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AGENDA 
January 13, 2014 – 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 9, 2013 – p. 1 
  
4. COMMISSIONER REPORTS 
 
5. ACTION ITEMS 

A. Approve Resolution R14-01 authorizing the submittal of a FY 2014-15 FTA Section 5304 
Transportation Planning Grant in the amount of $100,000 to fund Eastern Sierra Transit 
Authority’s (ESTA) Short-Range Transit Plan and authorize the LTC and ESTA’s executive 
directors to sign the application and, if awarded, agreements and amendments. (Jill 
Batchelder) – p. 4 

B. Receive Regional Transportation Improvement Program (RTIP) update and adopt Minute 
Order M14-01 approving technical corrections to 2014 RTIP (Gerry Le Francois) – p. 20  
 

6. ADMINISTRATION 

A. Conduct initial discussion regarding 2014-15 Overall Work Program (OWP) & provide any 
desired direction to staff (Scott Burns) – p. 23 

B. Receive Active Transportation Program workshop & provide any desired direction to staff 
(Gerry Le Francois) – p. 24  

  
7. TRANSIT 

A. Eastern Sierra Transit Authority (ESTA) update (Jill Batchelder) 

B. Yosemite Area Regional Transportation System (YARTS) update 

  
8. CALTRANS 

A. Winter closure of dry local highways (North June Lake Loop, Tioga Road) – p. 48 
B. Workshop: Bridgeport passing lanes – p. 49 
C. Report activities in Mono County & provide pertinent statewide information 

 
9. INFORMATIONAL  

A. Chalfant Transportation Survey – p. 50 
B. Bicycle Passing: AB 1371 – p. 57 

 
 

 More on back… 

mailto:commdev@mono.ca.gov


 

10. UPCOMING AGENDA ITEMS  

11. ADJOURN to February 10, 2014 
 

*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 9, 2013  

 
COUNTY COMMISSIONERS: Tim Fesko, Larry Johnston, Fred Stump    
TOWN COMMISSIONERS: Jo Bacon, Sandy Hogan, Matthew Lehman  
COUNTY STAFF: Scott Burns, Gerry Le Francois, Garrett Higerd, C.D. Ritter  
TOWN STAFF: Peter Bernasconi 
CALTRANS: Forest Becket 
ESTA: John Helm 
GUESTS: Chris Lizza 

 
1. CALL TO ORDER & PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE: Chair Larry Johnston call ed the  meeting to order at 
9:02 a.m., and led the pledge of allegiance. 

2. PUBLIC COMMENT: Chris Li zza, Lee Vinin g resid ent/planning commi ssioner/Mono B asin RPAC, cited a  
recurring issue. Despite some progress with Caltrans, when Yosemite closes T ioga, Caltrans shuts gates at base, 
precluding cross country skiing or ice skating. De spite dry road, Tioga was closed all Thanksgiving week. Caltrans 
issues are public safety (but rockfall is no gre ater than midsummer) and workload (staff up with sea sonal crews; if 
no snow, they have nothing to do). Lizza has done all he can at RPAC level. He requested policy change in order to 
provide recreational opportunities. Agendize for discussion. 

 
3. MINUTES: Special Meeting November 15, 2013  

MOTION:  Adopt minutes of Nov. 15, 2013, as amended: 1) 6C, first graph, last sentence: Buses 
“Jammers” are from the late 1930s, but Ford Motor Co. donated new bus chasses in 2002; the free 
transportation system also has modern buses. 2) 8B: BLM had removed cattle grazing permits. 
(Hogan/Bacon. Ayes: 5. Abstain due to absence: Lehman.)  

4. COMMISSIONER REPORTS: Fesko: Rep orted winter temp s of 3 at  ho me, -19  at Devils Gate, -12 at 
Bridgeport. Hogan: The Authority Advisory Committee workshop last week discussed YARTS growth and expansion 
(Fresno County); Tuolumne County pilot program. There is a cost to join YARTS. Marketing: review of short-range 
transit plan. Three reps from other counties. 
 
5. QUARTERLY REPORTS (Caltrans presented in October) 

A. Mono County: Garrett Higerd reported on numerous projects: 1) Rock Creek Road: Low bid is $9 million, 
with Ace E ngineering on aggressive one-season completion, local co ntractors soli cited as sub s; 2) Airport  
Road: 25% e xtra for bi ke lanes; 3) Convict Lake Ro ad: Bike climbing lane ent ire way, prog ram into Regional 
Transportation Improvement Program (RTIP), Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) is interested in ti ming, 
ready to go sooner than later; 4) Owens River Road: Shelved; 5) Twin Lakes Road: Add bike lanes, maybe find 
grant. Caltrans wants to widen roadway, but wet meado w area is sen sitive. Enough de mand at T win Lakes? 
Yes, large-RV traffic endangers cyclists. Commissioner John ston thou ght tr affic co unts m ight be  ne eded to  
qualify for funding. Set workshop on guidelines. 6) Preventive maintenance: Requested increase to $1 mill ion + 
$150,000 for environmental/engineering. 
 
B. Town of Mammoth Lakes: Peter Bernasconi reported many projects completed and several out to bid. 

 
6. PUBLIC HEARING:  
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A. Amendment to Chapter 6 Financial Element of 2008 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP): 
 Fencing: Two projects – ai rport security fence and deer fence? Commissioners Bacon and Lehman didn’t 
want fence all along the way. 
 Bernasconi reported deer at airport past three m onths, some on runway, and described an 8’-hig h airport 
perimeter fen ce. Co mmissioner Hogan descri bed ai rport f ence as pa rt of wh at extends from mainten ance 
station all way to SR 203 along major deer migration routes.  
 Commissioner Lehman mentioned visual impact and “trying to protect eve rybody from eve rything.” Weigh 
cost benefit, practicality, and need. There’s always something – deer, ice, etc.  
 Johnston cited deer fencing in Nevada and found chain-link fence more obtrusive. Most significant section 
is where motorcycles and cars are subject to fatality due to deer collisions.  
 Le Fran cois noted n o ide ntified fundin g so urce. M ajor changes to MAP-21:  adde d airpo rts, pavem ent 
management system, operating costs, add snow removal later.  
 Commissioner Stump questioned bus replacement requests despite sizable reserve. Tied to RTIP, not RTP.  

OPEN PUBLIC HEARING: No comments. CLOSE PUBLIC HEARING. 

 Johnston thought Bridgeport Valley passing lanes were problematic. Hogan saw potential long-range effort 
to show MOU projects. Forest Becket distinguished between existing MOU and future MOU. Bridgeport passing 
has Project Study Report (PSR), alter native costs, feasible alternatives, and is a matter of funding. Johnston 
opposed pa ssing la nes a cross Brid geport Valley. Becket noted  three -lane passing o pportunities lea ding into 
Bridgeport have minimal footprint; north of Bridgeport is more challenging. 
 Johnston recalled no background discussion to say LTC supports it, but rest  of commission was OK with it 
on list. Le Francois reminded that MOU would come back to LTC for approval. Becket cited 18-mi segment with 
no passing lanes, but noted a list of possible competitive projects for interregional funding.  

MOTION:  Adopt resolution R13-11 as amended with Town’s short-range transportation projects and 
minor changes to transit section. (Bacon/Stump. Ayes: 6-0.) 

 
7. ACTION ITEMS: 

A. Regional Transportation Improvement Program (RTIP): Gerry Le F rancois noted everything was 
funded + substantial reserve. Freeman Gulch will require lots of money in future.  
 Commissioner Stump again mentioned bus replacement. John Helm indicated talking about different things. 
Strive for 1 0%-20% fu nd bala nce t hat fluctu ates b ecause revenues a nd service a re fund ed th rough 
reimbursement grants. ESTA invoices quarterly, but incurs expenses five months in arrears for costs. Funds are 
used as operating capital. ESTA formerly requested annual loans, but expense and service reductions allowed 
control of fun d balan ce. E STA has 56 vehicles valu ed at $9 milli on. Ongoi ng replacement would ke ep fleet 
reasonably new. Seven y ears ago Town got 100% federal gra nt for 12 vehi cles. But, seve n-year vehicles are 
aging. ESTA want s regular replacement and a seven th trolley for Lakes Ba sin and special events. Replace a 
trolley each year for $200,000. Three engines have been replaced in last 1.5 years, but  maintenance costs rise 
exponentially, not just engines. 
 Le Francois noted California Tra nsportation Commission (CTC) sometimes asks to move dollar amounts 
around i n fi scal ye ars. If not comfortable with th at, go with what’s here. L e Fran cois n oted ESTA wants 
$200,000 next fiscal year.  
 Wait extra y ear? All trolleys are ready to replace, start with one/year. If b ody is OK, why not replace 
chassis? Not just engine, but all other aging components raise operating costs.  
 Trolley for sp ecial events or ba ckup? Larger spare number. Eventually sell at auction. Town owns trolleys 
and cutaways. Proceeds of sale go to capital replacement. 
 Moneys to Town? Vehicles with STIP funds are owned/operated by ESTA. Got grant when ESTA first 
formed. Why aren’t replacements owned by ESTA? Makes more sense. Understands past with grant money. 
Commissioner Bacon wanted staff to work out details. 
 When n ew buses are p urchased an d ol d ones sold, wh ere doe s revenue go? Restricted to capital 
replacement.  

MOTION:  Adopt 2014 RTIP by approving resolution R13-12 with change of moving trolley funding 
forward to fiscal years 2014-15 and 2015-16 (Fesko/Hogan. Ayes: 6-0.) 

 
B. Letter to US Fish & Wildlife Service (USFWS): Scott Burn s noted To wn and County o fficials 
requested 90-day extension of comment period on sage grouse listing beyond Dec. 27, the worst 60-day  
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comment period. Significant impact to tran sportation would result, especially proposed bike lanes. Need more 
time. Bi-State plan may be adequate.  
 Commissioner Hogan noted listing is driven by lawsuits. Maybe courts could be involved. Staffs taking use-
it-or-lose it time. Get attention of others. 
 Commissioner Fesko was disappointed with turnout last week. Effect on residents is unknown.  

Forward letter? Inyo LTC. Fesko noted the other side can sue as well, needs to be put on record at court. 
 Scott Burns announced a U.S. Fish & Wildlife Servi ce (USFWS) meeting on frogs/toads in January. Board 
noted cumulative listing effects.  

MOTION:  Authorize letter to USFWS, with copies to Inyo & Alpine counties and appropriate court. 
(Fesko/Bacon. Ayes: 6-0.) 

8. TRANSIT 
A. Eastern Sierra Transit Authority (ESTA): John Hel m indicate d baby  strolle rs on buses mu st b e 
single-wide and drivers can offer assistance. Large buses kneel and are easy to board. ESTA allows dogs with 
muzzles. Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) permits trained service animals (therapy dogs are not service 
animals). Service animals in training? No muzzle required. 
 Winter services started Nov. 22. Night trolley runs till 2 a.m. on next-bus system. June Mountain shuttle will 
run daily thro ughout ski se ason, with ro und trips morning and afte rnoon. Commissioner Fesko noted Ju ne is 
booked and it should be interesting to see numbers. 
 
B. Yosemite Area Regional Transportation System (YARTS): Next meeting is January, Authority  
Advisory Committee a week prior. Commissioner Hogan noted Fresno might join in two years; lots of steps. 
 Would bu s stop in Oa khurst? Surveys say people want bus to stop. Communications plan is needed. 
Maybe Fresno or National Park Service could lead the charge, not YARTS. Tuolumne is on a temporary 
program, likely to be first. Cost of membership is based on service hours.   

 
9. CALTRANS 

A. Activities in Mono County and pertinent statewide information: Forest Be cket noted  u rban 
growth boundary revision last year is reflected in new maps.  
 Survey cre w by Devil s G ate? Shoulder widening.  Commissioner J ohnston noted C restview r est area is 
open. What’s happening? Unsure. Caltrans maintenance is its own entity. Becket will find out the plan. Johnston 
wanted the only rest area in Mono County to remain open (he contacted Rep. Bigelow). Becket cited funding as 
a main issue, and will update Johnston personally. 

 
10. INFORMATIONAL: 

A. California’s Substandard Highways  
B. Car Tax Hike: Should LTC take a stand on tax hi ke? Commissioner Stump saw it as regressive, hurtful. 
Commissioner Lehman thought it woul d force policy makers to be  more responsible. Commissioner Johnston 
saw a firm deal brewing, fairly strong probability, so wanted to consider LTC letter. Commissioner Fesko noted 
it’s just an idea; once something’s out, provide input. He stated California wants better-mileage vehicles, better 
use, which means less gas, less revenue. Forest Becket described an underlying issue as state of sy stem vs. 
stagnant fun ding. G as ta x has been fi xed si nce 19 90s. Com missioner Ho gan mentioned g etting people into 
public transit in urban settings. Millennials do not want to own vehicles. It’s not an easy fix. 

11. UPCOMING AGENDA ITEMS: 1) Tioga cl osure policy; 2) AT P; 3) deer i ssues w/ Tayl or (m ore o n other 
areas); 4) wo rkshop on Bridgeport passing lanes, map; 5) trolley o wnership at spring meeting (ESTA bo ard?); 
6) RTIP progress; 7) car tax hike legislation if solidified; 8) Crestview rest area Johnston; and 9) 2014-15 OWP.   

