BISHOP
- FREEWAY




GENERAL
INFORMATION




PROJECT:

HEARING
BEFORE:

TIME:
L PLACE:

TENTATIVE
AGENDA :

GENERAL INFORMATION .

Road 9-Iny-395- PM 111.3 to 128.2
Proposed location of Route 395 Freeway
between 1.7 miles south of Warm Springs
Road and the Mono County Line.

Road 9-Iny-6- PM 0.0 to 2.8
Proposed location of Route 6 Freeway
between Route 395 Freeway and 0.3
mile north of Dixon Lane.

California Highway Commission
Robert B. Bradford, Chairman
Roger S. Woolley, Viece Chalrman
James A. Guthrie
Abraham Kofman
William S. Whitehurst
Joseph C. Houghteling
Alexander H. Pope
Jack Cooper, Secretary

2:00 P.M. Friday, April 22, 1966
Bishop Elks Lodge
151 East ILine Street

Bishop, California
(see attached location map)

Opening Statement by the Chairman

Salute to the Flag

L

Outline of Hearing Procedure

Introductions

StatementsAby Staff of the Divislion of Highways

Collection of Attendance Cards

Statements by Officlals of Political Subdivisions

Statements by Representatives of Civic Gfoups

\o"mﬂm-m.r_-wmp

Statements of Interested Individuals

=
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Closing Statements




CALIFORNIA HIGHWAY COMMISSION

PUBLIC HEARING

BISHOP ELKS LODGE

151 EAST LINE STREET
BISHOP, CALIF.
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ROUTE DESCRIPTION
A, Road

9-Iny-6- PM 0.0 to 2.8
9-Iny-395- PM 111.3 to 128.2

B. Leglslative Description

Route 6 - Route 6 is from:
Route 395 near Bishop to
the Nevada state line near
Montgomery Pass.

Route 395 - Route 395 is from:

(a) San Diego to Route 10 near
San Bernardino via Temecula

_ and passing near Riverside.

v(b) Route 15 near Cajon Pass to
the Nevada state line passing
near Little Lake, Independence,
Bridgeport and Coleville,

(c) Nevada state line northwest
of Reno to the Oregon state
line near New Pine Creek via
Alturas. :

C. Freeway Status

Route 6. - All of Route 6 is included in the
California Freeway and Expressway
System. This is the first segment
to be studled on freeway align-
ment .

Route 395 - Route 395 is included in the
California Freeway and Express-
way System. The segment immediately
south of this proJject has been con-
structed to 4-lane expressway
standards. Freeway alignment, for
the segment to the north, was
adopted along the existing align-
ment; however, access rights have
not been acqulired along the exlsting
right of way.
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PROJECT SUMMARY

This project, as studied, concerns the location
of freeway alignments for those portions of Routes 395 and
6 described as follows:

On Route 395 between 1.7 miles south of
Warm Springs Road and the Mono County
Line and on Route 6 between Route 395
Freeway and 0.3 mile north of Dixon Lane.

6 Studies on this project were initiated in May of
1962,

During the planning stages, an extensive traffic
analysis was made of the summer traffic desire pattern in
the Bishop area.

Throughout the course of the studles, contact
was maintained with the local agencles affected.

It was originally planned to hold a Publie
Hearing on this project early in 1965. At the request of
the Inyo County Board of Supervisors, this Hearing was
postponed to allow time for Inlandia Economic and Govern-
mental Research, a firm retained by local businessmen, to
make a study on the economic impact of a freeway in the
Bishop area.

Just prior to the Public Hearing,October 7, 1965,
the Bishop City Counclil requested an alternate be included
in the presentation. This proposal was included and desig-
nated as Alternate "G". :

On October 7, 1965, the Division of Highways held
a Public Hearing and presented slx alternates for the Route
395 pogtion, each alternate including a connection with
Route 6.

The discussion of the routes at the Public Hearing
narrowed down to three alternates with public reaction as
follows:

Alternate F, westslde alternate, recommended
by State Highway Engineer supported
by -
Paiute Indlan Board of Trustees
Bishop Cattlemen ;
Wagner-Tatum Development Co.




Alternate G, eastside alternate, supported by -
Bishop Clty Council
Bishop Chamber of Commerce
Inyo County Board of Supervisors
Bishop Elementary School District
Bishop Volunteer Fire Department

Alternate K, southwest alternate, supported by -
Various individuals, mainly without
any speclal interest.

On February 4, 1966, the State Highway Engineer
submitted his recommendation for Alternate "F". On
' February 23, 1966, the Inye County Board of Supervisors
and Bishop City. Council were informed of the Commission's
intention to consider adoption. On February 14, 1966
the Bishop City Councll passed a resolution requesting a
Commission Hearing. The City and County were both noti-
fied that a California Highway Commission Hearing would
be held on April 22, 1966, to further discuss the project.

RECOMMENDED ROUTE

A. Road

9-Iny-395-PM 111.3 to 128.2
9—$ny-6-PM 0.0 to 2.8

B. Location
County of Inyo
C. Limits

This proJject is shown in two units as
follows:

Unit I On Route 395 between 1.7
miles south of Warm Springs
Road and 0.3 mile west of
Ed Powers Road and on Route
6 between Route 305 Freeway
and 0.3 mile north of Dixon
Lane.

Unit ITI On Route 395 between 0.3
mile west of Ed Powers
Road and the Mono County
Iine.
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D. Length

Unlt T %nit T Total
Route 395 8.8 mi. .1 mi. 16.9 mi.

Route 6 2.8 mi. 2.8 mi.
TOTAL 11.6 mi. 8.1m. ! 19.7 md.
E; Cost

The recommended routing is estimated to
cost $5.2 million, which includes $4.6 million
for construction and $0.6 million for right of way.

F. Land Use

This line is developed primarily on un-
developed lands owned by the City of Los Angeles
with the exception of approximately 32 acres of
Indian Reservation land.

G. Traffic

It is estimated that by 1985, this free-
way (Route 395) will carry nearly 5000 vehicles
during an average day and that summer trafflc will
increase to nearly 8000 vehicles per day. During
this same period, Route 6 traffic will increase
to approximately 2400 vehicles per day.

H. User Benefits

Approximately $5.4 million over a twenty
year period with a benefit ratio of 1.6.

I. Typical Geometric Section

- It is proposed to develop Route 395 as a
L_-lane expressway with full freeway development
in the Bishop area, and Route 6 as a 2-lane
expressway to be converted fto 4-lane when needed.
(See Exhibit "¢")

Basis for Recommendation

" Bishop community concern centers on the preservation
of business and the preservatlion of private property.
The recommended alternate requires no private prop-
erty and provides convenient local sccess which should
preserve and enhance Bishop as a business and commer-
clal trading center. i
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The recommended alternate 1s supported by the
Bishop Indian Community over whose lands 1€ .
would traverse. It would provide the economic
impetus for development on Reservation lands
which would not only benefit the Indian Com-
munity, but would provide a base for expanded
~ tourist facilities to .service the ever-increasing
recreational traffic passing through the Bilshop
vieinity.

While we appreciate the concern of the City of
Bishop and i1ts business community for a freeway
bypass, there is no assurance that an easterly
bypass would be the most beneficial to the
existing business distriet on Main Street. Bis-
hop has grown and is continuing to grow to the
west, In view of thils expansion trend, the
recommended freeway location is bellieved to be
positioned to afford the greatest benefit and
convenience to the local community. Such a
location should provide the greatest potential
for unimpeded future growth of Bishop as a
regional trading center. We recognize that
there may be a period of adjustment for certaln
elements of the business community, but there
would be sufficlent time in which to plan for
any necessary changes in business emphasls be-
fore the freeway is actually constructed and -
open to traffic.

Considering all factors, the recommended routing
is believed to afford the best over-all combina-
tion of cost, traffic service, and impact upon
community and community planning. It is near the
lowest cost, being only $270,000 higher than the
lowest cost "J" Alternate. It is about 2 miles
shorter than the alternates bypassing Bishop to
the east. Although 0.4 mile longer than the
shortest "K" Alternate, it provides the highest
traffic service benefits by reason of its inter-
change locations, belng situated nearer the

: Bishop central business area.

Operation of schools, the hospital, and fire
protection facilities should not be adversely
affected by the recommended locatlion, In fact,
this freeway location probably will enhance these
aspects as compared to the more remote freeway
access that would be assoclated with an easterly
bypass routing.

Sl




Chronological Background

Applies to both Routes 395 and 6.
May 17, 1962

Inyo County and Assémblyman Paul J. Lunardi,
were notified of inltilation of studies.

May 18, 1962
City of Bishop and the late State Senator

Charles Brown, were notified of 1initiation
of studies.

May 18, 1962

Department of Parks and Recreation, Depart-
ment of Agriculture, Department of Water
Resources, Division of Aeronautics, Depart-
ment of Fish and Game, Division of Beaches
and Parks, State Lands Division, Department
of Conservation, Division of Small Craft
Harbors, and U. S. Forest Service were
notified of initiation of studies,

May 4, 1963
Meeting was held with the Inyo County Board
of Supervisors and Bishop City Council to
present the data developed for this project.
May 4, 1964

Meeting held with Paiute Indian Councll to
present the data developed for this project.

September 8, 1964

Meeting held with the Inyo County Board of
Supervisors and Bishop City Councll to pre-
sent the data developed for this project.

September 14, 1964

Map display and discussion with Bishop Chamber
of Commerce. '

September 22, 1964

Map display and discussion with Bishop Rotary
Club.
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10.

1X.

12.

13-

14,

15

16.

17.

October 5-9, 1964 (National Highway Week)

Public map display at downtown Bishop location.
A District representative was in attendance
to answer questions.

-October 22, 1964

Map display and discussion with Bishop
Lions Club.

December 7, 1964 -

Inyo County Board of Supervisors requested a
Public Hearing be delayed until after April 1,
1964 to enable Inlandia Research to complete
their studies.

January 6, 1965

Inyo County Board of Supervisors asked that
the delay in scheduling a Publlic Hearing be
extended until after July 1, 1965.

March 15, 1965

Map display and discussion with Inyo Associlates.
July 12, 1965

Met with Inyo County Board of Supervisors to
inform them of tentative plans for Public
Hearing.

August 9, 1965

‘Met with Bishop City Councll to inform them
of tentative plans for Public Hearing.

September 9, 1965

Press release announcing the District Public
Hearing to be held October 7, 1965.

September 16 and 23, 1965

Legal notice announcing the District Public
Hearing to be held October 7, 1965.




18. September 17, 1965

Appropriate legislators were notified by letter
of the District's Public Hearing to be held
October 7, 1965.

19. September 17, 1965

Appropriate local governing bodies were noti-
fied by letter of the District Publlic Hearilng.
Coples of Section 75.5 of Streets and Highways
Code included.

20. October 7, 1965

Public Hearing at Home Street School in
Bishop <




EXHIBIT A: FREEWAY
AND EXPRESSWAY SYSTEM




i
EXHIBIT A
i (”l‘ \\.
Coleyille
co )
: CALIFORNIA FREEWAY AND
YO UTE Lee Vining \\ .'., Tentogh
. E) Z
NATIONAL \‘/ e ““ @
MARIPOSA > (e e A @
('T‘» Cfestweu Beer \
e iR . === CALIFORNIA FREEWAY AND EXPRESSWAY
o KDERA Ry I S o SYSTEM
gl o f. Mnn, Lanyar
fodde IONGTAG T e == OTHER STATE HIGHWAYS
co i (558) = Qasis,
/' - - —_— — _/Ax\ Te Goiatieia
- ?’ Laws
BISHOP [‘!ap Springs \
(355
FRESNO \ Lgistative Route Numbers &8
Camo Sabnina BigPine
\ PROJECT o incorporated Cities S
 namons Bes i \
co D = ~
L1 = 3 ~
&9 : ;: DEATH \
Independence e "-. iq
|
—————— | ~
b W1y 3 S
\ hLone Pine "“Stovepipe Wells Hotel Y
y (36) ) VALLEY \
£ 0b . Keeler .-\_.‘7( FMHICECfHD':iI “‘viaum
" a;aqo" = (20)" @1'
1 Oia g:;:?nn;:.r : 3 NATIONAL ":Dem:lrl‘ay s &
| il o 1 To Fabeump
l L omee s : ] & '?),v
B Dunmovin A ! | ;'(ﬁ \
\ & ' { ~
! co '_'; ! j »
B \ g r”’ MONUMENT e W, \
Little Lake X ,,on"““"eee.,,_/ L
) ey ,. ~
[ @B i o Ry 127 5
— * S = : l 5 2 E uou"“ e lr -'nli'lu
Yonyx - Ee i B peut :
Toamerstwis L™Y Weldan B o ohern T e L
Freeman oo ~E O RIDGECREST
' Terese Sy, | !
Sta
K E | R of N ¢ B |
§ Rendsburg Jet. thamshufu b,
ToBaserslen o, - — e | ToSenBarnardne
v e
R e SAN BERNARDINO co
Cabfornis Carrectionalf S vrarg =
stitue (202) Camerm A oiave ]
Edfafceach STATE OF CALIFORNIA
— ' o (58) o] HIGHWAY TRANSPORTATION AGENCY.
(E‘. ) DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS
l : R aeorid DIVISION OF HIGHWAYS
To Lancaster
i ! DISTRICT 9
LOS ANGELES co l
- Scale In Miles
D-9
- T e 2 2 e e . e
Ui | agmen It - 1 e



EXHIBIT B: ALTERNATE
STUDY LINES




EXHIBIT C: TYPICAL
GEOMETRIC SECTION
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SUMMARY OF
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PROPOSED ROUTE
ADOPTION MAPS



STATE HIGHWAY ENGINEER'S
LETTER OF RECOMMENDATION



State of Callfernla Highwey Trensportation Agency

fMemorandum
To Mr. Rebert B. Bradford, Chairman Petes February 4, 1966
and Members of the '
California Highway Commission Fle : 9-Iny-395 111.3/128.2

9-Iny-6 0,0/2.8

From : Depeoriment of Publlc Works~Division of Highweays

Subjech Resolution of Intentilon

Submitted for your consideration are maps showing
the recommended freeway locaticons of the following portions
of State Highway Routes 6 and 395 in Inyo County:

a) Route 6 - between Route 395 freeway and 0.3
mile north of Dixon Lane,

miles in length and is estimated to cost $600,000,
including $520,000 for construction and $80,000
for rights of way. These estimates are based on
construction of an inltial 2~-lane expressway
within sufficient right of way teo provide for
ultimate expansion to 4 lanes when required.

This recommended location is approximatelg 2.8

b) Route 395 - between 1.7 miles south of Warm
Springs Road and the Mono County line.

This recommended location is approximately 16.9
miles in length and is estimated to cost
$4,610,000, including $4,070,000 for construction
and $540,000 for rights of way. These estimates
are based upon construction of an initial 4-lane
full freeway faclility for the southerly half of
the prcject in the vielnity of Blshop and an
initial 4-lane expressway for the remaining seg-
ment to the ncrth.

ALTERNATE ROUTES

As discussed in the attached Report of Route Studies,
six feasible alternate alignments for the proposed freeway
development on Route 395 were studlied in detail in the vicinity
of Bilshcp. In connection with these alternates, it was also
necessary to consider ccnnectlon or extension of Route 6 to
the Route 395 freeway. In the northerly 8 miles of the project,
a single studied lccation generally paralleling the existing
highway was considered to provide the most feasible plan of
development .

Fors WH-38 Rev.



Mr. Robert B. Bradford and February 4, 1966
Members of the Commission -2= 9-Iny=395,6

Of the alternates Investigated for Route 395 in the
vicinlity of Bishop, three generally bypass the central area to
the east and three to the west. Since there is very little
avallable private land within the community, every attempt
was made to develop the alternates to minimize the taking of
private lands or lmprovements.

SUMMARY OF LOCAL REACTIONS

The portion of the projJect in the vicinity of Bishop
has developed a high degree of publlc interest and has resulted
in conslderable differences of local oplnion as to the proper
locatlion for the fubture Route 395 freeway.

An easterly bypass of the Bishop central business
district has been officlally endorsed by the Bishop City
Council and the Inyo County Board of Supervisors and is also
supported by the Bishop Chamber of Commerce, the Bishop Union
Elementary School District, and the Northern Inyo Hospital.

A number of individuals have also supported an eastern bypass.

Alternate F, a "close-in" westerly bypass of the
central business district, has been endorsed by the Bishop
Indian Community, the U. S. Bureau of Indian Affairs, and a
number of individuals. A letter signed by 15 persons represent-
ing livestock interests has been received in support of Alter-
nate F or J.

There 1s also some support from individuals for
Alternate K, the "far-out" west bypass alternate.

Although taking no action with regard to a recom-
mendation for a route, the Inyc County Planning Commission
has requested that the record show that the endorsement of an
easterly routing by the County at the public hearing represented
only that of the Board of Supervisors., Two members of the
Bishop City Planning Commission and one member of the Inyo
County Planning Commission have for the record endorsed west-
erly routings for the proposed Route 395 freeway.

RECOMMENDATTON

On the btasis of the englneering studies, the con-
ferences with local authorities, and the results cf the public
hearing held in connection with the project, the Route 395
alternate and associated Route 6 connection identified as Plan F
is recommended for route adoption consideration for the following
reasons:



Mr. Robert B, Bradford and February 4, 1966
Members of the Commission -3- 9-Iny-395,6

Bishop community concern centers on the preservation
of business and the preservation of private property.
The recommended alternate requires no private prop-
erty and provides convenient local access which should
preserve and enhance Bishop as a business and commer-
clal trading center,

The recommended alternate 1s supported by the Bishop
Indian Community over whose lands it would traverse,

It would provide the economic impetus for development
on Reservaticn lands which would not only benefit the
Indian Communlty but would provide a base for expanded
tourlist facilitles to service the ever-increasing
recreaticnal wraffic passing through the Bishop
vieinity.

While we apprecziate the concern of the City of Bishop
and its business community of a freeway bypass, there
is no assurance that an easterly bypass would be the
most beneficial to the existing business district on
Main Street. Bishop has grown and is continuing to
grow to the west. In view of this expansion trend,
the reccmmended freeway location is believed to be
positicned to affcrd the greatest benefilt and conven-
ience to the local community. Such a location should
provide the greatest potential for unimpeded future
growth of Bishop as a regional trading center. We
recognize that there may be a period of adjustment
for certain elements of the buslness community, but
there would be sufficient time in which to plan for
any necessary changes in business emphasis before

the frezeway were actually constructed and open to
trafiic,

Considering all factors, the recommended routing 1s
kelieved to afford the best over-all combination of
cost., traffic service, and impact upon community

and community planning. It is near the lowest cost,
being only $270,000 higher than the lowest cost J
alternate. It is about 2 miles shorter than the alter-
nates bypassing Bishop to the east. Although 0.4

mile lcrnger than the shortest K alternate, it provides
the highest %traffic service benefits by reason of its
interchange lccations being situated nearer the Bishop
central tusliness area.




Mr. Robert B. Bradford and February &, 1966
Members of the Commission -l 9-Iny~395,6

Operation of schools, the hospital, and fire protec-
tion facilities should not be adversely affected by
the recommended location. In fact, this freeway
location probably will enhance these aspects as
compared to the more remote freeway access that would
be assocliated with an easterly bypass routing.

It is therefore recommended that the Commission take
appropriate action to authorize the State Highway Engineer to
proceed in accordance with your resolution of February 26, 1958,
to notify the Board of Supervisors of Inyo County, the Blshop
City Council, and the local press of the Commission's intention
to consider the adoption of the subject portions of Route 6 and
395 and thelr designations as freeways.

WOMACK
pe Highway Engineer

Attach,



HEARING HANDOUT
MATERIAL



A DIGEST OF STUDIES FOR
FREEWAY DEVELOPMENT ON
ROUTES 395 AND 6 IN THE
VICINITY OF BISHOP.

BISHOP
FREEWAY
FACTS

CALIFORNIA
HIGHWAY COMMISSION
PUBLIC HEARING
April 22,1966



FACTS RELATIVE
TO THE LOCATION OF THE
BISHOP FREEWAY

April 22, 1966

. . The California Highway Commission has called
today's Hearing on the proposed Bishop Freeway. The pur-
pose of the Hearing is to allow the interested governmental
agencles, civic organizations, and individual cltizens the
opportunity to present constructive facts regarding the
freeway proposals and to review the information developed
by the Division of Highways. The Commission will consilder
all information presented before making any route adoption.

Appropriate governmental agencies were informed
of the initiation of location studies for thls freeway in
compliance with the policy of the California Highway Com-
mission. At various times, during the study period, the
Division of Highways met with representatives of these
groups and members of their technical staffs to discuss
the studies then in progress and to obtalin thelr sugges-
tions.

On October 7, 1965, the Division of Highways held
a Public Hearing to present its findings.

On February 4, 1966, the State Highway Engineer,
having considered all information to date, recommended
that Alternate "F" (the red 1line) be adopted.

Today's Hearilng concerns general freeway locations
rather than precise freeway alignments. :

The factors used to evaluate the overall merits
of any freeway routing include a combined consideration of:

1. The effect on the community through or around
which the alternate passes.

2. The degree to which the alternate will fulfill
both existing and future traffic demands.

3. The initial cost of the project, which includes
costs of construction and rights of way.



. The community effects attributable to the
various Alternates are based on existing as well as
expected future development. The Division of Highways
has gathered information relative to this factor
through meetings with local officials and their staffs,
reviewing master plans with regard to planned future
developments, and holding the Public Hearing.

The calculation of benefits to traffic ex-
pected to use the facility is based on the monetar.
value of both the savings in time and reduced cost of
vehicle operation.

Construction and right of way costs are de-
termined by engineering methods. The attached Summary
of Comparative Data provides cost and right of way data
for the various alternates being considered.

