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AGENDA 
January 12, 2015 – 9:00 A.M. 

Town/County Conference Room, Minaret Village Mall, Mammoth Lakes 
Teleconference at CAO Conference Room, Bridgeport 

 
*Agenda sequence (see note following agenda). 

1. CALL TO ORDER & PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 
 

2. PUBLIC COMMENT 
 

3. MINUTES: Approve minutes of December 8, 2014 – p.3  
  

4. ADMINISTRATION  
A. Resolution of appreciation for retiring Town engineer Peter Bernasconi 
B. LTC Commissioner Handbook update – p.7 

C. Receive and accept LTC audit report 2013-14 & provide any desired direction to staff (Megan 
Mahaffey) – p.13 

D. Overall Work Program (OWP) 2015-16 initial discussion & provide any desired direction to 
staff (Megan Mahaffey) – p.17 

E. Regional Transportation Plan (RTP): Continue discussion of RTP update including 
commissioner comments & provide any desired direction to staff (Gerry Le Francois) – p.20 
 

5. COMMISSIONER REPORTS 
 
6. LOCAL TRANSPORTATION: No items 

 

7. TRANSIT 

A. Eastern Sierra Transit Authority (ESTA) update 

B. Yosemite Area Regional Transportation System (YARTS) update 

  
8. CALTRANS 

A. SR 108 truck restriction update – p.26 

B. US 6 Chalfant intersection status 

C. Traffic count update 

D. Bridgeport Main Street monitoring report (Wendy Sugimura) – p.56 

E. Report activities in Mono County & provide pertinent statewide information 
 

9. INFORMATIONAL 
A. “Tesla investing in Lone Pine” – p.67 

10. UPCOMING AGENDA ITEMS  

11. ADJOURN to February 9, 2015                                                                 More on back…  

mailto:commdev@mono.ca.gov


 

*NOTE: Although the LTC generally strives to follow the agenda sequence, it reserves the right to take any agenda 

item – other than a noticed public hearing – in any order, and at any time after its meeting starts. The Local 
Transportation Commission encourages public attendance and participation.  

In compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act, anyone who needs special assistance to attend this meeting can 
contact the commission secretary at 760-924-1804 within 48 hours prior to the meeting in order to ensure accessibility (see 
42 USCS 12132, 28CFR 35.130). 
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DRAFT MINUTES 
December 8, 2014  

 
COUNTY COMMISSIONERS:  Larry Johnston, Fred Stump   ABSENT: Tim Fesko 
TOWN COMMISSIONERS:  Jo Bacon, Sandy Hogan, Shields Richardson, alternate John Wentworth  
COUNTY STAFF:  Scott Burns, Jeff Walters (videoconference), Gerry Le Francois, Garrett Higerd, Megan 
Mahaffey, C.D. Ritter  
TOWN STAFF:  Peter Bernasconi 
CALTRANS:  Ryan Dermody, Dennee Alcala, Michael Beauchamp  
ESTA:  John Helm 

1. CALL TO ORDER & PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE: Chair Jo Bacon called the meeting to order at 9:01 a.m. 
and attendees recited the pledge of allegiance. 

2. INTRODUCTION OF COMMISSIONER SHIELDS RICHARDSON.  

3. PUBLIC COMMENT: Peter Bernasconi outlined Town projects nearing completion. 

4. MINUTES:  

MOTION: Approve minutes of Special Meeting November 3, 2014, as amended: 1) Item 4, line 7: At 
a previous meeting, Tom Hallenbeck committed to looking at organizing all data…; 2) Item 5, Wheeler 
Crest: Commissioner Stump wanted emergency egress route from Rimrock Ranch lower portion back to 
Swall Meadows Road…; 3) Item 7A: …Reds Meadow shuttle with 13,000 130,000 trips…  
(Hogan/Johnston. Ayes: 3. Absent: Fesko. Abstain due to absence: Richardson.) 
  

5. ADMINISTRATION  
A. Local Transportation Fund & Audit: Megan Mahaffey noted overage of $54,045.63 above projected 
and $44,045.63 above allocated. Priority list set up? Will do breakdown for percentages in January. 

 
B. Regional Transportation Plan (RTP): Gerry Le Francois outlined Ch. 4 last month on community 
policies, will discuss Ch. 3 on regional policy now. Mono uses RTP as its Circulation Element, unlike many other 
Regional Transportation Planning Agencies (RTPAs). Financial element was rewritten last year. Ch. 3 has 12 
topics, including land use issues, economic factors, and environmental issues.  
 Policy 3, Obj. 3.1:  State, Town, County endorse “fix it first.” SB 743 approved, looking at CEQA level of 
service on streets de-emphasized. Formatting errors exist.  
 P. 78: June Lake CAC wants to emphasize YARTS (Yosemite Area Regional Transportation System) 
shuttle stops.  
 P. 79-82: Greenhouse gas section is new. Baseline for GHG analysis will be more prominent, go after 
competitive dollars. Allows smaller projects to tier off new GP EIR, not do their own analysis.  
 P. 80, Obj. 2.4:  Bike and trails plans rephrased as Active Transportation Plan (ATP), on competitive basis. 
 P. 80, Obj. 3.4:  Electric vehicles, charging stations. Commissioner Johnston asked about natural gas. Not 
as good as electric, but cost-effective if natural gas source exists, which Eastern Sierra does not have. Exists at 
China Lake, Tahoe, and Reno. Effort by Inyo/Mono to have liquefied brought in, depressurized. Not enough 
vehicles are convertible. If fueling stations have liquefied gas, potential exists. Propane has conversion 
question. John Helm stated YARTS uses conventional diesel, which, according to Commissioner Hogan, is not 
as good for elevation changes. Commissioner Stump thought propane storage facilities would be an issue. 
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Can’t support compression ratios to run vehicles at altitude. Compression does not support heavy vehicles. 
Johnston: Distribution system in ground at Mammoth Lakes for natural gas (yellow pipes)? Peter Bernasconi 
stated they’re used for propane.  
 Policy 4: Note: Part of videoconferencing was paid by LTC. Environment: Deer kills become wildlife/vehicle 
collisions. Caltrans and staff met on this issue. 
 P. 86: Livable communities: Acknowledged Caltrans and Mono on Bridgeport Main Street. Other 
communities are working with Opticos Consultants. Johnston cited no system for evaluating success/non-
success. Issues with head-in from across street occurred at first, but since then most are complying. Ryan 
Dermody stated Caltrans looks at accident rates and compliance. What would Johnston like to see? Johnston: 
Criteria, such as percentage parking right way, traffic flowing, and no use of center turn-lane for passing. 
Commissioner Hogan recalled Dan Burden visited long ago, set things in place. Le Francois indicated Burden 
did not say how to implement. Dermody emphasized “fix it first.” Long-term maintenance is a big issue.  
 Policy 2:  Rebrand bikes and pedestrians with Active Transportation Plan (ATP). 
 P. 88: Operational improvements: Mono and Caltrans did “intelligent transportation plans.” Referenced in 
current RTP. Existing, insert here. 
 Policy 6:  Service level E will change how monitoring occurs. 
 P. 89: Cell towers: Limited private property land base. Add reference to Digital 395, working on 
implementation plan.  
 P. 90:  Non-motorized ATP to rebrand. Policy 3 is new: Dollars are now competitive. Guidelines are under 
State review. Talk of dropping match, which would help rural areas.  
 Obj. 4.2:  LTC Handbook has non-motorized policy, but tendency to look at non-motorized after the fact. 
Replace defunct Mobility Commission with Planning and Economic Development Commission. 
 Obj. 1.1:  Inyo/Mono prepared coordinated public services plan. 
 P. 94-95: Public participation: User groups have changed, will consult Town staff. Outreach plan with Native 
Americans to deal with sovereign nations. 
 Submit questions/comments to Le Francois. Next version will be in legislative format via email and posted 
on LTC website. Timeline? Major rewrite for MAP-21 and federal funding in December 2013. Scott Burns cited 
EIR on RTP, coordinate with other planning docs. Work with Town on GHG (greenhouse gas) analysis. Tie-in 
with Housing Element? Burns: Consulting HCD on SB 375, not clear on how to implement. Stick with five-year 
cycle on RTP, go to eight-year cycle to coincide with Housing Element.  
 Ch. 5, Action Element: New RTIP/STIP cycle in 2016. Why is SR 203 not on list of state 
highways for access (p. 149)? It will be. Mono is trying for quantifiable measures as well as qualitative. 
Commissioner Stump thought reconfiguration in Bridgeport was to prevent passing and control speed. 
Intent was to maximize parking spaces within length of road, which dovetails with accident data. 
Objectives can provide helpful direction toward evaluation metrics. Ryan Dermody cited a sense of place 
as well. Commissioner Johnston asked if back-in parking was designed for traffic calming. Dermody: 
Prevents backing out conflicts with roadway traffic. Alternate Commissioner Wentworth: How is this effort 
going to engage with USFS, Collaborative Planning Team, Digital 395 sites, and trailheads? Integrate 
stakeholders into process, and get regional partnerships working together. 
 

6. COMMISSIONER REPORTS: Hogan: Conway Ranch easement has closed. Johnston: California State 
Association of Counties (CSAC) meeting said State has $2 billion surplus, but formulas eliminate surplus and 
most money goes to schools. Most State revenue comes from capital gains taxes. Funding sources for 
transportation projects are not keeping pace with vehicle miles, as electric vehicles pay no gas tax. When do 
electric vehicles pay fair share of road tax? Initiating new systems of logging vehicle miles traveled, possibly a 
GPS tracking device; will test 6,000 vehicles as source of funding. Should have kept gas tax indexed to cost for 
gas, not flat rate. Mountain counties on west side are in red zone, but not Inyo and Mono. Garrett Higerd 
mentioned county engineers association hired one major consultant. Mono has moved toward more-
comprehensive view of its roads on more-regular basis. Get new ratings on paved road network next year, 
compare to 2013 data. Johnston noted grant for biomass facility to heat Bridgeport road shop. Bacon: Inyo 
National Forest mules will be in Rose Parade, one string highlighting transport of fire crews.   
 

7. LOCAL TRANSPORTATION 

A. Non-motorized project development process: Scott Burns introduced annual check-in, requested 
by Commissioner Johnston. Coincides with new requirements for local and state jurisdictions. Burns cited 
examples: 1) Meridian Boulevard was first capacity-decreasing STIP project; 2) Mono was at forefront on 
projects such as sidewalks in Lee Vining, project managers seek input; 3) Caltrans has complete streets policy, 
with action plan updated last month; 4) Bridgeport Main Street; 5) Town’s safe routes to schools; 6) Applied for 
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another grant to mimic Bridgeport’s effort for Lee Vining community; 7) RTP has complete streets, sustainable 
communities integrated; and 8) Normal planning permit process looks at non-motorized; e.g., parking 
requirement reduction.  
 Johnston: Remarkable job in providing for non-motorized. Over time, though, staff changes, so embodying 
policy in practice is needed. He mentioned three areas: 
 1) Meridian Boulevard: Peter Bernasconi noted Town utilized STIP dollars, reached out to residents at 
three public meetings with overall concept, and additional outreach via Mobility Commission;  
 2) US 395 northbound overlay: Chip-seal projects extended to shoulders, worked well on travel lanes, but 
forever remained as impediment to good cycling. Ryan Dermody cited statewide concern in Sacramento, and 
more sand was added to chip-seal treatment. Commissioner Stump indicated Eastside Velo found shoulder 
north of 203 much smoother; and  
 3) Rock Creek Road: Eastside Velo was contacted repeatedly, and appreciated overall effort here and at 
Convict. John Armstrong, former LTC commissioner and president of Eastside Velo, advocated. Garrett Higerd 
noted Inyo National Forest was integral partner in early grant-writing process, with recreation staff involved early 
on. Newer concept for FHWA is bike climbing lane, but not downhill. Unique project. Support came way up front 
and all along. Construction was scheduled with different groups to reduce time and inconvenience. Everest 
Challenge bike race organizer was involved (project to be completed by next year’s race). Johnston: Uphill 
climbing lane is unique; good experience on Benton Crossing Road as well. Concern about future maintenance 
of Benton Crossing. Urged Jeff Walters to contact cyclists before chip-seal projects. Dermody: District 9 is 
working on multimodal plan focusing on bikes and pedestrians; will reach out. Wentworth: Add Lake Mary Road 
interface in Lakes Basin on measurable outcomes. 
 

8. TRANSIT 

A. Eastern Sierra Transit Authority (ESTA)  
1. Triennial audit: John Helm described report as favorable. It’s important to compare to other operators 
throughout state. Implemented service changes during audit period to improve system overall. Pursued 
funding opportunities and better mileage tracking. Short-range transit plan every five years; awaiting contract 
from Sacramento. Transit ambassador to improve ridership in Bishop area was suggested, but was declined. 
Corps of volunteers would be difficult to establish. Visiting senior center and Bishop Care Center to educate 
on services. Enhance that activity, maybe create new-rider welcome packet. Technical improvements to 
services, pursue others in future. A needed capital replacement policy would include technical component. 
 Commissioner Stump asked if drivers keep CHP log books. Helm: Only long distance drivers. Stump: 
Performance indicators, service provided from rural areas to medical appointments, etc. despite decrease in 
ridership. How does auditor even know if ambassador would improve ridership? Inyo County is in midst of 
adventure trails issues, but maybe seek local area input on ridership decrease. Helm: Consultant does 
understand unique nature of area. No discontinued service was recommended.   

 MOTION:  Accept ESTA’s triennial audit. (Johnston/Hogan. Ayes: 5. Absent: Fesko.)  
Richardson departed at 10:35, replaced by alternate Wentworth.   