12. ADJOURN at 11:00 a.m. to Jan. 13, 2014, in honor of the late fire captain Billy Anderson. 
Prepared by C.D. Ritter, LTC secretary 
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     January 13, 2014 

         
 

STAFF REPORT 
 

Subject:   FY 2014-15 FTA Section 5304 Transportation Planning 
Grant  

 

Initiated by: Jill Batchelder, Transit Analyst 
 
 
RECOMMENDATION:  
Approve Resolution R14-01 authorizing the submittal of a FY 2014-15 FTA 
Section 5304 Transportation Planning Grant in the amount of $100,000 to 
fund Eastern Sierra Transit Authority’s (ESTA) Short-Range Transit Plan and 
authorize the LTC’s Executive Director and ESTA’s Executive Director to sign 
the application and if awarded, agreements and amendments. 
 
FISCAL IMPLICATIONS:   
The FTA Section 5304 Transportation Planning Grant requires an 11.47% 
match for approved planning projects. Eastern Sierra Transit will provide the 
11.47% match with in-kind contributions. 
  
ANALYSIS/DISCUSSION:   
The FTA Section 5304 Transportation Planning Grant funds public 
transportation planning studies in rural or small urban areas of California 
(transit service area with population of 100,000 or less). Regional 
Transportation Planning Agencies are eligible to apply for these funds as a 
direct applicant with the transit agency applying as the sub –applicant. 
 
This grant, if awarded, will fund a Short-Range Transit Plan (SRTP) for ESTA. 
The SRTP, which is required for federal transit funding, has been a valuable 
resource in guiding ESTA’s development and is now due for an update. An 
updated short-range transit plan will be supportive of the Regional 
Transportation Improvement Program (RTIP), establish a five-year strategic 
plan for ESTA, serve as justification for federal and state funding, and 
demonstrate ESTA’s stewardship of public funds. In addition, the updated 
SRTP will provide essential information, analysis and recommendations 
regarding operations, contracts, capital planning, and marketing. 
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RESOLUTION R14-01 
 

A RESOLUTION OF THE MONO COUNTY LOCAL TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION FOR 
THE FY 2014-15 FTA SECTION 5304 TRANSPORTATION PLANNING GRANT IN THE 

AMOUNT OF $100,000 TO FUND EASTERN SIERRA TRANSIT AUTHORITY’S SHORT-
RANGE TRANSIT PLAN AND AUTHORIZE THE LTC’S EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR AND 

ESTA’S EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR TO SIGN THE APPLICATION AGREEMENTS  
AND ANY AMENDMENTS 

 
WHEREAS, the Mono County Local Transportation Commission (MCLTC) is an eligible 
applicant and may receive federal funding from the FTA Section 5304 Transportation Planning 
Grant Funds through the California Department of Transportation; and 
 
WHEREAS, the Eastern Sierra Transit Authority (ESTA) is an eligible sub-applicant; and 
 
WHEREAS, the Mono County Local Transportation Commission wishes to delegate 
authorization to execute these agreements and any amendments to MCLTC’s Executive 
Director and ESTA’s Executive Director. 
 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the Mono County Local Transportation 
Commission, the submission of a FY 2014-15 FTA Section 5304 Transportation Planning Grant 
in the amount of $100,000 to fund Eastern Sierra Transit Authority’s Short-Range Transit Plan is 
hereby authorized and that the LTC’s Executive Director and ESTA’s Executive Director are 
authorized to sign the application. Upon award of the grant, the commission delegates 
authorization to execute the grant agreements and any amendments to MCLTC’s Executive 
Director and ESTA’s Executive Director. 
 
PASSED AND ADOPTED this 13th day of January 2014, by the following vote: 
 
Ayes: 
Noes: 
Abstain: 
Absent: 
 
__________________________________ 
Chair 
Mono County Local Transportation Commission 
 
       ATTEST: 
 
       _____________________________ 
       C.D. Ritter, Secretary 
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EASTERN SIERRA TRANSIT AUTHORITY 
SHORT-RANGE TRANSIT PLAN 

SCOPE OF WORK 
 

Eastern Sierra Transit Author ity’s short-range transit plan is the tool through which the 
continuing comprehensive and coordinated transit planning process is implemented. 
The SRTP provides essential informati on, analys is and recommendations regarding 
future management and operations of transit services in the Eastern Sierra Region.  
 
Responsible parties for the SRTP Project i nclude the Eastern Sierra Transit Authority 
and Mono County Local Transportation Commission with the assistance of a consultant  
or consulting firm that will be selected through a competitive RFP process. 
 
1. Project Initiation 
 
Task 1.1: Project Kickoff Meeting 
 Eastern Sierra Transit and Mono County wil l hold a kickoff meeting with Caltrans 

staff with the goal of  establishing grant  procedures and project expectations. 
Eastern Sierra Transit wil l be the lead agency for this task and a meet ing 
summary will be documented. 
 

Task 1.2: RFP for Consultant Services  
 The RFP  process will b e le d by E astern Sierra Transit  utiliz ing proper 

procurement procedures. The selected co nsultant or consulting  team will be  
expected to perform all technical and other  analyses necessary to complete the 
short-range transit plan. The consultant will receive general direction from the 
ESTA Executive Director with assistance from a technical adv isory committee, 
which consists of staff members from  the Local Transportation Commissions  
(LTCs), Caltrans, the City of Bis hop, the Town of Mammoth Lakes, and perhaps 
other stakeholders including the U.S. Fore st Service, National Park Service,  
Mammoth Mountain Ski Area, and the Bishop Paiute Tribe. 
 
The Short-Range Transit Planning proce ss must i nclude a review by  the 
consultant of all options for transit service and all op portunities for interaction 
between systems. The consultant will be expected to seek input from a technica l 
Advisory Committee to the project. The cons ultant is expected to meet with the 
Advisory Committee throughout the planning process to provide findings, discuss 
alternatives, and review technical output. 
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The following entities will be invit ed to par ticipate as a member of the Advisory 
Committee: 

 Eastern Sierra Transit Authority staff 
 Mono County LTC staff 
 Inyo County LTC staff 
 Town of Mammoth Lakes staff 
 City of Bishop staff 
 U.S. Forest Service staff 
 National Forest Service staff 
 Mammoth Mountain Ski Area staff 
 Bishop Paiute Tribe Staff 

 
2. Consultant Services 
Tasks 2.1 t hrough 2.5 under Consul tant Services will include  a public  workshop to be 
led by the consultant. All work shops w ill be public ly noticed  to ensure maximum  
attendance. All pu blic notices will be in English an d Span ish. A summary will be  
documented for each workshop. 
 
Task 2.1:  Consultant Kickoff Meeting 
 Eastern Sierra Transit and Mono C ounty will hold a kickoff meeting with the 

consultant and the Advisory Committee with the goal of establishing project 
expectations for the Eastern Sierra regi on. Eastern Sierra Transit will be the  lead 
agency for this task and a meeting summary will be documented. 

 
Task 2.2:  Existing Condition / Peer Review /Performance Analysis 
 Description of the existing system in cluding information on current ridership;  

recent ridership changes; ADA accessibi lity issues; vehicle fleet size and 
composition; and coordinat ion with other systems. Information should be 
provided for all services operated.  

 Peer Group Comparisons of Eastern Si erra Transit Authority and a group of 
similar transit operators prov iding service in similar c ommunities; minimum four 
comparative systems.  

 System Performance Analysis for all services including current data on operating 
costs, ridership, miles, hours, farebox rec overy ratio, and available system 
capacity. The analys is should be complet ed at the route level and address , at 
minimum, the following jurisdiction specifics:  
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• For Mammoth Lakes fixed-route se rvice, identify both unproductive 
and peak route segments and demand periods for possible future 
service modifications.  
 

• For the town-to-town routes t hat currently operate throughout the 
two-county area, inv estigate the potential demand for expans ion 
and/or reconfiguration of the existing routes; service frequency 
improvements; and service to new  areas with a goal to enhance 
connectivity throughout the two counties on Highway 395 and 
Highway 6. 
 

• For interregional service (395 Rout es), include route analys is and 
recommendations for expans ion and connec tivity as it relates to the 
overall interregional transportation system in California.  
 

• All analyses should include an evaluat ion of existing stops and travel 
times. Demand respons e s ervices should be ev aluated by ser vice 
area and demographics of riders. 
 

Task 2.3:  Develop System Goals /Objectives / Standards /Demand Analysis 
 Develop System Goals, Objectives and Performance Standards. Conduct a n on-

site strategic planning workshop with the Eastern Sierra Tr ansit Board of 
Directors and staff. Consider the general role and direction of the agency over  
the next  five to 10 years. This e ffort should e valuate a nd p rovide 
recommendations for refinement of th e current miss ion st atement, goals , 
objectives and performance standards to reflect the consensus of the Board. 

 Transit Demand Analysis. For all servic es, include an assessm ent of unfulfilled 
service requests, area growth projections , service potential of newly dev eloping 
and underserved areas:  

• For fixed-route service, invest igate the potential demand  for  
expansion and/or reconfigurat ion of the existing routes; service 
frequency improvements; service to new areas; and night and 
weekend service. 

• For commuter service, assess the potential demand for different  
travel times including new or different stop locations or destinations. 
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• For dial-a-ride service, the analy sis should consider th e potential for 
service ar ea expans ions and t he expans ion of weekend s ervice 
options.  
 

Task 2.4:  Security / Technology / Organizational Analysis 
 Security and Technology Analysis. For the overall Eastern Sierra Transit system, 

an evaluation of operating and facility security needs and operating technolog y 
needs should be completed as part of the Short Range Transit Plan. 

 Organizational Analysis. Review the current organiza tional structure comparing 
staff size and scope  of agency services  and responsib ilities to other simila r 
organizations and make recommendations.  

 
Task 2.5:  Service Alternatives / Financial / Capital Analysis 
 Develop Service Alternatives. Based on the results of the above analyses, 

propose service al ternative options to address t he v arious pl anning i ssues 
including an in-depth analysis of special issues such as proposed route additions; 
proposed service hour changes; fleet r eplacement and expans ion; and, on and 
off-street facility improvements.  

 Analyze and Dev elop New Service Potential: This  should include areas of  
potential transit growth outside the existing subsid ized service modes. This  
should include but not be limited to: char ter services, commuter services and 
other private and gov ernmental transit needs that coul d be provided by ESTA. 
This s ection should addre ss any  issues  fac ing EST A if it were t o expand into 
other service modes, and recommendations of when and how to expand.  

 Financial Analys is. Include a short (f ive-year) and long (10- year) financia l 
assessment based on current funding levels and trend line forecasts. This should 
include as sumptions regardi ng projected future farebo x revenues and federal,  
state and local funding levels  and any restrictions rega rding use for operating or  
capital purposes. 

• Analyze the existing f are structure and compare the fare structure to 
those of similar California sys tems, and determine the relative 
financial, operational and equity impacts of any resulting fare 
adjustment recommendations.  

• Identify and evaluate alternative funding sources.  
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 Capital Analysis. Develop fleet management and facili ty needs recommendations 
for suggested service alternatives incl uding the number, size, type and mix of  
vehicles. The facility needs analysis should result in specific office and functional 
improvement recommendations includi ng a suggested development process,  
schedule and budget. This analysis should also include recommendation s 
regarding maintenance equi pment needs and on-street capital needs (i.e., bus 
stop improvements; park-and-ride de velopment; and transit ce nter 
improvements). 

 
3.  Draft Plan Review / Acceptance 
 
 Task 3.1:  Draft SRTP Review 
 Present findings and recommendations to LTC’s and Eastern Sierra Transit’s 

Board of Directors.  
 

 Prepare and present the draft SRTP to the Eastern Sierra Transit Authority Board 
of Directors for comment and direction. 

 
 Task 3.2:  SRTP Adoption 
 Based on t he comments received, prepar e the final SRTP for adoption by the 

Eastern Sierra Transit Board of Directors. 
 

 The final docum ent produced from the proj ect will be the FY 2014/2 015 Eastern 
Sierra Transit Short Range Transit Plan. 

 
4.  Fiscal Management 
  
Task 4.1:  Invoicing 

 Eastern Sierra Transit will submit complete invoice packages to Caltrans District 
staff based on milestone completion — at least quarterly, but no more frequently 
than monthly. 

  
Task 4.2:  Reporting 

 Eastern Sierra Transit will submit quarterly reports to Caltrans District staff 
providing a summary of project progress including grant and local match 
expenditures.  
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 APPLICANT SUB-APPLICANT SUB-APPLICANT 

Organization  
   

Mailing Address     

City      

Zip Code      

Executive 
Director/designee 

and title 

Mr. Ms. Mrs.  Mr. Ms. Mrs.  Mr. Ms. Mrs.  

E-mail Address      

Contact Person 
and title 

Mr. Ms. Mrs.  Mr. Ms. Mrs.   Mr. Ms. Mrs.  

Contact E-mail 
Address      

Phone Number    

FUNDING INFORMATION 
Use the Match Calculator to complete this section. 

Match Calculator 

Grant Funds Requested Local Match - Cash Local Match - In-Kind Total Project Cost 

$ $ $ $ 

Specific Source of Local Cash Match (i.e. local transportation funds, local sales tax, special bond measures, etc.)    

 

 
 
 

Fiscal Year 2014-15 
TRANSPORTATION PLANNING GRANT 

APPLICATION 
 

Check One Grant Program: 

  Partnership Planning for Sustainable Transportation 
  Transit Planning for Sustainable Communities 
  Transit Planning for Rural Communities 

 
 

 

PROJECT TITLE  

PROJECT LOCATION 
(city and county)  
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LEGISLATIVE INFORMATION 

Information in this section must directly be tied to the applicant’s address.  