When completed, this freeway will function as
an important part of the California Freeway and Express-
way System. It will form a part of an integrated system
of access-controlled facllities established by the State
Legislature pursuant to Senate Bill 480. It is estimated
that this freeway wlll afford the motoring public the
opportunity to save $5,400,000 in reduced travel time
and vehlcle operating cqsts during the first 20 years
after construction. '

Attached are small scale maps showing the
various freeway study line locations and a Summary of
Comparative Data.
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ENGINEERTING

DATA

LENGTH CONSTRUCTION RIGHT OF WAY
ALTERNATE (MI.) COST COST
"A" UNIT I (Orange)
Rte. 395 10.8 $2,780,000 $400, 000
Rte. 6 0.8 100, 000 10, 000
Total 11.6 $2, 880,000 $410, 000

"G" UNIT I (Purple)

Rte. 395 17142 $2,920,000
Rte. 6 0.8 100, 000
Total 12.0 $3,020,000
"I" UNIT I (Green)

Rte. 395 10.2 $2,790, 000
Rte. 6 1.9 260,000
Total 121 $3,050,000
"J" UNIT I (Yellow)

Rte. 395 [ $2,570,000
Rte. 6 2.9 280,000
Total 11.83 $2, 850,000
"K" UNIT I (Blue)

Rte. 395 8.4 $2,210,000
Rte. 6 5.6 740, 000
Total 14.0 $2,950, 000

$330, 000

10,000

$340,000

$950, 000
502000

$1,000, 000

$300, 000
50,000

$350, 000

$140,000
130, 000

$270,000

TOTAL
COST

$3,180,000
110, 000

$3,290,000

$3,250,000
110,000

$3, 360,000

$3, 740,000
310,000

$4,050,000

$2, 870,000
330,000

$3,200, 000

$2, 350,000
870,000

$3,220, 000

COMPARATIVE
20-YEAR
USER
BENEFITS

Base

-$ 350,000

+$2,398, 000

the

Data for recommended alternate is shown in red.




SUMMARY OF ECONOMIC DATA

UNIT I
IMPROVEMENTS TAKEN ACREAGE OF LAND TAKEN
Commerical |Agriculture Agriculture
Alt. Homes|Buildings Buildings Total | Commerciall Good Poch Total
A
(Orange)| 1 H Al 1 3 59 P.S.| 191 62 312

G
(Purple)

I
(Green)

J
(Yellow)

K
(Blue)

10 H

27

10

68

5a

L5

32

60

47

58

246

320

£93

263

351

UNTTD TX

Note:

H

2.5

C
P.S,

Data for recomnmended alternate

LEGEND

- Homes

Traller Spaces

- Commercial

- Potential Subdivision

is shown in red.
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INLANDIA Bl P,

(gmmmdﬁ and gpwmmrn&:/
RES EA RCH 1265 WEST KENDALL DRIVE « SAN BERNARDINO, CALIFORNIA 92407 » (714) TUrner 3-1197
DAVID C. WILLIAMS, President Analyses of Local Government
City and Regional Planning
Economic and Real Estate Research
Personnel Studies and Plans
May, 1965 - = Public Administrative Studies

Freeway Committee
Bishop Chamber of Commerce
Bishop, California

Gentlemen:

This report has been prepared for you to determine the economic impact
of a proposed freeway bypass of the City of Bishop and to recommend
actions to be taken by you; the City, the County of Inyo and indivi-
dual businessmen,

Excellent cooperation has been provide to Inlandia Research by many
agencles, businesses and individuals, Time and space pressures pre=-
vent us from listing each of these, but special thanks must go to all
the businessmen in Bishop who provided information on their activitiesy
the City of Bishop and County of Inyos citles, chambers of commerce,
highway departments and universities across the countrys the Dunsmuir
Chamber of Commerce; the City of King California; the State Board of
Equalization; and especially the State Division of Highways - in
Bishop, Sacramento and five distriect offices,

Inlandia Regearch takes full and complete responsibility for all
information, conclusions and recommendations,

One conclusion that must be emphasized is that the unity and coopera=
tion which the bypass proposal has created must continue,

Your cooperation, which made this study possible,is greatly
appreciated,

Sincerely

Y/

DAVID C, WILLIAMS,
President
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1)

2)

3)

4)

5)

6)

7)

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
Conclusions

Bishop population is now 2,958, having grown slowly from 2,891
in 19503 with 3,500 projected in 1980

The Bishop trading area has a population of 7,000 now and will
grow to 8,000 in 1980,

Retail sales in the Bishop trading area totaled $19,357,000 in
1963~64, with $5,024 000 in traffic sensitive businesses,

The Bishop economy and retail sales are Seasonal , being highest
during the summer when highway traffic is highest,

Within the trading area, the traffic sensitive businesses arey

24 Restaurants $1,875,000
22 Motels 850’000
21 Service Stations 2,890,000
7 Sporting Goods Stores 259,000

The largest employer in the area is the Union Carbide tungsten

mine at Pine Creek; all other large employers are governmental
agencies or utilities,

Bishop is 80 to 90% dependent on tourism, recreation and the
highway traveler,

8) A freeway bypass opened in 1975 would have these initial

effects on retail sales:

Service Stations ~19 ,3%
Restaurants -11,1
TOTAL RETAIL ~-10.0
Sporting Goods = 745
Motels - 7,2
City Sales Tax =13.0
County Sales Tax -13,2

9) By 1985, the effect would bej

Service Stations -8.7%
Restaurants +3.3
TOTAL RETAIL +4 2
Sporting Goods +1 .0
City Sales Tax +6 ,4
County Sales Tax +4,0




10) No strictly comparable communit

y can be found -- the closest similarity
is to Dunsmuir, California.

i 11) Freeway adoption procedures which emphasize '"user--benefits'' are
1 expected to change somewhat this year.

12) East Sierra is heavily dependent on recreation, which should grow by

400 per cent by 1980, with the majority of all recreation users from
Los Angeles County.

T e T A e s T
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1)

2)

3)

4)

5)

6)

7)

8)

9)

10)

11
12)

13)

14)

16)

17)

18)

Recommendations

Full cooperation among all concerned must be maintained and expanded,

No freeway agreement should be signed now nor until freeway funds
have been budgeted, '

A complete general plan of Inyo County, integrated with the Bishop
General Plan, is essential before freeway route adoption,

The freeway bypass of Bishop should be started only when annual
average daily traffic on Main Street reaches 18)000,

The recommended location for the highest benefit to Bishop businesses
is on the east side of Bishop as close to the Central Business Disw
trict as possible,

The freeway bypass and all of Route 395 must be well designed and
landscaped as scenic highways,

Freeways to the Los Angeles metropolitan area must continue to be
improved,

Parking on Main Street between Line Street and Elm Street should be
completely removed, and Main Street marked for 4-lane traffic for its
full lenght, with left-turn channels where feasible,

Three traffic signals and three pedestrian controls should be
installed on Main Street,

A Parking Assessment District should be formed to create 8 lots

with 453 spaces, and new spaces must be established on side streets,

Meters should be removed from all l-hour parking zones,
New highway signs should be erected on all approaches to Bishop.

A "Tourist Information Center'" should.be constructed at the south
entrance of Bishop, and manned on a regular basis, ,
The name of Main Street should be changed to "Sierra Highway" and
that of Line Street to “Bishop Creek Road'’,

Motel tax revenues of the City and County should be used only for
recreation devopment and tourist promotion,

Recreation facilities must be developed according to a Master Flan of
Recreation with priorities to Mammoth Lakes gnd Qwens River,

The Bishop community should sponsor the creation of a Local Develop~
ment Corporation to finance recreation projects,

The City of Bishop should appoint a City Administrator to act as city
representative) coordinating planning’ development and promotion,
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Chapter I

Introduction

At San Diego, U.S. Highway 395 starts on its long route northward
through California. It passes through San Bernardino, crosses the
western section of the Mojave Desert, and enters the El Paso
Mountains north of Randsburg. Some 10 miles north of Inyokern,

the highway joins with State Highway 14 from Los Angeles to form
the major route northward on the eastern side of the Sierra Nevada.

At Bishop, northeast of Kings Canyon National Park, U.S. 6 branches
off into Nevada. U.S. 395 continues northeast, past Yosemite,
through Bridgeport, and into western Nevada and Northern California.

In the 227 miles between Inyokern on the south and Bridgeport on
the notrth, U.S. 395 forms the gateway to the colorful country east
of the High Sierra. Good side roads branching from U.S. 395 will
take you to Owens Lake, Mammoth Lakes, Panamint Valley, the Inyo
Mountains and Saline Valley, the White Mountains, and the eastern
slopes of the Sierra Nevada.

This eastern side of the mountains offers a myriad of attractions-
high desert, spectacular mountains, uncrowded trails, good fishing,
ghost mining towns, wild flowers and mineral deposits-all attain-

able on good roads. In the winter, these mountains offer good
skiing.

This area can be reached from California's Central Valley, but
only by way of passes through the High Sierra. From Southern
California, U.S. 395 forms a natural artery that leads through

the narrowing gap between the converging Sierra Nevada and Nevada
state line. And this is an area that is comfortable most of the
year, ideal for off-season vacations. The higher elevations be--
come forbidding during winter, but the Owens Valley is comfortable
and you can climb into mountain passes until the cold and snow
dictate a return to the valley floor.

Owens Valley

Owens Valley is a gigantic trough, over 100 miles long, only 6

to 15 miles wide. Its west face is the two-mile-high escarpment
of the Sierra Nevada. Its east face is the less steep but equally
high Inyd and White mountain chain.

The Sierra face of the valley is a steep, glacier-stripped mass

of gray granite, forested with red fir and white, lodgepole,
foxtail, and Jeffrey pine. It!s a land of countless lakes and

(1)



streams, of mountain lodges and Forest Service camps. Twenty-
one roads into the Sierra from U.S. 395 and a network of well-
used trails make it a very accessible vacationland.

The Inyo-White mountain face is a desert range of lava, shale,
and pumice dust, sparsely forested with sage, juniper, and pinon
pine. This is a land of dry washes, cottonwood-crowded springs,
and an occasional live stream. For dirt-road auto explorers who
1ike ghost towns and mining camps, it's a discovery land; but
explorers must look to the valley towns for overnight accommoda-
tions or try their hand at dry land camping.

Owens Valley, itself, is a sagebrush-covered flat that edges its
fertile, willow~lined bottomlands with barren desert, volcanic
mesas, cinder cones, dense black masses of dead lava, and alka-
line-fringed lakes. The valley's side roads explore the Indian
past and the area's geologic phenomena.

In summer, the valley is a heated corridor that leads to the
gateways into the highest, most dramatic stretch of the cool
Sierra. In late fall and early spring, the valley is romantic
and impressive in its own right. Beginning in September, the
cottonwoods take on the color of rich butter; the locusts turn a
deeper yellow; along the creek banks that cut across B.8. 395,
the red splashes of birch and gooseberry mix with the yellows
and fading greens of the oak and willow. Also, the fish in the
Sierra high country are out on an eating spree, and the camp~-
grounds offer a choice of accommodations in September, October,
and Novermber.

Preceding paragraphs from Sunset Magazine publicationms.
VISITORS WELCOME, ALL YEAR ROUND

Because its natural bounty of water is claimed by Los Angeles,
the Owens Valley has limited facilities for permanent occupancy.
The Valley has, nonetheless, a decently large heart and the
capacity to absorb a lot of visitors. The streets of the small
towns are lined with motels, cafes and sporting goods shops.

In a summer week, in any one of the Sierras' steep, long gorges,
where creek water, white and raging, tumbles from pool to pool,
there maybe 1,000 vacationers roughing it or lodging it and
another 500 hidden under the aspen and tall pines in the side
gullies dug out of the mountain flank by the upper arms of the
creek. There is plenty of room on the mountainsides and, ex-
cept for beer cans wantonly discarded and the distant sound of
motor cars huffing and gasping in the thin mountain air, little
evidence that a small army of city people has taken over.

The summer visitors come for various reasons, the majority merely
escaping their city life to spend a week or two in quest of some
lesser Grail, such as the trout that abound, thanks to the bene-
ficence of God and the California Department of Fish and Game.

(2)
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The trout--one species or another--are fished from the Owens
River right on the valley floor and from creeks and lakes reach-
ing upward to the 13,000 foot level, where winter never really
quits. The trout come in all sizes. In lower lakes there are
browns which, being either too stupid or too smart to take a
hook, are as long as a man's arm. On opening day this spring at
Lake Crowley, a 6,000 acre impoundment on high ground at the
north end of the valley, 11,000 fishermen in 3,%00 boats took
more than 30 tons of trout, any fish under three-quarters of a
pound being considered a runt. In the highest glacial lakes,

by contrast, the little native golden trout rarely exceed nine
inches--but there the angler fishes alone in alpine grandeur.
Like the fish, the fishermen run the gamut. At one extreme there
are the classicists who kill their fish only with the artificial
fly; at the other are those who simply want fish and would just
as soon toss a cherry bomb in the water, if it were either legal
or productive.

The important thing in such a large playgrond is that every
angler has full option. He can stick to the classic rules laid
down on the chalk streams of the Old World, or he can use damn-
near-anything for bait: fake bugs and real bugs, worms and
grasshoppers, marshmallows and cheese, salmon eggs from the
Pacific Northwest and fake salmon eggs made in Newport Beach.

He can wait for the evening hatch and try to match it, or he can
wait in a parked car on the streets of Bishop until the hatchery
trick goes by, follow it and take-a fish'one minuté after it has
heen released in a stream. With the dutiful passion of oldtime
Wells Fargo czarriers, the Califorria Tish and Game trucks re-
plenish the more heavily fished waters once a week and sometimes
twice.

As might be expected, most of the valley's winter visitors are

skiers, who move through the towns bound for the Mammoth Lakes

area that lies 50 miles beyond. Tie ski season starts with the
first good smow of late fall or early winter, and it continues

on and on, through spring and early summer. The bottom of the

elaborate skein of lifts at Mammoth Mountain is 8,900 feet, so

thatby July 1, when the sport is only a memory elsewhere, there
are still diehards on the slopes.

At Mammoth the skier is free of the restrictions of the city,
but not of the crowds. Weekend attendance sometimes exceeds
3,000, including some who use the slopes and trails as if they
were freeways back home. But crowds and collisions are familiar
hazards at ski areas everywhere these days, and at Mammoth one
can at least find consolation: there is a bonesetter in res-
idence. 1In the small town of Mammoth a sign proclaims: "E.
Vietor Gallardo, M.D. Orthopedic and Traumatic Surgery."

Lower down in the valley there are other signs urging the traveler

to "Visit Harold's Club in Remo" and to "Get Right with God,"
an option that should attract either the fisherman or skier,

(3)



depending on his luck that day. He can have a ball trying to win
a bundle, but if the dice and the wheel roll against him and he
loses his worldly goods to Harold, he is properly ready to meet
his Maker. It is doubtful, though, whether any visitors come
with such sober motives. Most of them come to the valley simply
to use this world for a short time unfettered, taking a trout
with a bait of their own choice or skiing as fast as they want

on slopes where there are no slow and fast lanes.

Preceding paragraphs from Sports Illustrated, August 12, 1963,
"Giant Playground,”" by Coles Phinizy.
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Chapter II
BISHOP--HISTORY AND GROWTH

Our story begins in 1826. On a return trip from California to
Salt Lake City, the renowned frontiersman and fur trader,
Jedediah Strong Smith, was the first white man to explore Inyo-
Mono. His course paralleled the base of the Sierra Nevadas,
continued northeast of Mono Lake, and then onward to the east.
It is reported that he found some placer gold near the lake many
years before Marshall's gold strike on the American River.

Seven years later, in 1833, a trail blazer and fur trapper by
the name of Joseph Reddeford Walker entered Mono. He headed

a trapping expedition formed by Captain B. L. Bonneville, who
was on leave from his army post. It is believed that Walker
followed a tributary of the Walker River (now named after him)
and crossed the Sierras over the old Mono Trail. On the re-
turn trip from the Coast, he and his party passed through a
broad defile in the mountains, now Walker Pass (also named for
him), and entered the southern end of Inyo. He traced Smith's
earlier route northward, then followed the Walker River through
Mono.

Walker made his appearance again as a guide to the Chiles party
which had traveled overland from Independence, Missouri, and he
brought them over the course he and taken previously. Then
again he is mentioned when he joined up with John C. Fremont in
1845, A branch of Fremont's party reached Owens Lake at that
time. Richard Owens, an officer under Fremont, was honored by
his superior who named Owens River and Owens Lake after him,

Discovery .of gold in California started the great trek westward
and in 1849, there followed a succession of terrifying exped-

itions through Death Valley. Notable among these were the Jay-

hawkers, Bennett, Arcane, Bier, Manly and others, each undergoing
unbelievable suffering and tragedy.

It was in 1852 that Lieutenant Tredwell Moore, while pursuing

ean Indian murderer, crossed the Sierras, descending down through
Bloody Canyon to Mono. While searching the canyons, he found
gold in a ravine near Mono Lake, causing a flurry of excitement.
Shortly thereafter, Leroy Vining and his associates prospected
for gold in the canyon now bearing his name. Word leaked out
that Mormon miners were working gold near Mono Lake and by 1859
Dogtown was alive with prospectors. A chance discovery nearby
brought Monoville into existence and it became the most popu-
lated mining settlement in that entire region for a while. Then
came one of the most significant of all "Strikes." William J.
Body came across a rich placer find north of Mono Lake but lost
his 1ife in a snowstorm without knowing that the mining camp

of "Bodie," later named after him, would not only produce mil-
lions but would write one of the bloodiest chapters in the history
of the early West.
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Meanwhile, in the Inyo area to the south, Dr. Darwin French,
ceeking the mythical "Gunsight Lode," discovered the Coso Ledge.
Almost immediately, new mining districts were opened u --Kear-
sage, Big Pine Creek and others in Inyo, and Benton, Lundy,
Mammoth among those in Mono.

All was not mining in those colorful 1860's and 70's. DMore and
more settlers had arrived, engaging in ranching and cattle rais-
ing as well as operating lumber mills. Communities sprang up
and became centers of supply for the mines. But the newcomers
faced the hazard which had beset earlier pioneers, and that was
the hostility of the Indians. Upon the arrival of the white
man, it is estimated that some 1500 Indians were living in this
area east of the Sierras. The Piutes (Paiutes) were confined
mostly to the Owens Valley, the Shoshones east of Owens Valley
and Inyo Range, and the Mono tribe around Mono Lake. Constant
warfare raged and impeded development until peaceful times
arrived in the late '70's. Inyo-Mono is replete with historical
evidence of these skirmishes.

At a time when mining activities had quieted down, directly
affecting the economy of the people, the famous Cerro Gordo mine
came into being, producing millions in silver bullion. This

was followed by Panamint, Union and other mines, all contributing
to a new boom and prosperity that carried on through the 1880's.

Discovery of new leads at Bodie and the reopening of the Stand-
ard mine were responsible for a stampede of miners and specul~
ators that swelled the population to more than 10,000. And once
more gold flowed freely!

Within a few years, however, Inyo-Mono again experienced a let
down with the dropping off of mining operations. As 1900 dawned,
farming, stock-raising, dairying and other business enterprises
made up the major income of the people. Little did they real-
ize then that the time was not far off when Inyo-Mono would be-
come one of the truly great vacation centers.

The foregoing is but a brief glimpse of the early days of Inyo-
Mono. Millions in gold and silver that were hauled from east

of the Sierras, from Virginia City, Nevada, on the north to Cerro
Gordo on the south, contributed much to the building of the lit- .
tle pueblo of Los Angeles and the modest seaport of San Francisco
into the great, thriving cities of today.

Los Angeles grew so large that it looked back to the area which
furnished such great wealth in gold and silver....sought and
received water via a giant aqueduct system. Now the tourists
from Los Angeles and elsewhere throughout the Nation come to
Inyo-Mono. . .to visit old ghost towns, to vacation, camp, fish
in 2000 lakes and 5000 miles of streams, hunt and ski on Sierra
slopes.

(6)
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POPULATION
POPULATION

Population growth in the City of Bishop has been slow and irr-
egular. From a population of 503 in April, 1903, when the city
was incorporated, there was a rapid rise to 1,190 in 1910 and
to a high point of 3,270 in 1955. On April 1, 1965, a Special
Census showed a population of 2,958. These figures, with com-
parisons to Inyo County and the State, are shown in Table 1.
Percentage gains and loses are shown in Table 2.

Population from 1910 to 1945 was influenced primarily by the Los
Angeles water program. As land was purchased, people moved out.
Increases came with construction programs. The past twenty
years however have been influenced by the steady growth of
tourism and recreation. The drop from 1955 to 1960 was due to
ma jor residential development outside the city, to the west.

It is obvious that Bishop is not sharing in the tremendous pop-
ulation increase of Southern California, being one of only three
cities in Southern California to lose population between 1950
and 1960. The other two were Paslier and Maricopa, central
valley farming towns.

Population projections have been made by several organizations.
The estimates of Hahn Wise and Associates in the Genenal Plan

of the City of Bishop appear to be the most carefully considered.
The 1965 Special Census however indicates the estimates are
probably too high.
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Table #1

POPULATION GROWTH

Bishop Inyo Co. So. Calif. Calif.
1850 5,849 92,597
1860 26,533 379,99
1870 1,956 38,760 560,247
1880 2,928 76,441 864,694
1890 3,544 220,968 1,213,398
1900 503% 4,377 325,225 1,485,053
1910 1,190 6,974 777,667 2,377,549
1920 1,404 7,031 1,375,974 3,426,861
1930 1,269 6,355 2,968,963 5,677,251
1940 1,490 7,625 3,713,234 6,907,387
1950 25%%1 11,658 5,715,324 10,586,223
1960 25%%5 11,684 9,118,422 15,717,204
1964 (est.) 2,958%* 12,500 10,691,200 18,234,000

Source:

1850-1960 U.S. Bureau of the Census.

1964 California State Dept. of Finance

* Population at time of incorporationm, April, 1903

%% April 1, 1965 Special Census by U.S. Bureau of

Census.

(1) Special Census, 1947---2,093
(2) Special Census, 1955---3,270
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Table #2
PERCENTAGE GROWTH

1910-20 o L s T
1920-30 -9.6 -6.8 “+101.1 +65.7
1930-40 +17.4 +16.3 +26.4 +21.7
1940-50 +94.0 +52.9 +53.9 +53.3
1950-60 -0.6 +0.2 +55.8 +48.5
; 1960-64 +2.9 +7.0 +16.7 +16.0
4
) Table #3
| | POPULATION PROJECTIONS
' INYO COUNTY
| 1960 1965 1970 1975 1980
1 11,684 11,700 - 11,900 12,100 12,400
; 2 11,684 11,800 12,200 13,100 14,000
i 3 11,684 . 12,400 3 13,100
: 4 11,684 - 16,000 - 23,000
i 5 11,100(est) - 12,000 n x
BLSHOP
Q 6 2,875 o 3,500 % 3,760
1 California State Department of Finance
2 Population Study Sub-committee, Los Angeles Chamber of Com-
3. giﬁﬁﬁp General Plan, 1963; Hahn, Wise and Associates
4 Southern California Research Council, "Developing the Inland
Empire" 1962
5 State Economic Development Agency, 1960
6 Bishop General Plan, 1963; Hahn, Wise and Associates
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Table # 4
POPULATION CHARACTERISTICS

AGE GROUPS

el %%%%EE Inl%T?7Empire Calif?{nia
5-19 26:1 26:3 262
20-24 4.9 6.5 6.3
25-64 49.8 46.1 47.7
65 + 9.2 9.4 8.7

Source: Southern California Research Council, from 1960 Census
Data

BUILDING

Building permits, valuation and number of dwelling units have
been rising in past years, as indicated in Tables 5 through 8.

