, reduce the number of fatalities 
attributed to vehicles leaving the roadway by 
15 percent from their 2004 level. 
 

1. Keep vehicles on the roadway. 
2. Minimize the consequences of 
leaving the roadway. 
3. Reduce head-on collisions. 
4. Apply advanced technology to 
reduce collisions. 
 
 
 

3.  Ensure Drivers 
are Licensed and 
Competent 
 

By 2010, reduce the number of fatalities 
attributed to drivers with no license, invalid 
license, or not licensed for class of vehicle by 
15 percent from their 2004 level. 
 

1. Improve the initial licensing 
process. 
2. Improve the competency of 
licensed California drivers. 
3. Improve how California 
manages unlicensed drivers. 
4. Improve how California 
manages drivers who operate 
vehicles with a suspended or 
revoked license. 
 

4. Increase Use of 
Safety Belts and 

By 2010, increase statewide safety belt usage 
from the 2005 level of 92.5 percent to 95 

1. Improve the availability, use, 
and proper installation of child 
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Child Safety Seats 
 

percent, improve the use of child safety seats 
from 2005 level of 86.9 percent to 90.0 
percent, and increase the percent of all vehicle 
occupant fatalities that are restrained to 70 
percent - this is an indicator of higher total 
“observational” vehicle occupant restraint use, 
because a higher percentage of vehicle 
occupant fatalities that are restrained means 
that a higher percentage of total vehicle 
occupants are restrained. 
 

restraint systems. 
2. Target education and 
enforcement for demographic 
groups that show low safety belt 
usage rates. 
3. Collect safety belt use 
information from first responders. 
4. Increase education and 
enforcement on teen safety belt 
usage. 
 

5.  Improve Driver 
Decisions about 
Rights of Way and 
Turning 
 

By 2010, reduce the number of fatalities 
attributed to improper rights of way and turning 
decisions by 10 percent from their 2004 level. 
 

1. Educate drivers on turning 
rules to support proper turning 
decisions. 
2. Increase enforcement of 
drivers who make unsafe turns. 
3. Employ traffic control devices, 
traffic calming, and speed-
reduction design practices to 
reduce the likelihood and severity 
of crashes related to turning 
movements. 
4. Improve roadway geometrics 
to restrict unsafe turns by motor 
vehicles. 
5. Apply advanced technology to 
reduce collisions. 
 

6. Reduce Young 
Driver Fatalities 
 

By 2010, reduce the number of fatalities 
attributed to drivers age 15 – 20 by 15 percent 
from their 2004 level. 
 

1. Improve the education and 
behind the wheel training of 
young drivers. 
2. Increase parental involvement, 
knowledge and buy-in to the 
graduated driver’s license. 
3. Improve the process of testing 
young drivers to obtain a driver’s 
license. 
4. Enforce compliance of young 
drivers with the graduated 
driver’s license and rules of the 
road. 
5. Enhance existing positive and 
constructive reinforcement of 
young driver behavior. 
6. Enhance effective DUI 
countermeasures targeting 
drivers under age 21. 
 

7.  Improve 
Intersection and 
Interchange Safety 
for Roadway Users 
 

By 2010, reduce the number of intersection 
crash fatalities by 15 percent from their 2004 
level. 
 

1. Improve land use planning 
regarding impacts to 
intersections. 
2. Educate the public on 
intersection safety and the rules 
of the road. 
3. Increase enforcement at and 
near intersections. 
4. Improve the visibility of and at 
intersections (illumination, 
marking and advanced warning). 
5. Improve the design of traffic 
control devices. 
6. Enhance the safety of rail-
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highway intersections. 
7. Improve roadway design at 
intersections. 
8. Reduce high risk rural road 
collisions. 
9. Apply advanced technology to 
reduce collisions. 
10. Improve design and operation 
of freeway interchanges. 
 

8.  Make Walking 
and Street Crossing 
Safer 
 

By 2010, reduce the number of pedestrian 
fatalities attributed to vehicle collisions by 25 
percent from their 2000 level. 
 

1. Incorporate pedestrian 
roadway users into smart growth, 
land use planning, and other local 
plans. 
2. Enhance the enforcement of 
violations of pedestrian law by 
pedestrians and motorists. 
3. Educate all roadway users 
regarding the rights and 
responsibilities of pedestrians. 
4. Promote and improve roadway 
safety infrastructure for 
pedestrians including the use of 
advanced technology. 
 
5. Improve the visibility of 
pedestrians on the roadway. 
6. Improve the safety of 
pedestrians traveling to and from 
schools. 
7. Improve data collection and 
analysis regarding pedestrian trip 
characteristics, level of service, 
injuries and fatalities on California 
roadways. 
 
 

9. Improve Safety 
for Older Roadway 
Users 
 

By 2010, reduce the number of fatalities 
attributed to drivers age 65 and older by 10 
percent from their 2004 level. 
 

1. Improve driver licensing testing 
and assessment procedures to 
more accurately reflect behind-
the-wheel capabilities. 
2. Create and promote wellness 
and behavioral strategies for 
older persons, making it possible 
for them to drive safely for added 
years. 
3. Enhance law enforcement 
training to recognize older driver 
behaviors that may necessitate 
priority drivers license re-
examinations, and provide law 
enforcement with a broader 
understanding of older driver 
sensitivities. 
4. Develop public education 
materials, programs and tactics 
that clearly explain how the aging 
process 
affects driving and what families, 
friends and the public can do to 
help seniors (1) drive for more 
years safely and (2) transition 
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comfortably to alternate forms of 
transportation when driving 
ceases. 
5. Explain and encourage older 
persons’ self-assessment of 
driving abilities and how to take 
advantage of that information to 
make appropriate decisions 
about driving. 
6. Seek the cooperation and 
coordination of the transit (bus, 
light rail, etc.) community to make 
these 
transportation options more 
accommodating and practical for 
older persons who can no longer 
drive. 
7. Implement advancements in 
highway lighting, striping, signing 
and engineering practices to 
make the highway environment 
safer for older drivers. 
8. Leverage the programs and 
resources of the Older Californian 
Traffic Safety 
Task Force to help with 
accomplishment of stated 
objectives. 
9. Promote the establishment and 
enhanced capacity of 
occupational therapy driving 
evaluation and rehabilitation 
programs that serve seniors. 
10. Improve the ability of health 
care professionals to provide 
effective assessment and care for 
seniors. 
 
 

10. Reduce 
Speeding and 
Aggressive Driving 
 

By 2010, reduce the number of fatalities 
attributed to speeding and other forms of 
aggressive driving by 15 percent from their 
2004 level. 
 

1. Change our social norms to 
reduce the acceptability of 
speeding and other forms of 
aggressive driving. 
2. Provide targeted enforcement 
to locations prone to speeding 
and other forms of and 
aggressive driving. 
3. Employ engineering methods 
to deter speeding and other 
forms of aggressive driving (e.g. 
traffic calming). 
4. Ensure consistent adjudication 
of drivers cited for speeding and 
other forms of aggressive driving. 
5. Apply advanced technology to 
reduce collisions. 
6. Reduce the presence of 
speeding, unsafe and aggressive 
driving on the television and in 
movies. 
 

11.  Improve By 2010, reduce the number of commercial 1. Educate the public on 
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Commercial Vehicle 
Safety 
 

vehicle crash fatalities by 10 percent from their 
2004 level. 
 

commercial vehicle safety. 
2. Improve the training, testing, 
and licensing of commercial 
vehicle drivers. 
3. Increase the enforcement of 
commercial vehicle and operator 
violations. 
4. Improve commercial vehicle 
maintenance. 
5. Increase the use of 
commercial vehicle safety 
equipment. 
6. Improve commercial vehicle 
drivers’ detection of other 
roadway users. 
7. Improve infrastructure for 
commercial roadway drivers. 
 

12.  Improve 
Motorcycle Safety 
 

By 2010, decrease the number of motorcycle 
rider fatalities by 10 percent from their 2004 
level. 
 

1. Educate the public on 
motorcycle safety. 
2. Improve the training, testing, 
and licensing of motorcyclists. 
3. Enhance the enforcement of 
motorcyclist violations and 
violations by the operators of 
other vehicles. 
4. Increase the use of safety 
equipment by motorcyclists. 
5. Improve motorcyclist visibility 
to other roadway users. 
6. Improve roadway design to 
enhance motorcycle safety. 
7. Promote the use of helmets 
that meet USDOT standards. 
 

13.  Improve 
Bicycling Safety 
 

By 2010, reduce the number of bicycle 
roadway fatalities by 25 percent from their 
2000 level. 
 

1. Improve data collection 
regarding bicyclist trips, injuries, 
and fatalities on California 
roadways. 
2. Incorporate bicyclists into 
smart growth, land use planning, 
and other local plans. 
3. Enhance the enforcement of 
bicyclist and motorist roadway 
laws. 
4. Educate all roadway users 
regarding the rights and 
responsibilities of bicyclists. 
5. Promote and improve roadway 
safety infrastructure for bicyclist 
use. 
6. Improve the visibility of 
bicyclists on the roadway. 
7. Improve the safety of bicyclists 
traveling to and from schools, 
utilizing education, 
encouragement, 
enforcement and engineering 
techniques. 
8. Increase the use of helmets 
and enforcement of related laws. 
9. Improve bicycle safety 
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expertise among transportation 
professionals. 
 
 

14.  Enhance Work 
Zone Safety 
 

By 2010, reduce work zone fatalities By 10 
percent from their 2004 level. 
 

1. Enhance safe driving through 
work zones with education and 
enforcement. 
2. Improve traffic control in work 
zones. 
3. Reduce worker exposure and 
improve worker visibility. 
4. Apply advanced technology to 
enhance work zone area. 
5. Improve data collection and 
analysis. 
 

15.  Improve Post 
Crash Survivability 
 

By 2010, reduce crash-related fatalities in 
California at least 5 percent from their 2004 
level through focused improvements in 
Emergency Medical Services (EMS) system 
communications, response and safety 
education. 
 