2. Non-Emergency Medical Transportation Program: Patients arrange volunteer driver, ESTA 
reimburses. Program under way since June will expire June 2015. Extend two years. Coordinated plan was 
derived from public process. Commissioner Stump noted senior services staff is available to transport; maybe 
ESTA could reimburse them as well as patient to benefit entire pool in need of service. ESTA coordinates with 
entities providing transportation. Reimbursement form asks why service is needed, avoid double-dipping. 
Stump: Double-dipping if Mono program doesn’t fit? Important to get to medical services. Suggest options.  

 MOTION: Approve ESTA’s non-emergency medical transportation program. (Johnston/Hogan. Ayes: 4. 
Absent: Fesko, Richardson.) 

 

B. Yosemite Area Regional Transportation System (YARTS): Scott Burns noted Dick Whittington’s 
presentation to Madera County. Fresno approved its part of MOU. Merced is recruiting an assistant.  
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9. CALTRANS 
A. Quarterly report: Ryan Dermody added contact information for project managers. Commissioner 
Johnston commended Caltrans on shoulder-widening projects that create safe place for local and long-distance 
cyclists. Garrett Higerd thanked Caltrans for training at Tri-County Fairgrounds. Johnston: Hazards of guard 
rails impaling people has been reported. Future agenda: Are our guard rails that type? Commissioner Stump: 
Defective manufacturing caused failure of guard rail. Higerd: Caltrans design staff is looking at guard rails. 
Lawsuit on certain product. Could be paperwork issue, not submitted through proper channels. Johnston: If 
Mono has poorly designed guard rails, need to address issue. Higerd: Create inventory of guard rails, conduct 
evaluations, and bring up to current standards. Potential fund improvements with other road maintenance, 
package to get safety fund. Create better data. 

 
Activities in Mono County: Ryan Dermody queried Commissioner Johnston about evaluation of 
Bridgeport Main Street. Johnston: Need something to evaluate success and/or problems so other 
communities have criteria on maintenance, accidents, school crossings, and business parking. Final step 
is enforcement Signing was added after initiation. Scott Burns was contacted by Tahoe, and Dermody 
recalled the Complete Streets project was mentioned during a panel discussion by Caltrans Director 
Malcolm Dougherty at the National Association of City Transportation Officials conference in San 
Francisco. Johnston: Works OK, but what if there’s lots of traffic? Dermody observed back-in parking in 
downtown Kansas City. Johnston: If plow snow into center lane, how would it work in winter?  
 Katy Walton’s husband died week prior to Thanksgiving. Send a card from LTC? Dermody introduced 
Michael Beauchamp, acting District 9 director, who gave a brief bio. He commended how small government 
works, with open communication and good relationships. Commissioner Hogan responded that because Mono 
is remote, agencies work together, understand problems, restrictions, and constraints.  

 
10. INFORMATIONAL 

A. Local Streets & Roads Needs Assessment  
B. Low-Carbon Transit Operations Program  

11. UPCOMING AGENDA ITEMS: 1) Link to CSAC item; 2) LTF allocation resolution; 3) RTP; 4) OWP 2015-16; 
5) Bridgeport main street evaluation criteria.  

12. ADJOURN at 11:07 a.m. to January 12, 2015. Bacon requested Wentworth’s attendance in her absence.  

Prepared by C.D. Ritter, LTC secretary                                                                        
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I. INTRODUCTION AND PURPOSE 

 
Background 
The Mono County Local Transportation Commission (MCLTC) was created by joint 
resolution of the Mono County Board of Supervisors (Res. 84-93, dated August 21, 1984) 
and the Mammoth Lakes Town Council (Rex. 84-26, dated August 20, 1984). Pursuant to 
Government Code Section 29535, the Mono County Local Transportation Commission 
thus created was designated by the Secretary of Business, Transportation and Housing as 
the regional transportation planning agency for Mono County on October 1, 1984. The 
MCLTC replaced the Mono County Transportation Commission, which served as the 
transportation planning agency for Mono County from April 1, 1972, through December 
1984. 
 
Purpose 
The Mono County LTC serves as the lead transportation and planning and administrative 
agency for transportation projects and programs in the Mono County region. The MCLTC’s 
primary functions include: 

1. Administration of Transportation Development Act (TDA) funds 
2. Preparation, adoption and submittal of a Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) to the 

California Department of Transportation and California Transportation Commission 
3. Preparation of an annual Overall Work Program (OWP) 
4. Preparation and adoption of a Regional Transportation Improvement Program 

(RTIP) 
5. Review of and comment on the Interregional Improvement Plan (IIP) contained in 

the State Transportation Improvement program (STIP)  
6. Review of and prioritization of grant applications for various funding programs 
7. Facilitation of public education, awareness and involvement in regional 

transportation planning and programming 
 
 
II. ORGANIZATION 

 
Membership 
Consistent with state law, the MCLTC consists of six commissioners – three 
commissioners appointed by the Town of Mammoth Lakes Town Council and three 
commissioners appointed by the Mono County Board of Supervisors. Each appointing 
authority may also select up to three alternative members to serve in the absence of their 
respective regular members. In most instances, the appointing authorities select 
commissioners that also serve as members of the Mammoth Lakes Town Council and 
Mono County Board of Supervisors. 
 
In recognition of the strong partnership between the MCLTC and Caltrans, the District 9 
Director or designee is invited to sit at the table with the MCLTC to facilitate Caltrans 
participation and advice on commission matters.  
 
Term of Office 
Each appointed commissioner shall serve until a replacement is named. 
 
Term of Office 
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Each appointed commissioner shall serve until a replacement is named. 
  
Chair and Vice-Chair 
The Chair and Vice-Chair shall be elected by a majority vote of members present in 
February or as soon thereafter as possible, or at a regular meeting after a vacancy occurs. 
The Chair position shall alternate between Town and County commissioners. The Chair 
shall preside at all meetings, call special meetings, and perform such other duties as may 
be assigned by the MCLTC. The Vice-Chair shall perform all duties of the Chair in the 
latter’s absence or disability. 
 
Meetings 
The MCLTC meets the second Monday of every month, unless a lack of business or 
agenda items allows the monthly meeting to be canceled, or a special meeting is deemed 
necessary. Regular meetings are held at 9:00 a.m. at the Town/County Conference Room 
in Mammoth Lakes. The MCLTC also meets occasionally in the evening and/or in various 
unincorporated communities to facilitate public involvement. Special meetings may be 
called with the concurrence of the Chair to accommodate special circumstances, such as 
to facilitate community involvement, accommodate commission scheduling conflicts or to 
address pressing commission business. All MCLTC meetings shall be publicly noticed and 
conducted in accordance with applicable public meeting laws. 
 
Quorums 
Any four or more commissioners in attendance at an MCLTC meeting shall constitute a 
quorum. All actions taken by a quorum at a noticed meeting shall be binding and carry the 
full force and effect of the MCLTC. 
 
Agendas 
Meeting agendas shall be prepared by staff and posted by the Commission Secretary in 
accordance with all applicable laws. Agenda items and supporting materials shall be 
submitted to the Commission Secretary no later than 12 calendar days prior to the 
respective MCLTC meeting. Those items needing comments, analysis, legal review, etc. 
shall be submitted at least two weeks prior to the meeting. Agenda items should be 
prepared following the standard report format established by the Executive Director. Staff 
shall assemble and disseminate the final agenda packet to all MCLTC members and the 
Caltrans District 9 Transportation Planning Branch no later than five (5) calendar days 
prior to the respective meeting. 
 
To facilitate agenda preparation and commission follow-ups, a Transportation Technical 
Advisory Committee may meet at least 14 calendar days prior to the commission meeting 
to review and coordinate agenda items. 
 
 

III. ADMINISTRATION 
 

 Administrative Services 
In recent years, Mono County and the Town of Mammoth Lakes have provided staff 
services of the MCLTC via a memorandum of understanding (MOU). The MOU 
(Attachment A) provides for planning services, staff and administrative support for the 
MCLTC in order to fulfill the requirements of the California Transportation Development 
Act, to accomplish the mandated functions of the MCLTC, and to carry out the annual 
Overall Work Program (OWP). The MOU notes that it is in the best interest of the County, 
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Town and MCLTC to continue to implement the most-efficient and professionally 
economical method of providing the aforementioned services, and that a close working 
relationship on a daily basis among the staffs of the three entities has been beneficial to all 
parties. 
 
The division of responsibilities for staff and administrative services is established annually 
based upon the Overall Work Program. Major administrative matters and projects directly 
affecting the incorporated area are the responsibilities of the Town Public Works and 
Planning departments, whereas major administrative matters and projects directly 
affecting the unincorporated area are the responsibilities of the County Public Works and 
Planning departments. 
 
County staff handles routine administrative and secretarial matters, and County staff has 
filled the positions of Executive Director, Commission Secretary, and Commission Counsel 
in recent years. The MCLTC secretary is appointed by the Executive Director to maintain 
records, including meeting minutes and project files and to assist staff in preparation and 
dissemination of public notices, agendas, agenda packets, and other official business. 
Technical (engineering, legal and planning) staffing services for the MCLTC are provided 
by the County and Town staff as needed. Appendix B contains job descriptions for the 
various positions in the Town and County that provide staffing services to the MCLTC. 
 
Advisory Committees 
The MCLTC appoints the Mono County Social Services Transportation Advisory Council 
(SSTAC) to advise the commission on transit needs, major transit issues, and coordination 
of specialized transportation services, particularly during the Unmet Needs Hearing 
process. Members of the SSTAC are appointed by the commission in compliance with the 
membership composition requirements of the Transportation Development Act (Section 
99238). Consistent with the Legislature’s intent to avoid duplicative transit advisory 
councils, the Mono County SSTAC serves as the sole advisory council for regional transit 
matters within Mono County. 
 
To better integrate regional transportation planning efforts with local and county planning 
systems, the MCLTC utilizes the existing committee structure of the area’s two general-
purpose governments – the Town of Mammoth Lakes and Mono County. These include 
the Town of Mammoth Lakes Planning Commission, Mono County Planning Commission, 
the Mono County Airport Land Use Commission, Mammoth Lakes Airport Commission, the 
Town of Mammoth Lakes Mobility Commission and the Regional Planning Advisory 
Committees (RPACs), which are planning advisory committees serving unincorporated 
communities. 
 
A staff-level Transportation Technical Advisory Committee (TTAC), consisting of 
representatives from Mono County, Town of Mammoth Lakes, the local transit provider 
(presently Eastern Sierra Transit Authority (ESTA)) and Caltrans, meets monthly to 
coordinate agenda items, commission follow-ups and related planning matters. The TTAC 
provides technical staff support and recommendations to the MCLTC on state, regional, 
county and town transportation matters. The TTAC generally meets after regular MCLTC 
meetings or as needed. 
 
Non-Motorized Review 
Project managers for Town, County and State projects shall regularly consult with local 
citizens, commissions/committees and mobility user groups such as the cycling 
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community, Regional Planning Advisory Committees, and the Town’s Mobility Commission 
Community and Economic Development Commission during project design and 
implementation. Similarly, these users groups and commissions/committees shall be 
consulted in the update of transportation plans, policies and standards. Staff shall conduct 
a review of non-motorized features for all projects before the commission including:  
 projects included in quarterly reviews;  
 project initiation documents, including project study reports; and  
 projects programmed in the Regional Transportation Improvement Program. 

 
Planning Partnerships 
The MCLTC participates with the regional transportation planning agencies in Inyo, Kern 
and San Bernardino counties through the Eastern California Transportation Planning 
Partnership. This partnership coordinates regional transportation planning and 
programming efforts for the Eastern Sierra region. 
 
The MCLTC members and staff also participate on the Mono County Collaborative 
Planning Team, which consists of federal, state, regional, tribal and local government 
agencies in the region. The MCCPT meets regularly to provide a regional forum on a 
variety of planning matters, including transportation-related issues. 

 
 
IV. PROCEDURES 

Transportation Development Act Funds 
The Transportation Development Act (TDA) provides for two major sources of funding for 
public transportation – the Local Transportation Fund (LTF) and the State Transit 
Assistance Fund (STA). The TDA sets forth in detail the requirements and procedures for 
securing and administering these funds. The MCLTC follows these procedures, as 
amended from time to time, and complies with all other applicable requirements in the 
administration of TDA funds. 
 
Deferred LTF revenue should be managed to generally maintain no less than 5% or more 
than 15% of annual allocations unless funds are set aside for a specific purpose such as a 
grant match. 
 
Local Transportation Fund (LTF) revenue allocated to Mono County and the Town of 
Mammoth Lakes shall be claimed by Eastern Sierra Transit Authority (ESTA) under Article 
4 of the Transportation Development Act. This ensures consistency with Inyo County and 
the City of Bishop, as recommended in the 2011 Roles and Responsibilities study. 
 