These figures however are closely related to population in the
long range view, despite short-term rises and falls due to many
various factors.

OTHER

Information on Employment and personal income is included in

Tables 10 through 13. All these figures are usad only to in-
dicate general growth trends in the area.
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Table # 5

INYO COUNTY
BUILDING PERMITS
“(in thousands)

e T s I AT b S AN

Year Total Residential Commercial Industrial
1958 511 51K 216 0
1959 242 137 67 0
1960 352 109 144 2
1961 408 168 171 0
1962 708 455 231 8
%f 1963 2,030 1,688 273 5
% 1964 2,103 1,735 446 b
E SOURCES :

1963 and 1964 Surveys of Building and Real Estate Activity
in the 14 Southern Counties of California, Security First
National Bank.

4 i o
R R

% Southern California Report, Security First National Bank,

1 1965

!

%% Table # 6

ﬁ TOTAL CONSTRUCTION

i Inyo total Inyo Building Inyo Eng & Gout

i Construction Permits Const Contracts

§ o ORI (000)

' 1958 1,662 494 1,168 -
1959 570 242 328 -
1960 3,040 352 2,688 =
1961 1,072 408 464 =
1962 3,099 708 1,232 1,159
1963 2,413 2,030 217 166
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Table # 6 (Cont.)

Inyo total Inyo Building Inyo Eng. &
Construction Permits Const. Contracts Gout
1964 4,845 2,103 2,215 527

Source: Same as Table # 5

Table # 7

“CITY :OF BISHOP
BUILDING PERMITS

Year Total Residential
1962 378 125
1963 695 374

( 1964 575 306

Source: Same as Table # 5

—t i
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Table # 8
FAMILY DWELLING UNITS

INYO COUNTY CITY OF BISHOP
Total Single Units in Total Single Units
Dwellings Multiples
1946 71
1947 92
1948 88
1949 27
1950 11
;i 1951 15
: 1952 41
E 1953 34
i 1954 12
| 1955 25
.ﬁ 1956 24
? 1957 5
_ 1958 22 L 8
; 1959 12 10 2
5 1960 7 6 1 7 6 1
1961 14 7 7 14 7 7
E 1962 30 25 5 10 5 5
: 1963 119 93 26 33 11 22
1964 116 104 12 14 -, 9
Permits required in unincorporated area only after October 1,

1962,

Source: Same as Table # 5
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Table # 9

INYO HOUSING
(1960 Census)

owner Occupied 1,908 47.0%
Renter Occupied 2,154 53.0%%
Total Occupied %062 100.0%

Vacant Units

For Sale 19
For Rent 154
Other 869
Total 1,042
Total 5,104

Vacancy Rate

Home Owner L. 0%
Rental 6.7%

Note: These are lowest in Southern California

* Highest percentage of renter-occupied houses in Southern Calif.

Source: U.S. Census of Population and Housing, 1960
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Table # 10
INYO COUNTY
PERSONAL INCOME

(1961-Calif. State Chamber)

State
% o
Wages and Salaries 16,440,000 :
Labor Income 699,000 2.5
(Employer Contributions)
Proprietors Income 4,111,000 10.8
Property Income 3,193,000 13.2
(Rental income, dividends,
: etc.)
* Transfer Payments 3,304,000 7.9
f Insurance, pensions, etc) i
~J7,747,000 100.0
1 PER CAPITA
:é Inyo County 5237 %
(]
¢ Southern California 2,792
: California 2,771

Inyo County is lower than Southern California average, but still
ranks 5th out of 10, following only Los Angeles, Santa Barbara,
it Imperial and San Diego Counties.

R e

Source: Southern California Report, Security First National
Bank, 1965

L Lo il
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Table # 11
INYO COUNTY
PERSONAL INCOME GROWTH

1940 $ 6,863,000
1947 16,213,000
1950 17,830,000
1953 23,855,000
1955 25,207,000
1956 27,682,000
1957 25,389,000
1958 24,136,000
1959 24,470,000
1960 26,536,000
1961 27,747,000

State Economic Development igency Projects, 1970

PNEN e TR
O

Personal Income of $35,400,000

Source: Same as Table # 10

Table # 12
INYO COUNTY
TOTAL BANK DEPOSITS

1962 $15,191,000

Inyo So. Calif.
% Change 1949-62 +[I§.6% ¥130.7%
% Change 1960-62 - 7.8% < 22.2%

i
i
§
]
i
E ]
b
=
]
b
‘ i
g

Source: Same as Table # 10
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Chapter III

BISHOP ECONOMY

The City of Bishop is the largest community and only incorporat-
ed city in Inyo County. The immediate trading area, northern
Inyo and southern Mono Counties, has a population of 7,000.
Bishop is the primary commercial center for an area covering
Inyo and Mono counties and part of western Nevada with a pop-
ulation of about 15,000.

The City of Bishop depends primarily for its existence on serving
tourists and travelers on U.S. 395 and U.S. 6. Other economic
activities include tungster mining, governmental agencies,
utilities, water transmission, and some agriculture.

Employment

In 1962, employment in Inyo County was estimated as follows;
Table # 13
INYO COUNTY EMPLOYMENT

Industry Employees
Wholesale & Retail Trade 1,130
Government 610
Service 510
Mining 410
Transportation, Communication Utilities 215
Manufacturing 230
Agriculture 200
Contract Construction 170
Finance, Insurance & Real Estate 75
Other Employment 525
Unemployed 210

73345

Source: City of Bishop General Plan, Economic Survey; Hahn,
Wise & Associates, 1963.
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Major employers in the Bishop Area in 1965 are:

Table # 14

MAJOR EMPLOYERS
Full Part
Time Time

Union Carbide Pine Creek 400
State Division of Highways Bichop 261 93
California Interstate Telephone Bishop 96
U.S. Forest Service Bishop 60 137
Los Angeles Dept. of Water & Power Bishop 38
Southern California Edison Bishop 26
Huntley Industrial Mills Laws 20

Source: Inlandia Research Survey

The General. Plan reported "Resorts, motels and Restaurants
offer most of the job opportunities, with rising demand during
the 'season', May--October. After that most of the transient
workers leave the area. Unemployment in Inyo County ranges
from 5% in July to 12% in February. In Bishop there is greater
fluctuation of from 5% in July to 28% in February, with over
20% unemployment in six months of the year.”

4 The expansion of skiing facilities at Mammoth and June Lake
2 have increased winter months activity, so that the extreme
B unemployment fluctuation is undoubtedly decreasing.

Rt AT

The General Plan estimated present and future work force as
follows:

Table # 15
BISHOP PLANNING AREA
SUMMARY--ESTIMATED WORK FORCE

(18)




Activity 1961 1970 1980

Retail 800 846 891
Office 509 538 567
Services 297 313 330
Mfg. Heavy Commercial 105 111 317
TOTAL 1,711 1,808 1,905

Source: City of Bishop General Plan, Economic Survery;
Hahn, Wise and Associates, 1963.

These figures are based on the numbers of employees necessary to
serve the projected area population. It is likely that the
projectiaons 'will :prove .£oo conservativé, with the -expected
heavy increase in tourism.

RETAIL SALES

Retail sales in the Bishop business area totaled $19,357,000
in 1963-64.

TR
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Table # 16

BISHOP TRADING AREA
QUARTERLY RETAIL SALES

1963-64
3rd Quarter 4th Quarter**

4 1963 1963
a (000) (000)
: TRAFFIC SENSITIVE
i
¥ Eating & drinking places 606 423
) Serivice stations (gross) 929 662
A Sporting goods 107 43
%E Sub-Total 1,642 1,128
! NON-TRAFFIC SENSITIVE
% Apparel stores 83 97
: Ceneral merchandise stores 5373 703
b Specialty stores 123 166
b Food stores (gross) 1,122 1,113
1] Packaged liquor stores 154 129
ik Drug stores %* *
! Home furn. & appliances 82 101
i Building materials 280 249
& Motor vehicle dealers 664 866
] Auto supply stores 153 142
ik Other retail 402 342
: Sub-Total 3,636 3,908
: TOTAL RETAIL 5,278 5,036
g %% 1st and 2nd Quarter of 1964 on next page.
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Table #16 (cont.) _

1st. Quarter :2nd Cuarter . Total |

1964 1964 1953-64 |

(000) (000) (00C) I

[

TRAFFIC SENSITIVE H

I

Eating & drinking places 345 501 1,873 ﬂ
Service stations (gross) 543 756 2,890

Sporting goods 14 95 259 l!

Stbh-Total 902 1,352 4,924 |

|

NON-TRAFFIC SENSITIVE L

|

Apparel stores 33 73 306 &
General merchandise stores 429 538 2,243
Specialty stores 86 127 502
Food stores (gross) 863 1,048 4,146
Packaged liquor stores 98 136 517

Drug stores * * =

“ome furn. & appliances 86 94 353
Building materials 233 284 1,046
Motor vehicle dealers 772 93 3,239
Auto supply stores 138 157 590
Other retail 316 321 1,381
Sub-Total 3,074 3,715 14,333
TOTAL RETAIL 3,976 5,067 19,357

Source:

Data on the two drug stores in Bishop is not to avoid
a disclosure of confidential information. The taxable
sales are included with other retail sales. In any
case, state per capita figures are not available for
non-taxable drug sales. Per capita taxable sales for
Inyo County are almost exactly the same as for the
state as a whole.

This information covers the entire Bishop area from
four miles south of Bishop to the Momo County line.

State Board of Equalization
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percentages are shown graphically in Figure 1.
Retail sales in the City of Bishop have been increasing at a
rate faster than population as follows:
Table # 17
CITY OF BISHOP RETAIL SALES

Year Retail Sales % Change PerCapita Sales
1960 sg?ggg - $3,284
1961 9,166 -2.0 3,157
1962 9,890 %749 3,375
1963 10,432 +5.5 3,527

Source: State Board of Equalization
Changes in retail sales differ from category to category, as
shown below:

Table # 18

RETAIL SALES CHANGES
CITY OF BISHOP--1960 to 1963

Category 1960 1963 % Change
! Apparel Stores 415 386 - 7.0
i General Merch. Stores 1,357 2,025 +49,.2
5 Food Stores 607 * .
§ Packaged Liquor Stores 380 407 + 7ok
Eating & drinking 1,137 1,195 + 5.1
Drug Stores * * -
Home Furn. & Appliances 261 279 4 6.9
Building Material 570 671 +17.7

Motor Vehicles 3,189 3,297 + 3.4

(22)
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Category 1960 1963 % Change

Service Stations 416 224 ¥
Other Retail 913 1,948 ko
Total 9,245 10,432 +12.8

% Data on the food stores and two drug stores in Bishop are
not separate, to avoid a disclosure of confidential in-
formation. Taxable sales are included with "Other Retail."

Source: State Board of Equalization

**%Changes in classification make comparison impossible

Bishop is quite a seasonal city, as quarterly retail sales

indicate:

Table # 19

QUARTERLY RETAIL SALES
CITY OF BISHOP

Year 1st 2nd T 3r 4th
1960 1,767 2,338 2,685 2,550
1961 1,803 2,342 2,565 2,456
1962 1,988 2,342 2,850 2,710
1963 2,087 2,538 2,823 2,984
1964 2,228 2,895 3,206 NA

Source: State Board of Equalization

City of Bishop retail sales have ranged between 55,3% and
64.6% of Inyo County retail sales, on a quarterly basis. On
an annual basis, the comparison is as follows:

(23)



Table # 20

BISHOP RETAIL SALES AS
PERCENTAGE OF INYO COUNTY

Year Bishop Inyo County Bishop %
1960 9,340 14,930 62.6%
1961 9,166 14,907 61.5
1962 9,890 16,385 60.4
1963 10,432 18,006 57.9

1964 (3 Quart.)
8,329 14,614 57.0

< P -\-§=. b/ D P DL} e N W I W
e T el PempeT

The General Plan Report in 1963 analyzed Existing Buying Powers.

In 1960 personal income in Inyo County was approximately
$26.5 million or $2,264 per capita, while the state aver-
aged $2,719 per capita. County retail sales per capita
amounted to nearly $ 2,200, showing a substantial advant-
age over the state average of $1,800.

] Bishop trading area, with 60% of the county population,

: managed to capture only 507 of the sales. Sales per capita
averaged about $1,8:0 which was slightly highet than the
state but well beicw the county. In the state about 70%
of total income is spent on retail sales; in Inyo County

. sales amount to 987% of estimated Income. This suggests

'f that most of the buying power in the county is being

' supplied by tourists from outside of the trading area,

and that buying power in Bishop is just fair. It also in-
dicates that Bishop can capture a greater share of retail
sales and bolster its own economy, with a strong and attr-
active commercial district. (1)

TR

; (1) City of Bishop General Plan, Economic Survey, P. 31;
¢ Hahn, Wise and Associates, 1963

As part of this study, Tnlandia Research made extensive studies
of all tourist related businesses in the Bishop area.
Results are discussed in the following section.
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MOTELS
Within this area are located 22 motels with 474 units.

Table # 21
MOTELS
Within Outside Total
City City
Motels 18 4 22
Units 386 88 474
Average Size 21.4 22.0 21.5
Gross - - $860,000
Gross per Unit - - $ 1,814

The average motel owner is 49 years old and has owned his motel
for 9 years.

Approximately 75% of all guests stay oné night only. Few
motels are associated with any motel group. Most common is an
AAA affiliation. There is one Travelodge and two Best Western
Motels. Two-thirds of all motels accept credit cards, with
Bankamericard and American Express most popular, and less than
1/3 using Carte Blanche and Diners Club. Credit purchases
range up from 0% to 15% of charges, averaging 4.25%.

Motel owners estimate their reservations as follows.

Through Affiliates 4.5%

Directly 18.9

No Reservation 76.6
Iﬁn.ciﬂ

A substantial 45.7% of all business is considered repeat busin-
ess.

The average motel has 1.3 full-time and 3.3 part-time employees
in addition to the owner-manager family. Nearly all motels are
owner operated with one or two additional members of the family
working in the business.

(25)




RESTAURANTS

Within the Bishop area are 24 restaurants, with 18 inside the
city and 6 outside. All are locally owned.

Returns from restaurants in the business survey were not suff-
jcient to give accurate totals oT averages. In gerneral it can
be determined that business generally follows other highway
oriented businesses in quarterly changes, with summer the major
quarter. Very fow restaurants accept credit cards.

There are wide variations in dependence on tourists and travel-
ers, from 40 to 90% (of those sampled). Payrolls are the
largest of any tourist business, ranging up to about 25 full-
time employees.

Thirteen, Or OVEr half, of all restaurants are located in down-
town Bishop. Parking for these businesses is inadequate.

SERVICE STATIONS

In the Bishop Area are€ 21 service stations, with 12 inside the
city and 9 outside. All major oil companies are represented
as well as several independents:

i 3-Richfield Mohawk

i Shell Satellite
2-Chevron Standard

: Mobil Texaco

; Union United

i 1-Flying "A" West Coast

é Hancock Wilshire

The average owner is 42 years old and has owned his station for
k 10 years, 2 months.

A1l stations accept credit cards, with an estimated 48.5% of
all purchases being charged. About one-third of stations stay
open 24 hours & day all year, with about one-third more Open
24 hours during the summer.

Employees average 1.5 owner family, 2.8 full-time and 5.0 part-
time per station.

Service stations estimate that 60.5% of their gross recepts are
paid to their oil company for gasoline.
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SPORTING GOODS

Seven sporting goods stores are located in the City of Bishop
(within 3 blocks of each other). Survey results would disclose
confidential information.

BASIC INDUSTRIES

The seven businesses listed in Table 14 employ 900 people, a
substantial number for an area this size. The total payroll
of these seven is $6,950,000 annually.

Union Carbide is the largest employer, with the only operating
tungston mine in the United States. Tungston is by far the

ma jor mineral product in Inyo County. The mine can expect to
remain stable with some increase in local processing of ore,
resulting in minor increase in employment and payroll.

Huntley Industrial Mills will undoubtedly remain stable over
the next few years.

The largest employers in Bishop are all govermental agencies
or utilities. The largest employer within the City itself is
the District 9 Headquarters of the State Division of Highways.
This districkt includes all of Inyo and Mono Counties and port-
ions of Kern and San Bernardino Counties. Employment will
probably grow to 325 full-time by 1970.

california Interstate Telephone employs 96 people in its Bishop
District office. Bishop was the original headquarters of the
company and its predecessor. Later Bishop was Northern District
Headquarters. Since early this year it is one of five District
Headquarters. Expansion will be substantial, based primarily on
major increases in tourism and recreation.

Bishop is the headquarters for Inyo National Forest of the U.S.
Forest Service. A Discussion of this agency ig part of the
chapter on Recreation.

The Los Angeles Department of Water and Power 1s a major county
employer with over 275 employees in the valley, including 38

in the Bishop area. The Department is now preparing to spend
$105,000,000 to construct a second barrel of the Owens River
Aqueduct in order to provide an additional 152,000 acre feet
annually to Los Angeles. The Owens River now provides about
62% of the water used by the City of Los Angeles.

Southern California Edison purchased california Electric Power
Company in January 1964 and retained the Bishop District office.
Several power plants are located on Bishop Creek west of the

city of Bishop.
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The importance of Bishop as a "headquarters city" is shown by
the five major agencies above and the additional offices listed
below:

Federal offices:

Internal Revenue
Selective Service

Soil Conservation Service
Weather Bureau

State: Tri-County Fair

Department of Fish & Game
Board of Equalization
Lahontan District Water Pollution Control Board
Department of Employment
Department of Motor Vehicles
{ Highway Patrol
Division of Architecture

County: AssessSOTr
Building Inspector Rabies Control Office
Farm Advisor Road Dept. Yard
Health Dept. Sheriff's Office
Library Veterans Service Office
Probation Dept. Welfare Dept.

Agriculture has declined in importance because of land pur-
chases by the City of Los Angeles. The Department-of Water
and Power now leases out for agricultural purposes, principally
cattle raising, about 216,000 acres of land in the Inyo-Mono
area, Of the total acreage, about 186,000 acres are in dry
grazing 1and and will not be affected by the increased flow of
water to Los Angeles. Arrangements are being worked out for a
firm supply of water to assure that irrigated acreage will

v support the agricultured economy at the same level as in the

' past.

WATER FOR LOS ANGELES

The greatest influence on the economy of Bishop and Inyo County
is the water program of the City of Los Angeles. In 1904,
William'Mulholland, the City water chief, visited Owens Valley
and determined to have the Owens River water for the growing
City. With $25 million, he built the aqueduct to Los Angeles
and opened it Novermber 5, 1913. In the process, the Monolith
cement plant was constructed and the Southern Pacific built a
standard gauge railroad to Owenyo, connecting with SP's

narrow gauge Carson & Colorado Railroad which gerved the Owens
Valley.
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The City of Los Angeles by 1922 needed more water and a major
reservoir. After seven years of conflicts with Valley proper=
ty owners and violence by both sides in a minor war which

would take this entire volume to report, the City ended up
buying most of the agricultural land, city properties and water

rights in the Owens Valley.

lture is limited to leased land involving cattle and
alfalfa. The communities of Bishop, Big Pine, Independence and
Lone Pine are surrounded by City land and much land inside be-
longs to the City. This is the reason for the slow growth of the
Valley. On the other hand, the City has brought employment,

pays property taxes and provides much of the recreational

land and facilities, such as Crowley Lake, which are the basis of

the tourist trade.

Now agricu

The Owens Valley is supported by the people of Los Angeles,
who can live and prosper there only because of Owens River

water.
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Chapter IV
FREEWAY BYPASS PLANS

In May 1962, the State Division of Highways Bishop office
announced that they were considering the adoption of a freeway
route around Bishop and described the factors ‘to be considered
and methods used in determining a freeway location. One year
later, in May 1963, the District Engineers submitted five or six
alternative routes O the Inyo County Board of Supervisors and
the Bishop City Council. Further study and refinement of the
plans resulted in public announcements in September 1964 of the
five alternatives now being considered for adoption. A review
of the state freeway program and its relation to Bishop are ab-
eolutely necessary to a Zull understanding of the proposed by-
pass.

STATE FREEWAY SYSTEM

california's highway progress was spotlighted in 1964 by a

significantﬁanniversary date--in September it was just 25 years
since the enactment of the state' s firstifreeway law.

What the Legislature did in 1939 was to adopt a series of addi-
tions to the Streets and Highways Code which, first, defined a
freeway as a highway to which owners of abutting property and
no right or easement of access or only limited or restricted
access; second, authorized the Department of Public Works to
lay out, acquire and construct freeways; third, provided for
purchase or condermation of access rights, with compensation;
and, fourth, required agreements between the state and local
governments for street and road closures incidental to freeway
construction.®

This legislation, the foundation on which California's rapidly
growing freeway network has taken shape, protected the state's
{nvestment in highway construction from the encroachments of
uncontrolled roadside developments that sooner Or later choke
any major traffic artery, multiply accidents and often defeat -
the very purpose for which the facility was built.

Legislative concern for highway development in California is
based on the facts of the state's history and development.
California's era of greatest growth came after the peak of
railroad expansion had passed; half of the state's communities
lack rail service of any kind. Safe, high-capacity highways
were essential if people and goods were to move freely through
California's 825-mile length.
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Twenty years after the pioneering freeway law, the Legislature
looked again to the state's future and adopted a master plan for
a statewide system of freeways and expressways. This 1959 law
was based on a comprehensive study which the Legislature had
ordered in 1957.

One of the most significant features of the freeway system
study was the breadth of cooperation by state, county and city
officials--planners as well as engineers. Not only did an ad-
visory committee of seven county and seven city officials assist
the department, but a number of the counties and cities, in
cooperation with the Division of Highways, also drafted their
own comprehensive traffic plans, the results of which were used
in preparing the final freeway system proposal.

The system as enacted by the Legislature in 1959 contained
10,722 miles already in the state highway system and 1,519 miles
then under local jurisdiction. Routes subsequently added have
brought the total to 12,414 miles. Freeway routings adopted by
the Highway Commission now total more than 7,100 miles.

This statewide system, the first in the nation, will connect
all cities of 5,000 or more people, and will serve every ma jor

industrial, agricultural, commercial and recreational regiom.
1t will be substantially completed by 1980.

The system will be reviewed by the Legislature early in 1965
and every four years thereafter to keep it in line with poss-
ible changes in traffic conditions.