1. Improve technology for 
locating crash sites and for 
improving EMS access routes 
and response times. 
2. Ensure interoperability of 
communications systems 
between all responders to crash 
sites. 
3. Improve patient transportation 
and destination 
from crash location. 
4. Increase availability of 
appropriate-level trauma 
centers, with emphasis on rural 
areas. 
5. Improve access to trauma-
related training 
courses for Emergency Medical 
Technicians 
and paramedics. 
6. Encourage Emergency 
Medical Dispatch programs 
to train dispatchers to assist 
victims awaiting 
arrival of EMS. 
7. Improve data access to meet 
the needs of EMS. 
8. Increase public access to first 
aid, cardio pulmonary 
resuscitation CPR, and 
automated external 
defibrillation training. 
 
 

16. Improve Safety 
Data Collection, 
Access, and 
Analysis 
 

Improve the quality, timeliness, accessibility, 
and usefulness of traffic safety data. 
 

1. Improve the quality, 
completeness, and uniformity 
of data collection practices. 
2. Improve data sharing among 
State, federal, and 
local agencies and stakeholders. 
3. Improve accessibility to real-
time information 
by California roadway users. 
4. Enhance accessibility of traffic 
safety data. 
5. Improve data collection and 
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analysis regarding 
trip characteristics of all roadway 
users, level of 
service, injuries, and fatalities on 
California road 
ways. 
 

Source:  California Strategic Highway Safety Plan – Final Draft 2006. 

 









 
 
 

APPENDIX 6A 
 

CEQA Environmental Check List for 
Negative Declaration 

 
(Note: This document can be viewed at the Inyo County 

Public Works Department in Independence, CA) 



 
 
 

APPENDIX 6B 
 

Response to Comments on Draft RTP 
and Draft Negative Declaration 

 
(Note: This document can be viewed at the Inyo County 

Public Works Department in Independence, CA) 
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APPENDIX 6B 
 

Response to Comments on Draft Regional Transportation Plan & Negative Declaration 
 

 
Summary of Comments  
 
1. Caltrans District 9 General Comments 

1.1. Executive Summary Role of LTC and local agencies 
1.2. Maps and U.S. Highway 6 
1.3. Legibility of shading 
1.4. Use of “Collision” instead of “Accidents” 
1.5. Local Funding Initiative and feasibility of options 
1.6. Document tribal feedback 
1.7. Traffic mitigation fees 
1.8. Copy approved environmental document to ORIP 
1.9. Government to government coordination 
1.10. RTP and tribal council agenda 
1.11. Financial Element and inclusion of tribal projects 
1.12. Constraints of principal arterials 

 
2. Caltrans District 9 Specific Comments  

2.1. NEPA correction 
2.2. ITS on US 395 
2.3. Spelling  
2.4. ITS architecture and in-pavement ice warning 
2.5. ITS architecture, include 511 telephone number 
2.6. Bishop Area Access and Circulation Study final 
2.7. Updating tribal government contacts 
2.8. CREST bus service 
2.9. Map of CREST route incomplete 
2.10. Commercial air freight service 
2.11. LA aqueduct clarification 
2.12. Explain Laws to Lone Pine rail proposal 
2.13. For state highways, use SR instead of CA 
2.14. Seibu to school or See Vee to school 
2.15. Objective 2.2 and review of projects 
2.16. Policy 2.2.1, proper access vs. access management 
2.17. Policy 2.2.2, environmental impacts vs. transportation impacts 
2.18. RTP horizon 
2.19. Which RTP is being referred to? 
2.20. Tier 1, 2, and 3 definitions 
2.21. Circulation system 
2.22. Transit vicinity map should include Reno and Lancaster 
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2.23. RTP vs. Circulation Element 
2.24. County vs. LTC 
2.25. Please define local SHOPP 
2.26. Separate Tier 1 and Tier 2 costs 
2.27. Revisit revenue discussion in light of severe budget crisis 
2.28. Number of lane miles 
2.29. Discussion of transit emergency plans 
2.30. Highway safety 
2.31. Escorted rides and various transportation services 
2.32. Bike route classifications 
2.33. Owens Valley PM10 and new SIP 
2.34. Clarify objective 2.4 
2.35. Inyo LTC role 
2.36. Use of performance measures  
2.37. Transportation models in RTP 
2.38. Non-programmed project ranking criteria 
2.39. RTP measure 1A 
2.40. Non-auto modes qualified 
2.41. Figure 4 – Change 20-year future traffic volumes 
2.42. Figure 3 – Change existing traffic volume numbers 
2.43. Figure 2 – CA 178 should be shown as a Rural Major Collector, US 6 should 

be shown as Rural Principal Arterial 
2.44. Figure 6 – Show class of different airports 
 

3. Native American Heritage Commission 
3.1. Overview of NAHC and local jurisdiction project requirements (see attached 

letter) 
 

4. Inyo County Department of Public Works 
4.1. Duplication 
4.2. Geographical description 
4.3. Tulare and Fresno counties 
4.4. Include Bishop in list 
4.5. Doubtful employment estimate 
4.6. Inconsistency in funding tables 
4.7. Reword “no build” alternative 
4.8. Transportation sales tax feasibility 
4.9. Alternative 4 constraints 
4.10. Correction 
4.11. Projects part of SAFETEA-LU, not equal to it 
4.12. Long-term local road project costs 
4.13. Long-term SHOPP estimate  
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4.14. Eliminating reference to specific proposed legislation 
4.15. Delete reference to local SHOPP 
4.16. Reformat Table E.6 
4.17. Regional setting description as in 6.2 and 6.3 
4.18. Figure 1 map omissions 
4.19. Revise population paragraph as in 6.4 
4.20. Delete sentence not appropriate to discussion 
4.21. Doubtful employment estimate 
4.22. Redundant description 
4.23. Region 5 
4.24. Distressed lane miles 
4.25. Roadway system clarification 
4.26. SR passes through White Mountains 
4.27. Course of SR 178 
4.28. Figure 2 
4.29. Figure 3 
4.30. Figure 4 
4.31. Figure 5 
4.32. Figure 6 
4.33. Eastern Sierra Regional Airport operator 
4.34. Future SHOPP 
4.35. Reword “no build” alternative 
4.36. Minimum level of transit service 
4.37. Alternative 3 
4.38. Alternative 4 
4.39. Airport lease or easement 
4.40. Proposed selection criteria 
4.41. Policy 3.3.1 
4.42. County  
4.43. Support of transit 
4.44. Coordinate qualification 
4.45. Reword statement 
4.46. Unmet transit needs hearings qualifier 
4.47. Purpose and need past practices 
4.48. Proposed selection criteria 
4.49. SHOPP wording 
4.50. Programmed to completion 
4.51. Update State Highway funding estimates to reflect Appendices 
4.52. Unfunded Highway Bridge Projects 
4.53. Funding types not equal 
4.54. SAFETEA-LU status 
4.55. Regional Surface Transportation Program 
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4.56. Federal Indian Reservation Roads Program 
4.57. TDA fund constraints 
4.58. Add proposition 1B local streets and roads funding to list 
4.59. AIP matching grants 
4.60. Bond measure effectiveness 
4.61. Project cost summary 
4.62. Table 5.3 
4.63. Alternative 1 
4.64. Alternative 2 
4.65. Alternative 4 
4.66. STIP priorities 
4.67. Local share legislation 
4.68. Local SHOPP 
4.69. Document title 
4.70. Most recently adopted STIP was in 2008 
4.71. Unfunded bridge projects 
4.72. Add projects to short-range list to reflect economic stimulus package 

 
Response to Comments 
 
I. California Department of Transportation - General Comments 
 

1. Executive Summary - clarifying who will use the RTP document for decision-
making, the relationship of the LTC, County and City board members, any 
staff sharing, and duplicate General Plan goal or policy statements. 

The Executive Summary is a mandatory section of the RTP. The California 
Transportation Commission RTP Guidelines describe an Executive Summary as follows: 
“An Executive Summary of the RTP as an introductory chapter. The Executive Summary 
should provide a regional perspective, and identify the challenges and transportation 
objectives to be achieved.” 
 

2. Throughout - Inyo County base maps incorrectly uses the State Route shield 
for 6 instead of the US Route shield 

Staff concurs. The maps will be changed to reflect this. 
 

3. Throughout - tables which use shading as an indicator should use something 
else since shading does not come through well in black/white printed 
document copies 

Staff concurs. The main area that includes text shading is the middle row of Appendix 
3A. This will be set to another font. 
 

4. Page 25 Table 2.9 and elsewhere - Consistently use the term "Collision" 
instead of "Accidents" (which is often used elsewhere). 
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The document will be reviewed, and where appropriate, accidents will be changed to 
collision. 
 

5. Page v and elsewhere - Local Funding Initiative - Good to include this section 
with feasibility of options 

The alternative analysis is expanded and includes a feasibility analysis. 
 

6. Page 72 Tribal Governments - Good to document tribal feedback (or lack 
thereof)   

Pages 72 and 73 do this. Inyo County LTC staff also maintains records of LTC-related 
correspondence. 
 

7. Page 84 Traffic Mitigation Fees - FYI - The Vons/Kmart Center in Bishop 
did pay a traffic mitigation fee as a development condition. 

So noted. The size of the project needs to be such that the fee is warranted. A sentence 
will be added that reads: “Local governments now evaluate the use of traffic mitigation 
fees on a project-specific basis.” 
 

8. Page 92, Environmental Assessment - Please provide a copy of the Inyo 
county LTC board certified Negative Declaration for the RTP to State of 
California, Department of Transportation, Division of Transportation 
Planning, 1120 ‘N’ Street, Mail Station 32, Sacramento, CA 95814. Attention 
ORIP. 

This will be done. 
 