All legislative members in the project area do not need to be listed. 

State Senator(s) Assembly Member(s)  
Name(s) District Name(s) District 
    
    
    
    
    
    

 
*Use the following link to determine the legislators: 

http://findyourrep.legislature.ca.gov/ (search by address) 
 
 

Grant applications must clearly demonstrate how the proposed transportation planning project 
promotes State and Federal Transportation Planning Goals. Select all that apply. 

 
 

STATE TRANSPORTATION PLANNING GOALS 
 

 Improve Multimodal Mobility and Accessibility for All People: Expand the system and  
enhance modal choices and connectivity to meet the state’s future transportation demands. 

 
 Preserve the Multimodal Transportation System: Maintain, manage, and efficiently utilize  

California’s existing transportation system. 
 

 Support a Vibrant Economy: Maintain, manage, and enhance the movement of goods and 
people to spur the economic development and growth, job creation, and trade. 
 

 Improve Public Safety and Security: Ensure the safety and security of people, goods, 
services, and information in all modes of transportation. 
 

 Foster Livable and Healthy Communities and Promote Social Equity: Find transportation 
solutions that balance and integrate community values with transportation safety and 
performance, and encourage public involvement in transportation decisions.  
 

 Practice Environmental Stewardship: Plan and provide transportation services while 
protecting our environment, wildlife, historical, and cultural assets. 
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FEDERAL TRANSPORTATION PLANNING GOALS  
 

 Support the economic vitality of the metropolitan area, especially by enabling global 
competitiveness, productivity, and efficiency. 

 
 Increase the safety of the transportation system for motorized and non-motorized users. 

 
 Increase the security of the transportation system for motorized and non-motorized users. 

 
 Increase accessibility and mobility of people and freight. 

 
 Protect and enhance the environment, promote energy conservation, improve the quality of 
life, and promote consistency between transportation improvements and State and local 
planned growth and economic development patterns. 

 
 Enhance the integration and connectivity of the transportation system, across and between 
modes, for people and freight. 

 
 Promote efficient system management and operation. 

 
 Emphasize the preservation of the existing transportation system. 
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1. Project Description (100 words maximum) (25 points): Briefly summarize project.  
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2. Project Justification (Do not exceed the space provided.) (25 points): Describe the problems or 
deficiencies the project is attempting to address, as well as how the project will address the identified 
problems or deficiencies.  
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3. Project Management (50 points) 
A.  Attached Scope of Work in required Microsoft Word format (25 points) 
B. Attached Project Timeline in required Microsoft Excel format (25 points) 
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Application Signature Page 
 

If selected for funding, the information contained in this application will become the 
foundation of the contract with Caltrans. 

To the best of my knowledge, all information contained in this application is true and 
correct.  If awarded a grant with Caltrans, I agree that I will adhere to the program 

guidelines. 
 

 
               
Signature of Authorized Official (Applicant)    Print Name  

 
               
Title        Date 
 
               
Signature of Authorized Official (Sub-Applicant)     Print Name  

 
               
Title        Date 
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Project Title

Total Cost

Grant 

Amount

 Local 

Cash 

Match

Local

In-Kind 

Match J A S O N D J F M A M J J A S O N D J F M A M J J A S O N D J F

1.0

1.1 Project Kick-off Meeting ESTA $1,572 $800 $772 Meeting Notes

1.2 RFP for Consultant Services ESTA $3,488 $1,200 $2,288 Executed Consultant Contract

2.0

2.1 Consultant Kick-off Meeting Consultant $15,759 $14,265 $1,494 Meeting Notes

2.2 Community Workshop #1 Consultant $15,759 $14,265 $1,494

Existing conditions , Peer Review and 

Pefromance Analysis Reports 

2.3 Community Workshop #2 Consultant $15,764 $14,270 $1,494

System Goals, Objectives & Standards and 

Demand Analysis

2.4 Community Workshop #3 Consultant $15,994 $14,500 $1,494

Security, Technology and Organizational 

Analysis

2.5 Community Workshop #4 Consultant $15,994 $14,500 $1,494

Service Alternatives and Financial & Capital 

Analysis

3.0

3.1 Draft SRTP Review Consultant $16,294 $15,000 $1,294 Draft SRTP

3.2 SRTP Adoption Consultant $11,373 $9,600 $1,773 Final SRTP

4.0

4.1 Invoicing ESTA $1,230 $800 $430 Invoice Packages

4.2 Quarterly Reports ESTA $1,230 $800 $430 Quarterly Reports

TOTALS $114,457 $100,000 $14,457

Note: Each task must contain a grant amount and a local cash match amount. Local cash match must be proportionally distributed by the at least the minimum required match percentage throughout each task. Local in-kind match needs to be 

indicated where in-kind services will be used. Please review the grant program section that you are applying to for details on local match requirements.  

FY 2016/17

Deliverable

Project Initiation

Consultant Services

Review / Acceptance

Fiscal Management

Reimbursement of indirect costs is allowable upon approval of an Indirect Cost Allocation Plan for each year of project activities.   

Provide rate if indirect costs are included in the project budget.  Approved Indirect Cost Rate: __n/a____%

California Department of Transportation

Transportation Planning Grants

Fiscal Year 2014-15

PROJECT TIMELINE

Eastern Sierra Transit Authority's Short Range Transit Plan Grantee Mono County / Eastern Sierra Transti Authority

Task 

Number Task Title

Responsible 

Party

Budget FY 2014/15 FY 2015/16
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Task Activity Title
Name of In-Kind 

Match Provider
Fair Market Value Determination

Fair Market Value 

or

Hourly Rate

Number or 

Hours
Estimated Cost

Meeting coordinator Transit Analyst, ESTA Hourly rate for Analyst 47.00 4 $188 

Meeting coordinator Executive Director, ESTA Hourly rate for Director 71.00 4 $284 

Meeting coordinator Mono County Planning Dept Hourly Rate for Planner 50.00 4 $200 

Donated conference room ESTA Average hourly rental rate 50.00 2 $100 

Selection committee volunteer Transit Analyst, ESTA Hourly rate for Analyst 47.00 16 $752 

Selection committee volunteer Executive Director, ESTA Hourly rate for Director 71.00 16 $1,136 

Selection committee volunteer Mono County Planning Dept Hourly Rate for Planner 50.00 8 $400 

Meeting coordinator Transit Analyst, ESTA Hourly rate for Analyst 47.00 8 $376 

Meeting coordinator Executive Director, ESTA Hourly rate for Director 71.00 8 $568 

Meeting coordinator Mono County Planning Dept Hourly Rate for Planner 50.00 8 $400 

Donated conference room ESTA Average hourly rental rate 50.00 3 $150 

Meeting coordinator Transit Analyst, ESTA Hourly rate for Analyst 47.00 8 $376 

Meeting coordinator Executive Director, ESTA Hourly rate for Director 71.00 8 $568 

Meeting coordinator Mono County Planning Dept Hourly Rate for Planner 50.00 8 $400 

Donated conference room ESTA Average hourly rental rate 50.00 3 $150 

Meeting coordinator Transit Analyst, ESTA Hourly rate for Analyst 47.00 8 $376 

Meeting coordinator Executive Director, ESTA Hourly rate for Director 71.00 8 $568 

Meeting coordinator Mono County Planning Dept Hourly Rate for Planner 50.00 8 $400 

Donated conference room ESTA Average hourly rental rate 50.00 3 $150  

Meeting coordinator Transit Analyst, ESTA Hourly rate for Analyst 47.00 8 $376 

Meeting coordinator Executive Director, ESTA Hourly rate for Director 71.00 8 $568 

Meeting coordinator Mono County Planning Dept Hourly Rate for Planner 50.00 8 $400 

Donated conference room ESTA Average hourly rental rate 50.00 3 $150 

Meeting coordinator Transit Analyst, ESTA Hourly rate for Analyst 47.00 8 $376 

Meeting coordinator Executive Director, ESTA Hourly rate for Director 71.00 8 $568 

Meeting coordinator Mono County Planning Dept Hourly Rate for Planner 50.00 8 $400 

Donated conference room ESTA Average hourly rental rate 50.00 3 $150 

Meeting coordinator Transit Analyst, ESTA Hourly rate for Analyst 47.00 8 $376 

Meeting coordinator Executive Director, ESTA Hourly rate for Director 71.00 8 $568 

Meeting coordinator Mono County Planning Dept Hourly Rate for Planner 50.00 4 $200 

Donated conference room ESTA Average hourly rental rate 50.00 3 $150 

Meeting coordinator Transit Analyst, ESTA Hourly rate for Analyst 47.00 8 $376 

Meeting coordinator Executive Director, ESTA Hourly rate for Director 71.00 8 $568 

Meeting coordinator Mono County Planning Dept Hourly Rate for Planner 50.00 4 $200 

Board Clerk ESTA Hourly rate for Board Clerk 43.00 3 $129 

Donated conference room ESTA Average hourly rental rate 50.00 3 $150 

Copy Services Copies and flyers ESTA Average Copy Costs 0.35 1000 $350 

Staff time Transit Analyst, ESTA Hourly rate for Analyst 47.00 8 $376   

Staff time Executive Director, ESTA Hourly rate for Director 71.00 4 $284 

Staff time Mono County Planning Dept Hourly Rate for Planner $50.00 4 $200 

$14,457 

How the third party in-kind match will be 

documented for accounting purposes:

The third party in-kind provider will submit a statement for donated services rendered toMono County and  Eastern Sierra Transti Authority with the value of the estimated cost for each 

task noted.

2.4 Advisory Committee Workshop #3

2.5 Advisory Committee Workshop #4

3.1 Draft Plan Review 

3.2 Fianl Plan Adotion

4.1
Quarterly reporting and invoicing

Total In-kind Match:

2.1 Consultant kick off meeting

2.2 Advisory Committee Workshop #1

2.3 Advisory Committee Workshop #2

 ESTA - Third Party In-Kind Valuation Plan

1.1 Caltrans kick off meeting

1.2 Selection of consultant
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Mono County 
Local Transportation Commission 

PO Box 347 
Mammoth Lakes, CA  93546 
760-924-1800 phone, 924-1801 fax 
commdev@mono.ca.gov 

PO Box 8 
Bridgeport, CA  93517 

760-932-5420 phone, 932-5431 fax 
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) 

 
LTC Staff Report 

 
January 13, 2014 
 
TO:  Mono County Local Transportation Commission 
  
FROM:  Gerry Le Francois, Principal Planner 
 
SUBJECT: 2014 Regional Transportation Improvement Program (RTIP) Technical Corrections 
 
 
RECOMMENDATIONS: 
Discuss and approve Minute Order M14-01 authorizing staff and the executive director to make technical 
corrections to the 2014 RTIP. 
 
FISCAL IMPLICATIONS: 
The Regional Transportation Improvement Program funds local and regional transportation projects in 
Mono County. The estimate for programming RTIP shares is approximately $6.3 million.  
 
ENVIRONMENTAL COMPLIANCE: 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) does not apply to the development or adoption of a regional 
transportation improvement program or the state transportation improvement program. Individual projects 
developed pursuant to these programs shall remain subject to CEQA (State CEQA Guidelines 15276 (a)). 
 
RTP / RTIP CONSISTENCY: 
All RTIP projects are required to be consistent with the Regional Transportation Plan and as part of the 
RTIP submittal, staff will prepare a consistency determination.  
 
DISCUSSION: 
The 2014 RTIP was submitted to the California Transportation Commission (CTC) on December 16, 
2013. Over the past two weeks, both CTC and Headquarters staff informed us about adding an 
archeological pre-mitigation component to the Olancha-Cartago four-lane project and other minor 
corrections. Mono LTC staff made a few corrections such as adding $10,000 to Convict Lake Road 
(FLAP match) and correcting the funding amount and components on the West Minaret Road projects. 
These changes are shown in yellow highlights. No new projects have been added. The above changes 
were made to projects your commission approved last month.  
 
The public hearing for south State Transportation Improvement Program (STIP) is February 4, 2014. 
Mono LTC staff will be attending. We are requesting one commissioner also be present to make a short 
statement and to answer any questions the CTC may have.  
 