As specified in the 1939 legislation, control of access is the
hallmark of a freeway. Thus, the 1959 master plan encompasses
a substantial mileage of freeways which are only two lanes wide
at present--but which have built-in provision and sufficient
right of way for additional lanes when needed and feasible;

and additional mileage of multilane expressways, which have a
median divider between the roadways but on which there may be
gome Cross traffic still at grade.

Most of the recent and current construction on heavily travel-
ed routes, however, has been initially of the "full freeway"
type. This is 2 multilane divided highway with not only full
control of access but also with all cross traffic carried over
or under the freeway.

At year's end, of the 2,940 miles of multilane divided highways
opened to traffic, 1,589 miles are constructed to full freeway
and 733 miles to expressway ctandards. Another 745 miles of
freeways and 6l miles of expressways are under construction OT
budgeted.
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Completed multilane expressway mileage is 28 less than that of
last year, reflecting conversion of expressway sections to full
freeway standards.

Additionally, 918 miles of two-lane expressways, mostly in rural
and mountain areas, are completed, under construction or budgeted.

Having more than one-ninth of the nation's registered motor
vehicles, Californians today drive more than 82 billion miles

a year. By 1980 this figure will increase to 200 billion.

But, thanks to the freeway and expressway system, a network

that will constitute only one-tenth of the state's total road
mileage but will carry 60 percent of all traffic--leaving the
remaining nine-tenths of the mileage composed of streets,

county roads and conventional state highways to carry only 40
percent--highway officials are confident that there will be less
traffic congestion in 1980 than exists today.

DISTRICT 9 HIGHWAY PROGRAM

Within the framework of the State Highway program and the
policies of the State Highway Commission, District 9 plans and
constructs freeways and highways within its area.

The major concerns of the District for freeway construction
are:

1) Route 14 Kern County - L.A. to line to Route 395

2) Route 38 Kern County - Keene to Boron

3) Route 395 Kern, Inyo & Mono Counties--Johannesburg
to Nevada State Line

Other freeway routes are:

4) Route 6 Inyo, Mono--Bishop to Nevada State Line
5) Route 89 Mono--Route 395 to Alpine County Line
6) Route 108 Mono--Route 395 to Toulumne County Line
7) Route 120 Mono--Lee Vining to Toulumne County Line
8) Route 127  Inyo--San Bluo County Line to Conte 190
9) Route 136  Inyo--Route 190 to Route 395 (Lone Pine)
10) Route 178 Kern--Weldon to Ridgecrest
11) Route 190 Inyo--Route 136 to Route 127

Other highways (non-freeways) are:

12) Route 127 Inyo--Route 190 to Nevada State Line

13) Route 158 Mono--Route 395 to Route 395 (June Lake)

14) Route 167  Mono--Route 395 to Nevada State Line

15) Route 168  Inyo-- Camp Sabrina to Nevada State Line

16) Route 178 Inyo, San Bdno--Ridgecrest to Nevada State
Line

(32)




R RA T e

uARlP::n> E
4 unnzag G

J » '/»\

~LEGEND-

Teaversable Stats Highways

finconstructed State Highwara
Lagislaties Route Numbars
Incorparated Cifies

co

NATIONAL

Sooooooc

20806000000

@
]

STATE OF CALIFORNIA
HIGHWAY TRANSPORTATION AGENCY
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS
DIVISION OF HIGHWAYS

DISTRICT IX

Scals In Miles

BERNARDINO e

2 2 30 a0 -

A S
| ssmubed



17) Route 182 Mono--Bridgeport to Nevada State Line

18) Route 190 Imp.--Tulare County Line to Route B6

19) Route 202 Kern--Tahachapi to Calif. Rehabilitation
Center

20) Route 203 Mono--Casa Diablo Hot Springs to Madera
County Line

These twenty routes add up to a major responsibility for the
District 9 staff.

In 1963, annual ADT (Average Daily Traffic) ranged as follows:

Route 14 1900 (near freeway) to 7400 (at Mojave)

i Route 58 370? (California City Rd.) to 7300 (Tehach:
f api

b Route 395 890 (Inyokern) to 8200 (Bishop)

®

g The policy of the District emphasizes the construction of new
] highways and improvement of existing ones to
%

1) Handle increased traffic

2) Improve safety factors

3) Eliminate structural deficiencies

4) Connect with improvements in adjacent districts

The major emphasis in Kern County now is the completion of
freeway portions of Route 58. Contracts and plans are as follows:

1963-64 Grade for future 4 lane freeway between
0.5 mile east of Keene and 0.8 mile west
of Tehachapi Overhead

7.6 miles $4,100,000

1964=-65 Paving to complete 4 lane freeway between
0.2 mile east of Keene and 0.8 mile west
of Tehachapi Overhead
8.3 miles $1,550,000

1965-66 No project
1967-68 Bypass of Tehachapi
The State plans to concentrate on Route 58, with projects in the

next few years between Tehachapi and Mojave and between Mo jave
and Boron ( first priority to bypass of Boron).

Elsewhere in the District major concerns are Route 168 (Bishop
Creek) with these projects:
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1964-65 Construct 2 lane highway on now location
between 0.7 miles west of Edison Power
Plant # 3 and Otey's
6.7 miles $770,000

1966-67 Construct 2 lane highway extending above
project to Camp Sabrina 7.8 miles

Route 120 (Tioga Pass) with these projects:
1963-64 Construct 2 lane expressway between 8.6
and 10.6 miles west of Lee Vining
220 miles $1,285,000

1965-66 Extend 2 lane expressway construction now in
progress easterly to 2.7 miles west of Lee
Vining
4.1 miles $3,800,000

Bishop is concerned primarily with the progress and plans of
Routes 395 and 14, the highways which bring tourists from South-
ern California. During t%e past few years and for the next
several, extensive progress is being made on Route 14 between
Los Angeles and Mojave, as follows:

Route 14 (L.A. to Inyokern)

14.4 miles of 4 lane freeway between Solemist and Red Rover
Mine Road completed October, 1963

1963-64 4 lane Antelope Valley Freeway between 0.5
miles west of Red Rover Mine Road and 0.5
miles north of Angeles Forest Highway near
Vincent

7.9 miles $5,300,000

1964-65 Extend the Antelope Valley Freeway project
another 6.2 miles northeasterly to Avenue
P8 and widen Palmdale Blvd from two lanes -
to four lanés divided from freeway to Sixth
Street East in Palmdale.
6.2 miles $5,100,000

1965-66 Grade and install structures for the future
four lane Antelope Valley Freeway between
Avenue I, southwest of Lancaster and the
Kern County line.

8.0 miles $3,700,000
(Paving projected for 1966-67)
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pistrict 9 plans for Route 14 call for freeway construction
from the Los Angeles County Line to south of Mojave within five
years. No bypass of Mojave is contemplated at present, as -
traffic flow is handled by the existing 4 lane highway with
1ittle congestion. Nothing north of Mojave to Route 395 as
contemplated for at least ten years.

On Route 395, constructed and budgeted projects since 1967
are:

Route 395
1962-63 Construct &4 lane expressway from 1.4
miles south of Little Lake to 3.6 miles
north of Little Lake.
5.0 miles $787,000

Construct 2 and 4 lane expressway be-
tween 1.5 miles north of McGee Creek
to 1.1 miles south of Mammoth Junction

1.8 miles $650,000
1963-64 None

1964-65 Construct 2 and 4 lane expressway be-
tween 3.3 miles north of McGee Creek
and 1 mile north of Casa Diablo with
0.5 miles of improved connection on
Mammoth Lakes Highway.

6.6 miles $565,000

Widen from two lanes to four with im=
proved drainage in town of Lee Vining

0.3 miles $50,000

Construct 2 lane expressway between
0.5 mile south of China Lake Road
(near Ridgecrest) and 1.5 miles north
of Inyokern

11.8 miles 1,040,000
1965-66 Construct a 2 lane expressway between
0.5 mile south of Coloseum Road, app-
roximately 5 miles north of Independ-

ence and Black Rock, just north of
Aberdeen,

10.9 miles $1,300,000
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Plans for the next few years on Route 395 are:

1) Construction of 4 lane freeway from Kern County Line
to Little Lake, including one railroad separation.
8.7 miles $3,000,000 (Approx.)
Expected in 1968-69

2) Construction of expressway (probably 2 lane) through
or around Johannesburg
Approximately 1972-73

In addition, West Line Street will be widened to four lanes
from 0.1 miles west of Meadow Lane to west City Limits of
Bishop. ‘

1.9 miles Expected in 1968-69

Now the District is proposing the freeway bypass of Bishop.
This will be the first freeway bypass of any community on
Route 14-395 in District 9. The seasons for this are based |
on sound engineering and traffic considerations. a

Along Route 14-395 traffic counts in 1963 show the highway

need:
. Peak Peak Annual States
Area Hour ADT ADT
Los Angeles County Line 800 8,300 7,000 Freeway Planned
Mo jave 810 9,100 7,400 New 4 lane St.
noChange for 10
Junction Toute D8 300 2,900 1,900 Existing 2" lane
no plans
No. of Juction of 14-395 490 4,800 2,700 No Plans
Lone Pine 460 4,900 2,700 Existing 4 lane
Eventual bypass
No. of Big Pine 513 5,100 2,700 No Plans
3 Bishop So. City Limits 650 6,400 3,400 Bypass Planned
Bishop, So. of Line St.1,400 714,100 7,700 Bypass Planned
F Bishop, No. of Line St.1,500 15,000 8,200 Bypass Planned
Bishop, So. of Rt. 6 940 9,500 5,200 Bypass Planned
f Bishop, No. of Rt. 6 590 6,200 3,300 Bypass Planned
Bishop, So. of Edison
,T power Rd. 450 4,600 2,500 Bypass Planned
Casa Diablo 490 4,900 2,700 Expressway
budgeted
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No. of June Lake

Junction 380 3,300 1,500 No Plans
Lee Vining 390 3,900 1,500 Widening to
4 lane
Bridgeport _ 360 3,600 1,400 No Plans

Bishop has, by far the highest traffic count anywhere in
District 9. Gehachapi to be bypasses in 1967-68 has a traffic
count of:

1,000 8,900 7,300

Extensive traffic counts have been taken in the Bishop area.
Average daily traffic, by month, has been taken at Big Pine and
at Edison Powers Road. These counts show the amount of outside
traffic entering Bishop, and are shown in Table # 22

Traffic on special days reaches counts much higher than any
averages could show. On opening day of fishing season, May 2,
1964 a total of 9,838 vehicles entered Bishop at the south
city limits. A special count in August 1964 showed traffic
entering & leaving the main intersection in town as:

Main St. (Rt. 395)- South 12,768
Main St. (Rt. 395)- North 13,822
West Line St. (Rt. 168) 6,644

On Labor Déy weekend counts were:

South of North of

Big Pine Bishop
Friday 8,161 8,432
Sat. 6,257 13570
Sunday 5,718 6,407
Monday 7,101 65739

Projections of the State Division of Highways show growth in
average daily traffic as follows:

Annual ADT
1963 1974 1985 %Increase
No. of Bishop: 6 490 791 1227
No. of Bishop:395 . 2,500 3,583 4,666 87%
Sub-total-North 2,990 4,374 5,758 927%
So. of Bishop 2,700 3,676 5:;652 109 %
Total 5,690 8,050 11,410 100 %
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6-Month (Peak) ADT

1963 1974 1985 %Increase

No. Of Bishop: 6 ~780 ~936 1,092 R
No. of Bishop:395 4,600 5,683 6,766 _47%
$ub-Total North 5,380 6,619 8,858 647%
So. of Bishop 5,100 6,648 8,195 61%
Total 10,480 13,267 17,053 63%

Using these increases for traffic in downtown Bishop we can
expect in 1985 to have:

Average dally traffic 16,400
Peak month daily traffic 24,450

On the opening day of fishing season Bishop could expect
15,800 vehicles to pass the South City limits.

This traffic cannot be handled on the existing highway (Main
Street). This is the reason for the bypass plans now being
proposed by the State.

ORIGIN AND DESTINATION

The average daily traffic (ADT) for 1963-64 was 2,570. Studies
by Hahn, Wise and Associates for the Bishop General Plan in-
dicate about 21.7 of these vehicles are Bishop residents, _
leaving 78.3% as tourists, travelers and commercial vehicles.
Using orgin and destination studies of the State Division of
Highways, it is possible to categorize vehicles entering
Bishop as follows:

Type o 1964 1972 1985
Bishop residents 217 204 297 448

Travelers:
Stopping in Bishop 29.0 272 396 598
Going through on Hwy. 395 44.0 413 602 908
Going through on Hwy. 6 5.3 50 72 109
100.0 939 1,367 2,063

The 1985 desires of travelers is shown on Report Plate #4,
provided by the State Division of Highways.
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BYPASS STUDIES

The maps and summary of engineering data presented in September
1964 by the Division of Highways are duplicated here exactly.
Additional economic and engineering information has been
included, based on the detailed Division Studies.

(39)



‘gL 31NOM NO HLHON

S3IUN 1 GNY €2 3LNOH HLIM
NOILONAF 3HL N33ml3A ANV €2
‘314 NO 3N ALNNOD ONOW-OANI 3HL

@ doHSIE 40 HLINOS SINW I'v NIIML3E
P 9'G6E -ANI-XI

0008 000r 000¢ M

........ uojjosuucy 9  enoy
( eBuoyd4eiu) elowiin)
ﬂ..:ouu._w 1D uodesIRjul  |DHIY]
% ....... uo|jpindes ®pDI9 |DHIY]
Ry eBupydseju] |PHIY]
I Aomesiy pesodouid

aNTI9IT

dVIN L19IHX3 AVMITAd

A I LINN
CONX o7 o LYNYILIV

14041V
dOHS/8

%,,,.ﬁ



‘94 3lnod nNo H1¥0N

SITN by ONY €2 3inoy Hlim
NOLLONAPr  3Hy N3amliag gwy €2
‘314 NO 3INIM ALNNO2 ONOW-OANI 3H)
5, ® dOoHsia 4o .HLNOS s3TMIN |'p N33mLi3s

9'S6E -ANI-X]

i

Uojjdeuuoy o 8noy
(®Buoyoueyy ®iowpin)
4.:.-_2:0 0 uopaesieiu o
¥ - UolDIDdeS  8poig oy
e .............. ®Buoya.eyu; (LI
e I, Aomes.y Pesodouy

GNT9 377

dVIN LISIHX3 AVM3I3y4

| I L1INN
m * ...\\&...H_ n U.._.qzmu._.l_q

L¥50d Y
JdOHS/8

%0



‘84 3I1noM no H1NON

SITIN | gny €2 3inoy Hlim
NOLLONAP  3HL NI3ml3s any ¢z
‘314 NO  3NIT ALNNOD ONOW-OAN| 3HL
® dOHSIB 40 HliNnoS S3TN 't NIIMLIE

R 9'S68 -ANI-XI

000 0002

S——

YT uoposuuoy 9 oinoy

(®Buoydueu) oowyyn )
d.:..uu.é 10 uopdesI9u) 1013y}
% ....... uoioindes eposy |opu
@ .............. -ncugu;o-c_ 1Dl

... ..., ho!-!_u Pesodouy

aN3F9 37

dVIAN LISIHX3 AVM3ITN4

I 1INN
JLVNY3LV



‘94, 3LNOH  NO  HINON

S3NN  »'1 aNY g2 31N0Y  HLIM
NOILONNF = 3ML  N33IML38 any €2
‘31 NO 3INIT ALNNOD ONOW-0ANI 3HL
B dOHSIE 40 HLNOS SITW I'd N33Mm.i3e

&> 9'SeL -ANI-XI

M Uolasuuo) 9  ejnoy
(oBuoyoieyu) siowiin )
TTUUepDID 4D uopaesieyu (LITTOT
Bl uojjoicdes epoun  |opuy
L e Buoyasesu)  jojyu
SR s dnes i fyiee Aomee.y pesodosy

GNFTI9 FT7

dVIA LISIHX3 AVM3ITN4

__ I LINN
CON% o ILVNEILAY

150d M1y
 JOHSI8



‘3ld NO 3INIT ALNNO)D ONOW-OANI  3HL

‘94 31N0M NO HLIMON
S3ITN  +1 anNy gz 3LNOH  HLIm
NOLLONAPr  3HL N3I3IML3g aNv g2

® dOHSIB 40 HINOS SIVW I'v NIImiag
9'C6E -ANI-XI

UOl2sUUOY 9  eynoy
(®Bupyaisju ojown)
"TTTApDJY D uojjoesieju; 1031y}

....... uojoindes epoig opu
.............. .u:n._uu.__:_ 101Uy
o hul..uh pesodouy

aNFT9 3TT7

dVIA L19IHX3 AVMI T4

I LINN
2K oMy JLYNYILY

d¥40d Y1y
dOHS 18



‘9L 31N0OH  NO HLHON
S3TUN' &1 ONV €2 3ILNOH - HLIM
NOILONNPM 3HL ‘N3I3IML3IE ONV  ¢2

‘314 NO 3NIT. ALNNOD  ONOW-OAN! 3HL

¥ dOHSI8 40 HINOS S3UW I't N3IImL3e

9'GEE-ANI-XI

Jjoasesey
Keyjop  juososjy

] _

000+ 0002 0

( ®Buowpseiuy eyowyn ) o)

- oposy 10 vopoesiei joyu a\...%’
P hOll.luE pesodoay \ o
aNF93T o

9-v dVIA LI1SIHX3 AVMI TS

II 1INN
w Vo JLVYNHILV



ENGINEERING DATA
ALTERNATE LENGTH(MI, ) CONSTRUCTION  RIGHT oF WAY TOTAL
__.__30sT CoST cost

"A" UNIT I (Orange)

Rte, 395 10.84 $2,780,000 $ 400,000 $3,180,000

Rte, 6 0.78 100,000 10,000 110,000

Total 11,62 $2,880,000 $ 410,000 $3,290,000
"F" UNIT I (Red)

Rte, 395 8.84 $2,620,000 $ 250,000 $2,870,000

Rte, 6 2.76 520,000 80,000 600, 000

Total 11.60 $3,140,000 $ 330,000 $3,470,000
1" uNTT T ( Green)

Rte. 395 10,19 $2,790,000 $ 950,000  $3,740,000

Rte. 6 1.92 260,000 50,000 310,000

Total 12:17: $3,050,000 $1,000,000 $4,050,000
"J" UNIT I (Yellow)

Rte, 395 9.09 $2,570,000 $ 300,000 $2,870,ooo

Rte, 6 2,23 __ 280,000 50,000 330,000

Total 11,32 $2,850, 000 $ 350,000 $3,200,000
K" UNIT I (Blue)

Rte, 395 8.44 $2,210,000 $ 140,000 $2,350,000

Rte. 6 5.57 740,000 130,000 870,000

Total 14,01 $2,950,000 $ 270,000 $3,220,ooo
"A" UNIT IT 8,14 $1,450, 000 $ 290,000  $1,740,000

(Orange) NOTE: Unit IT 18 the same for all alternates



SUMMARY OF ECONOMIC DATA

UNIT I
[ ilmprovements Taken Acreage ol land Taken
Alt. -
Commercial [Agriculture Agriculture
Homes | Buildings Bulldings Total|Commercial od |Poor Total
A : _
Orange) | 1 H 1 1 3 59 P.sS. 191 62 312
F
(Red) |9 H 1 0 10 |160 P.s. 52 | 58 270
I
(Green) | 6 1 5 0 27 [191 Pp.s. 52 | u7 293
16 TS 3C
J 10 H 0 0 10 153IP.S. 52 58 263
(Y91lowﬂ
K 0 0 0 O | 73 P.S. 32 |246 351
(Blue)
UNIT II
i
(Orange)l 0 0 0 o] 14 22 [129 152

LEGEND

H ~ Homes

T.S. - Trailer Spaces
C - Commercial

P.S. - Potential Subdivision



COMPARISON OF RIGHT OF WAY REQUIREMENTS

ALTERNATE A - UNIT I (Orange)

All lands required for rights of way on Alternate "A"
are owned by the City of ILos Angeles with the exception of
approximately 12 acres of private land. Only one house, one
agriculture building and one commercial building will be required.

ALTERNATE F - UNIT I (Red)

All lands required for rights of way belong to the City
of Los Angeles with the exception of approximately 22 acres of
Indian Reservatlon Land between West Line Street and Brockman ILane.
Nine houses. and one commercial bullding would be required.

ALTERNATE I - UNIT I (Green)

The lands required for rights of way belong to the City
of Los Angeles with the exception of one acre of private land at
the crossing of Route 395 in the City of Bishop and approximately
35 acres of Indian Reservation Land between See Vee ILane and
Brockman Lane, Three acres of the City of Bishop Park (Ball Field)
would be required by this alternate. However, additional City of
Ios Angeles Land 1s available adjacent to the park and it is
anticlpated that an exchange of land could be arranged. This
alternate requires the greatest number of improvements including
8lx houses, sixteen traller spaces and five commercial buildings.

ALTERNATE J - UNIT I (Yellow)

The majority of lands required for rights of way are
City of Los Angeles Lands with the exception of 70 acres of
Indian Reservation Land between West Line Street and Brockman
Lane, Ten houses would be required.

ALTERNATE K - UNIT I (Blue)

All lands required for rights of way are owned by the
City of Los Angeles, No improvements would be required,

¥ O0% X X H X X X X X * F R ¥ *

ALTERNATE A - UNIT II (Orange)

The majority of lands required for rights of way are
either City of Los Angeles or U. S. Government Land with the
exception of approximately 5 acres of private land. No
improvements would be required,



ADDITIONAL ECONOMIC DATA

Benerit Unit cost of 20yr.

Alternate ADT ratio Traffic Serv. Cost
A - 4000 0.36 0.0147 0.057
F 4088 1.55 0.0161 2.650
I 4467 0.88 0.0167 1.5%13
4836 1.63 0.0144 2.545

K 3512 163 0.0179 2:.617

Benefit Ratio:

Unit Cost of Traffic Service:
from city streets

% In millions of dollars

Savings divided by Cost

User Saving¥*
Time Total

1.121 1.178
2:717 5.361
2.063 3.576
2.682 5.227
2.616 5.233

Cost of removing one Vehicle
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Chapter V
ECONOMIC IMPACT

A complete analysis of retail sales in the Bishop area shows
the dependence of the community of highway traffic. Tables
23 through 29 develop these figures by determining the local
sales which can be expected for a population on 7,000 (trad-
ing area) and alloting the balance to highway users.

The initial dependence is 44% of retail sales, with a range
from 96% for motels to 0% for apparel and home furnishing
stores. The overall dependence is extremely difficult to
determine, without the most detailed economic analysis were
undertaken. Normally basic industries and local market act-
ivities are each 50% of the economy of any area. Retail

sales could then be divided as follows.