9. Section 1.Coordination with Indian Tribal Governments, Page 8. - Tribal 
Governments are sovereign entities; therefore, government-to-government 
relations should be conducted through formal coordination, consultation, 
and collaborative processes with each Tribe.  ICLTC can accomplish this by 
requesting to be placed on the next Tribal Council Agenda to discuss the 
RTP.  All Tribal government-to-government relations should be documented.  
Notification and sending copies of the draft RTP is an insufficient 
consultation effort and considered only a single protocol/step when 
conducting formal Tribal government-to-government relations.  These 
activities are separate and different from the Public Participation Process.  
23CFR 450.316 and 450.322 

As a way to address this comment, Inyo LTC staff invited all five tribal governments to 
participate in a workshop in a centralized location (the Fort Independence Tribe 
Administrative Center – on April 6, 2009). Formal letters of invitation were sent to the 
Tribal Chair and Administrator of each of the five tribal governments in Inyo County. 
Feedback from the tribes will be included in the RTP. The meetings will build on the 
information gathered by Caltrans District 9 and their consultant, Nelson/Nygaard in a 
needs assessment. This needs assessment is being added to the RTP as Appendix 1B. 
 

10. Section 4. Action Element, Page 59; Tribal Governments – Transportation 
Projects, Pages 72-73. - As stated above, Tribal Governments are sovereign 



Inyo County Regional Transportation Plan 
 

6 

entities. Therefore, government-to-government relations should be conducted 
through formal coordination, consultation, and collaborative processes with 
each Tribe.  ICLTC can accomplish this by requesting to be placed on the 
next Tribal Council Agenda to discuss the draft RTP.  All Tribal 
government-to-government relations should be documented.  Contacting the 
Tribal Governments by phone and e-mail to solicit project and issue 
identification (page 72 of Draft RTP) is an insufficient consultation effort and 
considered only a single protocol/step when conducting formal Tribal 
government-to-government relations.  These activities are separate and 
different from the Public Participation Process.  23CFR 450.316 and 450.322 

See response to comment #9. 
 

11. Section 5 - Financial Element. - Based upon federal programming 
requirements please indicate, discuss, and document activities on whether or 
not funding has been allocated to any Tribes or projects that were identified 
by the Tribes to meet their community needs. 23 CFR, Sections 134 and 135. 

These are analyzed separately in the Action Element. Information derived from the tribal 
coordination workshop described in comment #9, projects identified in the Draft RTP, 
and projects described in the Caltrans Needs Assessment are analyzed.  
 
The implementation of tribal transportation needs will require a variety of funding 
sources and further coordination with the City, County, and State. As State and County 
streets and roads travel through each of the Tribal Governments, inter-governmental 
coordination and consultation are especially important.  
 
Many of the projects identified are taken from the 2008 Inyo County Collaborative 
Bikeways Plan and will not be evaluated in depth here. Those project involving proposed 
developments will require coordination between the developer and the party that 
maintains the road(s) that will be accessed by the development. Projects involving 
signage, thinning vegetation, striping, ownership issues, and excess speeds are integrally 
tied with the maintenance schedule of the Inyo County Road Department and will require 
specific inter-governmental cooperation. The Tribal Transportation Needs Assessment 
was forwarded to the Road Department Superintendent.  
 
Projects such as Butcher Lane and Zucco Road have been added to the Unfunded List. 
The funding for these projects will be the Federal Indian Reservation Road Program or 
other local sources. The northward extension of See Vee Lane and the signalization of its 
intersection with US 395 is included in the Short-Range list of transportation 
improvements. 
 

12. Page 13, Roadway Classifications - You may want to note that capacity 
projects on Principal Arterials in nonattainment areas are by definition 
regionally significant under the Conformity Regulations. Regionally 
significant projects must have a regional analysis done thus triggering 
emission inventories for those roads in nonattainment areas. 



Inyo County Regional Transportation Plan 
 

7 

U.S. 395 and U.S. 6 are the only principal arterial in Inyo County. The suggested text will 
be added to the Roadway System discussion. 
 
II. California Department of Transportation - Specific Comments 
 

1. Page 6, Reference to NEPA as the National Environmental Protection Act. It 
should be National Environmental Policy Act 

Staff concurs. The text will be changed accordingly. 
 

2. Page 41 – ITS, Specifically, In regard to the third bullet:  CT is planning an 
ITS project which will install a road and weather information system and  
closed circuit television camera system to monitor and report weather 
conditions on US 395 near Dunmovin Hill. 

Staff concurs. An additional bullet specifically describing this will be added to the list. 
“Installation of a road and weather information system and closed circuit television 
camera system to monitor and report weather conditions on US 395 near Dunmovin 
Hill.” 

3. Page 37 under Rail Service, third line; Mojave is spelled Jojave 
 Staff concurs. Mojave will be spelled correctly. 
 

4. Page 41 under ITS Architecture, I don't believe we have any "In-pavement 
ice warning information" 

Staff concurs. This has been deleted. 
 

5. Page 41 under ITS Architecture, Perhaps a mention of 511 road information 
would be appropriate. 

Staff concurs. This has been added to the document. “The Eastern Sierra 511 Caltrans 
Highway Information Service provides updated road conditions to the traveling public.” 

6. Page 7 Other Plans and Studies - The Bishop Area Access & Circulation 
Study is final - July 2007 

So noted.  
 

7. Page 9 Table 1.4 - Bishop Tribal Chair is Monty Bengocia; Lone Pine Tribal 
Chair is Richard Button; Lone Pine Tribal Chair spelling of last name is 
Dahlberg 

This is true. However, this Table reflects the tribal government representatives who were 
contacted as part of the public outreach in the development of the Regional 
Transportation Plan (RTP. The note at the bottom states that these contacts were made in 
2007. Mr. Dahlberg’s name (the Tribal Chair for Fort Independence) will be spelled 
correctly. Given the length of time taken to develop the RTP, some information has 
become dated. 
 

8. Page 29 Public Transit 1st pp, 2nd sentence - for consistency add  ". . . and 
Friday . . .between Bishop and Reno." 
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Staff concurs. The sentences were combined and the additional information was added to 
make it more consistent. 
 

9. Page 31 Existing Transit Service - map is incomplete since it does not show 
the Reno or Lancaster connections 

The map shows the entire length of the service inside of Inyo County. Either an insert 
map will be added showing the reach of the service from Reno to Lancaster or a note will 
be placed on the map to clarify this. Since ESTA now uses CREST as a name and not as 
an acronym, delete “Carson Ridgecrest Eastern Sierra Transit” from the key. 
 

10. Page 34 Aviation Facilities- reword 1st sentence to "Commercial air freight 
service is limited, yet vital."  If this is what is meant (don’t think that 
transportation of people via air service is vital). 

Staff concurs.  
 

11. Page 37 Pipelines - Correct statement re: the L.A. aqueduct since it is open 
air, not covered for much of the way. 

The aqueduct is open air to Haiwee Reservoir and then covered south of there. The 
wording in the text is somewhat ambiguous. Additionally, it reads as if municipal water is 
being transported from the Owens Valley to Los Angeles when it is more accurately 
described as water that is transported south and then used as a municipal water supply. 
This paragraph has been changed to read:  
 

The Los Angeles Aqueduct is open air most of the way from the northern end of the 
county to Haiwee Reservoir.  South of Haiwee Reservoir, it consists of two covered 
conduits that transport water from the Mono Basin and the Owens Valley to the City 
of Los Angeles to be used as part of its municipal water supply.  The capacity of both 
conduits (combined) is in excess of 700 cubic feet per second. 

 
12. Page 37 Rail Service - Clarify or delete - re: a plan to get a tourist rail from 

Laws to Lone Pine. 
 The last sentence of this paragraph will be deleted. 
 

13. Page 37 Bicycle and Pedestrian Facilities - for consistency use "SR" (for 
State Route) not "CA"   

Staff concurs. The only place this was not changed is with “CA 136” on page 40 that is 
part of the description of the proposed Lone Pine Heritage Trail. A member of the Lone 
Pine Economic Development Corporation provided this description. 
 

14. Page 37 Table 2.15 - 3rd entry replace "Seibu" with "See Vee" 
Seibu is a BIA road the goes west from See Vee Lane. The name will be kept as is. 
 

15. Page 49 Objective 2.2 - for clarification, suggest title be "Review of Private 
Development Projects" 

The review of projects is not limited to “private development projects.” Examples 
include: local jurisdictions issue encroachment permits when public entities access 
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county streets, review and comment on projects by public agencies where they do not 
have approval authority, public agency projects on private lands, etc. The current 
wording gives the local jurisdiction the most latitude. 
 

16. Page 49 Policy 2.2.1 - rename title and reword: Access Management. Provide 
optimal safe access from public roadways to…  Examine dedications of right-
of-way/ access rights/shared driveways, etc. 

The proposed wording is specific to a point where it would be more applicable to local 
agencies.  
 

17. Page 49 Policy 2.2.2 - rename title and reword: Minimum Transportation 
Impacts. Ensure that all private development projects address impacts to the 
transportation system and mitigate accordingly. 

See response to comment No. 15. Again, the existing policy takes a more broad brush 
approach than that suggested. The title will be changed accordingly. 
 

18. Cover Page and page i, Executive summary - Please add the specific planning 
horizon years that this plan will cover e.g. 2009 Inyo County Regional 
Transportation Plan (2009-2030) and  ‘The planning horizon years for the 
2009 RTP are 2009 to 2030’. 

This planning horizon is mentioned in the last bullet. Some places in the text refer to the 
2007/08 RTP update. This is confusing, so 2007-08 is being deleted as a qualifier. This is 
referring to the current update. In general, where the acronym ‘RTP’ is used, and it is not 
qualified as being from 2001 or 2002, it refers to the current update. The approval date 
will be on the front cover of the final document.   
 

19. Page i, iv, Executive summary, Page 1, Page 7 - We suggest inserting the year 
2001 or 2002 after the first word in the first sentence of the first paragraph 
for clarity. Please be consistent regarding the year of the previous RTP either 
2001 or 2002. It seems to vary throughout the document.   

If the 2001/20002 RTP Update is being referred to, it is qualified as such. Where the text 
does not specify the year, it is referring to the current update. These portions are referring 
to the present document. Regarding the date of the RTP, there has been some confusion 
regarding this. The RTP was approved at the November 28, 2001 LTC meeting. The 
documented is dated at December 2001, but the title of the document is “2002 Regional 
Transportation Plan – Inyo County, California.” Given the title of the document, it will be 
referred to as the “2002 RTP” that was updated in December 2001. 
 