The CTC adopts the State Transportation Improvement Program on March 19, 2014.  
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Agency Rte PPNO Project Total Prior 14-15 15-16 16-17 17-18 18-19 ROW Const PA & ED PS & E R/W sup Con sup

PROPOSED  RTIP PROGRAMMING

Caltrans 14 8042A Kern, 4-lane, Freeman Gulch (RIP 10%), segment 1 4,489 250 1,130 0 3,109 0 0 950 2799 0 250 180 310
Caltrans 14 8042B Kern, 4-lane, Freeman Gulch (RIP 30%), segment 2 3,258 0 0 975 2,283 0 0 1653 0 0 975 630 0
Caltrans 395 170 Olancha-Cartago 4-lane expressway (RIP 10%) -2,855 -1,200 -1,655 -1352 -687 -513 -303

2014 Caltrans 395 170 Olancha-Cartago 4-lane expressway (RIP 10%) 11,705 1,200 1,655 0 0 8,850 0 1352 8040 687 513 303 810
Change Caltrans 395 170A Olancha-Cartago 4-lane arch pre-mitigation (RIP 10%) 500 500 500

Caltrans 395 8539 Kern, Inyokern 4-lane (RIP 10%) 310 310 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 310 0 0 0
Caltrans 395 260B SBd, Rt 15-Farmington, widen (RIP) 2,000 2,000 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2000 0 0 0

Mammoth Lakes loc 2546 Canyon Blvd, Forest Trail-Hillside Dr rehab 3,685 3,685 0 0 0 0 0 3685 35
Mammoth Lakes loc 2595 Meridian Roundabout & signal relocation to Sierra Par 2,645 35 0 2,610 0 0 0 2610 35

Change Mammoth Lakes 203 2601 West Minaret Road (SR 203) Sidewalk & Safety Project 775 0 25 175 0 575 0 115 575 25 50 10

2014 Mammoth Lakes 203 2602
North Main St. (SR 203)  North main St. Sidewalk and Safety Impr
Project Phase 2a 2,150 0 60 90 2,000 2000 60 90

Mono County loc 2561 June Lake streets rehab 3,657 3,657 0 0 0 0 0 60 3,355 0 242 0 0
Mono County loc 2563 Chalfant streets rehab 1,419 1,419 0 0 0 0 0 0 1,419 0 0 0 0

2014 Mono County 2603 Airport Road Rehabilitation Project 1,273 0 31 52 1,190 1,190 31 52
Change Mono County 2604 Convict Lake Road FLAP Match (State Only) 663 79 584 584 79

2014 Mono County 2605 County-wide Preventative Maintenance Program 1,150 0 50 100 1,000 1,000 50 100

Mono LTC 2003 Planning, programming, and monitoring -460 -130 -130 -200 -460
2014 Mono LTC 2003 Planning, programming, and monitoring 795 130 130 175 180 180 795

only 2014 programming subtotal 15,696

Rail and Transit Project Proposals:

Mono LTC bus 2566 Replacement buses, Eastern Sierra Transit Authority (ESTA) -90 -90 0 0 0 0 180
2606 Transit vehicle replacement for ESTA 400 200 200 0 0 0 400

subtotal transit programming 310
Bike and Ped projects:
Mammoth Lakes te 2597 Mammoth Creek gap closure - DELETE -1,847 0 -333 -1514 -204 -1514 69 -129 0 0
Mono LTC te 2516 TE Reserve - DELETE -954 -59 -895 -954

subtotal -2801

2014 Total RTIP programming 13205

STIP shares for 2014 6331
STIP unprogrammed share balance 8439

subtotal 14770

2014 Total RTIP programming 13205

Reserve for future MOU project needs 1565

MONO 2014 RTIP
FY Totals Component Totals

2014 - RTIP
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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, 932-5431fax 
 

 
 Staff Report 

 
January 13, 2014 
 
 
TO:   Mono County Local Transportation Commission 
 
FROM:  Scott Burns 
 
SUBJECT:  2014-15 Overall Work Program (OWP) 
 
RECOMMENDATION:   
Conduct initial discussion regarding the OWP for next fiscal year. 
 
FISCAL IMPLICATIONS:   
The OWP will program expenditures for planning projects for FY 2014-15. Information on 
expected funding levels and related Caltrans guidance will be reviewed at the meeting. 
 
DISCUSSION:   
The Caltrans Regional Planning Handbook recommends submittal of the draft OWP for the next 
fiscal year for initial review by Caltrans by the end of February. In order to meet this schedule, 
the commission should be in a position to authorize submittal of a draft OWP at its February 
meeting. The purpose of today’s discussion is to conduct an initial review of potential work items 
for the 2014-15 OWP, allowing for early commission input and direction. Based upon this initial 
review, a draft OWP will be prepared for consideration in February.  
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Mono County 
Local Transportation Commission 

PO Box 347 
Mammoth Lakes, CA  93546 
760-924-1800 phone, 924-1801 fax 
commdev@mono.ca.gov 

PO Box 8 
Bridgeport, CA  93517 

760-932-5420 phone, 932-5431 fax 
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 13, 2014 
 
TO:  MONO COUNTY LOCAL TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION 
  
FROM:  Gerry Le Francois, Principal Planner 
 
SUBJECT: Active Transportation Program (ATP) workshop 
 
RECOMMENDATIONS: 
Discuss and provide any desired to staff  
 
FISCAL IMPLICATIONS: 
Funding for nonmotorized transportation 
 
ENVIRONMENTAL COMPLIANCE: 
Unknown at this time 
 
RTP / RTIP CONSISTENCY: 
All ATP projects will most likely be required to be consistent with the Regional Transportation Plan, 
bicycle and/or trail plans.    
 
DISCUSSION/BACKGROUND: 
On September 26, 2013, Governor Brown signed legislation creating the Active Transportation Program 
(Senate Bill 99, Chapter 359 and Assembly Bill 101, Chapter 354). This legislation requires the 
California Transportation Commission, in consultation with an Active Transportation Program Workgroup, 
to develop program guidelines by March 26, 2014. 
 
The following is the schedule for the development of the Active Transportation Program guidelines: 

 Workgroup and subgroup meetings December 2013 – mid January; 
 Guidelines hearing, South January 23, 2014; 
 Guidelines hearing, North January 29, 2014; 
 Guidelines to the Joint Legislative Budget Committee February 3, 2104; and 
 CTC will adopt Guidelines on March 20, 2014. 

 
The goals of the Active Transportation Program are to: 

 Increase the proportion of biking and walking trips; 
 Increase safety for non-motorized users; 
 Increase mobility for non-motorized users; 
 Advance the efforts of regional agencies to achieve greenhouse gas reduction goals; 
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 Enhance public health, including the reduction of childhood obesity through the use of 

projects eligible for Safe Routes to Schools Program funding; 
 Ensure disadvantaged communities fully share in program benefits (25% of program); and 
 Provide a broad spectrum of projects to benefit many types of active transportation users. 

  
Staff will provide an overview of the ATP program at the meeting.   
 
ATTACHMENT: 

 Draft ATP guidelines 
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INTRODUCTION 

BACKGROUND 

The Active T ransportation Program was create d by Senate Bill 99 (Cha pter 359, Statutes 2013 ) an d 
Assembly Bill 101 (Ch apter 354, Statutes 201 3) to  enco urage incre ased u se of active  modes of 
transportation, such as biking and walking. 

These guidelines describe the policy, standa rds, cr iteria, and p rocedures for the develop ment, adoption 
and management of the Active Transportation Program. They were developed in con sultation with the 
Active Transportation Program Workgroup. The workgroup includes representatives from Caltrans, other 
government agencies, an d active tra nsportation stakeholder o rganizations with expe rtise in pe destrian 
and bicycle issues, including Safe Routes to School programs. 

The Com mission mu st hold at least  two public hearings pri or to adopti ng these g uidelines. The 
Commission may amend the adopted  guideline s after con ducting at least one publi c h earing. The  
Commission shall make a reasonable effort to amend  the guideline s prior to the call for proj ects or m ay 
extend the deadline for project submission in order to comply with the amended guidelines.  

PROGRAM GOALS 

Pursuant to statute, the goals of the Active Transportation Program are to achieve: 

 Increase the proportion of trips accomplished by biking and walking.  
 Increase the safety and mobility of non-motorized users. 
 Advance the  active transportation efforts of regional agen cies to achieve greenh ouse gas 

reduction goals as established pursuant to S enate Bill 375 (Ch apter 728, Statutes of 20 08) and 
Senate Bill 391 (Chapter 585, Statutes of 2009). 

 Enhance p ublic health, in cluding redu ction of child hood o besity throug h the  use of p rograms 
including, but not limited to, projects eligible for Safe Routes to School Program funding. 

 Ensure that disadvantaged communities fully share in the benefits of the program. 
 Provide a broad spectrum of projects to benefit many types of active transportation users. 

PROGRAM SCHEDULE 

The guidelines for an initial two-year p rogram of projects must be adopted by March 26, 201 4 (within six 
months of the enactment of the authorizing legislation). No later than 45 days prior to adopting the initial  
set of guidelines for the Active Transportation Program, the Commission must submit the draft guidelines 
to the Joint Legislative Budget Committee. 

Subsequent programs must be ad opted not later than April 1 of each odd-numbered year, however, the 
Commission may alternatively elect to adopt a program annually.  

The following schedule lists the major mileston es for the development and ad option of the 2014 Active 
Transportation Program: 

 December 11, 2013:  Commission adopts Fund Estimate 
 January 22, 2014:  Guidelines hearing, South 
 January 29, 2014:  Guidelines hearing, North 
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 February 3, 2104:  Guidelines submitted to the Joint Legislative Budget Committee 
 March 20, 2014:  Commission adopts Active Transportation Program Guidelines 
 March 21, 2014:  Call for projects 
 May 21, 2014:  Project applications to Commission 
 May 21, 2014: Large MPO guidelines to Commission (optional) 
 June 25, 2014: Commission approves or rejects MPO guidelines 
 August 20, 2014:  Commission adopts Active Transportation Program (statewide and rural/small  

urban portions). Projects not programmed distributed to large MPOs based on location. 
 September 30, 2014: Dea dline for MPO proje ct prog ramming recomm endations to  the  

Commission. 
 November 2014: Commission programming of MPO selected projects. 

FUNDING 

SOURCE 

The Active Tran sportation Program is funde d from  various federa l and state funds appropriated in the 
annual Budget Act. These are: 

 100% of the federal Transportation Alternative Program funds, except for federal Recreation Trail 
Program funds appropriated to the Department of Parks and Recreation. 

 $21 million of federal Highway Safety Improvement Program funds or other federal funds. 
 State Highway Account funds. 

In addition to  furthering the goal s of this program, al l Active Transportation Program projects must meet  
eligibility requirements specific to the Active Transportation Program’s funding sources.   

DISTRIBUTION 

State and Fede ral law segre gate the Active Transportation Progra m into multiple, overlappin g 
components. The Active Tran sportation Program F und Estimate shall indi cate the funds available for  
each of the program components. Consistent with these requirements, the Active Transportation Program 
funds shall be distributed as follows:  

1. Forty percent to Metropolitan Planning Organizations in urban areas with populations greater than 
200,000.  
 
These funds shall be di stributed based on total county population. The funds p rogrammed and 
allocated under this paragraph shall be selected through a competitive process by the MPO s in 
accordance with these guidelines.  
 
Projects selected by MPOs may be in either large urban, small urban, or rural areas. 
 
25% of the funds in each MPO must benefit disadvantaged communities. 

  

30



 

Draft Active Transportation Program Guidelines (12/30/13)
  3 

The following statutory re quirements apply specifically to the Southern California Association of 
Governments (SCAG) 

 SCAG shall  consult with county tra nsportation commissions, the Commi ssion, and 
Caltrans in the development of competitive project selection criteria.  

 The criteria used by SCAG should include consideration of geographic equity, consistent 
with program objectives.  

 SCAG shall place priority on projects that are consistent with plans adopted by local and 
regional governments within the county where the project is located. 

 SCAG shall obtain concurrence from the county transportation commissions. 

 
2. Ten percent to small urb an and rural region s wi th populations of  200,000 or l ess, with proj ects 

competitively awarded by the Commission to proje cts in tho se regions. Federal law segregates 
Transportation Alternative Program into  sepa rate small urban an d rural co mpetitions; therefore 
this portion of the program will be segregated into sep arate Small Urba n a nd Rural  pro grams 
based up on their relative sha re of th e state p opulation. Small  Urb an a reas are tho se with 
populations of 5,001 to 200,000. Rural areas are those with populations below 5,000. 
 
25% of the  funds in the Small Urban and Ru ral pro grams must benefit disadvanta ged 
communities. 
 
Projects within the bounda ries of a MPO with an urban area wit h a populatio n of greater than  
200,000 are not eligible for funding in the Small Urban or Rural programs. 
 

3. Fifty percent to projects competitively awarded by the Commission on a statewide basis. 
 
25% of the funds in the statewide competitive program must benefit disadvantaged communities. 
 
In the initial three years of the program, $24 million per year of the statewide competitive program 
is available for safe ro utes to scho ols projects, with  at least $7.2 million for non-i nfrastructure 
grants, including funding for a state technical assistance resource center. 

MATCHING REQUIREMENTS 

Projects requesting up to $1 million an d that do not  benefit a disadvantag ed community sh all include at 
least 10% in  matchin g funds. All proj ects requ esting $5 million or mo re shall  includ e at least 20% in  
matching funds. The source of the mat ch funds cannot be state or federal funds subject to allocation by 
the Com mission. The mat ch mu st be i n the same component a s the Active Transportation Prog ram 
funding. Addi tionally, match funds m ust be expend ed after Commission Active Transportation Program 
allocation funds, and concurrently and proportionally to the Active Transportation Program funds.  

Large MPOs, in administering a competitive selection process, may require a different funding match for  
projects selected through their competitive process. Applicants from within a large MPO should be aware 
that the requirements in these two competitions may differ.  

FUNDING FOR ACTIVE TRANSPORTATION PLANS 

The Commission will make a percentage of Active Transportation Program funding available for the 
funding of active transportation plans in disadvantaged communities. The percentage of funding available 
for active transportation plans will be based on the percentage of Active Transportation Program that 
request funding for plans. This percentage will be applied first to the statewide competitive program then 
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subsequently to the rural and small urban portion of the program. A large MPO in administering its portion 
of the program may use the same percentage methodology to determining the funding available for active 
transportation plans within the MPO or it may propose an alternate methodology. 