Local market activity 50.0%

Tourism and highway 44.0

Other basic industry 6.0
lGGIG:O

Tourism and Highway users could then provide 88% of the basic
industry in Bishop. This is quite close to the 85% suggested
by the Beneral Flan Report.

The payrolls of major employers in the area, not directly
serving tourists, totals approximately $6,500,000 compared to
the nearly $9,000,000 from tourism and highway users. How-
ever, all of these employers, except for mining, agriculture
and City of Los Angeles, are dependent to a large degree on
tourism. Without tourists and highway travelers, there
would be little demand for the services of the Division

of Highways, Forest Service, CITELCO, Edison and Dept. of
Fish & Game.

Bishop is also secondarily dependent on wholesale, retail
arid service purchases from businesses and individuals in the
Inyo-Mono County area who are in the tourist and recreation
business.

It would be safe to say that Bishop is 80 to 90% dependent on
tourism and recrcation. This report is concerned however with
the effect of the bypass as determined below.

If all tourist traffic was removed from. Bishop, the primary
loss in business would be $8,891,000 (1963—64? or 44% of total
retail sales. Secondary and tertary effects could cause a
1oss of at least 68.6% in business, as shown in Table 31.

This result will not occur, for there will be many people
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heading directly for Bishop, either as tourists or on commer-
cial business, and others will be attracted off the freeway
to purchase goods and use services in the Bishop area.

The projections below are based on several assumptions:

1) The present economic situation will continue, with
growth trends in population and traffic as previously
estimated..

2) The freeway bypass would be completed and opened in
the fall of 1975.

3) The alternative chosen will be the best possible for
access to and from the Bishop Central Business Dist-
rict and the existing highway.

4) No new developments will be built along the bypass or
at interchanges assuming these will be on City of
Los Angeles land.

5) During the transition period, commercial activities
will adjust to the future plans and work to improve
and promote themselves.

The State Division of Highways estemates that out of the
non-resident traffic entering Bishop (78.3%), 49.3% will use
the bypass and 29.0% will turn off on Main Street. This
will result in a net reduction of tourist highway traffic
down Main Street of 63%.
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Table # 23

3rd QUARTER - 1963
Bishop Bishop State Bishop
Sales per per Potential
(000) Capita Capita Sales(000)

TRAFFIC SENSITIVE

Eating & drinking 606 S 86.57 $30.99 217
Service stations 929 132.71 39.87 279
Sporting goods 107 15.29 1.69 12

Sub-Total 1,642 $234.57 §72.55 508

NON-TRAFFIC SENSITIVE

Apparel stores 83 $ 11.86 $17.84 125
General Merchandise 573 81.86 42,02 294
Specialty stores 123 1757 16.11 113
Food stores (gross) 1122 160.29 92.65 649
Packaged liquor 154 22.00 9.60 67
Drug stores * ® * *
Home Furn. & Appliances 82 11.21 17.67 124
Building materials 280 40.00  28.45 199
Motor vehicle dealers 664 94.86  50.86 356
Auto supply stores 153 21.86 &.35 30
Other retail 402 57.43 _14.12 99
Sub-~Total 3636 $519.43 $293.67 2056
TOTAL RETAIL 5278 $/54.00 $366.22 2564
Bishop Population --=-- 7,000
State Population ----= 17,675,000
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TRAFFIC SENSITIVE

Eating & drinking
Service Stations
Sporting goods

Sub-Total

NON-TRAFFIC SENSITIVE

Apparel stores
General merchandise
Specialty stores
Food Stores (gross)
Packaged liquor
Drug stores

Home furn. & applia
Building materials
Motor vehicle deale
Auto supply stores
Other retail

Sub-Total

TOTAL RETAIL

Bishop population -

State Population

Table # 24

4th QUARTER - 1963

Bishop Bishop State
Sales per per
(000) Capita Capita
423 $60.43 $§29.71
662 94.57 37.24
43 6.14 1.78
1128 $161.14 $68.73
97 § 13.86 $ 23.59
703 100.43 57.29
166 23.71 20.71
1113 159,00 92.49
129 18.43 10,71
* w5
nceslOl 14.43 20.43
249 3527 25.98
rs 866 123.71 58.13
142 20.249 3.97
342 48.86 15.63
3908 $558.29 $328.93
5036 S/19.43 $397.66
------- 7,000
17,973,000

Bishop
Potential
Sales (000)

208
261
12

481

165
401
145
647

F =1

x
143
182
407

109
2303
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Table # 25
1st QUARTER - 1964

Bishop Bishop State - Bishop

Sales per per Potential

Capita Capita Sales

TRAFFIC SENSITIVE
Eating & drinking 345 $ 49.29  $28.79 202
Service stations 543 1751 36.81 258
Sporting goods _14 2.00 1.34 9
Sub-Total 902  $128.86 $66.94 469
NON-TRAFFIC SENSITIVE
Apparel stores 53 & TFeS1 8 17.00 119
General merchandise 429 61.29 37.40 262
Specialty stores 86 12+29 16.41 115
Food stores (gross) 863 123.29 90.41 633
Packaged liquor 98 14.00 8.86 62
Drug stores il % " *
Home furn. & appliances 86 12.29 16.74 117
Building materials 233 33,29 25.76 180
Motor vehicle dealers 772 110.29 57.19 400
Auto supply stores 138 19.71 Fierd 2 27
Other retail 316 45.14 13.71 96
Sub-Total 3074 $439.14 $287.33 2011
TOTAL RETAIL 3976 $568.00 $354.27 2480
Bishop population ======-7< 7,000
State Population ======-°< 17,973,000
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Table # 26
2nd QUARTER - 1964

Bishop Bishop State Bishop
Sales per per Potential
Capita Capita Sales
TRAFFIC SENSITIVE
Eating & drinking 501 s 71.57 & 31.18 218
Service stations 756 108.00 39.04 273
Sporting goods 95 13.57 1.61 11
Sub-Total 1352 $193.14 § 71.83 503
NON-TRAFFIC SENSITIVE
Apparel stores 73 $ 10.43 $ 18.22 128
General merchandise 538 76.86 42.63 298
Specialty stores 127 18.14 16.77 117
Food stores (gross) 1048 149.71 91.47 640
Packaged liquor 136 19.43 9.49 66
Drug stores * * * *
Home furn. & Appliances 94 13.43 17:69 124
Building materials 284 40,57 28.63 200
Motor vehicle dealers 937 133.86 61.09 428
Auto supply stores 157 22.43 4.33 30
Other retail 321 45.86 15.27 107
Sub-Total 3715 5520,71 3 305,59 2139
TOTAL RETAIL 5067 $§723.86 $377.42 2642
Bishop Population ==---- 7,000
State Population  ------ 18, 234,000
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Table # 27

BISHOP SALES ATTRIBUTED
TO TOURISTS & TRAVELERS

3rd : 4th lst 2nd
QUARTER QUARTER QUARTER  QUARTER
1963 1963 1964 1964
TRAFEIC SENSITIVE

Eating & drinking 389 215 143 283
Service stations 650 401 285 483
Sporting goods 95 31 5 84
Sub-Total 1,134 647 433 850

NON-TRAFFIC .SENSITIVE
Apparel stores ) -0~ -0- -0-
General merchandise L33 1) 130 55 112
Specialty stores 10 21 -0- 10
Food Stores (gross) 473 456 220 408
Packaged liquor 87 54 36 70
Drug stores % * * *
Home Furn & appliances  -0- -8~ -0~ -0-
Building materials 81 67 53 84
Motor vehicle dealers 155 (1) 285 200 326
Auto supply stores 123 114 11 127
Other retail 303 233 220 214
Sub-Total 1385 1360 905 1351
TOTAL RETAIL 2519 2007 1338 2201

(1) Bishop géneral merchandise stores and motor vehicle dealers
are considered to cover trading areas of 10,000. There-
fore, the sales attributed to tourists and travelers are
adjusted in this table on that basis.
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Table # 28

RETAIL SALES =-- LOCAL
SERVICE & HIGHWAY SERVICE

Service Hi

1963-64
Total Local
Sales o Amount
TRAFFIC SENSITIVE
Eating & drinkin 1,875 45 845
Service stations%gross) 2,890 37 1,071
Sporting goods 259 17 G4
Sub-Total 5,024 39 1,960
NON-TRAFFIC SENSITIVE
Apparel stores 306 100 306
General Merchandise 2,243 80 1,793
Specialty stores 502 92 461
Food stores (gross) 4,146 62 2,579
Packaged Liquor L7 52 270
Drug Stores * * *
Home furn. & Appliances 363 100 363
Building Materials 1,046 43 761
Motor Vehicle dealers 3,239 70 2,403
Auto supply stores 590 20 115
Other retail 1,381 30 411
Sub-Total 14,333 65 9,332
TOTAL 19,357 58 115392
Motels 860 4 34
GRAND TOTAL 20,217 56 11,326

ghway Service

Amount

55 1,030
63 1,819
83 215
61 3,064
_0_ ..0-
20 450

8 41
38 1,567
48 247

* %

» G ==

27 285
30 966
80 475
70 970
35 5,001
42 8,065
96 826
4t 8,891
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Table # 29
DEPENDENCE ON HIGHWAY

Motels 96%
Sporting goods 83
Auto Supply stores 80
Other Retail (& drugs) 70
Service stations 63
Eating & drinking 55
Packaged liquor 48
TOTAL RETAIL 44
Food stores 38
Motor Vehicle dealers 30
Building materials 27
General Merchandise 20
Specialty stores 8
Apparel stores 0
Home furn. & Appliances 0
Table # 30
SALES TO HIGHWAY USERS
Amount
Service stations $1,819
Food stores 1,567
Restaurants 1,030
Motor Vehicle dealers 966
Motels 826
Auto supply stores 475
General Merchandise 450
Building material 285
Packaged liquor 247
Sporting goods 215
Specialty stores 41
Other retail 970
$8,891

o

CONMNWLULIWY
s s & 'as
ounoonHHWWw

=

100.0%

(49)



Table # 31

EFFECT OF LOSS OF ALL
HIGHWAY USER EXPENDITURES

1963-64 Primary  Secondary Final o

ACTIVITY Sales Loss Loss-447%  Sales  Loss
Motels 860 826 15 19
Sporting goods 259 215 19 25
Auto supply stores 590 475 51 64
Other Retail 1,381 970 181 230
Service stations 2,890 1,819 471 600
Eating & drinking 1,875 1,030 372 473
Packaged liquor 517 247 119 153"
Food stores 4,146 1,567 D S i 1,444
Motor Vehicles 3,239 966 1,000 1,273
Building materials 1,046 285 335 426
General Mérchandise 2,243 450 789 1,004
Specialty stores 502 41 203 258
Apparel stores 306 0 135 171
Home furn. & Appli. 363 0 160 203
20,217 8,891 4,985 6,341 68.6%

SERVICE STATIONS

Service stations are usually most affected by a freeway bypass.
Surveys of the traffic entering Bishop indicates 49.5% or nearly
one-half utilize these service statiodns. With a 63% decline in
traffic, the minimum initial loss will be 26%. This appears
consistent with experience in other recently bypassed communities.
It is expected that sales will return after 2 or 3 years to

85% of the pre-bypass level.

MOTELS

Motels are the most dependent on tourist traffic of any business
in Bishop, with 967% of its business non-traffic. At present,
less than 10% of all tourists passing through Bishop stay in
one of the motels. Considering completition in the area, it is
projected that initial loss due to the bypass will be about

10% with a fairly rapid buildup after this initial period. By
1985 motels should be back at the pre-bypass level of sales to
highway travelers .

It is quite obvious that Bishop motels are not just dependent

on the casual traveler:who just happens to see a motel and pull
in. Only nine of the present 22 motels are located directly on
Main St, but fully one-half of the motels (11) are not on Main St.
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The largest and most profitable motels are on Main, but not all
this can be attributed to that factor. Most of these are also
fairly new, with good management, extensive advertising, high
reservations and credit provisions. Motels with these same
factors off Main St. are just as busy, if not more so.

At the request of Inlandia Research, Mr. Hugh Beyson of National
Motel Brokers discussed the effect of freeway bypasses on motels:

New motels in any area seem to get the business- . and
if there is sufficient business to warrant the number
of units opened at a given time, then they do not
particularly hurt the older motels. If there is not
sufficient business, they draw some from the older
motels until there is adequate business to fill the
new one. But, generally speaking, the new ones, if
they are in the right location, have the architectural
appeal, and the management know-how, will prosper for
some years to come.

We are somewhat familiar with Bishop, California in
that we have had listings there from time to time and
have information on motels there, ircluding their
operating statements, gross sales, etc.

Four or five years ago Bishop was a town in which the
motels were quite prosperous. They are on Highway 395
and it seemed to be a stop-over for tourists and high-
way travelers who were going North, in particular, and
who knew there were no other accomodations for many
miles ahead. Of course, the same might be said for
their return. Highway 395 is, as you know, a through
route from Mexico to Canada and is heavily traveled.
In addition, during the Winter months many people stay
there because they wish to ski in that area. Also,

we found that it was very difficult to acquire addit-
ional land in Bishop for building more motels. So,
those that were in existence and were successful seemed
to have a bright future.

Probably, if the freeway bypassed this town, it would
not hurt the motel business to any extent because _
people are going to plan to stop over there anyway on |
their way North. We would hope that this would be the
case and we believe that there are’logical arguments
in favor of this position.
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RESTAURANTS

Restaurants are now 55% dependent on highway users. The bypass ?{

is expected to result in an initial loss of 15% with a return
in 2 or 3 years to the pre-freeway level.

SPORTING GOODS

Sporting goods stores are highly dependent on highway users.
Their customers are usually headed for some nearby location,
such as Bishop Creek, Crowley Lake, Owens River, etc. Since
many of these people will base themselves in Bishop or at
least not closer to other stores, sales should not decline
more than 10% and return to the pre-freeway level in 2 or 3
years. =

OTHER RETAIL

Emphasis has been made on the effects of the bypass on highway
oriented businesses. More concern should be given to other
retail uses. Many businesses in the Central Business District
are doing a good business with highway users. It is these
businesses, without distinctive locations and inadequate parking
and on a congested street, which will be greatly af%ected by the
bypass. The person who comes off the freeway is likely to "“by-
pass" right on Main Street the business which is not attractive.

Dther retail businesses are expected to decline 100% when the
bypass opens. This decline and that of highway oriented busin-
esses result in lower local sales to all users.

The projected economic impact is shown in Table # 32, for four
traffic-sensitive businesses and for total retail sales. It ]
is expected in every case that business will take about two [
years to adjust to the bypass and that sales will increase '
after that slightly faster than population or traffic. In fact, ﬂ
non-highway oriented business is expected to be 10% higher in |
1985 because the bypass eleminated through traffic than if no by-|
pass is built.
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1963-64 Sales
Local
Highway

1974-75 Sales
Local
Highway

BY-PASS OPEN

1975-76 Sales
Local
Highway

1984-85 Sales
Local
Highway

WITHOUT BYPASS

1984-85 Sales
Local
Highway

BASED ON:
Year

1963-64
1974-75
1975-76
1984-85

Table # 32

"PROJECTED ECONOMIC IMPACT

Total

Service Restau  Sporting Retail
Stations Motels rants Goods Sales
thousands)
2,890 860 1,875 259 20,217
1,071 34 845 44 11,326
1,819 826 1,030 215 8,891
3,928 1,798 2,481 375 25,741
;150 37 908 47 12,164
2,778 1,261 1,573 328 13,377
3,168 1,204 2,205 348 23,143
1,048 33 826 43 11,080
2,120 1,171 1,379 305 12,063
4,448 1.:700 3,129 486 32,076
1,346 43 1,063 55 14,241
3,102 1,657 2,066 431 17:835
4,873 1,696 3,032 481 30,781
1,224 39 966 50 12,946
3,649 1,657 2,066 431 17,835
Population Increase Traffic* Increase

7,000 1,038,000

T el 7.4% 1,585,000 52.7%

7,570 8.1 1,635,000 -y R

8,000 14.3 2,082,000 100.6%

* Average of north and south counts.
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Table # 33
PERCENTAGE IMPACT

Growth Loss to Gain or Loss from
to 1975 By-Pass (1975) By-Pass (1985)
Service Stations 35.9% -19.3% -8.7%
Motels 50.9 - 7.2 0.0
Restaurants 32.3 -11.1 +3.3
Sporting Goods 44.8 % oD +1.0
Total Retail 27.3 -10.0 +4,2
City Sales Tax 32.4 -13.0 +6.4
City Motel Tax 52.7 - 5,0 0.0
County Sales Tax 32.1 -13.2 +4.0
City Motel Tax 52,7 - 5.9 0.0
Table # 34

IMPACT OF BYPASS ON
CITY AND COUNTY REVENUES

City of Bishop County of Inyo (1)
Sales Tax Motel Tax (2) Sales Tax Motel Tax

1963-64 120,300 24,780 39,000 8,600
1974-75 159,300 37,830 51,500 12,610
1975-76 138,600 35,130 44,700 11,710
1984-85 191,700 49,710 61,800 16,570
Without By-Pass

1984-85 180,200 49,710 58,500 16,570
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(1) Inyo County includes only those businesses in Bishop area.

(2) Covers over short-term users

(3) 1963-64 is computed as if the 4% motel tax had been im-
posed.

These calculations are made on the basis of Board of
Equalization reports and do not consider deferred pay-
ments or costs of administration, which might lower
receipts by up to 2%.

GENERAL

It is extremely difficult to isolate the exact effect of a free-
way bypass. At any point in time, many economic factors are at
work. Basic industries open expand, decline, close or even re-
main stable. The traffic on Highway 395 is affected by new re-
creation developments throughout the East Sierra area.

As important in its effect on business as a bypass is the es- \
tablishment of new business. New businesses if properly located
and well-run, will attract trade away from the older business. |
The new shopping center proposed on West Line St. would have more‘
effect on Bishop retail sales on non-traffic sensitive business |
than the bypass would have on highway oriented business. The
present facilities that will be affected are the older and i
smaller motels, restaurants and service stations which have been
allowed to run down in terms of appearance, and management and
service. The modern and well managed motels, restaurants and
service stations may feel little if any affect in their gross
business during the period of transition.

The impact will be less in Bishop than in many communities the
same size because of Bishop's facilities and reputation as the
ma jor stopping point and shopping center in East Sierra. The
competition up and down the highway is just not comparable in
quality or quantity. New facilities at Mammoth compete only for
one type of traveler--the winter sports enthusiast--and are
actually doing more to help Bishop than hurt.

It is likely that opening of this bypass will cause new con-
struction of motels and service stations in Big Pine. Some
increases in business will be voted in Lone Pine. Lone Pine
however will be bypassed soon after Bishop and the effect will
be equalized.

Existing Bishop businesses will be most helped by the scarcity of
land. With existing City of Los Angeles policy and the lack of
available private land, the present businesses are shielded from
much growth in competition. It is perhaps ironic that Los Angeles
will be doing most to help Bishop, by providing tourists and
withholding land.
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The ultimate impact cannot be pre-determined because it depends
to a large extent on actions yet to be thaken. If the businesses
and governments of the Bishop area follow the recommendations

made in this report, then the impact will be greatly reduced.
If not, then~=-=---- i
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Chapter VI
EXPERIENCE OF OTHER COMMUNITIES

A study of the effects of by-passes on other communities was
undertaken to establish a method to determine economic impact
and then verify the projections made. Good information and
ideas were obtained from nearly every city compared, but veri-
fication was impossible, as no community studied was exactly
comparable with Bishop and few studies such as this were dis-
covered.

As part of this report, every bypass in the United States was
initially considered, with most found not even remotely com-
parable. Those which appeared to be similar to Bishopjy or in
which extensive studies which might be helpful to us had been
made, were then reviewed in depth.

Factors to be considered in comparability with Bishop are these:

1) Bishop's size and growth factors

2) Bishop's dependence on tourism and highway traveler

3) Bishop's location 4 to 6 hours from the Southern California
metropolitan area.

4) Bishop's scarcity of land

Since Bishop will be the first community to be bypassed on 395,
no nearby examples can be given.

STATE DIVISION OF HIGHWAYS STUDIES

Land economic studies have been made since 1950 by the Right-
of-way Research and Development section of the Division of
Highways. These studies use a "before and after" technique
for evaluating the impact of freeways and bypasses on the
community. In general their reports usually indicate benefits

R—

LS

to the community and no long-term harmful effects, as shown in
this segment of the 1964 Annual Report of Division of Highways.

Community Effects

s bl
v

Shifting travel from "Main Street" to the new freeway facility
gives the former back to the merchants and their customers,
who, before, were prevented by traffic congestion from park-
ing and shopping. Heavy through traffic is normally unpro-
ductive of sales, yet the local shopper--the mainstay of an
area's business--frequently was forced farther and farther
away to outlying shopping centers or even neighboring towns by
- the pressure of nonstopping vehicles.

Community residents discover that the opening of a paralleling
freeway removes most of the exhaust fumes and bothersome noise
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associated with the older highway through town. The older
route, superseded as a state highway by the freeway and relin-
quished to the community, no longer acts as a barrier, fear-
some and time-consuming to cross.

Since freeways reduce time-distance factors and transportation
cost, they make communities more attractive to industries
seeking sites for relocation or expansion. Equally important,
they offer the area's working force greater areas in which to
market its skills.

National studies of the sale prices of homes by the U.S.
Department of Commerce have been confirmed by similar studies
by the Research and Development Section of thelDivision of
Highways Right of Way Department. Both show that the sale
prices of homes adjacent to modern landscaped freeways
generally are comparable to homes a few blocks away.

However it is apparent in looking at the detail in their studies
that businesses heavily dependent on highway traffic are hurt
by a bypass and often face a difficult transition period.

While the State has maintained for many years that freeways and
bypasses are the force behind economic growth their feelings
may be changing. With the rapid growth of California, it is
very difficult to isolate the effects of a freeway. Growth
often covers up the harmful effects of a bypass (just as it
covers up mistakes in all areas). Recent reports of the State
indicate "that while freeways seem to initiate a change, in
actual fact they merely reinforce the change that the community
is already undergoing. Freeways accelerate a pre-existing
tendency to change in the community."

State studies were reviewed for Camarillo, Delano, E1 Monte
Imperial, North Sacramento, Petaluma, Templeton, Tulare,
Beaumont, Banning, Fortuna, and Yreka. The Yreka study of
March 1963 is the only one which attempts an economic analysis
of alternate freeway aliguments. (1)

DUNSMUIR

The most helpful report has not yet been written. Dunsmuir,
located in southern Siskiyon County, was bypassed recently.

This is the most comparable communtiy to Bishop in the western
United States. However, because of loss of a major employment
with the removal of Southern Pacific's division point and then
an unexpected change in employment statistic methods, no economic
study has yet been made.