20. Page i, iv, Executive summary, Page 1, Page 7  - You may want to add the 
years associated with each Tier discussed. E.g. Projects are categorized as 
Tier 1 (0-5 years), Tier 2 (6-10 years) Tier 3 (11-20 years) or unfunded. 

This would be redundant as the next bullet describes Tier 1, Tier 2, Tier 3, and unfunded 
projects.  
 

21. Page ii, Executive summary, 2nd paragraph, last sentence and Page 5,Travel, 
3rd paragraph - As noted above, the last sentence may be an example of 
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County-LTC shared components. As written, the reference to whose 
“circulation system” is unclear.  If it is the case, please clarify as follows: ‘ 
The interconnected roadway network, consisting of (County? and city roads? 
), U.S. 395, Highway 6, State routes 127,136,168,178 and 190, is the basis for 
the “circulation system” referred to in both this RTP and the Circulation 
element of Inyo County’s? City of Bishops? General Plan (s). 

This comment is theoretically correct in pointing out that the City of Bishop General Plan 
should be referred to on an equal footing with that of the City of Bishop. However, the 
City of Bishop General Plan Circulation Element is focused on roads in Bishop or 
immediately adjacent to Bishop. The Inyo County General Plan Circulation Element 
refers to a much more expansive “road and highway system” that includes all of the 
roadways in the county, no matter the ownership. The “circulation system” refers to a 
3,520 mile “network of County roads, City streets, and private and federally controlled 
roads.” To clarify this, the wording will be changed to read “This interconnected multi-
agency roadway network is the basis for the “circulation system” referred to in this RTP.” 
 

22. Page ii, Executive summary and Page 2, Figure 1 - A vicinity map covering a  
slightly larger area  would be helpful for those readers who unfamiliar with 
the location of Reno, NV  and Lancaster, CA. 

So noted. This map will be expanded to include surrounding areas. 
 

23. Page iv, Executive summary, Vision Statement - Does the first sentence mean 
that  Inyo County’s General Plan Goals and Policy report that is  posted on 
the County’s website, is being used as the ‘vision’ for the Inyo County LTC 
and this RTP update? Additionally, page 10 shows the General Plan and 
RTP Goals and Policies together. Are they the same? 

This Vision Statement was derived from the Inyo 2020 forum in 1998. The Inyo 2020 
forum was a visioning process that examined what Inyo County would be like in 20 
years. This visioning forum was used as a part of the development of the 2001 Inyo 
County General Plan update and the 2002 RTP update. Since then, this “vision” has been 
adopted by the County and is being used here to help guide the development of the RTP. 
 
The list on page 10 should only refer to the RTP Goals and Policies. They are not the 
same. The reference to the General Plan will be deleted.  
 

24. Page v, Executive summary, Regional and Local Issues, last two sentences - 
The reference to “the County” doesn’t make sense in the context of the next 
sentence which refers to the RTP that is prepared and approved by Inyo 
County LTC. Should “the County” be Inyo County LTC? 

These sentences are referring to the LTC and not to the County and will be changed 
accordingly. 
 

25. Page viii, Executive summary, Comparison of Roadway Improvement Costs 
to Expected Revenues, 2. - Please explain the terms “local SHOPP” and 
“local STIP”. Would the establishment of such local programs need enabling 
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legislation from the State? As correctly noted in 1., current statute prohibits  
STIP funding from being used for SHOPP rehabilitation projects. 

The references to a ‘local SHOPP’ have been deleted.  
 

26. Page ix, Executive summary, Table E.6 - You may want to consider dividing 
the Short Range Cost table into separate columns for Tier 1 and Tier 2 
projects to parallel the description on page i. 

The table will be re-arranged to include a row highlighting STIP related projects. This 
gives a better idea of long-term STIP funding.  
 

27. Page 12, Transportation Systems Maintenance, and Page 27, Goods 
Movement - You may wish to revisit revenue discussions in light of the severe 
budget crisis and update as needed. 

It is not clear how the budget crisis can be addressed in the Goods Movement section. It 
is a good point that the budget crisis will likely effect transportation plans adversely. 
However, it is difficult to revise the document before the revenue picture resulting from 
the budget crisis is clear.   
 

28. Page 12,  Transportation Systems Maintenance, and Page 13, Roadway 
System, 1st paragraph - You want to clarify the text or delete the Note on 
page 12 which states that the number of lanes miles for the County is 
unknown in view of the roadway system mileage estimates given on page 13. 
It is confusing as written. 

The note on Page 12 will be changed to read that the number of distressed lane miles is 
not known. The length of the system is known, but not the number of distressed lane 
miles. 
 

29. Page 14, State Route 127 and Page 46, Table 3.1, Emergency Preparedness - 
Although the opportunity to coordinate transit with emergency events has 
been identified as an issue, given the potential for transporting nuclear waste 
on State route 127 and the location of the Clear (China) Lake weapon center, 
we would encourage the development of policy statements and the inclusion 
of a separate section discussing emergency planning in the RTP.  Potential 
funding sources for the preparation of Transit Emergency plans may include 
the CA department of Homeland Security and the CA Office of Emergency 
Services. 

This is outside the scope of this document at this time. This will be considered in future 
updates to the RTP.  
 

30. Page 25, Safety - We suggest changing the section title to Highway Safety to 
better reflect the scope of the discussion and data presented for State 
highways only. 

Staff acknowledges that the tables only apply to state facilities. The text primarily refers 
to state facilities. However, there is a specific reference to a safety goal and performance 
measure to “reduce the severity and number of accidents on local streets and roads.” 
Because of this reference, this section will keep the same title.  
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31. Page 29, Public Transit Summary, IMAAA - Please specify what constitutes 

“escorted rides” and “various transportation services” for the Native 
American Tribes listed. 

“Escorted” rides refer to transportation for seniors with physical limitations who are not 
able to get in an out of the vehicle by themselves. This is explained well in the context of 
the sentence. 
 
The section under “Owens Valley Paiute-Shoshone Indian Tribe” is carried over from the 
2002 RTP. It is not clear what this refers to. This section will be deleted. The Toiyabe 
Indian Health Project bullet was expanded to reflect that their service represents a 
coalition of the seven federally recognized tribal governments in Inyo and Mono 
counties. 
 

32. Page 37, Bicycle and Pedestrian Facilities - Please provide a brief description 
of what constitutes a class I, II and III bike route. 

This will be done. 
 

33. Page 42, Air Quality - Please add the following information to the Air 
Quality discussion: The Owens Valley Federal PM10 area did not attain on 
schedule. A new SIP providing for attainment as expeditiously as possible 
must be developed. Road dust and other transportation related PM 10 
emissions may be significant under the new SIP. 

The text will be changed as recommended. 
 

34. Page 43, Policy Element, Page 44, Alternatives, and Page 50, Objective 2.4, 
Relationship Between RTP and General Plans - Please re-write or clarify the 
first sentence on page 43. The purpose of this Policy element is to identify 
legislative, planning, financial and institutional issues and requirements in 
the Inyo County LTC Regional Transportation Plan. If, on the other hand, 
the policy element and/or alternatives are being used by other governmental 
agencies such as Inyo County or the City of Bishop please explain how 
policies, documents and staff are being shared in partnership to affect a 
genuine land-use/ transportation connection. Please expand on Objective 2.4.   

The RTP is for the Inyo County Local Transportation Commission. The first sentence on 
page 43 refers to Inyo County as a whole, not to a specific governmental entity. The 
words “as well as any areas of regional consensus” will be deleted. Wording in the 
alternatives has been changed to not speak to exclusively about one jurisdiction. 
Regarding Objective 2.4, the RTP was developed to be consistent with, and recognize the 
goals, policies, and objectives set forth in both the City and County General Plans. Policy 
2.4.1 was revised to include the City of Bishop Planning Commission. 
 

35. Page 48, Goals, Objectives and Policies - It appears that Inyo County LTC is 
missing from the second sentence that describes the applicability of the vision 
and priorities for action. 

Inyo County LTC will be added to the list. 
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36. Page 49, Regional Policy, first sentence - Please clarify that Inyo County LTC 

will be the agency to use the performance measure as a basis for selecting 
RTP projects. 

The text will be changed as recommended. 
 

37. Page 57, Climate Change and Green House Gas Emissions - We suggest the 
following changes to paragraph two: The request emphasized that RTP’s 
should utilize accurate models aimed at reducing vehicle trips. The CTC 
established two working subgroups, one for land use and the other for 
modeling. Feedback from these groups were used as the basis for the May 29, 
2008 Addendum to the RTP guidelines. The Addendum… 

The wording will be changed verbatim. 
 

38. Page 69 and 70, Non-Programmed project Ranking Criteria - Are non-
programmed projects illustrative i.e. unconstrained projects? And can you 
say more about what the scoring points mean on Table 4.6? 

The text on page 69 reads as if these criteria were used in the past. It will be used in the 
future. The “Project Programming and Selection Criteria” are criteria that will be used to 
rank projects specifically proposed for inclusion as part of the RTIP. The text has been 
changed to read “Non-programmed projects in the RTP will be ranked on specific 
selection criteria.  Table 4.6 shows the selection criteria used to select future RTIP 
projects.” 
 

39. Table 4.1, RTP Measure 1A - Suggest narrowing this down to specific State 
Routes (US 395 & SR 168) that have a significant commute type function 
with specific congested (perhaps for the peak hour) segments selected with 
endpoints (i.e. Line Street – Barlow to Main, Bishop Main Street, North 
Sierra Highway, Big Pine to Bishop, etc.) 

Staff concurs. The second bullet has been changed to read: “Peak period travel time on 
specific segments of the State system (i.e. SR 168 or West Line St. from Barlow Ln. to 
Main St., US 395 or North Sierra Highway from U.S. 6 to Brockman Ln., etc.” 
 

40. Table 4.6, Non-auto Modes - Low, Medium, and High works if it is somehow 
qualified, but suggest having something similar to “Accessibility.”  
Examples: Provides connectivity between housing and service nodes, 
Provides connectivity to community centers/ major destinations, provides 
needed non-motorized safety improvements, facilitates gap closure, etc. 

This comment appears to be carried over from a review of an administrative draft. The 
Draft was revised to read as suggested in this comment. 
 