Regional Transportation Plan 
Government Code Section 65080 requires each transportation-planning agency to prepare 
and adopt a Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) once every four years. The plan is 
intended to achieve a coordinated and balanced regional transportation system of all 
travel-modes. The plan shall be action-oriented and pragmatic, considering both the short-
term and long-term future and present clear, concise policy guidance to local and state 
officials and the general public. In Mono County, the RPT has been integrated with the 
circulation elements of the Town of Mammoth Lakes and Mono County to enhance 
integration of transportation plans with local land use plans and to improve planning 
efficiencies. 
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 Staff Report 
 
January 12, 2015 

 
 
TO:   Mono County Local Transportation Commission 
 
FROM:  Leslie Chapman, Mono County Finance Director 
   Megan Mahaffey, Fiscal Analyst 
 
SUBJECT:  Mono County Local Transportation Commission Audit Report 2013-14 
 
 
RECOMMENDATIONS 
Receive and accept LTC audit report ending June 30, 2014 
 
DISCUSSION   
The 2013-14 was completed and submitted December 31, 2014. Mono County was found to be 
in compliance with the Statutes, Rules and Regulations of the California Transportation 
Development Act. As part of obtaining reasonable assurance about whether the Mono County 
Local Transportation Commission’s financial statements are free of material misstatement, 
Fechter and Company performed tests of its compliance with certain provisions of laws as well 
as tests to determine that allocations made and expenditures paid were done so in accordance 
with allocation instructions of the Commission and in conformance with California Transportation 
Development Act. Specifically, tasks identified in the California Code of Regulations Sections 
6666 and 6667 that are applicable to the Mono County Local Transportation Commission were 
performed. The Mono County LTC has improved its financial management in the last year and 
made changes to follow previous year’s audit recommendations. These changes will allow the 
annual audit to be a management tool for the Local Transportation Commission and Local 
Transportation Commission staff.  
 
If you have any specific questions, call Megan Mahaffey, 760-924-1836.  
 
FISCAL IMPLICATIONS   
N/A   
 
ATTACHMENTS 
 Letter to Management 
 Audit to be circulated at meeting 
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REPORT ON COMPLIANCE OVER FINANCIAL REPORTING BASED ON AN AUDIT OF 

FINANCIAL STATEMENTS PERFORMED IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE STATUES, 

RULES, AND REGULATIONS OF THE CALIFORNIA TRANSPORTATION 

DEVELOPMENT ACT AND THE ALLOCATION INSTRUCTIONS AND RESOLUTIONS 

OF THE TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION 
 
 
 
 
Mono County Local Transportation Commission 
Mammoth Lakes, California 
 
We have audited the financial statements of the Mono County Local Transportation Commission as 
of and for the year ended June 30, 2014 and have issued our report thereon dated December 15, 2013.  
We conducted our audit in accordance with auditing standards generally accepted in the United 
States of America, the standards applicable to financial audits contained in Government Auditing 

Standards, issued by the Comptroller General of the United States. 
 
As part of obtaining reasonable assurance about whether the Mono County Local Transportation 
Commission’s financial statements are free of material misstatement, we performed tests of its 

compliance with certain provisions of laws, regulations, contracts and grants, noncompliance with 
which could have a direct and material effect on the determination of financial statement amounts.  
Additionally, we performed tests to determine that allocations made and expenditures paid by the 
Mono County Local Transportation Commission were made in accordance with the allocation 
instructions and resolutions of the Commission and in conformance with the California 
Transportation Development Act.  Specifically, we performed each of the specific tasks identified in 
the California Code of Regulations Sections 6666 and 6667 that are applicable to the Mono County 
Local Transportation Commission.  
 
In connection with our audit, nothing came to our attention that caused us to believe the Mono 
County Local Transportation Commission failed to comply with the Statutes, Rules, and Regulations 
of the California Transportation Development Act and the allocation instructions and resolutions of 
the Local Transportation Commission.  However, providing an opinion on compliance with those 
provisions was not an objective of our audit and, accordingly, we do not express such an opinion.  
We noted certain matters over compliance that we reported to management separately on page 32-33 
of this report. 
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Mono County Local Transportation Commission 
Mammoth Lakes, California 
 
 
This report is intended solely for the information and use of the County of Mono, the Mono County 
Local Transportation Commission, management, the California Department of Transportation, and 
the State Controller’s Office and is not intended to be and should not be used by anyone other than 
these specified parties.   
 
Fechter & Company, CPAs 
 
 
 
 
 
December 31, 2014 
Sacramento, CA 
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LETTER TO MANAGEMENT 

 
 
Mono County Local Transportation Commission 
Mammoth Lakes, California 
 
In planning and performing our audit of the basic financial statements of the Mono County Local 
Transportation Commission for the year ended June 30, 2014, we considered its internal control 
structure in order to determine our auditing procedures for the purpose of expressing an opinion on 
the basic financial statements and not to provide assurance on the internal control structure.  We also 
performed selected tests of compliance with certain provisions of laws, regulations, contracts and 
grant agreements.   
 
Our consideration of the internal control would not necessarily disclose all matters in the internal 
control that might be material weaknesses under standards established by the American Institute of 
Certified Public Accountants.  A material weakness is a condition in which the design or operation of 
one or more of the internal control components does not reduce to a relatively low level the risk that 
misstatements caused by error or fraud in amounts that would be material in relation to the financial 
statements being audited may occur and not be detected within a timely period by employees in the 
normal course of performing their assigned functions.  However, we noted no matters involving the 
internal control and its operation that we consider to be material weaknesses as defined above. 
 
We appreciate the cooperation of the management of the Mono County Local Transportation 
Commission and look forward to working with the Commission in the future. 
 
Fechter & Company, CPAs 
 
 
 
 
 
December 31, 2014 
Sacramento, CA  
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Mono County 

Local Transportation Commission 
PO Box 347 
Mammoth Lakes, CA  93546 
760- 924-1800 phone, 924-1801 fax 
monocounty.ca.gov 

PO Box 8 
Bridgeport, CA  93517 

760- 932-5420 phone, 932-5431 fax 
 

 
 Staff Report 
 
January 12, 2015 

 
 
TO:   Mono County Local Transportation Commission 
 
FROM:  Megan Mahaffey, Fiscal Analyst 
 
SUBJECT:  Mono County Overall Work Program 2015-16 
 
 
RECOMMENDATIONS 
Review Overall Work Program 2014-15 table of contents as a refresher for current active 
projects and provide desired direction to staff. 
 
FISCAL IMPLICATIONS 
None at this time.  
 
ENVIRONMENTAL COMPLIANCE 
N/A 
 
DISCUSSION 
The Mono County Overall Work Program 2014 - 2015 was created by Local Transportation 
Commission staff with help from staff of Mono County and Town of Mammoth Lakes. The 
current OWP reflects a joint work effort between both public entities and reflects work elements 
that are projected to be active from July 1, 2014, to June 30, 2015. Mono County staff is starting 
to review what projects will be complete and what projects will be active after June 30, 2014. 
The Mono County Overall Work Program 2015-16 is due to Caltrans in May 2014. The Mono 
County Overall Work Program 2015-16 will include all projects to be worked on July 1, 2015, to 
June 30, 2016. The 2015-16 OWP draft is due to Caltrans District 9 March 1, 2015. The final 
2015-16 OWP is due to Caltrans District 9 in May 2015.  
 
TIMELINE 

 Feb 9:      Draft to Commission before submission to Caltrans March 1.  
 April 13:  Final budget adjustment if needed for submission to Caltrans May 1. 
 May 11:   The 2015-16 OWP will come back to the Commission for adoption and   

 submission.  
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APPENDIX A 

RPA BUDGET SUMMARY 
 

 Proposed Expenditures: 
 

Work Element Total Town County 

100-12-0: 2015/16 OWP Development and Approval $13,000 $3,000 $10,000 

101-12-0: 2013/14 & 2014/15 OWP Admin $19,000 $5,000 $14,000 

103-12-0: Local Transportation Commission Staff 
Support $15,000  $15,000 

200-12-0: Regional Transportation Plan $60,000 $2,000 $58,000 

300-12-0: Regional Transit Planning & Coordination $19,000 $12,000 $7,000 

302-12-4: ESTA Update of Inyo-Mono Short Range 
Transit Plan $6,000 $3,000 $3,000 

600-12-0: Regional Transportation Grant Applications $10,000 $5,000 $5,000 

601-11-0: Regional 395 Corridor Management Plan $15,000 $5,000 $10,000 

800-12-1: Interregional Transportation Planning $15,000 $5,000 $10,000 

900-14-0: Regional Seasonal Road Closure Pass Policy $10,000 $2,000 $8,000 

908-14-1: Regional Maintenance MOU – Policy 
Creation $38,000 $18,000 $20,000 

1000-12-0: Training and Development $10,000 $5,000 $5,000 

TOTALS $230,000 $65,000 $165,000 
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APPENDIX B 
PPM BUDGET SUMMARY 

 
 
Proposed Expenditures: 
 

Work Element Total Town County 

200-12-0: Regional Transportation Plan $16,000 $8,000 $8,000 

201-12-1: Regional Trails $10,000 $5,000 $5,000 

403-12-0: Regional Pavement Management System $8,000 $4,000 $4,000 

600-12-0: Regional Transportation Grant Applications $10,000 $5,000 $5,000 

601-11-0: Regional 395 Corridor Management Plan $15,250  $15,250 

605-12-2: Mammoth Lakes Stormwater Management 
Plan $10,000 $10,000  

607-13-2: Mammoth Lakes Draft Mobility Element 
Level of Service Analysis & Mitigation Identification $31,750 $31,750  

611-14-2: Mammoth Lakes Mobility Adoption 
  $10,000 $10,000  

700-12-0: Regional Project Study Reports $15,000 $5,000 $10,000 

701-12-1: Regional Transportation Improvement 
Program (RTIP)updates  and meeting attendance $10,000 $5,000 $5,000 

803-13-1: Mammoth Lakes Air Quality monitoring and 
planning $4,000 $4,000  

902-12-2: Regional Purchase of Transportation Data 
Collection Equipment $10,000 $5,000 $5,000 

903-12-1: Regional Transportation Asset Management 
Plan $70,000 $20,000 $50,000 

1000-12-0: Training and Development $10,000 $5,000 $5,000 

TOTALS $230,000 $110,750 $119,250 
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Mono County 

Community Development Department 
            PO Box 347 
 Mammoth Lakes, CA  93546 

760-924-1800, fax 924-1801 

    commdev@mono.ca.gov 

                                  PO Box 8 
                Bridgeport, CA  93517 

             760-932-5420, fax 932-5431 

           www.monocounty.ca.gov 

 

Planning / Building / Code Compliance / Environmental / Collaborative Planning Team (CPT) 
Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCO) / Local Transportation Commission (LTC) / Regional Planning Advisory Committees (RPACs) 

STAFF REPORT 

 

January 12, 2015 

 

TO:  Mono County Local Transportation Commission 

 

FROM:  Gerry Le Francois, Principal Planner 

 

RE: Draft Regional Transportation Plan  

 

RECOMMENDATIONS 
Continue discussion of the 2014 Draft Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) update, including commissioner 

comments, and provide any desired direction to staff. 

 

BACKGROUND 
At prior meetings, the Commission conducted workshops on the RTP update; today’s workshop will continue this 

focus on various components including commissioner comments received to date.   

 

According to the Caltrans Regional Transportation Guidelines, the RTP is to encourage and promote the safe and 

efficient management, operation and development of a regional intermodal transportation system that, when linked 

with appropriate land use planning, will serve the mobility needs of goods and people.  

The Draft RTP previously distributed (please bring your copy) is intended to: 

 Provide a clear vision of the regional transportation goals, policies, objectives and strategies--this 

vision must be realistic and within fiscal constraints; 

 Provide an assessment of the current modes of transportation and the potential of new travel options 

within the region; 

 Project/estimate the future needs for travel and goods movement; 

 Identify and document specific actions necessary to address the region’s mobility and accessibility 

needs; 

 Identify guidance and document public policy decisions by local, regional, state and federal officials 

regarding transportation expenditures and financing; 

 Employ performance measures that demonstrate the effectiveness of the transportation improvement 

projects in meeting the intended goals of MAP 21; 

 Promote consistency between the California Transportation Plan, the Regional Transportation Plan and 

other transportation plans developed by cities, counties, districts, private organizations, tribal 

governments, and state and federal agencies responding to statewide and interregional transportation 

issues and needs;  

 Provide a forum for: 1) participation and cooperation, and 2) to facilitate partnerships that reconcile 

transportation issues which transcend regional boundaries; and 

 Involve the public, federal, state and local agencies, as well as local elected officials, early in the 

transportation planning process so as to include them in discussions and decisions on the social, 

economic, air quality and environmental issues related to transportation. 

 

ATTACHMENTS 

 Commissioner Bacon Comments 

 Commissioner Hogan Comments 
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Hi Gerry, 
 
Here are my notes so far (I haven't read every chapter yet): 
 
Executive Summary: 
 
Page 2 ‐ bullet point about expanding transit at Mammoth Yosemite Airport ‐ I think you'll get 
comments from Town Staff/ESTA that this is not the current thinking, because it's still not cost‐
effective. Could that bullet be re‐written to read "transit options" which is more general than 
"transit connections" and doesn't imply buses? 
 
Page 2 ‐ last bullet regarding town issues seems to have a disconnect between listing several 
issues and saying the main issue at the beginning of the first sentence. Also, please change " by 
developing" a year‐round townwide transit system to "expanding" as much of it is already in 
place. 
 
Page 3 ‐ Compliance with Air Quality Plan ‐ this is confusing because this first part says the 
Town is out of federal compliance but later on page 4 says the town has met federal standards. 
Also, Mammoth Gateway should be identified as being in Mammoth. Finally, I believe that the 
code section mentioned at the top of page 5 might have already been done? 
 
Page 4 ‐ Transportation Related Air Quality Mitigation ‐ wording is a little strange. Didn't the 
town prepare the Air Quality Management Plan, not GBUAPCD? 
 