(1) Note: The State is not expected to do much more in this
risky type of undertaking.
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Dunsmuir is similar to Bishop in population growth popula-
tion, growth patterns, retail sales distance from a metro-
politan area, emphasis on recreation and tourism, and land
scarcity (caused there by terrain).

In Dunsmuir, the state bypassed the community in two phases.
First an expressway passed the north part of town with all
the motels. These motels experienced a 40% drop in busin-
ess. Part of the reason is that many of these were not as
attractive and modern as competition, the State erected no
signs indicating an off-ramp or access to these motels and
lack of preparation and prior action on the part of motel
owners. These motels are now enjoying a better business
than ever, despite new competition closer to the expressway.

The second phase was the freeway bypass of the central
business district. The approach is quite good and close
to the city (See following photo). Business has improved
in the business district by attracting business from near-
by towns and providing more convenience for stopping
travelers. No parking lots have been provided but meter
heads have been removed and replaced by "Welcome to
Dunsmuir" signs.

Traffic on the old highway is way down but merchants have
concluded '"good riddance'" for congestion has been eliminat-
ed. Most severly hurt have been the in-town gas stations, a
result predicted in Bishop also.

Dunsmuir is working to;

1) Develop recreational facilities in the area, such as
a Transportation Park.

2) Have good and attractive signing, by both State and
community.

3) Change names of streets to have freeway signs attract
the traveling public (street with all motels being
changed to "Motel Drive")

4) Cooperate fully in the community and educate employers
and employees on the importance of tourism.

This review is the result of an excellent report of the
‘Dunsmuir Chamber of Commerce and a personal visit of the
consultant to Dunsmuir.

KING CITY

The only study similar to this one discovered in California
was prepared by Rickes Research, Inc. for the City of King
in October 1961. This report was well prepared and of great

assistance in preparing this report. The method and con-
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Looking north along the new freeway toward Mount Shasta with the City of Dunsmuir in the middlegraund.

May-June, 1963




clusions are quite similar, except for one vital factor.

In King City, it will be possible for existing businesses to
relocate and new businesses to establish themselves at
interchange locations along the bypass. In addition, King
City has extensive agricultural developments nearby, and

is one of the last communities to be bypassed on U.S. 101
rather than the first, as is Bishop.

OREGON

Communities fairly similar to Bishop in population and high-
way traffic are located along U.S. 99 in Oregon. Studies
of the Oregon State Highway Department of the communities
of Sutherlin, Canyonville, Oakland, Gold Hill, Cannon Beach
(U.S. 101) and Hood River (U.S. 30) are summarized as
follows:

SUMMARY

By way of summary, the studies of these six communities in
Oregon reveal that a highway change of the by-pass type
can be expected to have some adverse effects on those typesuof
establishments which provide an essential service to the
highway motorist. The diversion of thru highway traffic to
a controlled access by-padd means the loss, in part at
least, of the patronage these establishments had formerly
enjoyed from the thru highway traveler. For communities
on major highways especially, this loss is sizeable
enough to that it cannot be replaced entirely by increased
local patronage. With service stations the effect is more
aléarly: évident beidg:detérmined byothe proportion ofetheir
business which was obtained from thru traffic, whereas
with the motels and hotels and eating and drinking places,
management factors and obsolescence have an important
bearing upon the degree to which individual establishments
will be affected by highway change. In most cases a relative-
ly modest decrease in retail sales can be expected even
in communities located on major highways. Exceptions are
likely to occur where there are unique circumstances
such as prevailed in Gold Hill.

The effect of a by-pass on those categories of retail busin-
ess which are geared primarily to serving the local popula-
tion varies with the size of the particular community and
the amount of congestion that had existed on the old route
of the highway through the town. These studies clearly
suggest that this "All Other" category of retail business is
very likely to benefit in those instances where the re-

tail business district is of sufficient size to offer
customers an adequate selection of goods and services, and
where the traffic congestion is adversely affecting the
local patronage. (1)

(1) Economic Impact of Highway Change on Six Communities
in Oregon, Oregon State, Highway Dept., 1958.
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OTHER COMMUNITIES

Atso reviewed as part of this study were reports of state
highways departments, universities, and civic groups of
these communities. These reports generally confirm the
economic impact predicted in Chapter 5 and are the source of
several recomendations listed in following chapters.

The most important conclusion is that every community is
different and the impact of a bypass is dependent on economic
conditions within that community; on the location, design,
and timing of the bypass; on dependence of the community on
highway trade; and on the reaction of the community. Many
communities and many businesses have managed to evercome an
initial decline in business due to a bypass opening.

The . impact of a bypass on Bishop cannot be determined by
following any other community or averaging other results.
It can be based only on the specific regional and local
conditions now existing in Bishop.
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Chapter VII
FREEWAY ADOPTION PROCEDURES

This chapter outlines and discusses the procedure by which the
State Highway Commission selects freeway locations and adopts

routes. Most of the material comes directly (and is copied ex-
actly) from the League of California Cities report, "City Free-
way Guide," prepared in January 1964. In addition to the five

pages here, there are three important sections in the app-
endix.
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LOCATION OF FREEWAYS

The State Highway Commission makes the final determination of the location of freeways. The
Commission’s statement of policy of the procedure to be followed relative to adoption of freeway
locations is set forth in Appendix "'A"".

This procedural resolution provides that the State Highway Engineer or his authorized representa-
tive shall confer with local governing bodies and officials, and other agencies that may be affecred,
at the initiation of any studies necessary to determine possible freeway locations. This contact or
conference takes place prior to any action or any studies of any kind whatsoever by the Department in
order to give local officials the earliest possible opportunity to present their views. It also provides
that when sufficient information has been accumulated, meetings will be held to acquaint the public
with studies made and to obtain views of interested individuals and groups. In addition, the policy
statement provides that when the freeway location is considered by the Commission, it will hold a
public hearing if requested to do so by the local legislative body. The Commission, on its own motion,
may call public meetings or hold such hearings as it may deem appropriate.

The statement establishing procedures to be followed was formally adopted by the Highway Com-
mission in 1948. It was restated and redefined in 1953, in 1955 and again in 1958 for the present
policy. In 1961 the Legislature added Sections 210 through 215 to the Streets and Highways Code in-
corporating into the statutes the general provisions of the Commission’s procedural resolution and
providing that information pertinent to the resolution be included in an annual report to the Governor
along with a summary of hearings held and freeway routes adopted. These sections of the Code are
contained in Appendix "'B’’. It has been the intent of the Highway Commission through its procedural
resolutions, and of the Legislature through additions to the law to provide close working relationships
between the Division of Highways, local legislative bodies and the public in determination of freeway
routings.

Appendix “‘C’" contains an outline of the major steps followed in the planning and construction of
a freeway from the time of its inception to execution of a construction contract.

It has been the experience throughout the State that changes in freeway locations have occurred
most often as a result of meetings held by the Division of Highways rather than resulting from High-
way Commission hearings. This naturally follows, since any disagreements that might arise are best
resolved at an early date. Legislative intent, Commission policy and Division practice permit local
action at the staff level at the earliest practical moment. Because of this, it is incumbent upon local
officials to develop a firm position regarding the future of their community through sound planning.
Cities with adequate transportation plans coordinated with surrounding jurisdictions and developed
prior to a freeway being considered will experience far fewer problems than a city without adequate
plans. The California Freeway and Expressway System has established a statewide plan, and in
effect, places cities on notice as to where future freeways may be expected. This provides cities an
opportunity to foresee and prepare for the future through realistic planning.

Although proper planning will minimize disagreements and problems, some will arise under the best
of plans. In resolving particular problems, local officials deal initially and almost exclusively with
planners and engineers of the Division of Highways district offices. This is the point at which the
majority of problems are solved. Unresolved differences at the staff level may be taken to the District
Engineer for his personal appraisal. Beyond this, a city may appeal local decisions to the State High-
way Engineer, to the State Director of Public Works and finally to the State Highway Commission. In
the event such course of action is followed, a city must be fully prepared to substantiate its position,
and city officials must keep themselves well informed of procedures to follow.

PLANNING

Despite the fact that a city may have an adequate general plan and even a more detailed trans-
portation element of the general plan, it is still, by its very nature, general. This may result in prob-
lems arising in connection with freeways. General plans often do not arouse the intensity of public
concern at the time of their adoption that they do later when there is clear and immediate prospect of
implementation, as in the case of actions in regard to a specific freeway routing. General plans do
nor include design or landscaping details of a freeway nor do they necessarily include the precise
location. Although possible future freeways should be included in a general plan, this inclusion does
not automatically preclude later consideration and possible controversy over details of design, loca-
tion or landscaping. Since a freeway may cause drastic changes in traffic patterns, planning must not
be limited to the immediate vicinity of a freeway. Possible affects on all streets should be studied.



INTRODUCTION

The purpose of this guide is to assist city officials in dealing with freeway matters within their
cities, The guide is primarily for reference purposes for those who encounter freeway problems in-
frequently and for those facing the construction of a freeway within their city for the first time. As
additional mileage of the California Freeway and Expressway System' reaches the freeway standards
construction stage, more and more local officials will be coming in contact with the problems as well
as the benefits that freeways present.

This guide is not intended to be an engineering analysis of freeway design, nor is it intended to
present the advantages and disadvantages of freeways. It is intended to serve as a guide for persons
not closely associated with the construction of freeways. Anyone interested in the actual laws per-
taining to highways in California will find an excellent reference source in ‘‘Statutes Relating To
The Division of Highways, Department of Public Works'' issued by the Department of Public Works,
Division of Contracts and Rights of Way.

DEFINITION OF FREEWAY

A freeway is defined in the Streets and Highways Code?, in the Business and Professions Code?
and in the Vehicle Code® as '“...a highway in respect to which the owners of abutting lands have
no right or easement of access to or from theirabutting lands or in respect to which such owners have
only limited or restricted right or easement of access.’”” The general concept of a freeway is some-
what more restricted than this particular definition. It is commonly thought of as a divided highway
with interchanges, controlled access and all crossings either above or below the grade of the roadbed.
This concept closely follows the definition contained in the act establishing the California Freeway
and Expressway System.

The Freeway and Expressway System, as adopted by the Legislature in 1959, established a plan
to provide a comprehensive system of access-controlled freeways and expressways throughout the
State. At the present time all freeway construction is on this System.

STATE AGENCIES

Authority for the Legislature to establish a state highway system is contained in the State Con-
stitution®, and overall administrative authority of the system is provided for in the Government Code
by establishment of a Highway Transportation Agency®and a Department of Public Works” within the
Transportation Agency. Establishment of a Division of Highways® within the Department of Public
Works and most laws under which the Division operates in performing its basic functions of con-
structing, improving and maintaining State highways is contained in the Streets and Highways Code.
In addition, the Streets and Highways Code establishes and sets forth the functions of the California
Highway Commission®.

In charge of the Division of Highways is the State Highway Engineer, who is appointed by the
Director of Public Works. Both the Director of Public Works, who is executive officer of the Depart-
ment of Public Works, and the Administrator of Highway Transportation, who is executive officer of
the Highway Transportation Agency, are appointed by and hold office at the pleasure of the Governor.
The Administrator of Highway Transportation serves as an ex-officio member and chairman of the
California Highway Commission. The other six members of the Commission are appointed by the
Governor with consent of the Senate. The Director of Public Works serves as administrative officer
of the Commission. (See Highway Transportation Agency Organization Chart, Page 14.)

The State Legislature has created the Highway Commission and enacts laws pertaining to high-
ways. However, its activity in highway location is limited to designating routes in very general terms.
State Highway Routes'® are generally described simply by the beginning and ending points or termini.
Routes in the California Freeway and Expressway System are similarly described. The Freeway and

. Streets and Highways Code, Section 250, et. seq.
Ibid, Section 23.5.

Business and Prnfessions Code, Section 5210.
Vehicle Code, Section 332,

. Constitution of California, Article IV, Section 36.
Government Code, Section 13975.

Ibid, Section 14000.

. Streets and Highways Code, Section 50.

. Ibid, Section 70, et. seq.

. Ibid, Section 300, et. seq.
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Expressway System routes are part of but do not constitute all routes within the State Highway
System'.

Authority for the actual location of a given state highway rests with the Highway Commission,
which is empowered to “‘Select, adopt and determine the location for State highways on routes author-
ized by law,”’? as well as "', ..alter or change the location of any State highway, if, in the opinion
of the Commission such alteration or change is for the best interest of the State.’’® The Commission
is also specifically instructed by statute to carry out the declared policy of the Legislature **...to
provide for advance planning and continuity of fiscal policy in the construction and improvement of
the State Highway System and in the administration of the expenditures from the State Highway Fund.’"*

The actual design and construction of State highways is performed by the Department of Public
Works through its Division of Highways. The department '*, . . is authorized and directed to layout and
construct all State highways between the termini designated by law and on the most direct and prac-
ticable locations as determined by the Commission.””® The Department is further authorized to *'...
do any act necessary, convenient or proper for the construction, improvement, maintenance or use of
all highways which are under its jurisdiction, possession or control.”’® As to freeways, ‘‘The depart-
ment is authorized to do any and all things necessary to lay out, acquire and construct any section
or portion of a State highway as a freeway or to make any existing State highway a freeway.”'” How-

ever, prior to such action by the Department, the Highway Commission must, by resolution, declare
the highway a freeway.”

FREEWAY AGREEMENTS

From a city standpoint the so-called '‘freeway agreement'’ provision of the law, contained in
Section 100.2 of the Streets and Highways Code, is one of the most important sections of the Code
affecting freeways within cities. It stipulates that no city street may be closed, either directly or
indirectly, by the construction of a freeway unless such closure is pursuant to an agreement between
the city and Department of Public Works. Thus, a freeway requiring the closing of streets cannot be
constructed within a city without its consent. In the words of Robert B. Bradford, Administrator of the
Highway Transportation Agency, ‘'...we have never bunilt a freeway without the Council’s approval
whether or not streets had to be closed, and we have no intention in the future of building freeways
without freeway agreements with the affected cities or counties.”” The freeway agreement is the
culmination of what may be years of consultation between local and state officials.

Other extremely important aspects of the freeway agreement are that provisions may be made to
carry city streets over, under or to a connection with a freeway'®, and that provision may be made for
improvements, revisions or extensions of city streets leading to or from freeways as necessary to
accommodate the freeway traffic in making proper connections with the streets '

COMMUNITY VALUES AND ECONOMIC EFFECTS

An important section of the Streets and Highways Code affecting freeway locations within cities
is Section 75.5. This section requires consideration of community values when alternative routes are
under study and when requested by the city. In addition, Federal law requires that economic effects
be given consideration when locating federal-aid highways. The terms ‘‘community values’ and
“‘economic effects’’ are in common usage and used in the law to insure that effects of freeway loca-
tion and construction, other than those derived by motorists, are considered in determining the loca-
tion of a highway. However, a city official will have to consider these terms carefully in attempting
to prove a particular point since precise definitions are neither contained in law nor administrative
manuals.

Streets and Highways Code, Section 230, et. seq.
Ibid, Section 75.

Ibid, Section 71.

Ibid, Section 70.2.

. Ibid, Secrion 90.

Ibig, Section 92.

Ibid, Section 100.1.

1bid, Secrion 100.3.

. Before the Mayors’ and Councilmens' Department - Annual Conference, League of California Cities, 1962,
. Streers and Highways Code, Section 100.2.

. Ibid, Section 100.25.
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Generally, intricate design work is not undertaken until after the freeway routing has been deter-
mined. However, the location and design of interchanges, ramps and other structures are among the
greatest problem areas of freeways and city officials should apprise themselves at as early a date as
possible of design details. Whether the freeway or portions of it will be elevated or depressed, how
much property is to be included in the right of way, how much property required for construction
purposes outside the right of way, the area required for interchanges and the appearance of inter-
changes are among the extremely important questions that must be answered and planned for if a city
is to avoid committing itself to a plan only to realize later that due to lack of inquiry it did not fully
appreciate the impact of its actions.

Even in early stages, several alternate locations and designs of interchanges, ramps and other
structures may be under investigation by the Department and a city may wish to study all alternatives.
It is not possible to have exact answers to all questions of design prior to execution of the freeway
agreement; however, any details that may later prove controversial should be settled in advance. In
instances where particularly knotty problems may arise, the preparation of scale models or other
visual representations may be well worth the cost. The Department should be requested to prepare a
scale model where a particularly controversial public hearing is anticipated. Model work is generally
confined to specific problem areas rather than encompassing an entire route study.

In the construction of a freeway, as with any other endeavor where private property is taken for
public use, inconvenience is always present, and hardships are often present. Therefore, it is essen-
tial that the utmost cooperation be exercised by all parties involved.

Once a freeway route has been established and the location determined, there are still many
important details to be considered. Not only the size but the location of interchanges and ramps must
be established. The affect upon utilities and other streets must be determined. Advance planning by
a city will help avoid problems. The improvement, revision or extension of city streets leading to or
from a freeway may give rise to differences of opinion as to just what is necessary to accommodate
traffic. Traffic counts and traffic projections will help to minimize differences. The Legislature has
noted that realization of the accelerated freeway program would **...depend in great measure on
increased public acceptance which will be encouraged by attractive design and appropriate landscap-

ing of freeways..."' These are details a city should not overlook and are features that may be
subject to freeway agreement negotiations.

AFTER CONSTRUCTION

After a freeway is constructed, it will often supersede an older highway within a city. If this is the
case, the Highway Commission may relinquish to the City the superseded highway.? Unless relin-
quishment is by enactment of the Legislature, the Department of Public Works must give ninety days’
notice in writing to the City of intention to relinquish. The highway cannot be relinquished until the
surface of the roadway has been placed in a state of good repair. During the ninety-day period, the
city may protest the relinquishment for any valid reason including objections that the roadway is not
in a state of good repair, or that facilities other than the roadway, such as traffic signals, or drainage
structures are not in a state of good repair.

CONCLUSION

There are many safeguards in the law and in practice for the protection of property owners and
protection of city interests in connection with freeway location and construction. Among the more
important laws are the following: The declaration of a state highway as a freeway ''...shall not
affect private property rights of access, and any such rights taken or damaged within the meaning of
Article 1, Section 14, of the State Constitution for such freeway shall be acquired in a manner pro-
vided by law.

‘No State highway shall be converted into a freeway except with the consent of the owners of
abutting lands or the purchase or condemnation of their right of access thereto.’"?

“'No city street or county highway shall be closed, either directly or indirectly, by the construction

of a freeway except pursuant to such an agreement or while temporarily necessary during construction
operations.'"*

Assembly Concurrent Resolution No. 132, June 10, 1957,
Sereets and Highways Code, Section 73.

Streets and Highways Code, Section 100.3.

Ibid, Section 100.2.
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SUMMARY

There are many vital aspects of freeway location and construction to be investigated by local
officials. Among the more important are:

10.

11.

12,

13.

14.

15.

16.

By study of the California Freeway and Expressway System Report and consultation with
State highway officials, determine if a freeway is contemplated for the city. The California
Freeway and Expressway System Report, (SCR 26), is available upon request from the State
Highway Engineer, Public Works Building, 1120 N Street, Sacramento.

Predict the effect of a freeway upon the city.

From District office of Division of Highways, ascertain when studies will be initiated to de-
termine possible locations.

Become familiar with Highway Commission procedure relating to adoption of freeway locations.
(Appendixes ‘‘A’’ and *'B"’)

Become familiar with major steps regarding freeway location. (Appendix *‘C’’")

From District office of Division of Highways, ascertain location of various alternate freeway
routings under study.

Determine relationship of freeway to general plan or transportation plan.
Study effect of freeway on other city streets and utilities.

Become familiar with the alternate route study provisions of Section 75.5 of the Streets and
Highways Code.

Be prepared to either waive or request public hearing by Highway Commission.
From District office of Division of Highways, ascertain location of interchanges and ramps.
Study effect of connections from city streets to freeway.

From District office of Division of Highways, ascertain details of design of structures, includ-
ing interchanges and ramps with alternate designs.

Be fully prepared to justify any changes that might be requested.

Become familiar with Section 100.2 of the Streets and Highways Code which is the *‘freeway
agreement’’ provision of the law.

Become familiar with the superseded highways provision of the Streets and Highways Code,
(Section 73).



PROPOSED CHANGES

Of vital importance to this study are proposals now being made
in the State Legislature to shange these procedures. Many of
these proposals are based on the booklet "California Going,
Going..." by Samuel E. Wood and Alfred E. Heller of California
Tomorrow in 1962. The section on Highways is quoted completly:

Highways

The Department of Public Works, Division of Highways, has the
responsibility of planning and building the highways that will
take care of the California motorist's needs in the years to
come. The division is embarked, as we have already noted, on
the building of a 12,400-mile California Freeway System. The
division employs 15,600 people. Its 1961-62 budget is $632
million. The division's talented staff of engineers and
specialists has a high esprit and is noted around the world
for its efficiency. As an agency of state government, the
division has a major job to do, andit has the budget, equip-
ment and the brains and the authority needed to do the job and
do it well.

Yet the division has been perpetually under fire--not because
its engineers lack ability and skill, but because in locating
and designing freeways, the division itself, lacking strong
state policy direction, and sustained by the constitutionally
provided gas tax fund, has too often  failed to respect the
plans of other agencies for the use of California lands; in
building freeways it has too often failed to respect the legiti-
mate economic interests of farmers and merchants and others of
the aesthetic and social ill-effects of its freeway locationms.

Some of the best examples of the state's single agency, single
interest method of planning the use of California's lands may

be found in the division's record of failure to coordinate its
highway construction programs with park and recreation demands.

Beginning in 1939, provisions have been added to the highway
code allowing the division to buy park land beside state high-
ways, to buy beach properties adjoining freeway rights-of-way,
and to buy easements to beaches. The division never used this
authority, although its use could have provided public entry
to a number of state beaches, and made highways more beautiful
than they are. It has never used federal funds available for
these purposes. It also has evaded entirely the issue of out-
door advertising controls along highways.

The division's attitude has helped California to delay for 20

years a worthwhile roadside rest program, although such a pro-
gram has long had the backing of legislative committees, and
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public and private organizations throughout the state.

A senate committee as far back as 1952, after reviewing the
experience of other states, favored a roadside rest program to
be operated by the division. The division balked. An assembly
committee in 1955, faced by the division's opposition, compro-
mised and said that responsibility for roadside rests should lie
with the Division of Beaches and Parks, with the Division of
Highways responsible for assisting in locating the rests. This
arrangement has not worked out, partly because of lack of funds,
and partly because the beaches and parks agency insists that
roadside rests should logically be constructed as part of the
freeway system, and maintained by highway agency road crews
which would logically be able to service the rest areas as is
done in other states with such programs. (40 percent of the
recreationists in national forests are highway sightseers.)