III. Native American Heritage Commission 
 

1. Entire Document 
This comment letter states the responsibility of the lead agencies in carrying out 
projects described as part of the Draft Regional Transportation Plan. The draft RTP is 
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a plan level document. All projects described in the short and long-term lists of 
projects, will receive individual environmental analysis. Staff concurs with 
everything stated in this letter.  

 
 
IV. County of Inyo Public Works Department 
 

1. Page ii, Regional Transportation System, top paragraph 
It doesn’t make logical sense to mention Mammoth Lakes twice, under both 
recreational attractions and then “In addition many visitors pass through on the their 
way to Mammoth Lakes…” Change the last sentence to read: In addition, many 
travelers pass through Inyo County traveling north and south on US 395. 

 
2. Page ii, Regional Setting 
Inyo County not centrally located from an east-west perspective. Change to read 
“Inyo County is centrally located in the eastern part of the state and bordered…” 

 
3. Page ii, Regional Setting 
Eliminate the sentence “There is no direct access across the Sierra Nevada to the 
population centers of Tulare and Fresno Counties.” Insert a sentence that reads, 
“Though Inyo County borders Tulare and Fresno counties; it is a lengthy drive around 
the southern end of the Sierra Nevada to access these counties.” 

 
4. Page iii, Population 
Revise first sentence to read:  “The City of Bishop and its immediate suburbs contain 
well….” Also, add Bishop to the list of Owens Valley communities, delete the word 
“permanent,” and move the last sentence regarding public and private land to the 
Regional Setting section on the previous page. 

 
5. Page iii, Employment.  
Though this is a Department of Finance projection, the growth constraints in the 
Owens Valley and the lack of population growth make the 2030 prediction of 15,193 
highly suspect. Add a sentence after 15,193 that reads: “This number is highly 
suspect given that the counties population and workforce has seen little change since 
1990.” Also add words to unfinished sentence:  The spectacular beauty and character 
of the region’s natural landscape and its varied recreational opportunities "will 
continue to draw visitors and residents to the area." 

 
6. Page V, Regional and Local Issues, second sentence 
The number regarding availability of funding is not consistent with Table E.6. Revise 
in accordance with revisions to Table E.5 and Table E.6. 

 
7. Page V, Regional and Local Issues, Alternative 1 
To describe this as the “No build” alternative is not accurate. Projects are currently 
being constructed and will continue to be in the future. Delete the word “No build.”  

 



Inyo County Regional Transportation Plan 
 

15 

8. Page V, Regional and Local Issues, Alternative 3 
The last sentence regarding the growth rate in the county is not exactly parallel to the 
second part of the second sentence regarding a “dedicated local sales tax for 
transportation.” Revise last sentence and add one more. “The very slow growth rate in 
the County make the collection of traffic impact fees impractical. A dedicated local 
sales tax increase of ½ cent has the potential to raise an estimated 56 million over the 
life of the RTP (Source: Office of State Economist). Given the large size of the road 
system and escalating construction and maintenance costs, this is a relatively small 
amount of funding that will likely be difficult to justify politically.” 

 
9. Page vi, Alternative 4 
Validity of last statement - “The County’s modest growth rate is not anticipated to 
require significant changes in land use policy in the near term, but should be 
considered as a long-term strategy to help reduce transportation and infrastructure 
costs.” This statement underestimates the nature of the growth impediments in Inyo 
County. Though long-term growth forecasts do show increased growth in Inyo 
County, they are probably unreliable as judged by past predictions. The County’s 
population has only grown by approximately 400 people or 2% since 1980 and has 
not grown at all since 1990. This alternative can remain, but it is important to 
emphasize that this alternative will not have significant short-term or long-term 
affects in the short and long-term planning period. Change to read “The County’s 
stagnant growth rate, and the nature of growth impediments in the County make it 
unlikely that any significant changes in land use policy will significantly reduce 
transportation and infrastructure costs.”  

 
10. Page vi, Expected Revenues, STA 
Delete second “of.” 

 
11. Page vii, Cost Summary, Bullet #3 
Change to read “…under SAFETEA-LU (RSTIP, TE, HBP, etc.)…” All the funding 
types listed are subsets of SAFETEA-LU. 

 
12. Page viii, Cost Summary, Bullet #5 
“Long-term Local Road project costs have been inflated…” 

 
13. Page viii, Table E.5, RTP Project Cost Summary, SHOPP and Minor 

SHOPP row, also page ix, first sentence and Table E.6 
To create a more realistic cost estimate, assume that the long-range will use the 
remaining 12 million that is forecasted. 
 
14. Page viii, Comparison of Roadway Improvement Costs to Expected 

Revenues, #1  
It is not advisable to mention a bill that has not been passed and that the final form of 
the legislation is unknown. Change to read: “Search for a new source of maintenance 
funding to off-set the drain on STIP dollars. This could involve lobbying for the 
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passing of legislation at the State level that would allow some percentage of the 
regional STIP shares to be used for local streets and roads.” 

 
15. Page viii, Comparison of Roadway Improvement Costs to Expected 

Revenues, #2 
It is unclear what a “Local SHOPP” program is. Delete #2. 

 
16. Page ix, Table E.6 
Add Long-Range costs equal to the short-range costs. Also, the first and the second 
rows should be combined. The local road projects are proposed to be large part STIP 
funded. All STIP funds will not be used on the State Highway. Prop 1B and RSTP 
funds will be used on maintenance costs that are not described here. 
 
The Local Road Projects row is flawed in that it does not include STIP funds. Change 
the 2nd row to “STIP Funded Local Street and Road Projects.” For Rows 1 and 2, do 
not show the surplus/deficit column. Move the Subtotal row above the Bridge 
Projects row and rename it “Subtotal –STIP Funded Projects.” Show the combined 
surplus/deficit figure under this row. 
 
Add a new row that reads “Local Road Projects – Prop 1B and RSTP.” Show the 
projected funding as $17,300 and the Total Cost as $17,300. Divide this equally over 
the Short and Long Range. These funds are used in their entirety to fund a variety of 
City and County maintenance costs as well as to fill in gaps of funding for other 
projects.  

 
17. Page 1, Regional Setting, first sentence 
Inyo County not centrally located from an east-west perspective. Change to read 
“Inyo County is centrally located in the eastern part of the state and bordered…” 
Eliminate the sentence “There is no direct access across the Sierra Nevada to the 
population centers of Tulare and Fresno Counties.” Insert a sentence that reads, 
“Though Inyo County borders Tulare and Fresno counties; it is a lengthy drive around 
the southern end of the Sierra Nevada to access these counties.” 

 
18. Page 2, Figure 1 
Map does not include SR 168 west of Bishop. Also SR 178 west of Shoshone is 
shown going too far. Show US 6 as ‘US’ instead of ‘SR.’ Revise in accordance with 
Caltrans District 9 map at http://www.dot.ca.gov/dist9/PMLOG2004.pdf. Also, make 
file size smaller. Show US 6 with white U.S. Highway symbol (same as all Figures). 

 
19. Page 3, Population 
Revise first sentence to read:  “The City of Bishop and its immediate suburbs contain 
well….” Also, add Bishop to the list of Owens Valley communities, delete the word 
“permanent,” and move the last sentence regarding public and private land to the 
Regional Setting section on the previous page. 

 
20. Page 3, Per Capita Income, 2nd paragraph, 1st sentence 
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Delete this sentence. 
 

21. Page 4, Employment 
Though this is a Department of Finance projection, the growth constraints in the 
Owens Valley and the lack of population growth make the 2030 prediction of 15,193 
highly suspect. Add a sentence after 15,193 that reads: “This number is highly 
suspect given that the counties population and workforce has seen little change since 
1990.” Also add words to unfinished sentence:  “The spectacular beauty and character 
of the region’s natural landscape and its varied recreational opportunities will 
continue to draw visitors and residents to the area." 

 
22. Page 6, Travel, 2nd Paragraph, last sentence  
See change to page ii. Also on 3rd paragraph, use abbreviation for U.S. Highway. 
 
23. Page 12, Inyo National Forest Region 5 
Delete “Region 5” from subtitle. Change sentence to reflect that the 3.8 million 
visitors were to the Inyo National Forest, which is located primarily in Inyo and 
Mono counties. 

 
24. Page 12, Transportation System Maintenance 
Add the word “distressed” to the Note at the bottom of the paragraph. The number of 
lane mile are known – just not the number of distressed lane miles. 
 
25. Page 13, Roadway System 
On 5th line - controlled “by public agencies or privately owned”, and 21 miles are 
city… Also on 2nd paragraph, “…including US Highway (US) 395, US 6, State…” 

 
26. Page 14, State Route 168 
Change to read road passes through White Mountains and not the Inyo Mountains. 

 
27. Page 14, State Route 178 
Change the last two sentences - “…in Inyo County, SR 178 then meets SR 127 just 
north of Shoshone - jogs south and then continues northeast toward Pahrump to the 
Nevada state line.” 

 
28. Page 16, Figure 2 
Show SR 168 more accurately. Make file size smaller. 

 
29. Page 22, Figure 3 
Show SR 168 west of Bishop, shorten SR 178 west of Shoshone, make file size 
smaller. 

 
30. Page 24, Figure 4 
Show SR 168 west of Bishop, shorten SR 178 west of Shoshone, make file size 
smaller. 
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31. Page 31, Figure 5 
Make map legible in black and white.  

 
32. Page 35, Figure 6 
Show SR 168 west of Bishop, shorten SR 178 west of Shoshone, make file size 
smaller. 

 
33. Page 36, Eastern Sierra Regional Airport 
Change the second sentence to read: “Currently maintained and operated by the 
County, the airport provides…” The County’s plans for ESRA call for a fixed base 
operator, but that currently is not in place. 

 
34. Page 43, Statewide Issues 
Delete the last sentence on the third paragraph.  

  
35. Page 44, Alternative 1 
Change the numbering of the alternatives. Delete the words “No Build.”  

 
36. Page 44, Alternative 2 
The last sentence is not accurate when it says “while providing only the minimum 
level of transit service.” The Inyo LTC has not allocated Transportation Development 
Act funding to local streets and roads for approximately 8 years. All of the Inyo LTC 
TDA funds go to transit. Change the word “minimum” to the word “existing.” 
 