The first priority for the funding of active transportation plans will be for cities, counties, school districts, or 
transit districts that have neither a bicycle plan, a pedestri an plan, a safe route s to scho ols plan, nor an 
active tran sportation pl an. The se cond priority for t he fundin g of active tran sportation plans will b e for 
cities or counties that have a bicycle plan or a pedestrian plan but not both. 

REIMBURSEMENT 

The Active Tran sportation Program is a reimbu rsement prog ram f or cost s i ncurred. Rei mbursement is 
requested th rough the in voice p rocess detaile d in  Chapter 5, Accounting/Invoices, Local  Assi stance 
Procedures Manual. Co sts incu rred prior to Commi ssion allocation and, for federally funded proje cts, 
Federal High way Administration proj ect approval (i.e. Authorization to Proce ed) are not eligible for 
reimbursement. 

ELIGIBILITY 

ELIGIBLE APPLICANTS 

The applicant for Active T ransportation Program funds assumes responsibility and a ccountability for the  
use and expenditure of progra m funds. Applicants must be abl e to comply with all the federal an d state 
laws, regulati ons, poli cies and pro cedures req uired to  enter into a Local Administe ring Agency -State 
Master Agre ement (Ma ster Agre ement). Refer to Ch apter 4, Agreem ents, of the Local Assi stance 
Procedures Manual for guidance and procedures on Master Agreements. The following entities, within the 
State of California, are eligible to apply for Active Transportation Program funds: 

 Local, Regi onal or State  Agenci es- Examples in clude city, county, MPO*, and Re gional 
Transportation Planning Agency. 

 Caltra ns* 
 Transit Agencies - Any agency responsible for public transportation that is eligible for funds under 

the Federal Transit Administration. 
 Natural Resource or Public Land Agencies - Federal, Tribal, State, or local agency responsible for 

natural resources or public land administration Examples include: 
o State or local park or forest agencies 
o State or local fish and game or wildlife agencies 
o Department of the Interior Land Management Agencies 
o U.S. Forest Service 

 School districts, local education agencies, or schools – May include any public or nonprofit private 
school. Projects must benefit the general public, and not only a private entity. 

 Tribal Governments - Federally-recognized Native American Tribes. 
 Private non profit tax-exe mpt org anizations m ay apply for Recre ational T rail Projects. Pro jects 

must benefit the general public, and not only a private entity. 
 Any other entity with responsi bility for oversi ght of transportation or recreational tr ails that the 

Commission and Caltrans determine to be eligible. 

For funding awarded to a tribal gove rnment, a fund transfe r to the Burea u of Indian Affairs is requi red. A 
tribal government may also partner with another eligible entity to apply if desired. 
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* State DOTs and MPOs are not eligible project sponsors for the federal TAP funds appropriated to the 
Active Transportation Program. Therefore, funding awarded to projects submitted directly by Caltrans and 
MPOs are limited to other Active Transportation Program funds. Caltrans and MPOs may partner with an 
eligible entity to expand funding opportunities. 

PARTNERING WITH IMPLEMENTATING AGENCIES 

Entities that are unable to apply for Active Tran sportation Program funds, enter into a Master Agreement 
with the Stat e, or u nfamiliar with the requirements to administer a Federal-Aid Highway Program project 
may partn er with an eligible ap plicant that can  im plement the  project. Thi s arrang ement shoul d be 
formalized th rough a signed Mem orandum of Understanding o r Interage ncy Agreem ent between the  
project ap plicant and impl ementing agency, do cumentation of which m ust be  includ ed wit h the proj ect 
application. 

The implementing agency will be resp onsible and acco untable for the use a nd expenditure of progra m 
funds. 

ELIGIBLE PROJECTS 

All projects shall be sele cted through a competitive process and must meet one or more of the program 
goals. Becau se the majo rity for funds in the Acti ve Tran sportation Program  are fede ral funds, mo st 
infrastructure projects and all non-infrastructure projects must be federal-aid eligible: 

 Infrastructure Project s:  Capital improvements th at will furthe r th e goal s of this program. Thi s 
typically includes the planning, design, and construction of facilities. 

 Non-infrastructure Projects:  Educatio n, encou ragement, and en forcement activities that further 
the goal s of  this pro gram. The Com mission in tends to fo cus funding for non-i nfrastructure 
projects on p ilot and start-up proje cts that c an demonstrate fund ing for ongoi ng efforts. These  
grants are not intended to fund ongoing program operations. Non-infrastructure projects are not 
limited to those benefiting school students. 

 Infrastructure projects with non-infrastructure components. 

In order to maximize the effectivene ss of progr am fundin g and to enco urage the aggre gation of small  
projects into a comprehensive bundle of projects, the minimum request for Active Transportation Program 
funds for an infrast ructure project, excluding Safe Ro utes to Scho ols projects, that will be consid ered is 
$500,000 $250,000. MPOs, in administering a competitive selection process, may use different minimum 
funding size. Use of a minimum project size greater than $500,000 must be approved by the Commission 
prior to the MPO’s call for projects. 

EXAMPLE PROJECTS 

Below is a list of projects considered generally eligible for Active Transportation Program funding. This list 
is not intended to be comprehensive; other types of projects that are not on this list may also be eligible if 
they further the goals of the program. 

 Development of new bike ways an d wa lkways t hat improve mo bility, access, or safety for non-
motorized users. 

 Improvements to existing bikeways and wal kways, which improve mobility, access, or safet y for 
non-motorized users. 
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o Elimination of hazardous conditions on existing bikeways and walkways. 
o Preventative maintenance of bikeways and walkways with the pri mary goal of extending  

the service life of the facility.  
 Installation of traffic control devices to improve the safety of pedestrians and bicyclists. 
 Safe Routes to  School proje cts that improve the safety of children walki ng and bicyclin g to  

school, in accordance with Section 1404 of Public Law 109-59. 
 Safe routes t o transit proj ects, which will en courage transit by i mproving bi king and walki ng 

routes to mass transportation facilities and school bus stops. 
 Secure bicycle parking at employment centers, park and ride lots, rail and  transit stations, and 

ferry docks and landings. 
 Bicycle-carrying facilities on public transit, including rail and ferries. 
 Recreational trails and trailheads, park projects that facilitate trail linkages or connectivity to non-

motorized corridors, and conversion of abandoned railroad corridors to trails.  
 Education programs to in crease bicycling and walking, and othe r non-infrastructure investments 

that demonstrate effectiveness in increasing active transportation, including: 
o Developing bike-to-work or school day/month programs. 
o Conducting bicycle and/or pedestrian counts, walkability and/or bikability assessments or 

audits, or pedestrian and/or bicycle safety analysis to inform plans and projects. 
o Conducting pedestrian and bicycle safety education programs. 
o Development and pu blishing of com munity walki ng and bi king maps, in cluding scho ol 

route/travel plans. 
o Developing walking school bus/bike train programs. 
o Components of open streets event s dire ctly linke d to the promotion of a new 

infrastructure project. 
o Targeted enf orcement act ivities arou nd high pe destrian and/or bicycle inj ury and/or 

fatality locations (intersections o r corridors). T hese activities cannot be general traffic 
enforcement but must be tied to improving pedestrian and bicyclist safety. 

o School crossing guard training. 
o School bicycle clinics. 

 Development of a bike, pedestrian or active transportation plan. 

PROJECT TYPE REQUIREMENTS 

As discusse d in the  Fundi ng Distri bution sectio n (ab ove), State a nd Fede ral law se gregate the Active  
Transportation Prog ram i nto multiple,  overlap ping comp onents. Below i s an explan ation of the 
requirements specific to these components. 

DISADVANTAGED COMMUNITIES 

For a project to contribute toward the Disadvantaged Communities funding requirement, the project shall 
clearly demonstrate a benefit to a community that meets any of the following criteria: 

 The median household income is less than 80% of the statewide average based on zip code level 
data from  the Ameri can Community Survey. Data is availabl e at 
http://www.dof.ca.gov/research/demographic/state_census_data_center/american_community_su
rvey/. 
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 An area identified as among the most disadvantaged 10% in the state according to latest versions 
of the California Com munities Environmental Health Screening Tool (CalEnv iroScreen) scores. 
Scores are available at http://oehha.ca.gov/ej/ces11.html. 

 At least 75% of public school students in the pr oject area are eligible to receive free or redu ced-
price meal s under th e National  School L unch Program. Data  is available at 
http://www.cde.ca.gov/ds/sd/sd/filessp.asp. Applicants using this meas ure shall indicate ho w the 
project be nefits the scho ol student s in  the proje ct area or, for proje cts not directly benefiting 
school students, explain why this measure is representative of the larger community. 

If a project applicant believes a project benefits a disadvantaged community but the project does not meet 
the aforementioned criteria, the applicant may submit for consideration a quantitative assessment of why 
the community should be considered disadvantaged.  

MPOs, in ad ministering a competitive selection process, may use  different criteria for determining which 
projects benefit Disadvantaged Communities if the criteria are approved by th e Commission prior to th e 
MPO’s call for projects. 

SAFE ROUTES TO SCHOOL PROJECTS 

For a project to contribute toward the Safe Routes to School funding requirement, the project shall directly 
increase safety and convenience for public school students to walk and/or bi ke to school. Safe Routes to 
Schools infrastructure projects must be located within two mile s of a public school or public school bus 
stop. Other t han traffic ed ucation and enforcement activities, no n-infrastructure projects do not have a  
location restriction. 

RECREATIONAL TRAILS PROJECTS 

For Recreati onal Trails types of proje cts to be elig ible for Active Tran sportation Prog ram fundin g, the  
projects m ust meet the federal req uirements of  the Recreation al Trails Pro gram 
(http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/recreational_trails/) as such projects may not be eligible for funding 
from other sources. 

TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE RESOURCE CENTER 

In 2010, Caltrans entered into a multi-year interagency agreement with the California Department of 
Public Health and the University of California, San Francisco to act as the Technical Assistance Resource 
Center for the Safe Routes to Schools program.  The purpose of the center is to build and support 
capacity among local and regional Safe Routes to School projects with an emphasis on non-infrastructure 
projects. 

Typical center roles have included:   
 Providing technical assistance and training to help agencies deliver existing and future projects 

and to strengthen community involvement in future projects including those in disadvantaged 
communities. 

 Developing and providing educational materials to local communities by developing a community 
awareness kit, creating an enhanced Safe Routes to Schools website, and providing other 
educational tools and resources. 

 Participating in and assisting with the Safe Routes to Schools Advisory Committee. 
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 Assisting with program evaluation. 

The Commission intends to comply with the statutory requirement to fund a state technical assistance 
center by expanding the existing Safe Routes to Schools Technical Assistance Resource Center 
interagency agreement to include the serving entire active transportation program. Should this not occur, 
the Commission will consider grant applications to fund additional technical assistance activities. 

PROJECT SELECTION PROCESS 

PROJECT APPLICATION 

Active Transportation Program project applications are available at www.dot.ca.gov 

A project nomination shall include the sign ature of the Chief Executive Officer or other officer authori zed 
by the applicant’s gove rning board. Where the project is to be implem ented by an agen cy other than the 
applicant, the documentation of the agreement bet ween the project applicant and implementing agency. 
A project nomination shall also include documentation of all other funds committed to the projects. 

Project nominations should be addressed or delivered to: 

Caltrans 
1120 N Street  
Sacramento, CA 95814 
 
Except for applications submitted through an optional MPO supplemental call for project, the Commission 
will consider only proj ects for which five hard copies and on e electronic copy of a compl ete nomination 
are received by May 21, 2014. By the same date, an additional copy shall also be sent to th e Regional 
Transportation Planning Agency or County Transportation Commission within which the project is located 
and to the MPO if the project is located within a multi-county MPO. 

SEQUENTIAL PROJECT SELECTION 

All project a pplications, except for applicatio ns su bmitted throu gh an option al MPO sup plemental call 
shall be submitted to the Caltrans for consideration in the statewide compet ition. The Commission will 
consider approval of a competitive grant only when it finds that the grant request meets the requirements 
of statute and that the pro ject has a commitment of any su pplementary funding needed for a full funding 
plan. 

Projects not selected for programming in the statewide competition shall be considered in the large MPO 
run competitions or the state run Small Urban or Rural competitions.  

A large u rban MPO may elect to have a sup plemental MPO specifi c call f or proje cts. The proje cts 
received in this call shall be considered along with those not selected through the statewide competition.  

A large urba n MPO cho osing to u se the sam e project selection criteria and weighting, mini mum project 
size, and de finition of disadvantag e communitie s for its comp etitive selectio n process m ay defer its  
project selection to the Commission. 

MPO COMPETITIVE PROJECT SELECTION 
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Projects not sele cted for programming in the statewi de competition shall be considered by the MPOs in  
administering a competitive selection process. A MPO choosing to use the same project selection criteria 
and weighting, minimum project size, match requirement, and definition of disadvantag e communities as 
used by the Commission for the statewide competition may defer its project selection to the Commission. 

A MPO, with Commission approval, may use a  different project selection criteria or weighting, minimum 
project size, match re quirement, or de finition of di sadvantage communities for its competitive selection 
process. Use of a minimum project size of $500,000 or less, or of a smaller match requirement than in the 
statewide competitive program does not requi re p rior Commission app roval. A MPO may also el ect to 
have a supplemental MPO specific call for projects. The projects received in this call shall be considered 
along with those not selected through the statewide competition.  

In administering a competitive selection process, a MPO shall u se a multidisciplinary advisory group to 
assist in evaluating project applications. Following its competitive selection process, a MPO shall submit it 
programming recommendations to the Commission along with a list of the members of its multidisciplinary 
advisory group.  