Furthermore, the federal government's own "safety rest" pro-
gram, which could benefit California's inter-state highways,

is also stymied, because the Division of Highways has re-
quested that the Division of Beaches and Parks pay for and
install the facilities needed for the convenience and comfort
of travelers (benches, tables, rest rooms). Yet if this were
done, California would have to pay the full cost of thése
facilities. If it were done as a part of freeway construction,
California would pay only 10 percent of the facility costs, and
the federal govermnment 90 percent.

Not only has the Division of Highways failed to use its author-
ity to improve recreational opportunities along highways, but
it has often failed to take responsibility for the effects of
its programs on existing parks.

Freeways have run through major priceless park areas in the
state and local systems. A survey by an assembly committee in
1957 indicated that over a ten-year period, freeway construction
would have removed approximately 1,000 acres of park area.

The division has fought tooth and nail against those who would
defend parks against freeway intrusion in Los Angeles and Chico.
Loss of substantial redwood park areas to highways was narrowly
averted. The division's initial plan to invade Bliss State Park
and bridge Emerald Bay with a new road was not accompanied by

a careful evaluation of the recreation values involved.

The division's attitude is based on state policy declared in
the state highway code, which allows the highway commission to
take over any property "dedicated to park purposes, however it
may have been dedicated.”
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Anyone who has sat through local hearings in which state high-
way engineers explain to irate citizens why the division favors
particular freeway routings must at some time wonder at the
doubletalk he has heard. )

Of all the arguments favored by the division, perhaps the most
used--and the most inadequate--is the argument that cites
"driver benefit" or "user benefit" as a justification for the
choicé of one freeway route over another.

According to the division, California highways and freeways are
"planned and located to provide the maximum service to highway
users,...and to improve the economic and general welfare of the
community." But in fact, while lip service is given to the
"economic and general welfare of thecommunity,” the division
devotes most attention in its economic reports supporting free-
way routes to its driver benefit formula. This formula trans-
lates into dollar values the savings in distance and time and
safety to be gained by a driver over the proposed new route.
The division claims that the formula helps it to obtain the
greatest ppssible return to the driver-taxpayer for dollars
invested. These returns accrue to the individual driver in

the form of pennies saved per mile.

However, the formula is inadequate because plainly and simply
it fails to take into account the full economic, social, and
aesthetic effects of freeway routings. In other words, it dis-
regards the fact that a highway "user" is not only a driver but
also a human being inhabiting a finite area--a member of a
community.

He may be a farmer whose holding is reduced to a marginal opera-
tion by a freeway that bisects it. He may be a merchant, or

an ordinary Joe who is more that happy to be able to drive 60
miles an hour instead of 50 over a two-mile stretch, but who

is not so happy when he sees that this opportunity in the form
of a freeway to drive faster and save a pittance each year

may also reduce his town to a slum by taking out part of its
business section, some of its historical buildings, and limited
developable areas as could happen in Nevada City: or deface a
skyline as in San Francisco, erode a major portion of a beauti-
ful park where he and his children can play as in Los Angeles,
defile a most breathtaking natural charm as a highway would do
at the mouth of Emerald Bay, separate a great city from its
commercially valuable and potentially beautiful river front as
in Sacramento; or--in short=--reduce community values.

The driver benefit formula does not respond to all the legiti-
~mate demands being made by Californians upon their lands. It

is thus poor economic theory, for it does not reflect "community
values" as well as "user benefit" values. (Community values
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could in great part be translated into dollar values just as
user benefits are, if responsible agencies would get out their
slide rules and devise the formulae.)

The inadequate driver benefit formula is both a cause and a
reflection of the division's traditional don't-care attitude
toward communities through or near which its freeways pass,
and toward the over-all best use of California's lands.
Positions taken during the past ten years by such diverse
bodies as the Federal Bureau of Public Roads, committees of
the state legislature, the Governor's office, the cities and
counties, have served to bring this attitude into question.
But it still persists today. Here are some additional ways in
which it reveals itself:

District offices of the division continue to exert a
variety of pressures, in the form of subtle threats, up-
on communities to gain acceptance of freeway locations
thev Zavor. For example, communities often "get the word"
“tliat "funds for-a"particular’ highway ‘project may’ belost

to the locality for years if the route favored by the
division is not accepted.

In spite of the so-called community value section added

to the state highway code in 1956, the division has suc-
cessfully fought all legislative attempts to specify the
exact procedures that it should follow when it require

the division to fully inform affected communities of their
responsibilities, rights and recourses in the process of
freeway location.

There is no state policy that takes into account the fact
that freeway location influences the eays in which Calif-
ornia is developing. Like water projects, freeways--de-
pending on their desigh and location--help to determine
where new communities will or won't spring up, whether old
communities will or won't grow, how people will or won't
enjoy their leisure hours, what kind of life a man will or
won't be able to lead on the California land.

There is some evidence, however, that the division's policies
and attitudes are changing, as a result of the pressures cited
above. The federal govermment in its highway planning programs
has succeeded in goading the division into encouraging local and
regional land-use planning studies which will be used to help
the division in locating freeways. The division is particularly
interested in a five-county regional planning study in the Los
Angeles area. This study will consider total future transport-
ation requirements in the area--including mass rapid transit,

as well as freeways.
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The division is also encouraging communities to use general
land-use plans as a basis for deciding where to spend state
gas tax money on local streets (almost a complete reversal of
its usual user benefit approach to road building.)

And the division has shown, in deciding where to locate a sect-
ion of a new freeway on the West Side of the San Joaquin Valley,
that it accepts the premise that a freeway can have a harmful
as well as beneficial effect on the economy of an agricultural
area--that is, that there are other dollar benefits to be con-
sidered in addition to user benefits.

The division has taken part, also, in a study of scenic high-
way potentials in Monterey County, and this study has led the
legislature to authorize a further study to develop a state-
wide scenic highway plan, In these studies, the division
finds itself cooperating with the Division of Beaches and

and Parks and the State Planning Office.

These and other small signs of progress are encouraging, but

the State of California has underwritten the semi-independent
status of the Division of Highways and its commission, and its
automatically huge annual budget,and has thus given this agency
the strength to develop single interest policies and to delay,
weaken, and crush legislative attempts to control those policies.

There is still a long way to go before the division's too pre-
valent suspicion of, and hostility to, other planning agencies
is overcome. It may be that if the state adopted and put into
effect strong policies to coordinate the work of this talented
and powerful agency with the work of other vital California
agencies, the family of state agencies could truly operate as
a team, devoted to a productive and beautiful California, now
and in the years to come.

These opinions are supported and expanded by Senator Fred S.
Farr in a article entitled "The Highway Commission and the
Public Good," Sierra Club Bulletin, November, 1964.

This concern over the present freeway adoption procedure has
resulted in a major package of 14 bills to revise freeway
planning procedures being introduced in the 1965 Session by
assemblyman Edwin L. Z'Berg, chairman of the Assembly Committee
on Natural Resources Planning and Public Works. These bills -
are AB 1429 through AB 1442 and are summarized below:
AB 1429
Repeals and adds Sec. 75.5, amends Sec. 211, S. & H.C.
Requires report by the Department of Public Works as to the
efgect of proposed alternative routings for state highways
or freeways on various factors, with comments therein by the
State Office of Planning and the Resources Agency. Report
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AB

AB

AB

to be published at least 60 days prior to first public
hearing.

Deletes existing provision requiring the department to
consider certain effects of proposed alternative routings
only if requested by local agencies and if information
thereon is submitted by the local agencies.

1430

Requires Department of Public Works to present at public
hearings graphic portrayal of alternative freeway and
highway routes by sketches or models if so requested by
city or county affected, and provides for cost.

1431

Deletes requirement that all state highways be laid out on
the most direct and practicable locations as determined
by the commission.

1432

Requires general agreement between the Department of
Public Works and the appropriate local agency as to the
segment of a proposed freeway to be studied; and pro-
vides for petition and hearing by the California High-
way Commission if such agreement is not reached.

AB 1433
Requires hearing of Division of Highways relating to location
of freeway to be conducted by hearing officer of Adminis-
trative Procedure.

AB 1434
Authorizes petition by residents of area affected for a
public hearing by the California Highway Commission as
to a proposed freeway location, if the governing body of
the local agency affected has not requested such a hear-
ing. 4
Requires the commission to hold a public hearing on a
proposed freeway location in a recognized population
center of the state if the freeway location is of state-
wide interest or if the Legislature, by concurrent resolu-
tion, so directs.

AB 1435

Requires the California Highway Commission, after adoption
of state highway or freeway route location, to publish

a report otlining the basis for its decision, and
specifies certain matters which must be included therein.
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l- AB 1436

Requires Division of Highways to employ personnel with
‘ designated qualifications to carry out broad planning
L responsibilities, and appropriates blank amount for sup-
- port thereof.

' AB 1437

Provides chairman of commission shall be annually selécted
f_ by the commission from the appointed members, rather than
| * being thHe’Administrator. of Highway Transpotrtation.

o Authorizes commission to employ an administrative officer
\ not on staff of the Department of Public Works, rather
than having Director of Public Works serve as administra-
tive officer. Deletes requirement that divisions of de-
partment transmit their recommendations to the administra-
- tive officer.

AB 1438

Authorizes commission to employ independent staff, with
training in designated fields, to evaluate highway routing
proposals, and appropriates and unspecified sum from the
State Highway Fund for support for such purpose in the
1965-66 fiscal year.

AB 1439

Requires one member of commission to be member of city
council and one member to be member of county board of
supervisors.

| Directs Governor to fill next two vacancies on commission
with persons having such qualifications.

J AB 1440

Changes the effect of a resolution by the California High-
] way Commission respecting the acquisition of real property
, by condemnation from conclusive evidence to a rebuttable
presumption.

AB 1441

Deletes provision which allows the Department of Public
Works to acquire by eminent domain property dedicated to
park purposes, regardless of how it may have been dedicat-
ed, when the California Highway Commission has determined
by resolution that the property is necessary for state
highway purposes.
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AB 1442
Requires the Department of Public Works to have the approval
of the State Park Commission before acquiring by eminent
domain property in the state park system.

Several bills are given a good chance of adoption in this years
session. AB 1430, 1431, 1434, 1437.

If these are passed, the City of Bishop should ask that they
be applied to the Bishop Bypass route adoption.
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Chapter VIII
RECOMMENDATIONS ON FREEWAY DEVELOPMENT

This chapter is the most important in the report, for
it considers the question "Now what do we do?" Having
studied and analyzed the Bishop economy the proposed
bypass, the economic effect of the bypass and the ex-
perience of comparable cities, this report must recom-
mend actions to be taken by all those concerned.

In the Recommendations submitted to the State Highway
Commission by the State Chamber of Commerce in 1964,
there was added to the Inyo County recommendation the
following letter.
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addendum to 196l State Highway Project Recommendations for Inyo County

California State Chamber of Commerce
1000 Wilshire Boulevard
Los Angeles, California 90017

Lttention: Mr. Walter Schmid, Chairman
Southern California Highway Projects Committee
California State Chamber of Commerce

Gentlemen:

Attached hereto is a copy of recommendations from the Bishop
Chamber of Commerce for Highway Projects 1965-66. Additional
endorsements are listed at the conclusion of the projects list.,

In addition to the projects list the Bishop Chamber of Commerce
and the Southern Inyo Chamber of Commerce emphatically direct
your attention to the following general statement:

'"We are on record favoring a policy of all due considera-
tion being given to bring up to standard all substandard
portions of SSR 1l and U.S. Highway 395 within Inyo County
and leading to Inyo County from Southern California before
any highway money is spent on by-passing established com=-
munities within Inyo County.

Standard highways (based on traffic counts) from the South-
ern California Counties of San Diego, Orange and Los Angeles
to the Southern Inyo County line are needed much more than a
very few miles of by-pass freeways within Inyo County itself.
The logic of this concept is so readily evident as to require
no further elaboration.!

The above statement and the list of projects constitute my report
for Inyo Counby.

Respectfully submitted,
June 26, 196l /s/ Edward C. Knapp
Edward C. Knapp, Inyo County Representative

Southern California Highway Projects Committee
California State Chamber of Commerce



The "logic" of this approach is not supported by experience
in California. Freeways are designed to separate through
and local traffic and the place where these are most in /
conflict in District 9 is in Bishop. It has been State (
policy to bypass those communities on the freeway system ||
with congestion. Therefore the study by the Division of ||
Highways of a possible bypass of Bishop is warranted by Jr
the existing situation.

An emotional,unreasoned opposition to the bypass will not
only be unsucessful, it will hurt efforts to work with the
State to obtain the bypass in the best location at the best

time with the best design. In order to obtain these results,
these recommendations are made:

1) The Bishop Chamber of Commerce, the City of Bishop
and the County of Inyo must continue to work to-
gether on the freeway planning procedure.

2) No freeway agreement should be signed by the City
of Bishop or Inyo County with the State until full
agreement on location, timing and design is reached
and funds for construction are allocated by the
State Highway Commission.

3) Since the Bishop area and Inyo County have so little
available or usable private land and the freeway
will have so much effect on land use, Inyo Couty
should prepare a comprehensive general plan of the
entire county. Federal funds should be used if
available, This plan should include land use, cir-
culation and recreation elements.

The general plan will benefit and should be coordi-
nated with the plans of:

City of Bishop

Inyo Forest

Bureau of Land Management
Department of Water and Power
Inyo County Recreation Plan
Division of Highways Freeway Plans

4) The freeway bypass of Bishop should be constructed
when Main Street can no longer handle the traffic.
With the improvements recommended in Chapter 9, Main
Street should be able to accomodate an average daily
traffic of 18,000 and a peak hour capacity of 2,100.
These figures should not be exceeded for at least
ten years and possibly more. A 4-lane freeway will
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5)

have a capacity of at least 4,400 vehicles per hour,
a capacity which is not needed at this time.

In addition, the proposed bypass (Units I and II)
will cost at least $4,940,000. This would take all
of Inyo County's allocation of State highway con-
struction funds for 5 years. With the other pressing
demands for construction in the county, bypass
construction is not expected soon.

The best location for the bypass, to serve the City

of Bishop and its businesses, is one with these
standards:

a) East side of town;

b) As close to the Central Business District
(Main St.) as possible, preferably within
two blocks;

c) An easy off-ramp from the south to Main St.,
at or north of Schober Lane;

d) Interchanges at East Line Street and at
Highway 63

e) Northern approach as in Alternate Route "A"

It "a recommended that the State Division of Highways
thoroughly study an alternate route which would meet
these standards. Such a route would provide best
access to the existing business area from all three
approaches to town. Good access is also given to the
alrport and industrial area, which should be developed
as a distribution-trucking center.

As proposed, the five alternate routes for the bypass
are considered harmful to existing business for these
reasons:

"A"-~-Excellent north of East Line Street, but
has very poor approach from the south;

"F'"--Good approach from the south, but West
Line interchange is too far from the Cen-
tral Business District. In both "F" and
"J", the approaches from the north are too
far from town and poorly located;

"I"--Excellent approach from the south (if off-
ramps are easier), but has no Line Street
interchange and takes too much private land;

"J"--Same as "F", but slightly better;

"K"--Route 395 bypass much too far from town.
Overall cost would be highest and no local
service would be provided. Approach from
north is terrible. Result would be disas-
trous for Bishop and businesses.

(73)



[

e e
.

L

6)

7)

Initial approaches are of vital importance for "where-
ever two or more interchanges servé a community,

the majority of the traffic entering the town will
use the first exit they come to" (1%

(1) "Signing Study of a Typical Interstate By-Pass,
Traffic Engineer's Office, Montana State
Highway Commission, 1964

Design will be very important. Approaches should
enable mptorists to easily see the City of Bishop.
The freeway should blend with its environment, too,
so that it is not a scar on the landscape.

The State Division of Highways should be requested
to prepare a graphic display model of the proposed
freeway alignment and design before final approval
is given.

This bypass is part of a scenic highway and there-
fore will be designed in order to be beautiful as
well as functional. One of Bishop's great assets
is its scenery and this must be kept ever in mind.
As part of the scenic highway program, stricter
controls must be placed on billboards on Route 395
in the Owens Valley.

Design standards are included in the Appendix.

The State Division of Highways must be continually
encouraged to develop Route 395-14 between Bishop
and Southern California in order to allow and
attract more tourists.

It must not be forgotten however that a large amount
of traffic comes from the north and improvements are
needed there as well.
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Chapter IX

RECOMMENDATIONS CONCERNING
TRAFFIC IMPROVEMENT

Traffic in downtown Bishop is a mess,

with congestion
caused by:

1) Narrowing of Main Street from 4 lanes to 2 lanes
between Willow Street and Elm Street;

2) Curb parking which reduces traffic capacity;

3) Pedestrian crossings--too numerous and unregulated;

4) Side streets which enter Main Street at a "T" and
require left turns on Main to continue across.

Improvements in traffic flow on Main Street must be made
for two vital reasons:

1) Through traffic must be carried through the Central
Business District in the most rapid and convenient
way possible until opening of the bypass; and

2) Potential customers-both local and visitor-must be

attracted to this business area by eliminating con-
gestion.

Under standards of the American Association of State High-
way Officials, Main Street has a present traffic carrying
design capacity of approximately 900 vehicles per hour and
possible (maximum) capacity of 1300. This is below the
peak hour traffic of 1500, but takes care of most present
traffic. The ADT(Average Daily Traffic) capacity is be-
tween 5,000 and 9,000, compared to existing ADT of 8,200.

By making the improvements recommended below, the design
capacity of Main Street should be increased to 2100 vehicles
per hour and a possible capacity of 2940 vehicles, substan-
tially over present peak hour counts. The design capacity
ADT will be at least 12,000 to 17,500, allowing a 100%
increase in traffic before a bypass is necessary. Traffic

counts shown in Chapter 4 indicate a 5.7% rise in ADT from
1961 to 1964 or 1.77% per year.

These improvements are recommended:

1) Eliminate all curb parking between Line Street and
Elm Street. This will result in the loss of 69
spaces, to be made up and improved upon by the
parking program proposed in Chapter 10.

This will not only improve traffic flow and cut

down congestion, it will also make every store and
business visible to all passing motorists.
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2) Mark Main Street between Willow St, and Elm St. to 4

3)

4)

5)

6)

lanes. This will create a full 4 lane highway through
the entire City of Bishop.

Mark left turn channels on Main Street where feasible.

Street Heading Direction
Short St. South
Lins: St. North
Line St. South
Willow St. South
Church St. North
Elm St. South

Left turn channels could be provided between Academy
and West Elm by a program of setting back curbs and
sidewalks by 3 to 6 ft. on each side.

Install traffic signals on Main Street at:

Elm St.

Pine St. (City should consider making May St. the
east leg of this signal and improving
May as secondary Street)

Line St. (convert to 3-way signal allowing left
turns off Main St.)

Short St.

All these signals must be synchronized to allow smooth
flow on Main Street. Each signal should have pedestrian
controls. ("Walk"--"Don't Walk'")

Pedestrian crosswalks with signal controls should be
established across Main Street at:

Short St.
Church St.
Academy St.

The signals would say "Walk"--"Don't Walk" to pedestrians
and flash yellow to motorists when on "Walk." They
should be synchronized with the traffic signals and not
pedestrian controlled.

A painted or raised median should be established on Main
Street between;

Short St. and Line St.

Line St. and Church St.
Church St. and Willow St.
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7) In conjunction with the parking program, Church St.
between Main St. and Warren St. should be abandoned and
converted for parking purposes; Willow St. should be
made one-way (east bound) between Main St. and the alley;
and the alley east of Main between Willow and Line Streets
should be made one-way (south bound)

8) The State and City should cooperate in preparing a pre-
cise plan for all curb and sidewalk improvements so that

the present chaos can be eventually eliminated.

Some of these recommendations are drastic but are considered
imperative if Bishop is to obtain the results wanted.

These improvements should be financed as follow;

city =~ State  Total
Traffic signals 16,000 16,000 32,000
Pedestrian crossings _4,500 0= 4,500
20,500 16,000 36,500

Bishop's share should be financed in the 1965-66 Budget with
installation expected in late spring or summer of 1966.
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Chapter X
RECOMMENDATIONS CONCERNING PARKING
Need

Adequate and convenient parking is required for the success of
any commercial business. As the major shopping center of Inyo-
Mono Counties, Bishop needs parking for its customers and em-
ployees. Parking is needed for some types of tourist-related
businesses, primarily restaurants, sporting goods stores and
sgecialty shops. Motels and service stations now provide all
their needs in parking.

The parking inventory below indicates the present available
spaces within the Central Business District.
Table # 35
ON-STREET PARKING

Main Street Cross Streets Total

One-hour 70 44 114
Ten=hour 48 87 135
118 131 249

OFF-STREET PARKING

Lots Spaces
Municipal (one hour) 1 57
Customer Parking 9 215%
Private Parking 2 60%
y —33%%

All of the customer lots are provided as a free service to pat-
rons. The private lots are used primarily for all-day parking
of owners and employees. City meters charge 5¢ for one-hour.
The ten-hour meters charge 20¢ for four hours and 25¢ for ten
hours. These are generally not in front of businesses and are
for all-day parkers.

* Approximate only

(78)



7-

i

FOWLEL

- : R
N
£ AV  STOEET
3 \
W ELM STOEET i N N
A & L3 X N
N \ X
THR{A T \
N\
\ N N \ N
\q i K \
/2 N
GaoVE STosE ﬁ D
: S
\ % '*% E PINGE  ST@EST i
3 N N % \
N\ < y \y
W, ONE SToEE Qﬁ §I\{ E 3
2 E A 7T% A STEEET §
N\ N
W & y 8 "
deazstty “ v s 707 W % X a
G R, L, WILOW STEET E
L ( =
Z % S
N e
N %
7 &=/hr Q /
RZI
= S FhE F7A .“ b "lpﬁ//{/f STEEET
W LINE STREET, e FThT ke Al ©
Gl g 2upr C/TY OF B/5M0~F
§ EXISTING AGHINE
\ N7 LEGEND ¢
§ N B i / four meters
/ -_-_-__""———
D) 7/ . [ 2UTHPT T 4-MD..... Ay (I0kouinett
=z m§ 7 /// O = SHree ¥
N A Parking
LAGOON ST@ser % 74z \s
A\
‘Q{ R CLAIe STEEET
X W
Q\\Q
) “E
N Pl




Finances

The 1964 City of Bishop Audit indicates the following revenues
and expenditures on municipal parking.