37. Page 44, Alternative 3 
It is not clear that there are declining transportation revenues. Replace the first 
sentence with “The increase of maintenance costs coupled with funding sources that 
are leveling out, make future maintenance of the existing system uncertain.”  

 
38. Page 44, Alternative 4 
Validity of last statement - “The County’s modest growth rate is not anticipated to 
require significant changes in land use policy in the near term, but should be 
considered as a long-term strategy to help reduce transportation and infrastructure 
costs.” This statement underestimates the nature of the growth impediments in Inyo 
County. Though long-term growth forecasts do show increased growth in Inyo 
County, they are probably unreliable as judged by past predictions. The County’s 
population has only grown by approximately 400 people or 2% since 1980 and has 
not grown at all since 1990. This alternative can remain, but it is important to 
emphasize that this alternative will not have significant short-term or long-term 
affects in the short and long-term planning period. Change to read “The County’s 
slow growth rate, and the nature of growth impediments in the County make it 
unlikely that any significant changes in land use policy will significantly reduce 
transportation and infrastructure costs.”  

 
39. Page 46, Table 3.1, Airport Facilities 
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Add a bullet regarding “Airport Lease or Easement.” Put a corresponding note in the 
Comments column “Work for the County to obtain property rights for the long-term 
operation of the Eastern Sierra Regional Airport in Bishop.” 

 
40. Page 50, Policy 2.3.3: Selection Criteria 
Note that the proposed Selection Criteria in this RTP is proposed for the first time. 
Change to read “Ensure that transportation investments use the ranking and selection 
criteria proposed as part of this plan.” 
 
41. Page 50, Policy 3.3.1: Support Roadway Improvements to Optimize Public 

Safety 
Fix formatting. Revise Policy 3.3.1 as follows: 
“Support Roadway Improvements to Optimize Public Safety 
Improve county roads through specific safety improvements and maintenance.” 
Safety is an important aspect of the transportation system, not “to provide alternative 
emergency routes.” 

 
42. Page 51, Policy 3.4.1 
Change “Counth” to read “County” 

 
43. Page 51, Objective 4.1 
The Inyo County LTC has supported transit to the “maximum extent” for years in that 
no TDA funds have been allocated for local streets and roads in the last five of more 
years. Change to read “Financially support public transportation to the maximum 
extent possible given the availability of Transportation Development Act funding.” 

 
44. Page 52, Policy 4.3.4: Coordinate Transit Services 
“Continue to identify and coordinate…” 
 
45. Page 55, 1st paragraph, last sentence 
This sentence is changed to read: “The SHSP was reviewed in conjunction with the 
goals, policies and objectives developed in Chapter 3.” 

 
46. Page 56, Unmet Transit Needs Process 
“The Inyo County Local Transportation Commission should hold public hearings to 
receive… …scheduled meeting in March and April of each year.” At the end of the 
1st paragraph add “Note: unmet transit needs hearings are only required if 
Transportation Development Act funds are being allocated for local streets and roads. 
For at least the last five years, the Inyo County LTC has not allocated any funds to 
local streets and roads.” 
 
47. Page 64, Project Programming and Selection Criteria – This list is more 

specifically enumerated in Table 4.6 
Change to read “In addition to general system considerations for purpose and need, 
RTP projects in Inyo County have been programmed on the following criteria. Table 
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4.6 describes the selection criteria proposed for future projects included as part of this 
plan.” 

 
48. Page 69, Non-Programmed Project Ranking Criteria – These criteria are 

proposed as part of this plan. They have not been used in the past. 
The Selection Criteria in Table 4.6 are proposed and were developed as a part of the 
development of this RTP. Change to read ““Non-programmed projects in the RTP 
will be ranked on specific selection criteria.  Table 4.6 shows the selection criteria 
used to select future RTIP projects.” This is similar to Caltrans specific comment No. 
38. 

 
49. Page 74, Current Official SHOPP, 2nd and 4th paragraphs 
In the 2nd paragraph, change to “SHOPP Program is called the…”  

 
50. Page 75, STIP Project and Program Priorities 
“… have been programmed to completion and are funded within…” 

 
51. Page 75, State Highways 
Update this with the actual numbers that were used in the document. 

 
52. Page 76, Highway Bridge Projects 
Rename the 20 million from the long range to being unfunded projects. 
 
53. Page 79, Federal Sources 
This list of bullets is not quite equal. All of the funding types are part of SAFETEA-
LU. Change to read: “The following revenue programs that are part of SAFETEA-LU 
were assumed to be available and projected for purposes of this RTP: 
 

 RSTP 
 TE 
 HBP 
 5311 
 AIP 

 
The SAFETEA-LU program is described and each funding source is described 
below.” 

 
54. Page 80, SAFETEA-LU, last sentence 
“… county road system and the state highway system.” Add a sentence that reads. 
“There are a number of highway, transit, and rail discretionary programs available to 
California applicants authorized by various sections of SAFETEA-LU. Funding for 
these programs vary, some are formula driven and others are nationally competitive. 
Funds are distributed over the five-year life of SAFETEA-LU. On September 30, 
2009, SAFETEA-LU will expire. In January 2009, Congress and the Administration 
will start working on the next authorization bill. The following types of federal 
funding are currently available under SAFETEA-LU.” 
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55. Page 80, Surface Transportation Program 

Change from Surface Transportation Program (STP) to Regional Surface 
Transportation Program (RSTP) to be consistent with other references to the program 
in the RTP. Add “American Recovery and Reinvestment funds are being distributed 
to local agencies via this formula” to the end of the paragraph. 

56. Page 80, Federal Indian Reservation Roads Program 
Add the following text: 
 
“The Indian Reservation Roads Program addresses transportation needs of tribes by 
providing funds for planning, designing, construction, and maintenance activities. 
The program is jointly administered by the Federal Highway Administration’s 
Federals Lands Highway Office and the Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA) in accordance 
with an interagency agreement. The Indian Reservation Roads are public roads which 
provide access to and within Indian reservations, Indian trust land, restricted Indian 
land, and Alaska native villages. Approximately 25,000 miles are under the 
jurisdiction of BIA and tribes and another 24,000 are under State and local 
ownership. IRR funds can be used for any type Title 23 transportation project 
providing access to or within Federal or Indian lands and may be used for the 
State/local matching share for apportioned Federal-aid Highway Funds. The BIA and 
Tribal governments undertake most of the design and construction of IRR projects. 
Under Public Law 93-638 contracts, Tribal governments can develop and operate 
portions of the IRR Program within its boundary. These funds can be applied to both 
BIA roads and also County roads that are on tribal government land.” 
 
57. Page 82, TDA 
Only LTF funds can be used for local streets and roads so this is not quite an accurate 
pairing. Change the 2nd sentence to read “LTF funds may be used… …hearing 
process, that all unmet transit needs that are ‘reasonable to meet’ are funded.” Also, 
ESTA is not the only transit claimant. “In past cycles, transit claimants have used all 
available…” 

 
58. Page 82, Add Proposition 1B – Local Streets and Roads Section 
“Proposition 1B – Local Streets and Roads  
These funds are used for improvements to transportation facilities that will assist in 
reducing local traffic congestion and further deterioration, improving traffic flows, or 
increasing traffic safety that may include, but not be limited to, street and highway 
pavement maintenance, rehabilitation, installation, construction and reconstruction of 
necessary associated facilities such as drainage and traffic control devices, or the 
maintenance, rehabilitation, installation, construction and reconstruction of facilities 
that expand rider ship on transit systems, safety projects to reduce fatalities, or as a 
local match to obtain state or federal transportation funds for similar purposes.  Funds 
will be allocated, upon appropriation by the Legislature, by formula to the City and 
the County.” 
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59. Page 83, AIP Matching Grants 
“The airport must also meet FAA eligibility…” Also the second to last sentence 
should be changed as it confuses the AIP grant with the Matching Grant. Change to 
read “These matching grants can be used for up to 5% of FAA grants to airports.” 

 
60. Page 84, Bond Measures 
Add a sentence qualifying the effectiveness of a bond measure in Inyo County. “ 
“Inyo County, with a small population base and a large roadway system, is not the 
ideal place for this type of funding. It would be difficult to justify an increase in 
property tax, given the limited result of any such project.”  
 
61. Page 86, Table 5.2 
See changes to Table E.5, page viii. 
 
62. Page 87, Table 5.3 
See changes to Table E.6, page ix. 

 
63. Pages 89, Alternative 1 
Make changes consistent with changes earlier in document. 

 
64. Pages 89-90, Alternative 2 
Make changes consistent with changes earlier in document. 

 
65. Pages 90, Alternative 4 
Change to read “implementation of a Traffic Impact Fee (TIF) impractical.” Also, the 
primary goal for local roads is to maintain them and make safety improvements as 
necessary.  

 
66. Page 90, Support Actions to Maximize Limited Funding, 2nd paragraph, 1st 

sentence. 
“STIP funds should be used in the most congested and impacted areas…” The 
emphasis on capacity enhancement is not consistent with the RTP elsewhere, or the 
County’s needs as a whole. Congestion is a secondary issue in Inyo County to 
maintenance and safety of existing facilities. Change as follows: “STIP funds should 
be used for safety, maintenance, and capacity improvements for impacted areas on 
State highways and city and county roads.” 

 
67. Page 91, Support Actions to Maximize Limited Funding, Arambula 
It is not advisable to mention a bill that has not been passed and that the final form of 
the legislation is unknown. Change to read: “Search for a new source of maintenance 
funding to off-set the drain on STIP dollars. This could involve the passing of 
legislation at the State level that would allow some percentage of the regional STIP 
shares to be used for local streets and roads.” 
 
68. Page 91, Support Actions to Maximize Limited Funding, last sentence 
It is unclear what is meant with this section. Where will the funding originate? How 
will this be created? Delete the last sentence.  
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69. Entire Document 
The RTP is referred to as the 2007/08 RTP update. To eliminate future confusion, 
change this throughout the document to read the RTP instead of 2007/08 RTP. The 
RTP was developed from 2007 to 2009. The date of approval of the RT P will be on 
the cover of the document. 
 