SCREENING CRITERIA 

Demonstrated needs of the applicant: 

A proje ct tha t is already f ully funded will not b e considered fo r funding i n t he Active T ransportation 
Program. The Commission will ma ke an exception to this  policy by allowing  the sup planting of federal  
funds on a project for the 2014 Active Transportation Program. 

Consistence with a regional transportation plan: 

All projects submitted must be consistent with the relevant adopted regional transportation plan that has 
been developed and updated pursuant to Government Code Section 65080. 

SCORING CRITERIA 

Proposed project s will be rated and ranked on the basi s of applicant re sponses to the below criteria.  
Project programming recommendations may not be based st rictly on the ratin g crite ria because of the 
various com ponents of the Active Transportatio n Pr ogram and  the require ments of the various fun d 
sources. 

 Potential for increa sed wal king and  bicycli ng, esp ecially among stud ents, includin g the 
identification of walki ng a nd bicy cling routes to  an d from sch ools, tran sit fa cilities, com munity 
centers, emp loyment cent ers, and oth er destin ations; and incl uding increa sing and improving 
connectivity and mobility of non-motorized users. (0 to 30 points) 

 Potential for redu cing the numbe r and/or rate of pedestri an and bicyclist fatalities and injuries, 
including the identification of safety hazards for pedestrians and bicyclists. (0 to 25 points) 

 Public participation and Planning. (0 to 15 points) 

Identification of the comm unity-based l ocal p ublic p articipation p rocess that culminated in the 
project proposal, which may include noticed meetings and consultation with lo cal stake holders. 
Project appli cants must cl early how the local pa rticipation process result ed i n the identification  
and prioritization of the proposed project. 
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For projects costing $1 million or more, an emphasis will be pl aced on projects that demonstrate 
consistency with an adopted city or county bicycle transportation plan, pursuant to Section 891.2, 
pedestrian pl an, safe routes to school plan, acti ve transpo rtation plan, trail plan o r ci rculation 
element of a general plan. In future funding cycles, the Commission expects to make consistency 
with an approved active transportation plan a requirement for large projects. 

 Cost-effectiveness, defined as maximizing the impact of the funds provided. (0 to 10 points) 

Applicants shall discuss the relative costs and benefits of the range of alternative considered and 
quantify the safety and mobility benefit in relationship to total project cost. 

Caltrans sha ll develop a benefit/cost  model for infrast ructure and non-inf rastructure a ctive 
transportation projects in o rder to impro ve information available to  decision makers at the st ate 
and MPO level in future programming cycles. 

 Improved public health through the targeting of at-risk or vulnerable populations. (0 to 10 points) 

 Benefit to disadvantaged communities. (0 to 10 points) 

 Use of the California Conservation Corps or a qualified community conservation corps, as defined 
in Section 1 4507.5 of th e Public Resources Code, as pa rtners to u ndertake o r construct 
applicable p rojects in accorda nce with  Section 152 4 of Public Law 11 2-141. Points will be 
deducted if an applicant does not seek corps participation or if an applicant intends not to utilize a 
corps in a project in which the corps can participate. (0 to -5 points) 

Direct contracting with the  California Conserva tion Corps or a qualified com munity conservation 
corps with out bidding is permi ssible provided t hat the respon sible agen cy demonst rates cost  
effectiveness per 23 CFR 635.204 and obtains approval from Caltrans. A copy of the agreement 
between the respon sible agency and the propo sed conservation corps shall be  included in the 
project application as supporting documentation.  

 Applicant’s p erformance on past gra nts. This  ma y include project delivery, project benefits 
(anticipated v. actual), and use of the Californi a Con servation Corp s or q ualified com munity 
conservation corp s (plan ned v. actual). App lications from ag encies with poor pe rformance 
records on past grants may be excluded from competing or may be penalized in scoring. (0 to -10 
points) 

PROJECT EVALUATION COMMITTEE 

Commission staff will form a multidisciplinary Proj ect Evaluation Committee is to assi st in evaluating 
project appli cations. In formin g the Proje ct Evaluat ion Com mittee, staff will se ek p articipants with 
expertise in bicycling and pedestrian transportation, including Safe Routes to Schools type projects, and 
in projects benefiting disadvantaged communities, and will seek representation from state agencies, large 
MPOs, small urban and rural areas, and non-governmental organizations. Priority for particip ation in the  
evaluation committee will be given to those who do not represent a proj ect sponsor or ap plicant, or will 
not benefit from projects submitted by others.  

In reviewing and selecting projects to be funded by feder al funds in the Recreational Trails Program, the 
Commission staff will collaborate with the Depa rtment of Parks and Recreat ion to evaluate propo sed 
projects 
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MPOs, in administering a competitiv e sele ction p rocess, shall u se a m ultidisciplinary advi sory g roup, 
similar to the aforementioned Project Evaluation Committee, to assist in evaluating project applications. 

PROGRAMMING 

PROJECT PROGRAMMING 

Following at l east one pub lic hearing, the Commi ssion will adopt  an annual prog ram of project s for the  
Active Tran sportation Pro gram, by April 1 of each odd numbe red year. Th e Active Transp ortation 
Program shall be developed consistent with the fund estimate and the amount programmed in each fiscal 
year shall not exceed the amount identified in the fund estimate.   

The program of projects for each fiscal year will in clude, for each project, the amount to be  funded from 
the Active Transportatio n Program, and the estimated total cost of proje ct constructio n or equipme nt 
acquisition, inclu ding any  additional supplem entary f unding. Project co sts in the Active Transportatio n 
Program will include all project suppo rt costs and all project listings w ill specif y costs for each of the 
following components:  (1) compl etion of all permits and environmental studies; (2) preparation of plans, 
specifications, and e stimates; (3 ) ri ght-of-way capital outlay (4) support for ri ght-of-way a cquisition; (5) 
construction capital o utlay; and (6 ) co nstruction management a nd engi neering, inclu ding survey s an d 
inspection. The cost of each project cost component will be listed in the Active Transportation Program no 
earlier than in the fiscal year in which the particular project component can be delivered. 

When proposing to fund only preconstruction components for a project, the applicant should demonstrate 
the means by which it intends to fund the con struction of a useable segment, consistent with the regional 
transportation plan or the Caltrans interregional transportation strategic plan.  

When proje ct desig n, rig ht-of-way or con struction are p rogrammed b efore the sp onsoring agency 
completes th e environ mental pro cess, updated cost es timates, updated anal ysis of the p roject’s cost 
effectiveness, and update d analysis of the proj ect’s abilit y to further the go als of the program shall b e 
submitted to  the Commi ssion follo wing co mpletion of the en vironmental pro cess. If this up dated 
information indicates that a proje ct is expected to acco mplish fewer be nefits or is less co st effective as 
compared wi th the initial project appli cation, futu re funding for t he proj ect m ay be delete d from the 
program. For the MPO selected competitions, this inf ormation should be submitted to the M PO. It is the 
responsibility of the MPO to recommend that the project be deleted from the program if warranted. 

The Com mission will p rogram an d allocate fundi ng to project s in whole thousand s of dollars and wi ll 
include a project only if it is fully funded  from a combination of Act ive Transportation Program and othe r 
committed funding. The Commissio n will regard fund s as committed whe n they are prog rammed by the 
Commission or when the agency with discretionary authority over the funds has made its commitment to 
the proj ect b y ordinan ce or re solution. For fede ral formula fun ds, incl uding Surface T ransportation 
Program, Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality Improvement Program, and federal formula transit funds, 
the com mitment may b e by Fede ral Tra nsportation Improvement Pro gram ado ption. For fede ral 
discretionary funds, the commitment may be by federal approval of a full fundin g grant agreement or by 
grant approval. 

The Commi ssion may ap prove an am endment to the Active Transportation Program  at any time. An  
amendment must a ppear in an a genda pu blished 10 day s in advance of t he Commi ssion me eting. 
Amendments do not req uire the 30-day notice that appli es t o a State Transportatio n Improvement 
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Program (STIP) amendment. Amendments to the MPO selected portion of the program must be approved 
by the MPO prior to Commission approval.  

If the program of projects adopted by the Commission does not program the full capacity identified in the 
fund estimate for a given fiscal year, the  balance will remain available for future program amendments to 
advance pro grammed project s. A balance not pro grammed in one fiscal year will ca rry over and be  
available for projects in the following fiscal year, e xcept that unprogrammed funds will not carry over into  
a subsequent fund estimate. 

The intent of the Commission is to co nsolidate the allocation of federal fund s to as few proje cts a s 
practicable. Therefore, the smallest project may be designated, at the time of programming, for state-only 
funding. 

ALLOCATIONS 

The Commission will consider the allocation of funds fo r a project when it receives an allocation request 
and recomm endation fro m Caltran s i n the same manner a s f or the STIP (see sectio n 64 of the ST IP 
guidelines). The re commendation will  include a determination proje ct rea diness, the availability of 
appropriated funding, and the availability of all identified and committed supplementary funding.  

Where the project is to be implemented by an agency other than the applicant, the allocation request shall 
include a co py of the Memora ndum of  Understan ding or Interag ency Agre ement betwee n the proje ct 
applicant and implementing agency 

The Commi ssion will app rove the allo cation if the funds a re av ailable, the a llocation is n ecessary to 
implement the project as included in the adopted Active Transportation Program. 

In order to ensure the timely use of all program funds, the Commission will, in the last quarter of the fiscal 
year, allocate funds to proj ects programmed in a future fiscal year on a first-co me, first se rved basis. If 
there are insufficient funds, the Commi ssion may de lay the allocation of funds to a proje ct until the next 
fiscal year without requiring an extension. Should requests for allocations exceed available capacity, the 
Commission will give priority to projects programmed in the current-year.  

Allocation re quests for a  proje ct in the MPO se lected porti on of the prog ram mu st include a 
recommendation by the MPO. 

In compliance with Section 21150 of the Public Resources Code, the Commission will not allocate funds 
for de sign, right-of-way, o r co nstruction prio r to  d ocumentation of environ mental cle arance und er the 
California Environmental Quality Act. As a matter of policy, the Commi ssion will not allocate funds for 
design, right-of-way, or construction of a federally funded project prior to documentation of environmental 
clearance un der the Nati onal Environ mental Policy Act. Exceptions to th is policy may be made in  
instances wh ere fede ral l aw allo ws fo r the acq uisition of right-o f-way pri or to compl etion of National 
Environmental Policy Act review. 

If a project re quests an all ocation of fu nds in an am ount that is less than t he amount programmed, that 
allocation savings may be allocated to a programmed project advanced from a future fiscal year. A MPO, 
in administe ring its comp etitive portion of the Ac tive Transport ation Progra m, shall determin e which  
projects to a dvance and make that re commendation to the Commissi on. Unallocated funds in one fiscal 
year will carry over and be available for projects in the following fiscal year, except that unallocated funds 
will not carry over into a subsequent fund estimate. 
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PROJECT DELIVERY 

Active Transportation Program allocations must be requested in the fiscal yea r of proje ct programming, 
and are valid  for awa rd for six month s from the dat e of allocation  unless the Commi ssion approves an 
extension. However, if there are insufficient funds, the Commission may delay the allocation of funds to a 
project until the next fiscal year without requi ring an extensio n. If there are insuffici ent funds, the  
Commission may delay th e allocation of funds to a project until th e next fiscal year without requiring an 
extension. Applicants m ay submit  and the Commi ssion will eval uate extension request s in the sam e 
manner as for STIP projects (see se ction 66 of the ST IP guidelines) except tha t extension to  the period  
for project all ocation and f or proj ect award will be li mited to twel ve months. Extension requests for a 
project in th e MPO sele cted p ortion of the pro gram mu st include a recommendation by the MPO,  
consistent with the preceding requirements 

Whenever programmed funds are not allocate d within this deadlin e, the project  will be deleted from the  
Active Transportation Program.  Funds available following the deletion of a pro ject may be a llocated to a 
programmed project advanced from a future fiscal year. A MPO, in administering its competitive portion of 
the Active Tran sportation Program,  shall dete rmine whi ch proje cts to  advance a nd make that 
recommendation to the Commission. Unallocated funds in one fiscal year will carry over and be available 
for projects in the following fiscal year, except that unallocated funds will not carry over into a subsequent 
fund estimate. 

The respon sible ag ency must ente r into a coop erative agre ement with Caltrans an d, if the proje ct is 
federally funded, obligate the federal funds within six months. 

Funds allocated for project development or right of way costs must be expended by the end of the second 
fiscal year following the fiscal yea r in which the funds were allocated.  After the award of a contract, the 
project sponsor has up to 36 months to complete (accept) the contract.  At the time of fund allocation, the 
Commission may extend the deadline for completion of wo rk and the liquidation of funds if necessary to 
accommodate the propo sed expenditure plan for the proj ect. The proje ct sponsor has six months after 
contract acceptance to make the final payment to th e contractor or vendo r, prepare the final Repo rt of 
Expenditure and submit the final invoice to Caltrans for reimbursement. 

If the amount of a contract award is less than the amount allocated, or if the  final cost of a component is 
less than th e amount a warded, the saving gen erated w ill not b e available f or future pro gramming o r 
allocation. 

Caltrans will track the delivery of Active Transportation Program projects and submit to the Commission a 
quarterly report showing the delivery of each project component. 