Jo Bacon 
Mayor 
jbacon@townofmammothlakes.ca.gov 
(760) 934‐4932 
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Mono County Regional Transportation Plan 
Working Draft – July 2014 
Comments – Sandy Hogan 

 
Commissioners:  Shields Richardson has replaced Matthew Lehman 
 
(all pages noted refer to the page number at the bottom of the page, not the packet page #) 
 
Executive Summary: 
p. 2 – second to last paragraph, second to last sentence:  correction - Hwy 108 
 
p. 3 – first paragraph:  delete “Mammoth Area Transit”  
 
p.3. – second paragraph, last sentence: add  “additional” before ..commercial aircraft… 
 
p. 4 – second paragraph:  add 2013 and 2014 days to end of sentence. 
 
p. 5 – fourth paragraph (and throughout document):  add “draft” before Mobility Element 
 
Chapter 1: 
p. 10, TOML Advisory Committees – delete Mammoth Area Shuttle, add Planning and  
 Development Commission (2 transit workshops/year) 
 
Chapter 2: 
p.25 - (odd numbered pages to end of chapter): change header from Chapter 3 to 2 
 
p. 36 – fourth paragraph, after Devils Postpile, note added  trolley service to Lakes Basin 
 
p. 37 – third paragraph, first sentence:  add after meet, “current and…”  
 
p. 43 – second to last paragraph, first sentence: space needed between “Ski Area and…” 
 
p. 48 – Mammoth Fixed Routes:  add, “…and all winter routes previously operated by MMSA 

 (or, note separately that MMSA contracts with ESTA to provide services to all  
  winter ski portals, including capital replacement costs) 

 
p. 48 – Reds Meadow Shuttle:  The U.S. Forest Service contracts with ESTA… 
 
p. 51 – Aviation: first paragraph, last sentence:  add “Denver and Las Vegas”. 
 
p. 54 – 4. first sentence: what expansion of MMSA??  Perhaps “improvement”?? 
 
p. 59 – Under ESTA Transit Services:  add a paragraph noting that ESTA now operates all of 
            the former MMSA winter routes (red, yellow, green) under contract with MMSA. 
 
p. 62 – Existing Bicycle Routes and Signage: last sentence is incomplete 
 
p. 62 – Existing Parking Facilities:  Add  “and in various sites in the Town of Mammoth Lakes”,  
            unless noted elsewhere.  
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p. 64 -  Bus Shelters: add “and in various sites in the Town…” You may want to note that the  
           Town has some newer ones on non-Caltrans routes, also. 
 
p. 64 – Recreational Use/Bicycling Events: perhaps include “Fat Tire bicycling” to the list of 
            bicycling interests? 
 
p. 65 – Town of Mammoth Lakes: note that all (summer) transit, including the trolleys, has bike 
            racks or trailers. 
 
p.74 – first sentence: spell out “MPOs”, then use acronym. 
 
Chapter 3:   
p. 76 - (odd numbered pages to end of chapter): change header from ”Needs Assessment” to  
          “Regional Policy Element” 
 
p. 88 – missing Policy 4 
 
p. 94 – last bullets on page:  Change “Planning Commission” to “Planning and Economic 
            Development Commission.”  Also, not sure that we have an Airport Advisory Committee,  
            as the Airport Commission was dissolved last year, along with the Mobility Commission. 
 
p. 95 – Objective 1.3 – consider adding the TOML Hispanic Advisory Committee  
 
Chapter 4: 
p. 106 – add to Objective A – Develop access plan with Caltrans, NPS, and LTC for YNP 
 
p. 112 – add to Objective D, policy 2 – add “access lane (“fast lane”) to Tioga Gate for  
             passholders and buses”. 
 
p. 127 – Objective B – add “Pave Owens Gorge Road, with bicycle lanes” 
 
p. 133 – first line (& elsewhere): insert “Draft” into “Town of Mammoth Lakes Mobility Element” 
 
p. 133 – last bullet – insert “more than” before regional service?? 
 
p. 137 – M.9.B.  Is there some action that can be inserted here between the TOML and  
              Caltrans to develop better snow removal along 203? 
 
Chapter 5: 
p. 138 – bottom of page – What about Tesla development in NV that may affect Hwy. 6? 
 
p. 139 – top – add Hwy 203, note that it’s a dead-end at Minaret Summit (Madera Co. Line),  
     serving Town, MMSA, access to Devils Postpile and Reds Meadow 
 
p. 139 – 5th bullet – replace “Tuolumne Meadows” with “Yosemite National Park” 
 
p. 139 – 13th bullet, line 3 – (correction) – “Collaborative” 
 
p. 140 – 3rd bullet, 2nd line – insert “Town of Mammoth Lakes Planning and Economic   
 Development Commission” (PEDC has taken on these Mobility Commission duties) 
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p. 140 – 5th bullet, line 3 – add “MMSA town winter services” 
 
p. 140 – 9th bullet, line 2 – add “been” 
 
p. 140, 17th bullet, add, “including a paved multi-use trail to and in the Lakes Basin” 
 
p. 140, 18th bullet, line 3, insert “additional” to capital projects 
 
p. 141, 5th bullet, line 1: capitalize “County” 
 
p. 142, 3rd objective, line 1: insert missing number  
 
p. 142, 5th objective, line 1: correct spelling of efficient 
 
p. 142, measurement data: complete this line 
 
p. 143, 3rd paragraph, 1st and last sentences:  make “PM10” consistent with other sentences and 

 paragraphs 
 
p. 143, last paragraph, 1st sentence:  insert “draft” before “Mobility Element” 
 
p. 144, first paragraph, 2nd sentence:  ditto 
 
p. 145, 1st paragraph, line 3: isn’t the Rush Creek 4 lane project complete??? 
 
p. 145, last paragraph, line 2: insert “to provide free transit to all ski portals, and” before “to  
 market…” 
 
p. 147, paragraphs 3 and 4:  insert “draft” before “Mobility Element” 
 
p. 147, paragraph 4:  isn’t the expansion of winter transit services (peak period) already  

 implemented, with the contract between MMSA and ESTA?? 
 
p. 147, paragraph 7, line 3:  Mono County contributes $30,000/year towards YARTS.  Also,  
  delete “has” from the following sentence 
 
p. 148, 2nd paragraph, line 2:  insert “and expand” after “support” 
 
p. 148, 2nd to last sentence: delete one of the periods after “etc.” 
 
Chapter 6: 
p. 155, 3rd line: add possessive apostrophe (Developers’) 
 
p. 156, 2nd paragraph, line 2: add “and includes capital replacement” after “privately funded” 
 
p. 156, 4th paragraph, line 2: Mono County contributes $30,000/year towards YARTS 
 
p. 157: last sentence:  insert “length of road system” after “population,” 
 
Chapter 7: 
p. 161, line 3:  add “and Mammoth Lakes” after “Lee Vining” 
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Chapter 8:  (check titles and dates of documents noted below; some have been updated) 
p. 162, Inyo NF Travel Management Plan (approved in 2010 or 2011??) 
 
p. 163, Airport Land Use Plan – Mammoth Yosemite Airport (draft 2013 or 2014??) 
 
p. 164, YARTS Short-Range Transit Plan (2012 or 2013??) 
 
p. 166, Town of Mammoth Lakes, replace “Bill Manning” with “Brian Picken” 
 
(I didn’t do any review of the appendices) 
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA—CALIFORNIA STATE ThANSPORTATION AGENCY EDMUND (I BROWN Jr.. Govcmw

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
DISTRICT 9
500 SOUTI-I MAIN STREET
BISHOP, CA 93514
PHONE (760) 872-3143 Serious drought.
FAX (760) 872-5225 Help save water!
TTY 711
www.dot.ca.gov -

December 22, 2014

Mr. Larry Johnston, Chairman
Mono County Board of Supervisors
P.O. Box 715
Bridgeport, California 93517

Agenda Item Request - Recommendation for State Route 108 Truck Size Restriction

Dear Chairman Johnston:

As you are aware, Mono County and Caltrans have interacted regarding the placement of truck
restrictions on a section of State Route 108 (SR 108) in Mono County from postmile (PM) 0.0 (Mono
County! Tuolumne County line) to PM 9.8 (closure gate west of the Marine Corps Mountain Warfare
Training Center). This was discussed (with public comment) at the October 21,2014 Board of
Supervisors (BOS) meeting. To enable further discussion, we request this topic be placed on the
agenda for your January 20, 2015 meeting.

We expect that a truck size restriction would significantly benefit both travelers and trucking
companies unfamiliar with the topography of this Sierra Nevada mountain pass. The steep grade and
tight curves that the road follows to reach the 9,624 foot high pass, contribute to trucks getting stuck in
this section; thus, blocking the entire road and causing. road closures of up to five horns. The lengthy
delays are due to a number of factors such as the remote location, tow vehicle response times from
Coleville or Gardnerville, Nevada, and the work to free the truck (which may include unhitching the
tractor from the trailer and backing the vehicle five or more miles down the grade).

The most recurrent location is at PM 4.6, which is in a series of reversing curves. A Caltrans study
from January 2005 through February 2010 documents eighty incidents of stuck trucks: forty-one
incidents at PM 4.6 and thirty-nine at other curves in this section. Additionally, we have studied
possible improvements to this section. However, due to the environmental constraints (i.e. steep and
rocky mountainous terrain) improvements are too costly to be competitive for limited highway fhnds.

In order to reduce delays to travelers, and cost and impact to trucking companies, Caltrans
recommends the BOS formally declare this section of SR 108 be closed to trucks greater than 30 feet
king pin to rear axle (KPRA). For the truck restriction to be legally enforceable, a resolution or
ordinance from Mono County is required~

Provide a safe, sustainable, integrated and efficient transportation system
to enhance Caflfornia ‘5 economy and livability”
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Mr. Larry Johnston
December 22, 2014
Page 2

We look forward to further interaction with the BOS and the public at the upcoming January meeting.
If you have any questions, or need further information please contact Terry Erlwein, our Traffic
Operations Engineer, at (760) 872-0650 or myself at (760) 872-3143.

Sincerely,

~RYAWWINZENRE~4D
Deputy District Director
Maintenance and Operations

Attachments
(I) Location Map
(2) Resolution No. 97-117 Mendocino County
(3) Draft Ordinance City of Fremont
(4) Initial Study for truck restriction of vehicles with 4
(5) Truck Restriction Report Checklist
(6) Excerpts from California Vehicle Code

c: Ryan Dermody, Deputy District Director, Planning, Caltrans
Terry Erlwein, Traffic Operations Engineer, Caltrans

Board of Supervisors

axles

Provide a safe. sustainable. integrated and efficient transportation system
to enhance california c economy and livability
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Attachment 2

:

RESOLUTIONNO. ~l/.I. Li-≤L 7> ‘-

RESOLUTION OP THE MnwOCiNO COUNfl BOARD~ or BT.WSRVTSORS
REcobcMnlvmG TEE flORLtUTION or VEHICLES .*nr

COMBIRATION VEHICLES WITH All OVERALL LZNGTU GREATER
THAN 39 nfl FROM AC EBBING ThZ WEStERLY SEGMENT

OFbFGHWAY 175

WHEREAS, the California D~partett of-Trans~ortAtion (Caltans) has
det~rnüiedithat certain large vebibles and combinad~n vehicles described
herein, canhot tavel on the westerly se~ent of Stats Highway 175, specified
herein, without crossing over the &entcr stripe; andj

WEE ?R~AS, Caltrans has de~rrnined that thia broblem can only be
resolved bykmpoaing the herein identifled resticfidn& anä

WHEREAS, the County of Mendccino has been requested to support
Calnns’ findings and recomnwn atons regarding;Stace HighWay 175) a.
highway within the e~cclusive jurisdicdon of the Statc of California;

NOWj TREREFORE, BE IT ~ESOLVEI) by th~ Mendocino County Bo&rd
of Suwer~i~&s, recommend and concur with Caitzts~ that vehicles and
combination vehicles -with an cver~l1 length rearer1than ~9 feet be prohIbited
access to Sçate Highway 175 in MFdcciuo Ccunty~ MEN PM 5.40, 5.4 miles
east of Route 101 to the Mendocino/Lak~ County 1~nc at MEN PM 9.85. Ac~ss
by vehicles ever the 39 fiot limit to local ranches, farms, agriculturt, and other
local business aedvities served b~jHi~hwa~ 175 will be aflbwed.

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that this acdon~ taken at the request of the
California Highway Patti and Ca≥rans, shall have Inc eff~ct on the continuing
legal responsibilities of the SVLTEI OF CALIFORNIA, by ax~d through Caltrans,
for the conthaued and future maintenance of the sdbjèct highway arid for its
duty to the users of said State highway;

EE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that this resoluflon shall become effective
upon acoracriate Stats aeton andnotfflcaton of all involved enforcement
agencies add the installatiot of re~ulatorj roadside sigusi

The fUregoing resolution wab in~oduced by Supervisor E t rtches
seconded by Sutervisor Can~E~1 1 ,and carriçd this- ~ day of
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ATTEST:

Whereupon,
DERED.

JOYCE A. BEARD
Clerk of the Board of Supervisors

hereby~ cart*; that according to t~
provisidr~s of Government Ccde
Sectior4 Z5103, d&ivery ol this
document has bean meae.