70. Appendix 1A 
This section inadvertently included the Technical Advisory Council and the Citizens 
Advisory Committee, both of which have been deleted. This section will be deleted 
from the text. 

 
71. Appendix 4A 
Insert the more recent 2008 STIP. 
 
72. Appendix 4G 
Re-name the long-range bridge projects as Unfunded Bridges, change title 
accordingly. 
 
73. Appendix 4E – Short-Range Capital Improvement Program (0-10 years) and 

inclusion of possible projects part of 2009 Economic Stimulus Package 
The RTP is a financially constrained document. Since the completion of the draft 
document, the Federal Government has announced its intention to create an economic 
stimulus package. This is anticipated to create capital funding for transportation 
projects. At this point, the amount of funding that will be available to Inyo County 
and the City of Bishop is unclear. Since the funding is federally constrained, only 
“Federal Aid Routes” will be eligible to receive funding. North Barlow Lane and 
Hanby Street have been added to the short-range project list. The funding is not 
specifically described. The two projects will use the entire amount available to Inyo 
County. 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
District 9
500 South Main Street
Bishop, California 93514
PHONE (760) 872-0659 Flex your powel
FAX (760) 872-0754 Be energy efficient!
TrY (760) 872-0659

February 9, 2009

Mr. Courtney Smith
Inyo County Local Transportation Commission
P.O. Drawer Q
Independence, CA 93526

Dear Mr. Smith:

Draft Inyo County Regional Transportation Plan Review and Comments

Thank you for giving the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) the opportunity to
review and comment on the Draft Inyo County Regional Transportation Plan (DRTP). Inyo LTC
is commended for providing a clearly written, logically laid out document that went well beyond
minimum requirements. This is an exemplary RTP that includes discussions of Purpose and
Need and Green House Gases, explicit consistency statements, identification of tribal road
projects, a description of your public participation process and a summary of what new elements
have been added to this RTP update.

A separate attachment with general and specific comments is provided for your consideration. If
you have any questions concerning these comments or the preparation of the DRTP, please
contact me at (760) 872-0659.

Sincerely,, /

77’
FOREST BECKET -

Regional Planner

Attachment: 2009 Inyo Draft RTP Caltrans Comments

c: Terry Farris Office of Regional and Interagency Planning

(‘alirans improves mobility across Caflfornia”



General Comments - Inyo RTP Update January 2009
Comment # Page # an Section General comment refers to General Comment

1

Executive Summary clarifying who will use the RTP document for decision-making, the relationship of 
the LTC, County and City board members, any staff sharing, and duplicate General 
Plan goal or policy statements.

2 throughout Inyo County base maps incorrectly uses the State Route shield for 6 instead of the US 
Route shield

3 throughout tables which use shading as an indicator should use something else since shading does 
not come through well in black/white printed document copies 

4 Page 25 Table 2.9 and elsewhere Consistently use the tern "Collision" instead of "Accidents" (which is often used elsewhere).
5 page v and elsewhere Local Funding Initiative Good to include this section with feasibility of options
6 page 72 Tribal Governments Good to document tribal feedback (or lack thereof)  

7 page 84 Traffic Mitigation Fees
FYI - The Vons/Kmart Center in Bishop did pay a traffic mitigation fee as a development 
condition.  

8

Page 92, Environmental Assessment Please provide a copy of the Inyo county LTC board certified Negative 
Declaration for the RTP to State of California, Department of Transportation, 
Division of Transportation Planning, 1120 ‘N’ Street, Mail Station 32, 
Sacramento, CA 95814. Attention ORIP.

9

Section 1.Coordination with Indian Tribal Governments,
Page 8.

Tribal Governments are sovereign entities; therefore, government-to-government
relations should be conducted through formal coordination, consultation, and
collaborative processes with each Tribe. ICLTC can accomplish this by requesting
to be placed on the next Tribal Council Agenda to discuss the RTP. All Tribal
government-to-government relations should be documented. Notification and
sending copies of the draft RTP is an insufficient consultation effort and
considered only a single protocol/step when conducting formal Tribal government-
to-government relations. These activities are separate and different from the Public
Participation Process.  23CFR 450.316 and 450.322



10

Section 4. Action Element, Page 59; Tribal Governments –
Transportation Projects, Pages 72-73.

As stated above, Tribal Governments are sovereign entities. Therefore, government-
to-government relations should be conducted through formal coordination,
consultation, and collaborative processes with each Tribe. ICLTC can accomplish
this by requesting to be placed on the next Tribal Council Agenda to discuss the
draft RTP. All Tribal government-to-government relations should be documented.
Contacting the Tribal Governments by phone and e-mail to solicit project and issue
identification (page 72 of Draft RTP) is an insufficient consultation effort and
considered only a single protocol/step when conducting formal Tribal government-
to-government relations. These activities are separate and different from the
Public Participation Process.  23CFR 450.316 and 450.322

11

Section 5 - Financial Element. Based upon federal programming requirements please indicate, discuss, and
document activities on whether or not funding has been allocated to any Tribes or
projects that were identified by the Tribes to meet their community needs. 23 CFR,
Sections 134 and 135.

12

Page 13, Roadway Classifications You may want to note that capacity projects on Principal Arterials in 
nonattainment areas are by definition regionally significant under the Conformity 
Regulations. Regionally significant projects must have a regional analysis done 
thus triggering emission inventories for those roads in nonattainment areas.



Specific Comments - Inyo RTP Update January 2009
Comment 
Number

Page Number refers to Specific Comment Comments

1
Page 6

Reference to NEPA as the National Environmental Protection Act. It should be National 
Environmental Policy Act

2 Page 41 - ITS Specifically, In regard to the third bullet:  CT is planning an ITS project which will install a 
road and weather information system and  closed circuit television camera sysem to 
monitor and report weather conditions on US 395 near Dunmovin Hill. 

3 pg 37 under Rail Service, third line Mojave is spelled Jojave
4 pg 41 under ITS Architecture I don't believe we have any "In-pavement ice warning information"
5 pg 41 under ITS Architecture Perhaps a mention of 511 road information would be appropriate.
6 page 7 Other Plans and Studies The Bishop Area Access & Circulation Study is final - July 2007
7

Page 9 Table 1.4
Bishop Tribal Chair is Monty Bengocia; Lone Pine Tribal Chair is Richard Button; Lone Pine
Tribal Chair spelling of last name is Dahlberg

8 page 29 Public Transit 1st pp, 2nd sentence for consistency  add  ". . . and Friday . . .between Bishop and Reno."
9 page 31 Existing Transit Service map is incomplete since it does not show the Reno or Lancaster connections
10 page 34 Aviation Facilities reword 1st sentence to "Commercial air freight service is limited, yet vital."  If this is what is 

meant (don’t think that transportation of people via air service is vital). 
11 page 37 Pipelines Correct statement re: the L.A. aqueduct since it is open air, not covered for much of the 

way.
12 page 37 Rail Service Clarify or delete - re: a plan to get a tourist rail from Laws to Lone Pine.
13 page 37 Bicycle and Pedestrian Facilities for consistency use "SR" (for State Route) not "CA"  
14 page 37 Table 2.15 3rd entry replace "Seibu" with "See Vee"
15 page 49 Objective 2.2 for clarification, suggest title be "Review of Private Development Projects" 
16 page 49 Policy 2.2.1 rename title and reword: Access Management. Provide optimal safe access from public 

roadways to . . .   Examine dedications of right-of-way/ access rights/shared driveways, etc. 

17 page 49 Policy 2.2.2 rename title and reword: Minimum Transportation Impacts. Ensure that all private 
development projects address impacts to the transportation system and mitigate 
accordingly. 

18 Cover Page and page i, Executive summary Please add the specific planning horizon years that this plan will cover e.g.  2009 
Inyo County Regional Transportation Plan (2009-2030) and  ‘The planning 
horizon years for the 2009 RTP are 2009 to 2030’.

19 Page i, iv, Executive summary, Page 1, Page 7  We suggest inserting the year 2001 or 2002 after the first word in the first 
sentence of the first paragraph for clarity. Please be consistent regarding the year 
of the previous RTP either 2001 or 2002. It seems to vary throughout the 
document.



20 Page i, Executive summary You may want to add the years associated with each Tier discussed. E.g. Projects
are categorized as Tier 1 (0-5 years), Tier 2 (6-10 years) Tier 3 (11-20 years) or
unfunded.

21 Page ii, Executive summary, 2nd paragraph, last 
sentence and Page 5,Travel, 3rd paragraph

As noted above, the last sentence may be an example of County-LTC shared
components. As written, the reference to whose “circulation system” is unclear. If
it is the case, please clarify as follows: ‘ The interconnected roadway network,
consisting of (County? and city roads? ), U.S. 395, Highway 6, State routes
127,136,168,178 and 190, is the basis for the “circulation system” referred to in
both this RTP and the Circulation element of Inyo County’s? City of Bishops?
General Plan (s).

22 Page ii, Executive summary and Page 2, Figure 1 A vicinity map covering a slightly larger area would be helpful for those readers
who unfamiliar with the location of Reno, NV  and Lancaster, CA.

23 Page iv, Executive summary, Vision Statement Does the first sentence mean that Inyo County’s General Plan Goals and Policy
report that is posted on the County’s website, is being used as the ‘vision’ for the
Inyo County LTC and this RTP update? Additionally, page 10 shows the General
Plan and RTP Goals and Policies together. Are they the same ?

24 Page v, Executive summary, Regional and Local Issues, 
last two sentences 

The reference to “the County” doesn’t make sense in the context of the next 
sentence which refers to the RTP that is prepared and approved by Inyo County 
LTC. Should “the County” be Inyo County LTC ?

25 Page viii, Executive summary, Comparison of Roadway 
Improvement Costs to Expected Revenues, 2.

Please explain the terms “local SHOPP” and “local STIP”. Would the 
establishment of such local programs need enabling legislation from the State? 
As correctly noted in 1., current statute prohibits  STIP funding from being used 
for SHOPP rehabilitation projects.