PROJECT INACTIVITY 

Once funds for a proje ct are en cumbered, project applicants are expected to invoice o n a regula r basis 
(for federal funds, see 23 CFR 630.106 and the Caltrans' Ina ctive Obligation Policy). Failure to do so will  
result in the project being deem "inactive" and subject to deobligation if proper justification is not provided.  

PROJECT REPORTING 

As a condition of the project allocation, the Commi ssion will require the implem enting agency to submit 
quarterly semi-annual reports on the activities an d progress made toward implementation of the proje ct 

41



 

Draft Active Transportation Program Guidelines (12/30/13)
  14 

and a final delivery report. An agency implementin g a project in the MPO selected portion of the program 
shall also submit copies of its semi-annual reports and of its final d eliver report to the MPO. T he purpose 
of the report s is to ensure that the proje ct is being executed in a timely fashion and is within the scope 
and budget identified whe n the decisio n was mad e to fund the p roject. Costs associated with reporting 
are an eligible project cost. 

Within six months  one year of the proj ect becoming operable, the implementi ng agency shall provide a 
final delivery report to the Commission which includes: 

 The scope of the completed project as compared to the programmed project. 
 Before and after photos documenting the project. 
 The final costs as compared to the approved project budget. 
 Its duration as compared to the project schedule in the project application. 
 Performance outcomes derived from th e project as  compared to those d escribed in the pro ject 

application. This sho uld inclu de before and after pede strian a nd/or bi cycle count s, and  an 
explanation of the methodology for conduction counts. 

 Actual u se of the Califo rnia Co nservation Corp s o r qualified community con servation corps a s 
compared to the use in the project application. 

For the purpose of this section, a project becomes operable when the construction contract is accepted or 
acquired equ ipment is re ceived, or in the ca se of non-infrastructure a ctivities, when the a ctivities are  
complete.  

Caltrans shall audit a sample of Active Tran sportation Prog ram projects to d etermine wh ether proje ct 
costs incurre d and reimb ursed are in complian ce with the executed p roject agreem ent or app roved 
amendments thereof; state and federal laws and  r egulations; contra ct provision s; and  Commission  
guidelines, a nd wheth er proje ct deliverabl es (o utputs) and out comes are consi stent wit h the project 
scope, sch edule and b enefits descri bed in the ex ecuted p roject agree ment or app roved amend ments 
thereof. 

ROLES AND RESPONSIBILITIES 

CALIFORNIA TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION (COMMISSION) 

The Commission responsibilities include: 

 Adopt guidelines and policies for the Active Transportation Program. 
 Adopt Active Transportation Program Fund Estimate. 
 Evaluate projects, including the forming of the Project Evaluation Committee. 
 Adopt a program of projects, including: 

o The statewide portion of the Active Transportation Program, 
o The rural portion of the Active Transportation Program, 
o The small urban portion of the Active Transportation Program, and  
o The MPO selected portion of the program based on the recommendations of the MPOs. 
o Ensure that at least 25% of the funds benefit disadvantage communities. 

 Allocate funds to projects. 
 Report to the legislature. 

CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION (CALTRANS) 

42



 

Draft Active Transportation Program Guidelines (12/30/13)
  15 

Caltrans has the primary responsi bility for the ad ministration of the Active  Transportati on Program . 
Responsibilities include: 

 Provide stat ewide pro gram and pro cedural g uidance to the Distri cts (i. e. provide p roject 
evaluation of  materials a nd instructions), conducts outreach through various networks such as, 
but not limite d to, the Acti ve Transportation Program website, and at conferences, meetings, or 
workgroups. 

 Solicit project applications for the program. 
 Facilitate the Project Evaluation Committee. 
 Perform eligibility reviews of Active Transportation Program projects. 
 Review project applications for scope, cost, schedule, and completeness. 
 Recommend project to the Commission for programming and allocation. 
 Notify applicants of the results after each call for projects. 
 Tra ck project implementation. 
 Serve as the main point of contact in project implementation after notifying su ccessful applicants 

of award. 

METROPOLITAN PLANNING ORGANIZATIONS WITH LARGE URBANIZED AREAS 

These MPOs are responsible for ove rseeing a competitive project selection process in accordance with 
these guidelines. The responsibilities include: 

 Ensure that at least 25% of the funds in each MPO must benefit disadvantage communities. 
 If using different project selection criteria or weighting, minimum project size, match requirement, 

or definition of disadva ntage co mmunities for it s competitive sel ection p rocess, t he MP O must  
obtain Commission approval prior to the MPO’s call for projects. Use of a minimum project size of 
$500,000 or l ess, or of a smalle r match requi rement than in the statewi de competitive program 
does not require prior Commission approval. 

 If electing to have a sup plemental MP O spe cific call for proje cts, the project s within the MPO  
boundaries that were not selected through the statewide competition shall be considered along 
with those received in the supplemental call for projects.  

 In administeri ng a competi tive selection  proce ss, a MPO shall use a multidisciplin ary advisory  
group to assist in evaluating project applications. 

 In admini stering a comp etitive selecti on proc ess, a MPO sh all explain h ow the p rojects 
recommended for pro gramming by th e MPO include a broad spe ctrum of projects to benefi t 
pedestrians and bicyclists. The explan ation shall include a discu ssion of how th e recommended 
projects benefit students walking and cycling to school. 

 A MPO choosing to use the same p roject selection criteria and weighting, minimum project size, 
and definition  of disadvant age co mmunities for its competitive se lection p rocess may defe r its  
project selection to the Commission. 

 Approve amendments to the MPO selected portion of the program prior to Commission approval. 
 Recommend allocation requests for a project in the MPO selected portion of the program. 
 Determine which projects to advance and make that recommendation to the Commission. 

The followin g statutory requi rements apply specific ally to th e Southern California Asso ciation of 
Governments (SCAG) 
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 SCAG shall consult with county transportation commissions, the Commission, and Caltrans in the 
development of competitive proje ct selection criteria. The crite ria should include consideration of 
geographic equity, consistent with program objectives.  

 SCAG shall place priority on projects that are consistent with plans adopted by local and regional 
governments within the county where the project is located. 

 SCAG shall obtain concurrence from the county transportation. 

REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION P LANNING AG ENCIES OUTSIDE A MPO  WITH 
LARGE URBANIZED AREAS AND A MPO WITHOUT LARGE URBANIZED AREAS 

These Re gional Tran sportation Plannin g Agenci es a nd MPOs ma y make re commendations or provide 
input to Co mmission re garding the projects within their bou ndaries that  are applyin g for Active  
Transportation Program funding. 

PROJECT APPLICANT 

Project applicants nominate Active Transportation Program projects for funding consideration. If awarded 
Active Tran sportation P rogram fun ding for a su bmitted proje ct, the proj ect a pplicant ha s contractu al 
responsibility for carrying out the project to completi on in accordance with federal, state, and local laws 
and regulations, and these guidelines. For capital projects, the project applicant will be responsible for the 
ongoing operations and maintenance of the facility. 

ACTIVE TRANSPORTATION PLAN 

 A city, county, county transportation commission, regional transportation planning agency, MPO, school 
district, or transit district may prepare an active transportation plan. A plan prepared by a city or county 
may be integrated into the circulation element of its general plan or a separate plan. An active 
transportation plan shall include, but not be limited to, the following components: 

a) The estimated number of existing bicycle trips and pedestrian trips in the plan area, both in 
absolute numbers and as a percentage of all trips, and the estimated increase in the number of 
bicycle trips and pedestrian trips resulting from implementation of the plan. 

b) The number and location of collisions, serious injuries, and fatalities suffered by bicyclists and 
pedestrians in the plan area, both in absolute numbers and as a percentage of all collisions and 
injuries, and a goal for collision,  serious injury, and fatality reduction after implementation of the 
plan. 

c) A map and description of existing and proposed land use and settlement patterns which shall 
include, but not be limited to, locations of residential neighborhoods, schools, shopping centers, 
public buildings, major employment centers, and other destinations. 

d) A map and description of existing and proposed bicycle transportation facilities. 
e) A map and description of existing and proposed end-of-trip bicycle parking facilities.  
f) A description of existing and proposed policies related to bicycle parking in public locations, 

private parking garages and parking lots and in new commercial and residential developments. 
g) A map and description of existing and proposed bicycle transport and parking facilities for 

connections with and use of other transportation modes. These shall include, but not be limited 
to, parking facilities at transit stops, rail and transit terminals, ferry docks and landings, park and 
ride lots, and provisions for transporting bicyclists and bicycles on transit or rail vehicles or ferry 
vessels. 
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h) A map and description of existing and proposed pedestrian facilities at major transit hubs. These 
shall include, but not be limited to, rail and transit terminals, and ferry docks and landings. 

i) A description of proposed signage providing wayfinding along bicycle and pedestrian networks to 
designated destinations. 

j) A description of the policies and procedures for maintaining existing and proposed bicycle and 
pedestrian  facilities, including but not limited to the maintenance of smooth pavement, freedom 
from encroaching vegetation, maintenance of traffic control devices including striping and other 
pavement markings, and lighting. 

k) A description of bicycle and pedestrian safety, education, and encouragement programs 
conducted in the area included within the plan, efforts by the law enforcement agency having 
primary traffic law enforcement responsibility in the area to enforce provisions of the law 
impacting bicycle and pedestrian safety, and the resulting effect on accidents involving bicyclists 
and pedestrians. 

l) A description of the extent of citizen and community involvement in development of the plan, 
including, but not limited to, letters of support.  

m) A description of how the active transportation plan has been coordinated with neighboring 
jurisdictions and is consistent with other local or regional transportation, air quality, or energy 
conservation plans, including, but not limited to, general plans and a Sustainable Community 
Strategy in a Regional Transportation Plan. 

n) A description of the projects and programs proposed in the plan and a listing of their priorities for 
implementation, including the methodology for project prioritization and a proposed timeline for 
implementation. 

o) A description of past expenditures for bicycle and pedestrian facilities and programs, and future 
financial needs for projects and programs that improve safety and convenience for bicyclists and 
pedestrians in the plan area. Include anticipated revenue sources and potential grant funding for 
bicycle and pedestrian uses. 

p) A description of staffing needs to implement projects and programs and current staff resources 
dedicated to bicycle and pedestrian uses. 

q) A resolution showing adoption of the plan by the city, county or district. If the active transportation 
plan was prepared by a county transportation commission, regional transportation planning 
agency, MPO, school district or transit district, the plan should indicate the support via resolution 
of the city(s) or county(s) in which the proposed facilities would be located. 

A city, county, school district, or transit district that has prepared an active transportation plan may submit 
the plan to the county transportation commission or transportation planning agency for approval. The city, 
county, school district, or transit district may submit an approved plan to Caltrans in connection with an 
application for funds active transportation facilities which will implement the plan.  

 

FEDERAL REQUIREMENTS 

Unless programmed for state-only funding, project applicants must comply with the provisions of Title 23 
of the U.S. Code of Federal Re gulations an d wi th the proce sses and pro cedures co ntained in the  
Caltrans L ocal Assi stance Procedu re Manual a nd the Master Agreem ent with Calt rans. Below are  
examples of federal requirements that must be m et when administering Active Tran sportation Program 
projects. 
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 National Environm ental Policy Act (NEPA) co mpliance and documentati on is requi red on all 
projects. Refer to Chapter 6, Enviro nmental Pr ocedures, of the  Local Assi stance Pro cedures 
Manual for guidance and procedures on complying with NEPA and other federa l environmentally 
related laws. 

 Project applicants may not proce ed with the final design of a project or requ est "Authorization to 
proceed with  Right-of -Way" or "Authorization to  pro ceed with Construc tion" until Caltra ns has 
signed a  Cat egorical Excl usion, a findi ng of No Significant Imp act, or a Record of Decision. 
Failure to follow this requirement will make the project ineligible for federal reimbursement. 

 If the project requires the purchase of right of way (the acquisition of real property), the provisions 
of the Uniform Relo cation Assistance and Re al Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970 apply. 
For more informatio n, refer to Chapte r 13, Right  of Way, of the Local Assist ance Proced ures 
Manual. 

 If the project applicant requires the consultation services of architects, landscape architects, land 
surveyors, or enginee rs, the pro cedures in the Cha pter 10, Con sultant Sele ction, of the L ocal 
Assistance Procedures Manual must be followed. 

 Contract documents a re required to in corporate applicable federal requi rements such as Davis 
Bacon wage rates, competitive bidding, Disadvantaged Business Enterprises/Equal Employment 
Opportunity provisi ons, etc. For more inform ation, refer to Cha pter 9, Civil Rights and  
Disadvantaged Business Enterp rises, and Chapter 12, Plans, Specification s & Estimate, of the 
Local Assistance Procedures Manual 

Failure to comply with f ederal re quirements may re sult in th e rep ayment to the State of Active  
Transportation Program funds. 

DESIGN STANDARDS 

Chapter 11, Design Standards, of the Caltra ns Local Assistance Procedure Manual de scribes statewide 
design stan dards, spe cifications, pro cedures, gui des, and ref erences that  are accept able in the  
geometric, drainag e, and stru ctural de sign of Lo cal Assista nce pr ojects. Th e chapte r also descri bes 
design ex ception app roval pro cedures. The se standards and procedures sh all be u sed f or all A ctive 
Transportation Program projects. With each programming cycle, Caltrans shall report on the number and 
nature of design exce ptions requested, whether those design exceptions were approved or denied, and 
when denied the reason for the denial. 