I JOYCE A. SI
Ch

Septcnber 1997, by the foi1owin~ foB call vote:

AYES:
NOE?:
ABSENT:

Supervisors Delbar, Shcernakeç, Ptnches
None
Non:

and. SO OF

Campbel! , P~terscn

the chair declared said re~oluton passed and adopted

Chair, Ecard ~f Supeiiisors
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Attachment 3

ORDINANCE NO. Comment 11(011: Ordinance nuinberwill be
assigned by City Council after the passage ofthe
final ordinance

AN ORDINANCE 01 TIlE CITY OF FREMONT AMENDING AR I ICLE 7
(MISCELLANEOUS DRIVING RULES) OF CHAPTER 2 (TRAFFIC
REGULATIONS) OF TITLE III (PUBLIC SAFETY, WELFARE AND MORALS)
OF THE FREMONT MUNICIPAL CODE TO DELETE THE TRUCK ROUTE
DESIGNATION FOR NILES CANYON ROAD (STATE ROUTE 84)

The City Council of thc City of Fremont does ordain as follows:

Section I:

Section 3-2706 (Truck Routes) of Article 7 (Miscellaneous Driving Rules) of Chapter 2

(I raffic Regulations) of Title III (public Safety. Welfare and Morals) of the City of Fremont

Municipal Code is hereby amended to delete the truck route designation for Niles Canyon Road

as a truck route.

Section 2:

(a) The City of Fremont. Alameda County may by ordinance in conjunction ‘sith CVC

~57I5. prohibit the use of Niles Canyon Road by a vehicle or combination of vehicles that Comment [1(021: The subsection otIheCVC
will be assigned by the Department ofTransporsstion
after final approval

exceeds a weight limit of 10,000 pounds or more. [‘he weight limit shall be determined by the

City of Fremont City Council and specified in the ordinance.

(b) An ordinance adopted pursuant to this section is not effective v~ ith respect to the

following:

(I) A vehicle or combination of vchiclcs coming from an unrestricted highway having ingress

and egress by direct route to and from the restricted highway when necessary for the purpose of

making pickups or deliveries of goods. wares, and merchandise from or to any building or

structure located on the restricted highwa> or for the purpose of delivering materials to be used
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Attachment 3

in the actual and bona INc repair, alteration, remodeling, or construction of a building or

structure upon the restricted highway for which a building permit has previously been obtained.

(2) The operation of ambulances, hearses, or vehicles providing emergency roadside services or

roadside assistance.

(3) Any vehicle or combination of vehicles owned, operated, controi1~<&~or used by a public

utility oi licensed contractor in connection with the constructio i’r~aliation operation
‘c:\ \‘\

maintenance or iepair of a public utility facilities or public ~orks projects”~

(4) Any vehicle which is subject to the provisions of 4rttcle2 (.~ornmencing with Section 1031)

of ChapterS of Part I of Division I of thçPublic Utilities~&dc~or any farm labor vehicles.

(5) Any vehicle operated as an incident to aii~y indus)riaI~ommercial or agi icultuial enterprise

conducted upon the highway

Legal basis for the restriction process QY~ Sec~n 21101 allows the restriction of certain
“

vehicles, by statingtha&~Local auti~orities for those highx~ays under theirjurisdiction ma>

adopt rules and tegulations by qrdinance or resolution on the follox~ ing matters” (c) Prohibiting

the use of partiailar highways by certain vehicles except as otherwise piovided by the Public

Utilities Commission pursuar~t to Article 2 (commencing with Section 1031 of ChapterS of Part

I of Division I of the Public Utilities Code. CVC Section 21104 furtherstates “No ordinance or

resolution proposed to be enacted under Section 21101 or subdivision (d) of Section 21100 is

effective as to any highway not under the exclusive jurisdiction of the local authority enacting

the same, except that an ordinance or resolution which is submitted to the Department of

Transportation by a local legislative body in complete draft form for approval prior to the
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enactment thereof is effective as to any state highway or part thereof specified in the written

approval of the department. This section does not preclude the application of an ordinance or

resolution adopted under Section 21101 or subdivision (d) of Section 21100 to streets maintained

by a community services district organized pursuant to Division 3 (commencing with Section

61000) of Title 6 of thc Govcrnmcnt Codc. An ordinance or resolution enacted by a local

authority pursuant to subdivision (c) of Section 21101 may impos;gWiiTh~or penalty for a

violation of this code //

The ordinance shall not be effective until appropriate~igns are erected indicating either the
S.

S
streets affected by the ordinance or the streets not affected, as the1ocal authority determines will

best serve to give notice of the ordinance

CVC Section 35702 requires Caltrans appi~oQal ~and the designation of an alternate route,

by stating that ‘No ordin&nce proposed’ under Section 35701 is effective with respect to

any highway w~ich is not un4er the exclusive,jurisdiction of the local authority enacting

the ordinance~or, in t~e~a~eoflii~i4tie,highway until the ordinance has been submitted
_‘S_-~;

by the governing b~Sr of th~T6cal authority to, and approved in writing by, the
N

DeparEment of Tiansportation In submitting a pioposed ordinance to the department foi

appioval the governing bod) of the local authority shall designate theiein an alternate

route for the use’~’cehicles. which route shall remain unrestricted by any local regulation

as to weight limits or types of vehicles so long as the ordinance proposed shall remain in

effect. The approval of the proposed ordinance by the Department of Transportation shall

constitute an approval by it of the alternate route so designated.
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§ The alternate route designated by the City is Mission Boulevard (Route 238)

between Niles Canyon Road (Route 84) and Interstate 680, and Interstate 680

between Mission Boulevard (Route 238) and Niles Canyon Road (Route 84).

The alternate route is an existing truck route.

Section 3:

This ordinance shall be published once in a local newspaper of general circulation,

printed and published in Alameda County and circulated in th~ City of Fremont, within fifteen

(15) days from and after its adoption and shall take ezfect and be enforced thi~ty (30) days after

its adoption. 1’

The foregoing ordinance was duly~introduced bei≥ft.the City Council of the City of

NH
Fremont, County of Alameda, at a meeting~orthe cDityCouncil ofi~such City, held on the _th day

of , 2011, and flnaliy adopted at~regUI~meeting of said Council held on the _th

day of 4011, by the following vdt~, to wit:

AYES: ‘N.

NO~S:” .

ABSTAIN:

- Mayor

A’fl’EST:

_____________________ APPROVED AS TO FORM;

City Clerk

City Attorney
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01

INITIAl STUDY

FOR

TRUCK RESTRICTION OF Vfl~ICLEs WITH 4+ AXLES

LAX—175 PH 0.00 to R8.19
)cN—175 PM 5.4 to 9.85

Ca.
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INITIALS STUDY AND NEGATIVE DEClaRATION

FOR

TR~C~< RESTRICTIONS ON LAX/!~J 175

SC! No.
01—I1AX—175—0. 00/RS -19
01—?~~—l75—5 - 40/9.85

NEGATIVE DECLARATION

Pursuant to: Division 13, Public Resources Code

Description: The proposed project involves ~p1ementing a truck
restriction on the westerly to~ion of State Route 175 between the
junction of State Routes 175 and 29 in Lake County and five miles
east of the junction of Routes 101 and 175 near Hooland in
Mendocino County. The restriction would prohibit vehicles with four
or more axles from traversing this 12.5 mile segment of the route.
Exceptions to this restriction would apply to any commercial
vehicles making a delivery or tickup to a. location within the
restricted area.

Detenination

An Initial Study has been prepared by the Califonia Depar~ment of
Transposation (Caltrans). On the basis of this study it is
cetarnlrec that tne trooosec act1O~i ~‘l_ ot saaqe a s~g~z_ca-t
effect upon the environment for the following reasons:

The ~rocosed project will have minimal or no effect on crcwth or
ra.t~ of development, emclc~ent, economy’ of the area (includinc
busznessas and industries) , population characteristics, housing,
sc:toois, air and water .cuality, or noise levels on sensitive
receptors. No recreational lands, zar2 lands, or heritage
resources are involved.