26 Page ix, Executive summary, Table E.6 You may want to consider dividing the Short Range Cost table into separate 
columns for Tier 1 and Tier 2 projects to parallel the description on page i.

27 Page 12, Transportation Systems Maintenance, and 
Page 27, Goods Movement

You may wish to revisit revenue discussions in light of the severe budget crisis and 
update as needed. 

28 Page 12,  Transportation Systems Maintenance, and 
Page 13, Roadway System, 1st paragraph

You want to clarify the text or delete the Note on page 12 which states that the number of 
lanes miles for the County is unknown in view of the roadway system mileage estimates 
given on page 13. It is confusing as written. 



29 Page 14, State Route 127 and Page 46, Table 3.1, 
Emergency Preparedness

Although the opportunity to coordinate transit with emergency events has been 
identified as an issue, given the potential for transporting nuclear waste on State 
route 127 and the location of the Clear Lake weapon center, we would encourage 
the development of policy statements and the inclusion of a separate section 
discussing emergency planning in the RTP. Potential funding sources for the 
preparation of Transit Emergency plans may include the CA department of 
Homeland Security and the CA Office of Emergency Services.

30 Page 25, Safety We suggest changing the section title to Highway Safety to better reflect the 
scope of the discussion and data presented for State highways only.

31 Page 29, Public Transit Summary, IMAAA Please specify what constitutes “escorted rides” and “various transportation 
services” for the Native American Tribes listed.

32 Page 37, Bicycle and Pedestrian Facilities  Please provide a brief description of what constitutes a class I, II and III bike 
route.

33 Page 42, Air Quality Please add the following information to the Air Quality discussion: The Owens 
Valley Federal PM10 area did not attain on schedule. A new SIP providing for 
attainment as expeditiously as possible must be developed. Road dust and other 
transportation related PM 10 emissions may be significant under the new SIP.

34 Page 43, Policy Element, Page 44, Alternatives, and 
Page 50, Objective 2.4, Relationship Between RTP and 
General Plans

Please re-write or clarify the first sentence on page 43. The purpose of this Policy element 
is to identify legislative, planning, financial and institutional issues and requirements in the 
Inyo County LTC Regional Transportation Plan. If, on the other hand, the policy element 
and/or alternatives are being used by other governmental agencies such as Inyo County or 
the City of Bishop please explain how policies, documents and staff are being shared in 
partnership to affect a genuine land-use/ transportation connection. Please expand on 
Objective 2.4.  

35 Page 48, Goals, Objectives and Policies It appears that Inyo County LTC is missing from the second sentence that describes the 
applicability of the vision and priorities for action.

36 Page 49, Regional Policy, first sentence Please clarify that Inyo County LTC will be the agency to use the performance measure as 
a basis for selecting RTP projects.

37 Page 57, Climate Change and Green House Gas 
Emissions

We suggest the following changes to paragraph two: The request emphasized that 
RTP’s should utilize accurate models aimed at reducing vehicle trips. The CTC 
established two working subgroups, one for land use and the other for modeling. 
Feedback from these groups were used as the basis for the May 29,2008 
Addendum to the RTP guidelines. The Addendum…

38 Page 69 and 70, Non-Programmed project Ranking 
Criteria

Are non-programmed projects illustrative i.e. unconstrained projects? And can 
you say more about what the scoring points mean on Table 4.6?



39 Table 4.1, RTP Measure 1A Suggest narrowing this down to specific State Routes (US 395 & SR 168) that have a 
significant commute type function with specific congested (perhaps for the peak hour) 
segments selected with endpoints (i.e. Line Street – Barlow to Main, Bishop Main Street, 
North Sierra Highway, Big Pine to Bishop, etc.)

40 Table 4.6, Non-auto Modes Low, Medium, and High works if it is somehow qualified, but suggest having something 
similar to “Accessibility.”  Examples: Provides connectivity between housing and service 
nodes, Provides connectivity to community centers/ major destinations, provides needed 
non-motorized safety improvements, facilitates gap closure, etc.









 



STATE OF CALlFQaNIA

NATIVE AMERICAN HERITAGE COMMISSION
915CAPITQl MAll, ROOM 364
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814
(916) 653-62fi1
Fax (916) 65lT5390
Web Site www nahc.ca goy
e-mail: ds_na~c@pacbell.net

February 2, 2009

Courtney Smith, Transportation Planner
INYO COUNTY LOCAL TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION
P.O. Drawer Q
Independence, CA 93526

AmoldSCbwarzenegger Governor

RECEIVED

FEB - 5 2009

INYOCOUN1Y
PUBLIC WORKS

Re: SCH#2008121132: CEQA Notice of Completion: proposed Negative Declaration for the Inyo County Regional
Transportation Plan: Inyo County, California

Dear Ms, Smith:

The Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) is the state 'trustee agency' pursuant to Public
Resources Code §21070 designated to protect California's Native American Cultural Resources. The California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires that any project that causes a substantial adverse change in the
significance of an historical resource, that includes archaeological resources, is a 'significant effect' reqUiring the
preparation of an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) per the California Code of Regulations §15064.5(b)(c )(f) CEQA
guidelines). Section 15382 of the 2007 CEQA Guidelines defines a significant impact on the environment as "a
sUbstantial,or potentially substantial,advf:lrse change in any of physical conditions within an area affected by the
proposed project, in6luding ... objecis' ofhistoric oraestheticsignificance." ,In (nder to comply with this provision,
the lead agency is re~uired to'assess whetherthe project will have an adverSe impact on theseresoutceswithin the
'area ofpoterltlareffe'Ct'(APE>,~and lfso/to'mitigate that effect To adequatelyassesstheproject~relatedimpacts on
historical re$ources;' tHe COmmission recommends the following' action:,' ','
~ Contact tbe appropriate CaiifoniiaHistoricResoorces InformatidnCenrer (CHRIS) fo'r possible 'recorded sites' in
locationswheretne development Will ormighfoccur.. 'Contact information'forthelnformatiOnGenter nearest you is
available from the State Office of Historic Preservation (916/65J:.7278)/ httpJIwww;ohp,parks.ca.gov. The record
search will determine:
• If apart or the entire APr:: has beenpreviously surveyed for cultural resources. '
• If any known cultural resources have already' been recorded in oradjacentto theAPE.
• If the pr~bability is low,moderate,'or'high thalcultUral resources are located in theAPE.
• If a survey is required tbdeterminewhethefpreviously unrecorded cultural resources are present:
~ If an archaeblogicalinventorysurvey is required, the filialstagElis the preparation of a professional report detailing
the findings an<:trecommelidations oUhe records search and field survey. '
• The fifJ~1reportcontai,~fng§!{e.fQfJl)§,site§igriifican~, "a.11<imi@~tiol'lmeasurers s~ouldl?esubmitted

immediately to theplannirig department. All information reglirdilig site locations, Native American human
remains, and associated funerary objects should be in a separate confidential addendum, and not be made
available for pubic disclosure.

• The final written report should be submitted within 3 months after work has been completed to the appropriate
regional archaeological Information Center.

~ The Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) performed:
* ASacred Lands File (SLF) search of the project 'area of potential effect (APE)': The results: No known
Native Arneri~anCultural,Resources were, identified within one-half mile of the 'area ofpotential effect'
(APEl. :'; ,,However the NAHC'SLF'is not exhaustive'and local, tnbal contaCtS should be consulted from the
attached list and the there are Nawe:Arnerican cultural resources in close proximity..

• IheNAHC adViSes the' use ofNatWe AmencanMonitors,also; When professional archaeologistsorthe
equivalent areemplbyedbyprojectpr0Ponelits,inorder to ensure proper ideritifitatioliand care given cultural
resources that may be discovered. TheNAHC, FURTHER, recommends that contact be made with Native
American Contacts 011 the 'attached list to gettileir inpufonpotentiallMPACT oUhe project (APE) on cultural
resources.. In some cases, the existence of a NatiVe American cultural resources may be known only to a local
tribe(s) or Native American individuals or elders.

.'1,Lack ofsurface'evldelic~ofarcHeological r-esources,does not preclude theirsubsurface existence.
• ','.Lead'agenci'es sHoUld Inctude in theitmitigatiOll, plan provisionsfortheidentificatioi'l'and ev'aluati'on of "

•:ateidentaUy discmferedarcheological resburces; per:California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) §15064:5 (f).
In areas'ofidentifiedarchseological sensiti~ity,a'certifiedarchaeologist and a culturaUy affiliated Native
Ameritan; :with 'kndWledgelncultural:resOurces;should,monitor'all 'grotm~di~tutbing'aCtivities.','

.' Again, a'culfu rany~ffiilat'edNative Amencan tribe may be:the orily-source (jf in'fomiatiori'about a Sacred
Site/Native America'n cultural resource. ' ,,~,



• Lead agencies should include in their mitigation plan provisions for the disposition of recovered artifacts, in
consultation with culturally affiliated Native Americans.

..J Lead agencies should include provisions for discovery of Native American human remains or unmarked cemeteries
in their mitigation plans.

.. CEQA GUidelines, Section 15064.5(d) requires the lead agency to work with the Native Americans identified
by this Commission if the initial Study identifies the presence or likely presence of Native American human
remains within the APE. CEQA Guidelines provide for agreements with Native American, identified by the
NAHC, to assure the appropriate and dignified treatment of Native American human remains and any associated
grave liens.

..J Health and Safety Code §7050.5, Public Resources Code §5097.98 and Sec. §15064.5 (d) ofthe California Code
of Regulations (CEQA Guidelines) mandate procedures to be followed, including that construction or excavation be
stopped in the event of an accidental discovery of any human remains in a location other than a dedicated cemetery
until the county coroner or medical examiner can determine whether the remains are those of a Native American.
Note that §7052 of the Health & Safety Code states that disturbance of Native American cemeteries is a felony.
..J Lead agencies should consider avoidance. as defined in §15370 of the California Code of Regulations (CEQA
Guidelines). when significant cultural resources are discovered during the course of project planning and
implementation

Please feel free to contact me at (916) 653-6251 if you have any questions.

Attachment: List of tive American Contacts

Cc: State Clearinghouse