For capital projects, the project applicant will be responsible for the ongoing operations and maintenance 
of the facility. 

All facilities con structed using Active Tran sportation Prog ram funds ca nnot revert to a non-A ctive 
Transportation Program use for a minimum of 20 years or its actual useful life, whichever is less, without 
approval of the Commission. 

PROGRAM EVALUATION 

The Active Transportatio n Program will be evaluated for its effectiveness in increa sing the u se of active 
modes of transportation in California. Applicants that receive funding for a project will be asked to collect 
and submit data to Caltrans as described in the "Project Reporting" section.  
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By Decemb er 31, 2014, the Commi ssion will post its we bsite information ab out the initial program of 
projects, in cluding a list of all proje cts pro grammed and allo cated in each p ortion of the prog ram, by 
region, and by project type, along with information on grants awarded to disadvantaged communities,  

After 2014, the Commi ssion will inclu de in its annual  rep ort to the Legisl ature a discussion on th e 
effectiveness of the program in terms of planned a nd achieved improvement in mobility and safety and  
timely use of funds, and will include a summary of its ac tivities relative to the administ ration of the Active 
Transportation Program including: 

 Proje cts programmed, 
 Projec ts allocated 
 Projects completed to date by project type, 
 Projects completed to date by geographic distribution, 
 Projects completed to date by benefit to disadvantaged communities, and 
 Projects completed to d ate with the California Conservation Corps o r qu alified co mmunity 

conservation corps. 
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Date:  December 31, 2013 
District: District 9 – Bishop - www.dot.ca.gov/dist9 
Contact: Florene Trainor 
Phone: (760) 872-0603 
 
FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE 

 
 

State Route 158 North (June Lake Loop) Reopen  
 
Bishop – The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans), District 9 announced 
today that State Route 158 North (June Lake Loop) have been reopened. 
 
As is often the case this time of year, the opening is dependent on favorable weather.  If 
the area is impacted by inclement weather Caltrans may have to re-close the highway.  
Please check local highway conditions by calling 1-800-427-7623 or 
www.quickmap.dot.ca.gov before you begin your travel. 
   
 

### 
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Bridgeport Passing Lanes 

Project Study Report 

(Approval Date: 11/12/2009) 

Fact Sheet 

The US 395 corridor development concept in Mono 

County north of Lee Vining is a fully improved 2-lane 

roadway with a minimum of 8-foot shoulders and 

passing lanes were feasible.  Both the Caltrans US 395 

Transportation Concept Report and the Mono County 

Regional Transportation Plan support this corridor 

development concept. 
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     January 13, 2014 

         
 

STAFF REPORT 
 

Subject:   Results of Chalfant Area Survey 
 
Initiated by: Jill Batchelder, Transit Analyst 
 
 
 
INFORMATION ONLY 

 
Results of Chalfant Area Survey 

 
Eastern Sierra Transit Authority, as the CTSA for Mono County conducted a 
Chalfant Community Transportation Surv ey at the request of the Mono County 
Local transportation Commission.   
 
In September 2013, a survey was released to examine the need for and desire to 
use public transit.  The survey was pub licized on local radio stations, Inyo 
Register, ESTA’s website, Facebook, and direct e-mail.  The e-mails were sent to 
those on the Chalfant RPAC distribution list. Additionally, flyers were posted at 
the Community Center, Fire  Station and at the Chalfant Mercantile. Anyone 
wishing to complete a survey could do so online, paper survey or by calling 
ESTA.  A total of 25 surveys were completed. 
 
The eleven question survey covered multiple  areas of interest including: if the 
respondent had ever use the current Benton to Bishop bus route, if they had 
transportation and what type of transportati on they use, frequency of trips to 
Bishop, the likelihood of using public trans portation and at what times, how long 
they would wait for a bus and how much they would be willing to pay. 
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Of the 25 respondents, 8% or 2 people had us ed Eastern Sierra Transit’s Benton 
to Bishop route.

Have you ever utilized the Eastern Sierra 
Transit, Benton to Bishop bus route on 
Tuesdays and/or Fridays? 

Answer 
Options 

Response 
Percent 

Response 
Count 

Yes 8.0% 2 
No 92.0% 23 

answered question 25
skipped question 0

 
 

 
 
The vast majority of those who responded to the survey utilize their own private 
vehicle for travel between Chalfant and Bishop. 

How do you travel between Chalfant  
and Bishop? 

Answer Options Response 
Percent 

Response 
Count 

Personal car 96.0% 24 
Friend 4.0% 1 
Carpool 0.0% 0 
School bus 0.0% 0 
Bicycle 0.0% 0 
Public Transit 4.0% 1 
Other 4.0% 1 

answered question 25
skipped question 0

 
 
 
 
 

 

 
 
 

Of the 25 total respondents, nearly half of the respondents travel to Bishop Daily. 
 

How frequently do you normally travel between 
Chalfant and Bishop? 

Answer Options 
Response 
Percent 

Response 
Count 

< 1 time per week 12.0% 3 

1 -3 times per week 24.0% 6 
> 3 times per week 16.0% 4 
Daily 48.0% 12 
Multiple trips per day 0.0% 0 

answered question 25 
skipped question 0 
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Twelve of the 25 respondents, we re either extremely, very or moderately likely to 
utilize public transportation to travel between Chalfant and Bishop.
 

How likely are you to utilize public transit for your 
travels between Chalfant and Bishop? 

Answer Options Response 
Percent 

Response 
Count 

Extremely likely 12.0% 3 
Very likely 8.0% 2 
Moderately likely 28.0% 7 
Slightly likely 24.0% 6 
Not at all likely 28.0% 7 

answered question 25 
skipped question 0 

 

 

 
 
The remainder of this analysis will focus solely on the twelve respondents that 
are most likely to use public transpor tation. Of these twelve people, 100% 
currently travel in their personal vehi cle. Two respondents also travel with a 
friend or on the current Benton to Bishop bus route. 
 
 

How do you travel between Chalfant and Bishop? 

Answer Options Response 
Percent 

Response 
Count 

Personal car 100.0% 12 
Friend 8.3% 1 
Carpool 0.0% 0 
School bus 0.0% 0 
Bicycle 0.0% 0 
Public Transit 8.3% 1 
Other 0.0% 0 

answered question 12 
skipped question 0 
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These twelve people reportedly travel into Bishop with the following frequency: 
8.3% traveling into Bishop less than one time per week, 14.7% 1-3 times per 
week, 25% more than 3 times per week and 25% traveling daily. 
 
 

How frequently do you normally travel 
between Chalfant and Bishop? 

Answer Options 
Response 

Percent 
Response 

 Count 

< 1 time per week 8.3% 1 

1 -3 times per week 41.7% 5 

> 3 times per week 25.0% 3 

Daily 25.0% 3 

Multiple trips per day 0.0% 0 

answered question 12 
skipped question 0 

 
 
 
 
 
These people travel into Bishop for a vari ety of different reasons including work, 
school, afterschool activities, medical, shopping. 
 
 

For what types of activities would you be  
most likely to utilize public transit? 

Answer Options Response 
Percent 

Response 
Count 

Work 16.7% 2 
School 16.7% 2 
After-school 
activities 

25.0% 3 

Medical 50.0% 6 
Shopping 66.7% 8 
Other 41.7% 5 

answered question 12 
skipped question 0 
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These potential passengers seem to very price conscience.  The current adult 
one way fare from Chalfant to Bishop is $4.50.  When they were asked what they 
would be willing to pay per trip the majori ty were only willing to pay less than the 
current fare for the service. 
 

How much would you be willing to pay per trip to use public 
transportation to travel between Chalfant and Bishop? 
(note: The current fare is $4.50 for adults; $3.75 for senior, 
disabled and children) 

Answer Options Response 
Percent 

Response 
Count 

< $2.00 8.3% 1 
$2.00 - $3.00 16.7% 2 
$3.01 - $4.00 41.7% 5 
$4.01 - $5.00 33.3% 4 
$5.01 - $6.00 0.0% 0 
> $6.01 0.0% 0 

answered question 12 
skipped question 0 

 
 
 
 
When asked what days and times they would most likely utilize the bus, there 
were a variety of responses. There were four people that did give exact days and 
times. Given this information it appears that there would be  2 -3 passengers per 
day, if passengers could be flexible with their schedule and be willing to wait  for 
up to 2 hours. The chart below details the exact time responses.  The 
accompanying chart gives all of the responses. 
 

Days & Times 
 
  Monday Tuesday Wednesday Thursday Friday 
7:00am                         
8:00am                         
9:00am                         
10:00a
m                         
11:00a
m                         
12:00p
m                         
1:00pm                         
2:00pm                         
3:00pm                         
4:00pm                         
5:00pm                         
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For the activities that you would most likely use public 
transportation, what is the schedule?  List days and times 

Answer Options Response 
Count 

  9 
answered question 9 

skipped question 3 

Number Response Text     
1 Saturday am and pm 
2 times will vary 
3 saturday, sunday, maybe fridays or tuesdays 
4 Wednesday at 9 return at 4 

5 

This is hard to nail down, but a regular bus daily 
would be good, I am sure a early bus would be good 
and after work, but daily. Fairs need to be cheaper 
than the cost of gas to drive. also need family fares 
for multiple riders 

6 09/05/2013 

7 

Right now, Mondays only to Bishop Mid Morning 
(1000?) From Bishop Mid afternoon (1400?)  In 2 
years I would use PT a lot more (Retirement) 

8 

Doctors vary. Shopping could work around bus 
schedule. I also meet with a group 1-2 days a week. 
Hours are usually 9-3. 

9 M-F 8am-4pm 
 
 
 
 

When asked if they would be willing to adjust their schedule and how long they 
would be willing to wait for the schedule bus. Over 58% would be willing to adjust 
their schedule.  However, over 63% would only be willing to wait 30 minutes or 
less. 
 

If there were a fixed bus schedule 
between Chalfant and Bishop, would you 
be willing to adjust your schedule to take 
the bus? 

Answer 
Options 

Response 
Percent 

Response 
Count 

Yes 16.7% 2 
Very likely 41.7% 5 
Maybe 25.0% 3 
Not Likely 16.7% 2 
No 0.0% 0 

answered question 12 

skipped question 0 
 
 

How long would you be willing to wait on 
either end of your activity? 

Answer 
Options 

Response 
Percent 

Response 
Count 

15 
minutes 

27.3% 3 

30 
minutes 

36.4% 4 

45 
minutes 

18.2% 2 

1 hour 18.2% 2 
2 hours 0.0% 0 
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answered question 11 skipped question 1 
 
Given the information that was provided in  the survey by t he twelve people that 
are interested in public transit between Chalfant and Bishop, there may be two 
people daily that would utilize public trans portation on a daily basis.  There may 
be several additional people that would be interested in using transit on a less 
frequent basis.  However the price will be one of the key factors in determining if 
the service will be successful.  It is import ant to note that t he current Benton to 
Bishop route that operates on Tuesday and Friday may meet the needs of those 
in Chalfant that have medical or shopping needs. 
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	undefined: This grant will fund a Short Range Transit Plan (SRTP) for the Eastern Sierra Transit Authority (ESTA). The SRTP, required for federal transit funding, has been a valuable resource in guiding ESTA’s development and is now due for an update.  An updated short-range transit plan will be supportive of the regional Transportation Improvement Program (TIP), establish a five-year strategic plan for ESTA, serve as justification for federal and state funding, and demonstrate ESTA’s stewardship of public funds. In addition the updated SRTP will provide essential information, analysis and recommendations regarding operations, contracts, capital planning, and marketing.

	undefined_2: It is Eastern Sierra Transit Authority's (ESTA)'s desire to secure funding for the development of a Short Range Transit Plan (SRTP).  ESTA is a Joint Powers Agency created in 2007 to operate transit service in the Eastern Sierra region.  The Authority is made up of four member jurisdictions: Inyo County, Mono County, the City of Bishop, and the Town of Mammoth Lakes.  ESTA is the sole transit operator in the two county region with an area of 11,436 square miles and a total population of 32,879 people. 

Eastern Sierra Transit's last SRTP was approved in October of 2008 and, at this time, has exceeded its 5-year time frame.  Over the past years this planning document has been a vital resource for establishing performance standards, providing guidance for the management of the transit system and enhancing the accessibility of transit for the general public.

With the expiration of the current SRTP, Eastern Sierra Transit will be lacking a forward thinking planning document to improve the mobility and accessibility of the transit system for the residents of Inyo and Mono Counties, and for the visitors that recreate in the Eastern Sierra.

A Short Range Transit Plan that looks into the future will provide necessary guidance to the Authority to ensure that the public transit services in the region are preserved and that financial, human and natural resources available to ESTA are utilized most efficiently.

It is Eastern Sierra Transit's desire to help to foster livable, healthy communities in the eastern sierra region and to support a vibrant economy by providing public transit service supportive of these objectives.  Specifically, this goal can be supported by maintaining and enhancing commuter transportation to support our local economy; providing inter-regional transportation that connects to other transportation modes including the national bus system, trains and local and international air service, and; providing lifeline transportation services that enhance quality of life and provide essential access to services for to the region's senior, disabled and low income populations.

Eastern Sierra Transit needs to update its Short Range Transit Plan at this time in order to continue to have a tool that provides crucial guidance for future planning and operational decisions.  This planning document will promote efficient management and operation of the transit system as well as emphasize the preservation of the existing transportation system, and will provide intelligent plans to improve public safety and security for both transit passengers and the motoring  public. 
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