The ;roccsed orc~ act W~ij not have a significant izoact on traff~:
~~~CS1t1Dfl or Volune nor Will it :~ave a significant effect on
SocIal, cultural or recreational facilities.

—~,
• I —
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PtR3CSE ~ Z~E~ FOR T~ ?ROJEC~

State Route 175 (SR—175) is a mountainous, east-west highway
connecting Route 101 in Hopland with Route 29 near Lakepart. Few
improvements have been made to this roadway aver the years. The
roadway aligtment follows rugged terrain, with limited pavement
width, steep grades, and tight curves. The roadway width,
including shoulders, varies from 18 feet to a maximum of 22 feet.
Grades in this segment of Route 175 average 6.5% to 7%, with some
sustained grades of 9% and short stretches are as steep as 13%.

In the 12.5 mile section of Route 175 procosed for the truck
restriction, there are just under 100 curves with a radius of 280
feet or less. The majority of the tight radius curves cannot be
negotiated by trucks with a 30 foot kingpin to rear axle length
without crossing aver the centerline stripe or leaving the
oave~ent, or both (see ..~thibit B) . Some curves require the
complete use of both traffic lanes to be negotiated, and as such
create a potentially hazardous situation for oncoming traffic. In
some cases, large trucks have become stuck in the middle of a tight
curve blocking the full width of the roadway and have had to be
physically removed with the use of outside equipment.

The accident rate for this section of SR—175 over a three year
period was 2 77 accidents ter m~ll~on vesucle miles wnici 15 l4~
higher than the exnectad rate for a highway with similiar
characteristics. From August 1990 to August 1993 there were 39 ~
accidents with 20 injuries. Nearly 20% of these accidents involved
large trucks or vehicles that had four or more axles in :1 -

combination. This is a substantial nunber when taken in the
context that vehicles with four or more axles only contrise 0.4% of
tze total ~olune of traffac 12* of tneaccadents causea by the
large trucks or combination vehicles were a resultS~ crossinc over ~ / / ~1

the double yellow centerline and hitting an oncoming vehicle, or J ~

forcing the oncoming vehicle to leave the roadway.

Due to the steep andes and tight curves, vehicles pulling ~
loads are forced to travel slcwly, averaging approximately 15 mph-
There are nc paved turnouts or cassing lanes in this 12.5 mile LAY!

segment of Route 175, and this entire secment is barrier striped. /th-(- 72
Thus, passing opportunities for vehicles caught behind slow moving
trucks are rare on this cortlon of Route 175 and are limited to
those occasions when the slower traffic utilizes any available
wide, unpaved shoulders.

ifl 1980 special warning signs were placed at each end of this
Se~ent of SR—175 to advise large trucks and autos with trailers
acainst traveling this route. There are also signs warning
Zct3rlsts of narrow, windinc road and steet grades ahead at each
end of this seament. 1591 addit:cnal warning signs were
installed to advise trucks Witra lencths over 30 feet from XinCDIrI
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to rear axle to take another route. In total, there are five
warning signs on the westerly end of Route 175 and four signs on
the easterly end. this segment advising motorists of the road
conditions and to take alternate routes.

The California Highway Patrol (Cs) is strongly optosed to
allowing large tracks and vehicles with trailers to continue using
this portion of Route 175. There has been corres~ondenca dating
back to 1979 extressing concern over large trucks on the Hopland
Grade. In addition to the several letters from the California
Highway Patrol to Caltrans and the complaint letters that the
Highway Patrol receives from citizens, Caltrans has received
numerous letters and phone calls from private citizens, supervisors
from Lake County, as well as letters from Assemblywoman Bev Hansen
and State Senator Jim Nielson. With few exceptions, this
correspondence suonorts removing large trucks from this portion of
Route 175.

The Highway Patrol also states that the truck advisory signs
at each end of Hopland Grade have had little if any effect in
preventing large trucks and vehicles with trailers from using this
cortion of Route 175. According to the CE?, several truck drivers
have been cited for crossing over the double yellow centerline.
The C~ report that when the drivers were asked whether they had
seen the advisory signs, most drivers admitted that they had. When
the drivers were auestioned as to why they continued on, the most
frequent response was that they didn’t think it would be as bad as
it was. Others stated that they had been dispatched over this
route, or that the route looked like a shortcut on the map.
•3ecause there is no place to safely turn around, Once the driver
gets on this segment of Route 175, he has to continue..

The 1994 Route Segment Report shows that this portion of SR—
175 currently ooerates at a D Level of Service (LOS) with ocerating
speeds of 15 to 36 mph. This portion of Route 175 falls under the
basic speed law, and has a 53m~h maximum speed limit. Due to the
nat’~re of the alignment, the practical speed for much of the route
15 30 mph or less.

It is physically impossible for a tractor/semitrailer track or
an automobile with a tandem axle trailer (i.e., vehicles with four
or more axles) to negotiate this portion of Route 175 without
crossing over the center line into part or all of the owposing
lane. This sitiation has created a disproportionatery high ratio
of track—related accidents. As traffic volumes increase both
seasonally in the summer and fall and during peak hours, so dOes
the Dotential for truck and automobile accidents.

Closing this corticn of Route 173 to vehicles which, alone or
in combination with towed vehicles have fcur or more axles, should
greatly reduce the potential for lane cutting (traffic crossing

38



over into onposite lanes) on these curves. This pronosed traffic
restriction should improve Route circulation and create a safer
highway environment -

DES~Z~TION OF EROEOSED PRoflcT

A vehicle restriction is being ~roposed~ on a twelve and a half
mile segment Route 175 between Hopland and Lakeport, known locally
as the “Hopland Grade.” The restriction would close a portion of
Route 175 (highway pos~iles r~—175—5.4 to 9.85 and LAK—175—O.00
to R8.19) to all vehicles with four or more axles in combination.
This would include autos or pickup trucks that are towing two axle
trailers and trucks with a 0 foot kingpin to rear axle length
(see Exhibit B). Access to this newly closed portion of Route 175
for some deliveries and construction would be allowed..

This restriction would not “prohibit any commercial vehicles
coming from an unrestricted street having ingress and egress by
direct route to arid from a restricted street when necessary for the
purtose of making pickurs or deliveries of goods, wares, and
merchandise from or to any building or structure located on the
restricted street or for the ourtose of delivering materials to be
used in the actual and bona fide renair, alteration, remodeling, or
construction of any building or structure upon the restricted road
cr street/road for which a building oe~it has creviouslv been
obtained.” This restriction is intended to redirect all “through
traffic” vehicles (with four or more axles) to alteniate State and
US Routes in Mendocino and Lake County (i.e., U.S. Route 101; State
Routes 20 and 29).

This section of Route 175 will be signed for traffic
atproacning cotn trom the east anc west in Lake County anc
Mendocino County respectively. These signs will infon motorists
that this portion of Route 175 is closed to all through traffic
vehicles with four or more axles. Enforcement of this new
restriction will be by the California Highway Patrol.

Alternatives Considered and Re~ected

- Ctrve correctaons, snoulcer ~icen1n~ or totas realignment C’e
aitenative would be to bring this portion of SR—175 up to current
highway standards, either by one or more major projects or a series
if mlncr highway projects. This approach would not be consistent
w~th the current rout~ concept for this portion of SR—175 which is
ass ignated as “nintenance as necessary1’. Although these types of
troject alternatives were the subject of extensive studies by both
tze Lake county/City Planning Council and Caltrans in the late
1330 ~s, they were determined infeasible due to cost, environmental
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impacts, existing low traffic volumes and the fact that to improve
the aliqrment would divert substantial funds from higher priority
caoital imcrovements on othe— roultos. troje4ons of low traffic
volunes in the future for this route also playea an important part
in eliminating this route for consideration for major highway
improvements in the future.

2. Do Nothing: This alternative would not address the idebtified
safety concerns or remedy the existing ocerational deficiencies.
currently there are nuneous warning signs at either end of this
segment of Route 175 adv~s~ng motor~szs ot the roac. condatians and
reco~ending alternate routes. Per obset,ations from the
California Highway Patrol, these signs have not been effective.

Current Status of Pronosed Proiect and the Process for Actroval

Caltrans has nerfoned studies to document how this segment of the
route is currently utilized by vehicles with four and more axles.
This informataon ~s suzmar~zed ~.n this :n~t~al Stuay ~nacn will .oe
circulated to the ~ublic for comment. After comoletinc the tublic
revlew and comment nenoc., a Neaat~ve Dec~arat~on wlll be flna1~zad
which will provide responses to any cuestions or concerns raised
during the public review of this Initial Study. Caltrans will then
reauest that Lake and Mendccinc CountY prepare an ordinance
restricting vehicles with four or mare axles cer Calif orn~a Vehicle
Code Section 21101(c). The draft ordinance will be reviewed by the
Division of Traffic Operations in Caltrans in Sacramento and, if
approved, the Director of Caltrans will issue a ~itten approval of
the draft ordinance which the local agencies then execute.

At this time, Lake County has indicated a willingness to mrooose
such an ordinance - I4endocino County has not vet off iciallv
accepted this responsibility.

AFFECTED ~ZVIRONY2NT

~zual Average Daily Traffic (ADT) in 1993 for this tcrticn of
Route 175 was acproximatalv 1000 to :5CD vehicles and peak month
average daily traffic was just a few hundred vehicles more. Actual
tCtZItS taken in October of 1993 recorded 1267 vehicles. During
this count, vehicles that the proposed restriction would affect
ware identified and recorded. Total truck ADT was numbered at 33
or 5~ of the total Ar. Cf the 33 truc-:s, 5.3~ were tr:cks with
four axles or more. This amounts to about S vehicles a day Cr o. 4~
of the total vehicle Ar.
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Actual counts were taken again during July 1 — 5, 1994. Counts
were taken from 6:00 am to 9:00 pm each day. Of the total 5958
vehicles recorded over the five day holiday period, 52, or 0.87%
would have been im;acted had the restriction oil vehicles with four
or more axles been in place. (See Table 1)

DISCUSSI ON OP flOW~PThL EflLUATION

Refer to the Environmental Significance Checklist (Exhibit D).

Since the restriction of certain vehicles will not involve any
physical manipulation of the existing roadway or its environs, fish
and wildlife habitat, water quality, and scenic rescurcss would not
be affected.

Restricting certain vehicles (i.e., 4± axle vehicles) will result
in some minimal amount of decreased exhaust emissions and noise
levels for this stretch of SR—175 while increasing, by a negligible
amount, emissions and noise on the alternate routes chosen.
Because the traffic volume to be affected is so small, both the
beneficial astects of removing traffic to sensitive recettors along
SR 175 and any adverse effects resulting from minimally increasing
the volumes along Us 101 and Routes 20 and 29 are considered
nonsignificant. -

It is exoected that there would be some minor increase in fuel
consumption resulting from those vehicles restricted from using SR—
175 having to detour on a longer route, however, this would be
somewhat offset because alternate routes are not as steep as Route
175.

Restricting vehicles with 4+ axles would affect a small number of
recreationists (e.g., some kinds of recreational vehicles or those
who are towing a two axle boat trailer or a second vehicle) who use
SR—175 as a route for accessing Clear Lake. Eowever, because of
the availability of alternate routes this is not considered to be
sinificant impact.

Route 175 is used for commercial shipping and receiving of goads,
in particular, for transcofling agricultural oroduce from the
various orchards in Lake County. The cEP has reported peaks in
large truck volumes in the months of August and September due to
the pear and walnut harvest in the Lakeport and iCelseyville areas.
This is also the time of year when the bulk of citizen complaints
is received concerning automobile and large truck conflicts. Same
of these transport vehicles would be affected with the proposed
restriction. While utilizing alternate routes could affect
shipping tines and cost for those vehicles affected by the
restriction, the number of vehicles potentially affected is not
substantial, thus, this impact is not considered to be significant.
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The Ukia.h Unified School District in Mendocino County no longer
provides direct school bus service for students living on the
Hopland Grade- Bus service was discontinued in 1991 after the
school van was involved in a sideswipe accident caused by a
tractor/trailer rig crossing over the center line. Currently there
is a pickup point at postmile 5.40 for students that live between
pOsflile 5.40 and the County line at postmile 9.85.

In Lake County, school bus service on Route 175 is only provided
from the junction of Routes 175 and 29 west for one and a half
miles to Matthews Road. Matthews Road (at pos~ile 6.83) is the
picicut and delivery point for students that live west of nostmile
6.83 to the county line at pos~ile 0.00.

Currently, no transit ooerators service this portion of SR—175.

CONSULTAflON ~2~D cOORDIflnON

The following agencies and/or individuals were consulted regarding
the proposed 4+ axle vehicle restriction on SR—l75.

M~. Kin Seidler, take Co. Community Development Director
Richard Knoll, City of Lakeport Community Development Director
Mendocino County Board of Supervisors
Lake County Board of Sutervisors
California Highway Patrol
U3ciah Unified School District
takaoort Transtortation Office (authority trovidinc school bus

service)
Caltrans District 1
Mendocino Council of Governments (MCOG)
Lake County/cities Area Planning Council (LC/CAPC)

DZflBY.flaTIoN

On the basis of this evaluation, it has been determined that the
aPpropriate environmental document for the prc~osed project is a
Negative Declaration.

~
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~flT~ITS

A. Map of procosed limits of restriction

3. Tractor! Semi—Trailer Teninology

C. Alternate Routes to Route 175

1). Environnental Significance Checklist

TABLES

1. Summary Vehicle Count for SR—175 during July 1—3, 1994.

“Track Study Report” December 22, 1993 Prepared by
Caltrans District 3. Traffic Operations Branch.

“Truck Restrictions — Overview of Existing Authority and
Procedures Pertaining to Track Restrictions” Draft
February 1994 Prepared by Caltrans Office of Permits and
Truck Studies.

LIST OF ER~AR~S

The Initial Study for this trooosa]. was ~itten based on intut
~v~aed cv tne stazz at varzous cranenes wztnn tne Caltrans

District I Office in Eureka. The following is a list of those
individuals:

Craig Olofson, Associate Environmental Planner
Jim Graham, Chief, Traffic Ocerations & Electrical Branch
Russ Lee, Traffic Ocerations/Truck Studies
Deborah Harmon, Chief, Environmental Management Office
Cheryl Willis, Chief, Planning Division
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Sfl~I3zT B

TRACTOR / SEPYIITRAILER TERMINOLOGY
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EQNI’CNTC SIGNIFICANCE CEECaIST

This checklist was used to identify physical, bioiogical, social and economic factors which might be
itpac:ed by the proposed proiect. rn many cases, the background studies performed in connection with
this rrojec: dearly indicate the proiec: will not affect a particular item. A “NO” ansaer En the Erst
column documents this detsrminatio~ Where there is a need for darifying discussion, an asterisk Es
shown next to the answer. The discussion is in the seciton following the checklist

PHYSICAL.—WIII the urooosal either directly or indirectly:

1. ~‘zmrecaoij ctange tze tcDo~tnj or round suz-ace~

2. Destroy, cover, or modify any unicue geologic, oaleonto’icgjc, or physical J0
teacures?

3. Result in unstable ear-cia surfaces or increase the ecnosure of ceocle or L0
property to geologic or seismic hazards?

4. Result in or be affected by soil erosion or siltation (whether by water or ‘JO
wind)?

5. Result in the increased use of fuel or ener~’ in large amounts or in a ..~ c
was~,~j mar.ner?

&P.es-aj~ in an increase in the race of use of any natural resource? S C

7. Result in ±e substantial depletion of any nonrenewable resourta?

3. Violate any vu~lished Federal, State, or local standards nertaizing to
nazardous waste, solid waste or litter control?

9. Modif-, the channel of a river or stream or the bed of the ocean or any ~ o
iniec or

10. Encroach zpofl a floodolain or result in or be affected by floodwaters or .v ~
tidal waves?

11. Adversely affect the cuantit~, or quality of surface water, groundwater, .‘~

or public Water suocly?

12. Result in the use of water in l’-~e ‘_-oun~ orin a wastef.il tame—?

13. Affect wetlands or riparian vegetation? ..~

~ 0 ate o— De ncc-’slsz.arlc ~-z Face-ti S..mca, o locci wntr c.-n_r
standards?

15. Result in changes in air oveaur oisr.zre, or temperature, or any
catic conditions?

15. Result in an increase in air :okcri; eissicus, adverse effects on c
cetar!ora±n of ambient air Quality?

_7. nes-u~t me creanon or oojectto~o[e ocors?

~3. Etiace or be incojsistez~ with Federal, State, or local air szar.dards or
control Plans?

Result in an increase in noise levels or vibration for adjoining areas? ‘c

~ Fez~—a— Fece-a’ St~ o- con c—e—-a cc~’; ct_c -

new :gh:, ~tare. or sca2ows? :~-

YES oayo ‘rrS as rr

YES ORNO
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E?~1QNME?JAL SIGNIFICANCE CHECELIST (Cont.)
y~soa~o ~yssjsrr

BIOLOGICAL—Will the pro~csai result in (either directly or indirectly): YES OR NO

22. Change in the diversity of species or number of any species orp~ants NC
çinc:ucing n~ees, shrubs, grass, maronora, am aquanc PlansJ.

23. Reduction of the nubers of or encroachment upon the cri~cal habitat
ofanytriue, theatened or endangered species of plants?

24. Iztroduc~on of new species of plants into an area, or result in a barrier
to the norai replenishment of edstng species?

25. Reduction in acreage of any agricultural crop or ccmerci2i nmDer N —

stand, or affect prime, unique, or other farn~and of State or local
importance?

25. Raoval or detariorarion of e,dsthig Esh or wildlife habitat? N 3

27. Change in the diversity of species, or ncbers of any species of~
aflDiaJs QD1T:s, 1am aamais inc ucang ett es, ~sn ana S2C’tSfl NO
benthic organisms, insects or microfaima)?

23. Reduction of the numbers of or encroachment titan the critical habitat N 0
of any unique, threatened or endangered species of animals?

29. Introduction of new species of animals into an area, or result ma
barrier to the migration or movement of animals?

SOCIAL AND ECONOMIC—Will the oronosal directly or indirectiy:

- 30. Cause disruption of orderly planned deveiopent?

31. Be inconsistent with any elezencs of adopted community plans,
policies or goals?

32. Be inconsistent with a Coastal Zone Mangement Plan?

33. Affect the location, disnibution, density, or growth rate of the human
poou:ation of an area?

34. ~ life-styles. or neighborhood character or stability?

Do ~aect m_rc—: eca-l; ~cnc1cantec, rtns -~:ecenoeT’t, o Ou’r
sneciflc interest nouns?

3~. iwice or disrupt an established co~tzunity? SD

.cect e.’csnng nousang, reauire the acmizitcn of resicentia:
:mtrzvemencs or me djsojaceent of teocie or zeate a demand:::
atiticnal housing?

~mt 0 ment, nc._tt— -‘ cc-un.. - — -, .ze a St
:f businesses or

1.1. . act ;rocer:yva:ues or tue :Dcai tax

Affec any cotutnunity facilities (including medical. educationa..
ranurc o-e..~ot~ n~ttu_rc’_ c~’-e’ota .~ -

:atred shrines)?

tCDflc ut:~tnes, or oo:Ece, ~:e. amergenty or

i :-~ve sbun±c bupacton e:dsting ransporta:::n systas
:r~zant patzrns C: cir-::aticn or OV€ZIent :: tectie anc/or g:ccs?
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EN~~ONE??T~C SIGNIFICANCE CHECKLIST (Cont.)
TESOaNO E’ns.zsrr

SIGN
YES <flNO

43. Generate additional traffic?

44. Affect or be affected by existing parking facilities or result in demand i~C
tar new panting?

45. Involve a substantial risk of an eoiosion or the release of hazardous
substances in the event of an accident or otherwise adversely affect
overall publlc safety?

46. Result in alterations cc waterborne, rail or air traffIc? C

47. Support large cornmercial or residential development? N

48. Affect a dgniflcaxit archaeological or historic site, structure, object, or
buildinc?

49. Affect wild or scenic rivers or natural landmarks? N 0

50. Affect any scenic resources or result in the obstruction of any scenic
vista or view open to the public, or creation of an aesthetically offensive
site open to public view?

51. Result in substantial imnacts associated with construction activities t~J C
(e.g~ noise, dust, temporary drainage, traffic detours and t~mporazJ
access, etc.)?

52. Result in the use of any publlciy-owued land from a park, recreation
area, or wildlife and waterfowl refuge?

MANDATORY FEWLNGS OF SIC-NIFICANCE

Does the project have the potential to substantially degrade the quality
of the environment, substantially reduce the habitat of a Esh or wildlife
species, cause a Esh or wildlife Dooulamon to droc below self-sustaining
levels, threaten to eliminate a slant or animal cornurnity, reduce the
number or restrict the range of a rare or endangered otant or animal or
eliminate miportant examples or tne major periocs or Caluorma mstory
or prehistory?

54. Does the projec:have the potential to achieve short-term, to the disad
var.taga of long-term, environmental goals? (A short- term imuact on the
environment is one which occurs in a relatively brief, definitive period
of time while long-term impacts will endure well into the future.)

~5. Does the oroiect have environmental effects which are individually
tea ot~ ct.mL auvelv ccnsiae’tDLe’ C,...mulacve’y cons derace netn.t

that the incremental effects of an individual project are consider-able
wnen viewed in connection with the effects of past orojects, the effects
of cther current orojects, and the effects of probable future projects. I:
Includes the effects of other projects which interact with this project and,
togetter, are cor.siaeraoie. —

Sd. Does the nrcject have environmental effects which will cause substan
tial adverse effects on human beings, either directly or indirectly?
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7/48LE 2

SUMMARY
mUCK AND RV SURVEY-Ui MEN, L4K-175-MEN 5.40/LAK R8.19

HOURS: FROM 0600 TO 2100 STARTING JULY 1. 1994 AND ENDING JULY 5, 1994

r TYPE OF VEHICLE VEHICLE NUMEE~1S TOTAL.
. wal a

CARS.PICKUPS,VANS,ETC.. 26601 29271 55871 93.77%1

CARS. PICKUPS. VANS, ETC. WITRAILER
BOATTRAILES
1-AXLE I 421 49 91 1.53%
2-AXLE is! 20 35 0.59%
RVTRftLER ‘ I I_______
1-AXLE 41 8! 1’ 0.20%i
2-AXLE ii I I 0.02%I
U11LFfl’ TRAILER I_______
1-AXLE 15! 15 30 0.50%
2-AXLE 31 at 8 0.13%
HORSE TRAILER
2-AXLE 5 2 71 0.i2%~

IThUCKS4_~RGE2-AXLE VANS. FIAThEDS 31 31 621 1.04%

TRACTCRIrRAILER . I_________
I..~ . I ~I p’ C,~..-.-,r....z ii ii

I AVt~. . . I 1
AL.._.r I 0.06 to

I I I
[MOTcRHOME,sMAI.j(24’oRLEgs~ I 31 10! 13 0.22%

I~ I
MOTORHOME, SMALL WITRAJLER I I_______
~-AXLE I I 31 3 0.05%’

MOTORHOME.LARGE(OVES24~ I 0.13%!
I I

E~O,ur..CYc1~ 52~ 41 id’ 1.70%~

c4cYCL~ . I ci H 12 0.20%!

I I
TOTALS 2842~ 3130! 5958~

‘.cte: Cf the 5,953 vehides counted, 52 or 0.57% would have been mcac:ed had tflere been a

-, resffic:~cn in eUec: dur~nc tr.e times or Ifle surve’i.
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ATTACHMENT #3

Caltrans 175 Initial Study

List of Agencies/Persons ContactedlNotified

I. Lake County Agricultural Commissioner

2. Mendocino County Agi-icultw-aI Commissioner

3. Caltrans

4. Lake County Department of Public Works

5. Mendocino County Department of Public Works

6. California Highway Patrol - Ukiah and Kelseyville Offices

7. Mendocino Council of Governments

8. Lake County/City Area Planning Council

9. Lake County Traffic Advisory Committee

10. City of Lakeport

ii. All oroperty owners (145) within 700 feet of both sides of highway, both counties.

12. California Trucking Association
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Restriction Process Page I of I

Attachment 5

TRUCK RESTRICTION REPORT CHECKLIST

Approval of rostriction requests is contingent upon a complete identification and documentation of impacts on highway safety, structural integrity, environment and operational
efficiency. Some items may not apply. This checktist is a guide only.

I. COVER

The document cover clearly states the Caltrans District, County, Route and postmile limits of the proposal. Any proposed local ordinance or resolution number should also be
placed on the cover.

II. PROPOSAL STATEMENT

— The proposed restriction and referencea to apedfic codes, regulations and any local ordinances or resolutions are clearly pressnted in the proposal statement. If exemptions to
general rules apply; cite appropriate statutory law or regulations.

III. JUSTIFICATION FOR THE PROPOSAL

Justification depends on rationale: safety, hazardous materials, bridge weight limit, conatruction zones, seasonal operation, etc.

— Analyses of present and future safety, operational (capacity, geometrics) and/or structural adequacy supporting the restriction. A description of existing versus proposed
conditions. Include supporting data tables, maps and/or photographs.

List of alternatives considered, e.g. buck advisory, restriction of 39-foot vehicles, or restriction of all trucks over a certain gross weight. Statement of the proposed restriction
selected.

Analysis of environmental considerations for the restriction proposal with an explanalion of impacts and mitigation measures.

Existing and future land use plans.

Analysis of the impact on Interstate and intrastate commerce. Analysis of the economic impact on communities, shippers and trucking companies due to increased travel
distances,

Analysis and recommendations of any alternative routes that can safely accommodate any California legal commercial motor vehicles and serve the proposed restriction area.

Evidence of consultation with the local or adjoining state governments affected by the proposed restriction.

— Results of any public hearings.

IV. APPENDICES

— Copies of any draft local restriction ordinances or resolutona.

— Copies of uny supportive correspondence or documents for the restriction.

— Minutes of public hearings (audio or videocassette tape).

http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/traffopslcngineerimgltruoksfroutes/restrict-process.htm 12/3/2014
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Attachment 6

VEHICLE CODE VEH
DIVISION 11. RULES OF THE ROAD [21000 - 23336]
(Division 1] enacted by Stats. 1959, Cli. 3.)

CHAPTER 1. Obedience to and Effect of Traffic Laws [21000 - 21282]
(Chapter] enacted by Stats. 1959, Ch. 3.)

ARTICLE 3. Local Regulation [21100 21117]
(Article 3 enacted by Stats. 1959, Cli. 3.)

‘144(14— I I LII.

Local authorities, for those highways under their jurisdiction, may adopt rules and
regulations by ordinance or resolution on the following matters:

(a) Closing any highway to vehicular traffic when, in the opinion of the legislative
body having jurisdiction, the highway is either of the following:

(1) No longer needed for vehicular traffic.

(2) The closure is in the interests of public safety and all of the following conditions
and requirements are met:

(A) The street proposed for closure is located in a county with a population of
6,000,000 or more.

(B) The street has an unsafe volume of traffic and a significant incidence of crime.

(C) The affected local authority conducts a public hearing on the proposed street
closure.

(D) Notice of the hearing is provided to residents and owners of property adjacent
to the street proposed for closure.

(E) The local authority makes a finding that closure of the street likely would result
in a reduced rate of crime.

(b) Designating any highway as a through highway and requiring that all vehicles
observe official traffic control devices before entering or crossing the highway or
designating any intersection as a stop intersection and requiring all vehicles to stop
at one or more entrances to the intersection.

(c) Prohibiting the use of particular highways by certain vehicles, except as
otherwise provided by the Public Utilities Commission pursuant to Article 2
(commencing with Section 1031) of Chapter 5 of Part 1 of Division 1 of the Public
Utilities Code.

(d) Closing particular streets during regular school hours for the purpose of
conducting automobile driver training programs in the secondary schools and
colleges of this state.

(e) Temporarily closing a portion of any street for celebrations, parades, local
special events, and other purposes when, in the opinion of local authorities having
jurisdiction or a public officer or employee that the local authority designates by
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Attachment 6

resolution, the closing is necessary for the safety and protection of persons who are
to use that portion of the Street during the temporary closing.

(f) Prohibiting entry to, or exit from, or both, from any Street by means of islands,
curbs, traffic barriers, or other roadway design features to implement the
circulation element of a general plan adopted pursuant to Article 6 (commencing
with Section 65350) of Chapter 3 of Division 1 of Title 7 of the Government Code.
The rules and regulations authorized by this subdivision shall be consistent with the
responsibility of local government to provide for the health and safety of its
citizens.

VEHICLE CODE - VEH
DIVJSION 15. SIZE, WEIGHT, AND LOAD [35000 - 35796]

(Division 15 enacted by Stats. 1959, Ch. 3.)

CHAPTER 5. Weight [35550 - 35796]
(Chapter 5 enacted by Stats. 1959, Ch. 3.)

ARTICLE 4. Local Authorities [35700 - 35722]
(Article 4 enacted by Stats. 1959, Cli. 3.)

35701.
(a) Any city, or county for a residence district, may, by ordinance, prohibit the use
of a street by any commercial vehicle or by any vehicle exceeding a maximum
gross weight limit, except with.. respect to any vehicle which is subject to Sections
1031 to 1036, inclusive, of the Public Utilities Code, and except with respect to
vehicles used for the collection and transportation of garbage, rubbish, or refuse
using traditionally used routes in San Diego County when the solid waste
management plan prepared under Section 66780.1 .of the Government Code is
amended to designate each traditionally used route used for the purpose of
transporting garbage, rubbish, or refuse which intersects with a local or regional
arterial circulation route contained within a city or county’s traffic circulation
element and which provides access to a solid waste disposal site.

(b) The ordinance shall not be effective until appropriate signs are erected
indicating either the streets affected by the ordinance or the streets not affected, as
the local authority determines will best serve to give notice of the ordinance.

(c) No ordinance adopted pursuant to this section after November 10, 1969, shall
apply to any state highway which is included in the National System of Interstate
and Defense Highways, except an ordinance which has been approved by a two
thirds vote of the California Transportation Commission,

c
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(d) The solid waste management plan prepared under Section 66780.1 of the
Government Code by San Diego County may designate the traditionally used
routes.

(e) “Traditionally used route,” for purposes of this section, means any street used
for a period of one year or more as access to or from a solid waste disposal site.

VEHICLE CODE - VEH
DIVISION 15. SIZE, WEIGHT, AND LOAD [35000 - 357961
(Division 15 enacted by Stats. 1959, Ch. 3.)

CHAPTER 5. Weight [35550 - 35796]
(Chapter 5 enacted by Stats. 1959, Ch. 3.)

ARTICLE 4. Local Authorities [35700 - 35722]
(Article 4 enacted by Slats. 1959, Ch. 3.)

35702.
No ordinance proposed under Section 35701 is effective with respect to any
highway which is not under the exclusive jurisdiction of the local authority enacting
the ordinance, or, in the case of any state highway, until the ordinance has been
submitted by the governing body of the local authority to, and approved in writing
by, the Department of Transportation. In submitting a proposed ordinance to the
department for approval, the governing body of the local authority shall designate
therein, an alternate route for the use of vehicles, which route shall remain
unrestricted by any local regulation as to weight limits or types of vehicles so long
as the ordinance proposed shall remain in effect. The approval of the proposed
ordinance by the Department ofTransportation shall constitute an approval by it of
the alternate route so designated.
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Mono County 
Community Development Department 

            P.O. Box 347 
 Mammoth Lakes, CA  93546 
(760) 924-1800, fax 924-1801 
    commdev@mono.ca.gov 

          Planning Division   
 

                                 P.O. Box 8 
                Bridgeport, CA  93517 

             (760) 932-5420, fax 932-5431 
           www.monocounty.ca.gov 

 

Planning / Building / Code Compliance / Environmental / Collaborative Planning Team (CPT) 
Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCO) / Local Transportation Commission (LTC) / Regional Planning Advisory Committees (RPACs) 

January 12, 2015 
 

To: Mono County Local Transportation Commission 
 

From: Wendy Sugimura, Mono County Associate Analyst  
 Terry Erlwein, Caltrans District 9 Engineer 
 

Re: Bridgeport Main Street Revitalization Project Performance Measures 
 
ACTION REQUESTED 
Informational only. 
 
BACKGROUND 
During August 23-28, 2012, Bridgeport residents were immersed in the Main Street Design Fair to explore 
the balance between community needs for a vibrant, successful main street and the function of a state 
highway that efficiently moves goods and vehicles. Led by nationally known walkability expert Dan Burden, 
a Design Team consisting of the Local Government Commission, a traffic engineer, and a design-and-
architecture firm provided education, best practices, and technical expertise to facilitate the development of 
community consensus and direction on a Main Street Revitalization Plan to improve pedestrian and motorist 
safety, support economic vitality, and enhance the community. 
 
Community participation throughout the workshops was excellent, with 41 people at the opening workshop, 
19 at the walking audit and design session, and an impressive 78 at the closing presentation. Dan Burden, 
who has conducted these workshops in over 2,500 communities in all 50 states, claimed this was among 
the best participation rate he has seen, especially by main street business owners. In addition, focus groups 
were held to capture specific concerns of public safety entities, Caltrans, County public works staff, Main 
Street residents and businesses, and the Latino community. 
 
Following the Design Fair, local outreach by Bridgeport Valley Regional Planning Advisory Committee 
(BVRPAC) members built further consensus on the location of back-in angle parking, the Design Team 
finalized a conceptual striping plan supported by the BVRPAC, and Caltrans refined and engineered the 
striping plan for final deployment. The new street design with more parking, bike lanes, and fewer travel 
lanes was in place by the end of October 2012, just eight short weeks after the Design Fair. The rapid 
implementation was an impressive display of interagency and community cooperation, and how things can 
“get done” through a complete and collaborative planning process.  
 
Following the striping and in cooperation with Caltrans, the BVRPAC stenciled “BACK-IN ONLY” on the 
curb faces of parking stalls in response to a high number of incorrectly parked vehicles. Since then, the 
incorrectly parked car has been fairly rare.  
 
DISCUSSION 
At the last LTC meeting, information about “performance measures” for the Bridgeport Main Street project 
was requested. The standard performance measures for roadways have been primarily based on vehicle 
traffic speeds and delay, which the LTC has consistently suggested leave out important livability factors, 
including walking, bicycling, and community/economic vibrancy and health. “Multi-modal” performance 
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measures that address these factors are under development at the national and state level (e.g., revisions 
to CEQA1), and are expected to become the norm in the future. At this time, however, no measures are 
standardized or established.  
 
Standardized performance data based on Level of Service (LOS) provide the following information: 
 

Measure Data/Information 
Average traffic 
speeds 

A November 2013 speed survey indicates no significant change. Consistent 
with state law, the 30 mph speed limit is based on the 85th percentile of traffic 
speed. However, anecdotal information from the community indicates an 
increase in comfort, especially when crossing the road, now that Main Street is 
no longer being used as a passing lane. 

Accident rates  Two-Year Period Prior to Project: 
Six collisions were recorded during the two-year study period with one injury 
collision and no fatality collisions. The single injury collision resulted in two 
injuries. All other recorded collisions were property damage only (PDO).  
 

Two-Year Period After Project: 
Three collisions were recorded during the two-year study period, all of which 
were property damage only (PDO).  

Parking convenience 
and affordability 

The project increased the amount of available on-street parking from less than 
38 spaces to approximately 482 between Bridge and School streets, and 
maintained free parking. Since stenciling the curb faces, no written complaints 
about back-in parking have been received by the Community Development 
Department. 

Average congestion 
delay 

Not applicable. 

 
Therefore, no change has occurred to quantifiable average traffic speeds. Accident data indicate a 50% 
reduction in total accidents and a 100% reduction in injury accidents. (Note a single accident can 
dramatically change those figures.) Improvements include an increase in parking by roughly 25%, the 
elimination of Main Street as a legal passing opportunity, and increased comfort when crossing the street. 
 
According to the Walkable and Livable Communities Institute, which was co-founded by Dan Burden, the 
new push for multi-modal and livability performance measures is complex. The Institute identified 22 
different potential measurements (along with the LOS measures above; see attachment #1), many of which 
are difficult to quantify because of the size and location of Bridgeport, and the resources that would be 
needed to generate the data. The following data available for Bridgeport are largely anecdotal, yet still 
provides meaningful information: 

 Private realm improvements: Two building façade upgrades have been completed. One upgrade 
was directly based on a project rendering, and the other was strongly influenced by the project and 
received ideas and input from the Design Team.  

 Public realm improvements: The County Service Area (CSA) funded additional pedestrian 
furniture (flower planters, benches and trash cans) and hanging flower baskets for School Street 
Plaza. A local resident maintained the flower baskets. The intent is to secure a landscaping 
encroachment permit in the future and move the furniture to the sidewalk in front of the Courthouse. 

                                                 
1 California Environmental Quality Act. 
2 Pre-project data are from a Scenic Byway inventory of parking spaces and likely over estimates as “partial” parking spaces were 
summed for a total number (e.g., a curb face with enough room for 0.68 parking spaces was simply added to the total, even though 
a vehicle can’t park there). Post-project data are estimated from Google Earth imagery by counting parking stalls. 
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The permit will also allow business owners to place flowers outside their businesses to enliven the 
streetscape. 

 Real estate activity: One real estate purchase was positively influenced by the project, and another 
inquiry was made, at least in part, due to the street changes. Another inquiry encouraged further 
implementation of the Main Street project. 

 Project serving as a model: The Bridgeport project has been used in complete street presentations 
nationally and internationally, including Mexico, Bolivia, and Alaska. The project has been featured 
in Caltrans Sustainable Transportation classes, and the former Caltrans District 9 Director presented 
the project to other Directors. The Project for Public Spaces, an organization dedicated to 
“placemaking,” features the Bridgeport project as a case study for “rightsizing” streets (see 
attachment #2). The Tahoe Regional Planning Agency (TRPA) also contacted Mono County to learn 
about the innovative public process, partnership, and design.  

 Walking and bicycling: Pre-project pedestrian and bicyclist counts do not exist. However, general 
observation indicates the bike lanes are being used. 

 Future projects & potential for future investment: Caltrans and the County are continuing to 
partner on implementation, and submitted an Active Transportation Program (ATP) application that 
included the completion of sidewalk segments, a permanent curb extension (bulb-out) at School 
Street with pedestrian-activated crossing lights, removable curb extensions at Sinclair Street and a 
mid-street pedestrian refuge at the Jolly Kone crosswalk, and pedestrian-scale solar street lights. 
The application just missed being funded given the statewide completion of this program. In addition, 
the Community Service Area (CSA) is funding the design and engineering of a banner system 
across the highway, similar to the banner system in Minden, NV. 

 Community participation: The ATP application scored full marks for public participation, and one 
reviewer commented, “This is one of the best public engagement/participation processes described 
by any of the applicants!” Ultimately, the project would not have been viable without community 
consensus and the support of individual community champions. A related measure in the political 
spectrum is community satisfaction. It is harder to define, and seems most easily measured by a 
lack of complaints. This project has not only been complaint-free since the curb faces were 
stenciled, but has actually received praise as noted above in the “serving as a model” discussion. In 
addition, the Chamber of Commerce presented plaques of appreciation to project staff, including 
Terry Erlwein (Caltrans District 9 Engineer) and Wendy Sugimura. 

 
The Bridgeport Main Street project is achieving the goals and policies set forth in the Livable Communities 
section of the Mono County Regional Transportation Plan, and the Caltrans Complete Streets publications. 
The community appears to be positive about the project, motivated to continue implementation, and is 
investing community funds through the CSA. Progress appears to have been made with other indicators 
such as real estate activity, and public and private realm improvements. Caltrans and County staff have 
established a positive, productive working relationship and are continuing to explore new design possibilities 
and funding opportunities. The project is not yet complete, but the results to date appear positive. 
 
This report has been reviewed and approved by the Local Transportation Commission Executive Director. 
Please contact Wendy Sugimura with any questions at 760.924.1814 or wsugimura@mono.ca.gov.  
 
ATTACHMENTS 

 Email from Robert Ping (Technical Assistance Program Manager, Walkable and Livable 
Communities Institute), dated December 16, 2014 

 Project for Public Spaces: Small Community of Bridgeport Rightsized their Main Street in Record 
Time 
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Wendy Sugimura

From: Wendy Sugimura
Sent: Monday, January 05, 2015 9:04 PM
To: Wendy Sugimura
Subject: FW: Bridgeport Main Street Report

 

From: Robert Ping [robert@walklive.org] 
Sent: Tuesday, December 16, 2014 9:27 AM 
To: Wendy Sugimura 
Cc: Kelly Morphy 
Subject: Re: Bridgeport Main Street Report 

Hi Wendy,  
 
Your Local Transportation Commission may have several possible motives, including the need to report 
numbers to the feds (FHWA). But the good news is that 'multi-modal' performance measures will become the 
norm in the near future for transportation, thanks to advocacy efforts nationwide, and recent federal support for 
this.  
 
Unfortunately, past performance measures have only been mostly automobile speed and efficiency, at the 
expense of other livability factors, such as walking and bicycling, including: 
 

         Roadway Level‐of‐Service (LOS), which is an indicator of vehicle traffic speeds and congestion delay at a particular 
stretch of roadway or intersection. 

         Average traffic speeds. 
         Average congestion delay, measured annually per capita. 
         Parking convenience and affordability (low price). 

         Crash rates per vehicle‐mile.  
 
The new push is for multi-modal and livability measures, which gets complex, including the list below. Any of 
these measures you can get data for would be helpful to measure elements other than just those that affect 
automobile use: 


      Accessibility (ability to reach desired goods, services and activities), including the travel time and costs required 
by various users to reach activities and destinations such as work, education, public services and recreation 

  
         Land Use Density and Mix ‐ Number of job opportunities and commercial services within 30‐minute travel 
distance of residents. 

  
         Children’s accessibility ‐ Portion of children who can walk or bicycle to Schools, shops and parks from their 
homes. 

  
         Commute speed ‐ Average commute travel time and Congestion delay. 

  
         Transport diversity ‐ Variety and quality of transport Options available in a community. 
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         Mode share ‐ Portion of travel made by walking, cycling, rideshare, public transit and telework. 

  

         Streetscape Quality – The quality of travel by various modes, plus impacts on local businesses and residents 
(Livability) 

  
         Transit service quality – Public transit service quality, including coverage (portion of households and jobs within 
5‐minute walking distance of 15‐minute transit service), service frequency, comfort (portion of trips in which 
passenger can sit and portion of transit stops with shelters), affordability (fares as a portion of minimum wage 
income), information availability, and safety (injuries per billion passenger‐miles) 

  
         Consumer Transport Costs and Affordability ‐ Portion of household expenditures devoted to transport, including 
vehicle expenses, fares, residential parking costs, and taxes devoted to transport; particularly by people who are 
economically, socially and physically disadvantaged. 

  
         Facility costs ‐ Per capita expenditures on roads, traffic services and parking facilities (Transport Costs). 

  
         Freight and commercial transport efficiency – Speed, quality and affordability of freight and commercial 
transport.  

  
         Market Efficiency ‐ Degree to which transport systems reflect market principles such as prices that reflect full 
costs and neutral tax policies. 

  
         Planning Practices ‐ Degree to which transport institutions reflect Least‐cost planning and investment practices. 
Higher is better. 

  
         User Evaluation – Overall user satisfaction with their transportation system. 

  
         Planning process ‐ Range of impacts and options considered in the planning process, and quality of public 
involvement.  

  
         Health and fitness ‐ Portion of population that regularly uses active transport modes (walking and cycling). 

  
         Community Livability ‐ Degree to which transport activities increase community livability (local environmental 
quality). 

  
         Basic Mobility and Access – Quality of transport to access socially valuable activities such as medical services, 
education, employment and essential shopping, particularly for disadvantaged populations. 

  
         Equity ‐ Degree to which transport policies reflect equity objectives. 

  
         Multi‐Modal Level‐of‐Service Indicators evaluate the quality of various transport modes from a users 
perspective. This helps create a more neutral planning decisions compared with current practices which apply 
roadway LOS ratings but no comparable indictors for other modes. 

  
         Energy Consumption and Pollution Emissions – the amount of transportation energy used and pollutants 
emitted. 

  
         Habitat protection ‐ Preservation of high‐quality wildlife habitat (wetlands, old‐growth forests, etc.) from loss 
due to transport facilities and development (Land Use Evaluation). Higher is better. 
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Table 1            Examples of Performance Indicators for Various Modes 
Mode  Service Quality  Outcomes Cost Efficiency 

  
Walking 

Sidewalk/path supply 
Pedestrian LOS 
Crosswalk conditions 

Pedestrian mode split
Avg. annual walk distance 
Pedestrian crash rates 

Cost per sidewalk‐km 
Cost per walk‐km 
Cost per capita 

  
Cycling 

Bike path and lane supply 
Cycling LOS 
Path conditions 

Bicycle mode split
Avg. annual cycle distance 
Cyclist crash rates 

Cost per path‐km 
Cost per cycle‐km 
Cost per capita 

  
Automobile 

Roadway supply 
Roadway pavement condition 
Roadway LOS 
Parking availability 

Avg. auto trip travel time
Vehicle energy consumption 
and pollution emissions 
Motor vehicle crash rates 

Cost per lane‐km 
Cost per vehicle‐km 
User cost per capita 
External cost per capita 

  
Public transit 

Transit supply 
Transit LOS 
Transit stop and station quality 
Fare affordability 

Transit mode split
Per capita transit travel 
Avg. transit trip travel time 
Transit crash and assault rates 

User cost per pass.‐km 
User cost per capita 
Subsidy per capita 

  
Taxi 

Taxi supply 
Average response time 

Taxi use
Taxi crash and assault rates 

Cost per taxi‐trip 
External costs 

  
Multi‐modal 

Transport system integration 
Accessibility from homes to 
common destinations 
User survey results 

Total transportation costs
Total average commute time 
Total crash casualty rates 

Total cost passenger‐km 
Total cost per capita 
External cost per capita 

Aviation  Airport supply 
Air travel service frequency 
Air travel reliability 

Air travel use
Air travel crash rates 

Cost per trip 
External costs 
Airport subsidies 

Rail  Rail line supply 
Rail service speed and reliability 

Rail mode split
Rail traffic volumes 
Rail crash rates 

Cost per rail‐km 
Cost per tonne‐km 
External costs 

Marine  Marine service supply 
Marine service speed and 
reliability 

Marine mode split
Marine traffic volumes 
Marine accident rates 

Cost per tonne‐km 
Subsidies 
External costs 

This table illustrates various types of performance indicators.  
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