On-Street Off~Street

Parking Meters $18,345.96 $2,168.95
Salaries and Wages $ 5,940.95 § 127.68
Rental -0- 1,020.00
Other 753.20 , 85.80
Total 6,694.15 1,233.48

The General Plan of Bishop indicates a need for 605,924 square

feet

of parking area or 2,020 spaces by 1980. Our survey indi-

cates a present supply of 581 spaces for a deficincy of 1439
spaces in the next 15 years.

Improvements on Main Street as recommended in Chapter 9 will
create an additional demand for parking, as 69 new spaces must
be provided to replace those eliminated on Main Street from

Line

Street to Elm Street.

Factors Affecting Parking

1.

Bishops commercial area has built up primarily on Main
Street (State Highway 395) between South Street and the
intersection of Highway 6. The core of retail activity
is located between Elm St. and Clarke St. Tourist
oriented businesses are generally outside this central
core.

The built-up central core creates problems of providing
adjacent parking. Parking demand is unbalanced with short-
age in some blocks and excess in others.

Access is available from the rear of most stores, but
much of this is from alleys or short block streets. This
problem of access is closely related to the whole problem
of circulation in Bishop and therefore must be considered
simultaneously.

Short-time parkers such as shoppers and tourists, just

will not walk more than 400 feet and prefer 200 feet or
less.
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5, All-day parking appears to be adequate at the present time,
especially with nearby unmetered residential streets.
In any case, short-term parking is absolutely essential
to continued economic growth and must have first priority.
In addition, all-day parking in off-street lots does not
appear financially feasible at this time.

6.Short-term parking should be planned for the average peak
day. It is impossible in this, as in most public facil-
ities, to provide for the highest possible use such as the
day before Christmas or the opening of fishing season.
There should however be sufficient space for the peak
summer days.

Parking Plan

With the present need, existing spaces and above factors in
mind, a Central Business District Parking Plan is proposed in
Map P2, This is integrated with the General Plan prepared by
Hahn, Wise and Associates, with the city circulation system
and the street improvements proposed in this report.

Eight new parking lots are recommended, to be developed in the
priority listed in Table # 36
These lots will provide 453 spaces...112 existing and 341 new
spaces. These sites were selected after careful consideration
of several factors, including:

1) Nearness to retail and commercial facilities;

2) Balance throughout the central business district;

3) Land parcel size, for efficient layouts;

4) Access to Main Street and good circulation;

5) Land cost, as estimated from assessed valuation and exist-
ing uses.

The existing lots of Bank of America, City Hall, Copper Kettle,
Joseph's (employees) and Safeway will continue as at present.
Safeway lot might be purchased or leased if owner desires.

The CITELCO lot will probably be moved a short distance east.
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Table # 36
PROPOSED PARKING LOTS

No Spaces Area Comment

1 57 23,360 Present City lot--eliminate meters

2 64 29,614 Purchase from Joseph's and abandon
City street.

3 36 14,075 Lease from California Interstate
Telephone Co.

4 53 19,475 Purchase-remove old buildings

5 60 20,200 Purchase or lease Inyo-Mono Bank
lot-remove some buildings

6 65 27,858 Purchase

7 88 29,900 Purchase, include J.C. Penney Lot

8 30 9,900 Purchase, remove buildings

453 174,382

These parking lot purchases, leases and developments should be
financed through the creation of a special parking district.
There are many different methods of financing available, in-
cluding:

1) Free gift or usage;

2) Purchase from general funds;

) Parking meter revenues;

4) Gereral obligation bonds;

5) Revenue bonds;

6) Lease-purchase by city;

7) Joint action of municipality and private interest;
8) Private enterprise;

9) Zoning;

0) Special assessment district
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The 1943 Parking District Act is an assessment procedure with

the program cost paid for by the property owners in the district.
To form such a district, a petition must be signed by the owners
of at least 51 per cent of the assessed valuation of land (not
improvements) and area within the district. The limit of the
assessment is 35% of the assessed valuation of land only, or

35% of land and improvements, if signed by 607% of property owners.
Although revenue might be possible, the bonds are secured by dir-
ect assessments on benfited properties.

There is the usual procedure for establishing such a district:

1) Petition
2) City Engineer's report on costs and assessments
3) Notices to property owners
4) Protest hearing
5) Ordinance of intention (by City Council)
6) Ordinance hearing and adoption
7) Acquisition of property
8) Assessment spread
9) Hearing on assessments
10) Payment of assessments, or
11) Bond issued for unpaid assessments
12) Improvement of property

Payment on bonds is made annually over period not to exceed
twenty years. The parking lots are managed by a board of
parking commissioners appointed by the mayor. This board is
fairly free to operate the lots as they see fit.

It is recommended that these lots have one-hour limits for park-
ing. All one-hour spaces, on lots and on-street, should be
controlled by the Parking Enforcement Office and not by meters.
Meters should be removed from all these locations and used only
for 10-hour spaces. Revenues should be allocated to the enfor-
cement program.

Additional spaces will be created on side streets, by con-

verting some ten-hour spaces to one-hour and by marking new
one-hour and ten-hour spaces, as follows.
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Table # 37
ON-STREET PARKING

One hour Ten Hour Total

Existing 114 135 249
To be eleminated -45 -24 -69
Remaining 69 TiL 180

New Spaces 64 60 124

Change from l-hour

to 10-hour 48 (48) 0

181 123 304

The final result will be a major increase in the total number
of parking spaces.

PARKING IMPROVEMENTS

On-Street Lots Total
Existing
One~hour 114 =¥ 171
Ten-hour 135 0 135
Private 0 275 275
Total 249 332 581
Future
One-hour 181 453 634
Ten-hour 123 0 123
Private 0 180 180
Total 304 633 3T

(83)



Chapter XI

RECOMMENDATIONS CONCERNING
ADVERTISING AND PROMOTION

This chapter is easy to prepare,for so many good things have
already been done. The extensive activity of the Bishop Chamber
of Commerce in advertising at sport shows and expositions 1is
quite good and very effective, primarily because it aims at the
very people Bishop is trying to attract.

Several recommendations are made which directly affect highway
traffic and are considered necessary because of the freeway
bypass:

1) New, well-designed and good looking signs need to be erected

2)

both north and south of Bishop to tell highway travelers
of the facilities aVvailablé in-Bishop.

Such signs might be regular billboard size of rustic design,
emphasizing that Bishop is the "Service Center of the East
Sierra," with motels, restaurants, service stations and
complete commercial facilities. The distance to Bishop
should be indicated. The signs should be lighted, if
possible, to reach night traffic.

Locations might be:
South of Lone Pine--395
5 miles south of Bishop--395
5 miles north of Bishop--395
South of Mammoth Junction--395
Near Benton Station----6

These signs should be financed by the Bishop Chamber of
Commerce. With these up, many of the small, ugly signs

now erected by many businesses should be torn down to
improve the approach to town. Then new larger "Welcome

to Bishop" signs could be erected just outside the developed
area of Bishop.

The Chamber of Commerce should build a "Tourist Informa-
tion Center" at the southern approach to Bishop, on the
right side of Main Street just north of where the freeway
off-ramp will exit. This center should be easily visible
from the freeway and readily identifiable. It could be the
regular Chamber office and should be manned 10 hours a day,
7 days a week. The several communities which have such
centers have had great success in improving tourist busin-
ess.

This Center should have full imformation on motels, rest-
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aurants, service stations, sporting goods, campgrounds, skiing
conditions and answers to 1001 other questions.

3) The Motel Owners might consider a united reservation ser-

4)

6)

7)

8)

vice with centralized control at the Chamber office, so
anyone coming or calling to Bishop could make a reservation
in one call.

This is of course, most immportant during the sull summer
season when motels reach full capacity.

As a further improvement, a leased telephone line to Los
Angeles might be considered. Then, toll-free, a Los
Angeles resident can make and confirm his reservation in a
Bishop motel.

In order to improve the image of Bishop and improve free-
way signing, the Bishop City Council and Inyo County Board
of Supervisors should rename the two main streets of Bishop,
as shown: '

Main Street to Sierra Highway
Line Street to Bishop Creek Road

These will be the names put on the freeway off-ramp signs
and should be much more effective in promoting the city
and attracting motorists off the freeway. In addition,
"Sierra Highway" as a business address on mail sent out
of town should help promote the area.

The City, County, and Chamber must work with the State
Division of Highways in assuring adequate signs on the
freeway approach to Bishop.

Good signs must be erected on Main St. to show the way
to the existing and new parking lots. They are useless
to travelers if they can't find them.

Radio Station KBIS should advertise itself better by high-
way signs (perhaps on those recommended in #1) so motor-
ists can tune in. Some improvement must be made in re-
ception in Southern Inyo County, so that people can listen
as soon as they pass Little Lake. This is not usually
possible now.

Both the City of Bishop and County of Inyo should es-
tablish separate funds for motel tax receipts. This
money should be used only for:

Recreation Development
Advertising and Promotion
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This is important, for unless aseparate fund is set up,
the money can easily be lost in the general fund.

Perhaps the two agencies could combine to an Inyo County
Recreation Promotion Agency or a county chamber of commerce.
In either case, a full-time staff with adequate advertis-
ing budget will be possible.
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Chapter XII
RECOMMENDATIONS CONCERNING RECREATION

Recreation, whether outdoor sports, nature study or backyard
loafing, is an essential part of Southern California living.

Yet Southern California's growing oppulation, with its increased
leisure, rising income, and greater mobility, is multiplying
recreational demand faster than it can be supplied. The
challenge of offering adequate and balanced recreation opport-
unities to a wide range of people can only be met by a bold new
program to develop the rich recreational resources of the Inland
Empire (1)

The demands for all forms of public recreation are expected to
rise sharply to 1980. These tables from Developing the Inland
Empire illustrate the increase in demand and use.

(1) From Developing the Inland Empire, Southern California
Research Council, 1961l.

Table # 38

Estimated Trend of Outdoor Recreation Use Eleven
Southern California Counties
Selected Activities, in Activity Days*

Estimated Projected Percent

Activity 1958 Use** 1980 Use¥* Increase
Camping 8,443,727 69,827,800 727
Riding & Hiking 2,376,778 16,991,500 615
Boating 11,954,758 50,050,400 319
Picnicking 25,833,021 92,318,500 257
Winter Activities 3,224,073 9,605,300 198
Swimming 70,539,635 197,076,000 179
Fishing 7,751,700 18,375,000 137
Hunting 1,817,755 2,505,000 38
Total 131,941,447 456,749,500 246

% An "activity day" is defined as the participation by one person
in one recreation activity in one day.

%% Excluding community activities.

Source: California Public Outdoor Recreation Plan, Part II,
Tables N.O.
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Table # 39

Estimated Trend in Total Outdoor Recreation Use
Selected Public Recreation Activities
in Activity Days

Eeunty

Inyo

Estimated
1958 Use

906,168

San Bernardino 6,897,687

Santa Barbara

Mono
Riverside
Ventura
San Diego
Orange
Imperial-

Los Angeles

Kern

TOTAL

4,201,174
2,533,141
4,995,147
4,701,107

15,499,551

17,476,129
4,292,039

64,610,201
5,829,103

Pro jected
1980 Use

131,941,102

5,560,400

©36,080,200

21,901,800
13,147,100
24,164,700
20,369,700
61,529,100
50,643,500
13,069,000

185,484,100

14,799,900

456,749,500

Percent

Increase

514
423
421
419
384
333
297
247
205
187
154

246

Source: California Public Outdoor Recreation Plan,

Part II, Tables N,O.

(88)



While Southern California demand and use will grow by

246%, the increase in the Inland Empire will be approx-
imately 400%.

Recreation is the industry in Bishop and the East Sierra.
The prospects of other industry moving into the area are
exceedingly dim. Bishop:in order to grow and develop,

must promote recreation facilities, The existing facilities
must be improved and expanded and new ones, of high

quality, must be created.

The importance of recreation is underscored by this re-
port on Inyo National Forest, 1964:

New heights were reached in both the number of
recreation visits and visitor days of use in 1964.
The 2% million visits is ten times that of 15 years
ago. These visits accounted for almost 3 million
visitor days of use (3% times that of 1949)

This increase is expected to continue at the same rate.
The Department of Fish & Game expects a 76.9 percent
increase in fisherman from 1960 to 1980.

Surveys of the Dept. of Fish & Game indicate that anglers
in this area come from:

Los Angeles County 66%
Inyo County

San Bernardino County
Orange County

Kern County

San Diego

Riverside Couaty
Ventura County

Santa Barbara

Other California
Out-of-State

%I—‘&HHMM-D-L\LHMM
g

There are several agencies directly involved in recreation
in the area:

U.S. Forest Service _

City of Los Angeles Dept. of Water & Power
Bureau of Land Management

Inyo County

City of Bishop

Mono County
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Chapter XIII
RECOMMENDATIONS FOR CITY, COUNTY, CHAMBER

The Bishop Chamber of Commerce, City of Bishop, and County of
Inyo are the agencies most concerned with the freeway bypass of
Bishop. In order to promote the interests of the area, these
actions are necessary:

1)

2)

3)

Land Use Survey of Inyo County must be prepared (see
Chapter 8)

The alternative route considered best by the City of
Bishop must be adopted as part of the City General Plan.

Traffic impfovements must be made on Main St. (See
Chapter 9)

4) A parking district must be formed in the downtown area

5)

6)

7)

(See Chapter 10)

Inyo County must continue to improve Bishop Airport in
order to attract recreational flying users.

The City of Bishop must push an active annexation program.
Bishop benefits the whole area and all nearby residents
and property owners should be part of this City, in order
to provide united efforts, full trading area planning and
the benefit of City services.

Most important, and perhaps the recommendation most lasting
in value, is that the City of Bishop appoint a City Ad-
ministrator. The present City Council, City Clerk and
staff are doing a fine job. They are however not ex-
perienced or available to do the job of coordinating and
promoting the development of Bishop.

In a city such as Bishop, so dependent on the actions of
other agencies, it’'is essential there be a recognized
representative of the community to meet and coordinate
with such agencies as:

Los Angeles Dept. of Water and Power

Inyo County--esp. County Administrator
Road Department
Park & Recreation Department
County Board of Supervisors
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Appendix

Resolution Restating Procedure Relative to
Adoption of Freeway Locations by the
State Highway Commission

California Streets and Highways Code,
Sections 210 Through 215

Major Steps From Inception of a Freeway

Project to Approval of Contract by Attorney
General

~Letter to Major Walter W, Rollins of

Bishop from C. A. Sheroington, District
Engineer, District 9-Bishop, State Division
of Highways, dated November 23, 1964

The Scenic Highway in the State Highway
System--Design Standards



5. After the expiration of such period of thirty (30) days, if no hearing is requested, or after
such meetings or hearings as the Commission may hold, the Commission will adopt a location for the
freeway between the limits under consideration.

6. The authorization referred to in numbered paragraph 3 of this resolution, to give public notice
of the Commission's intention to hold a hearing, shall be by resolution of the Commission relating to
each specific freeway location proposed to be considered. In all other respects, this resolution
authorizes the State Highway Engineer, without further resolution or order of this Commission, to do

such things and take such action as may appear to him to be necessary or proper to comply with the
above specified procedure.

7. At any public meetings held by the State Highway Engineer, or his authorized representative,
any material transmitted by an affected city or county pursuant to Section 75.5 of the Streets and
Highways Code shall be presented at the meeting by the person conducting the meeting or hearing,
if so requested by the affected city or county, or shall be received in such manner as the affected
city or county requests.

8. It is recognized that, in addition to the foregoing, the State Highway Engineer, through his
representatives, may hold any additional meetings or hearings required to qualify any highway project
for the use of Federal funds pursuant to any Federal statute or rule or regulation promulgated
thereunder.

9. The resolution of the Commission regarding the subject matter hereof, adopted on February
18, 1955, is hereby rescinded.

This resolution is hereby adopted by the California Highway Commission at Sacramento, Cali-
fornia, this 26th day of February, 1958.



214. In the annual report to the Governor and the Legislature on the activities of the Department
of Public Works, Division of Highways, there shall be included a copy of the procedural resolution
of the commission adopted pursuant to this article, indicating any changes made during the preceding
year. There shall also be included in the annual report a summary of all public meetings held by the
department and of all hearings held by the commission and full information as to the adoptions of
locations as freeways during the year covered by the report.

215. Failure of the department or the commission to comply with the requirements of this article
shall not invalidate any action of the commission as to the adoption of a routing for any state high-
way, nor shall such failure be admissible evidence in any litigation for the acquisition of rights-of-
way or involving the allocation of funds or the construction of the highway.



14)

15)

16)

17)

18)

19)

20)

21)

22)

23)

24)

25)

On projects in the National System of Interstate and Defense Highways, informal discussions
with the Bureau of Public Roads are held and a digest of studies is furnished to them and their

concurrence obtained prior to submitting the Engineer’s recommendation to the California High-
way Commission.

Upon advice of the Highway Commission, Headquarters office sends prepared form letters through
the Districts to local governing bodies notifying them of the Commission’s intention to consider

adoption of route for proposed project, and asking whether they desire a public hearing by the
Highway Commission.

If local authorities request, a hearing is held by the Highway Commission. The Commission on
its own motion may also hold a public hearing if it so desires.

After the hearing, if held, or after the expiration of a 30-day period following the notice to local

authorities, if no hearing is requested, the Highway Commission takes the necessary action to
adopt the proposed route.

On Interstate routes after route is adopted, B.P.R. approval for the specific location is formally
requested.

On Interstate routes after control points are established, maps are submitted to Bureau of Public
Roads to secure approval for right of way acquisition and utility adjustments.

(If core area acquisition alone is to be authorized, then map showing centerline and approximate

right of way lines is sufficient. If authority requested for complete acquisition, then complete
maps should be submirted.)

Following route adoption, a design work authorization is issued for the completion of surveys
and plans.

After route is adopted, a tentative draft of a freeway agreement is submitted by the District for
approval. Headquarters prior approval of schematic plans or geometric plans is obtained if geo-
metric features of interchange design are to be shown in the exhibit map.

When the draft is considered satisfactory from a design standpoint and from a legal standpomt
the District is authorized to have the agreement executed by the local authorities.

On projects in the National System of Interstate and Defense Highways, formal Bureau of Public
Roads concurrence is first obtained prior to approval of the draft.

Surveys and materials reports are completed by the District.

Geometric designs of intersections or interchanges are submitted by the District to Headquarters
for approval. (This may precede the submission of rough draft freeway agreement in some cases.)

Copies of geometric drawings are sent by Headquarters to the Bureau of Public Roads and any
comments made by the Bureau are considered prior to approval by Headquarters.

Site plans are submitted by District to the Bridge Department for bridge design.

On all Federal-aid projects a general plan is furnished informally to the Bureau of Public Roads
Division Office in Sacramento.

A structural typical section is submitted to Headquarters for approval.



State of California--Highway Transportation Agency
Department of Public Works

DIVISION OF HIGHWAYS

District IX

P.0. Box 847, Bishop, 93514

November 23, 1964

File: 09-Iny-395
Bishop

Mayor Walter W. Rollins
City of Bishop

207 West Line Street
Bishop, California

Dear Mayor Rollins:

. This is in reply to your letter of
November 17, 1964 informing us of the City Council's
action in recommending that freeway construction in
or around communities in Inyo County be deferred
until all rural portions of freeway are completed,
and also requesting our recommendations for minimum
standards to be used in upgrading the existing
2-lane portion of North Main Street to a 4-lane
roadway.

As you know the California Highway Commis-
sion annually votes funds to finance needed highway
consttruction. In considering the scheduling of
various projects, consideration is given to such
variables as traffic volume, congestion, accident
history, economic factors, and other intangibles
which might affect either the highway user or the
local community. Since financing is controlled by
the commission the final responsibility for deciding
just when a particular project will be constructed
rests solely with that body.

The Division of Highways has a primary
responsibility to operate the existing highway system
and to plan and construct needed additions. Ample
evidence exists to indicate that within the fore-
seeable future U. S. 395 should be converted to



Mayor Walter W. Rollins November 23, 1964
=3

The upgrading of the two-lane portion of
Main Street to full 4-lane standards will undoubtedly
help to eliminate some of the congestion presently
noticable. The desirable curb to curb width for a
4-lane city street section with parking is 64 feet
(four 12' lanes and two 8' parking lanes). This
could possibly be modified to an absolute minimum
of 54 feet (four 10' lanes and two 7' parking lanes).
If parking is eliminated throughout the narrow
portion of Main Street there is sufficient width to
accommodate four lanes of traffic. You should
realize that if Main Street is improved to 4-lane
standards it will not eliminate the ultimate need
for a freeway but only delay construction for a
few years (possibly as few as two or three years).
Still present will be the many intersections,
pedestrian problem, and the problem of motorists
entering and leaving curbside parking stalls
Under certain conditions this can very nearly void
the use of the outside lanes for the passage of
through traffic.

Naturally you are concerned with just how
soon freeway construction can be expected. - Unfor-
tunately I cannot give give you a specific answer. Our
policy is to build freeways when they are needed.
Even that is a relative thing. There is no precise
yardstick that can be applied to highway problems
that will say that one day the road is adequate and
the next day it is not. The decision as to whether
or not a freeway is needed is arrived at after con-
sidering all of the available information such as
traffic volume, congestion, accident history, availa-
bility of funds, the relative needs at other locations,
etc. Our guess, at this time, is that the freeway
will be needed in Bishop within the next 5 to 10
years. Five years in the future is probably the
earliest possible date that we could build, even
if you requested up to proceed with all haste.
Decided changes in any of the variables could
result in some delay. However, all of our past
experience indicates that there have been very few
places in California .where conditions have changed
contrary to our expectations resulting in a delay -
of freeway construction. The opposite is more
likely the rule.



THE SCENIC HIGHWAY
IN THE STATE HIGHWAY SYSTEM

DESIGN STANDARDS

Portions of the State Highway System were designated as State Scenic Highways by the 1963
Legislature to establish the State’s responsibility for the protection and enhancement of Cali-
fornia’s natural scenic beauty by identifying those portions of the State Highway System which,
together with the adjacent scenic corridors, require special scenic conservation treatment,

The intent on which Scenic Highway Legislation was based is stated in the report entitled
“Plan for Scenic Highways” prepared under Senate Concurrent Resolutions No. 39, 1961 and
No. 4, 1962. It may be summarized as follows:

A scenic highway is characterized by the following three attributes:

(1) It is a portion of the State Highway System and must fulfill the requirements of such a
route; (2) it traverses areas of outstanding scenic beauty; and (3) its location, design and con-

struction receive special attention in terms of impact on the landscape and in terms of visual
appearance.

“Srate Scenic Highways” are to perform in general the same transportation functions as do
other non-designated portions of the State Highway System; they will be scheduled for con-
struction as necessary parts of that system; there will be no lessening of safety or service. The
proposed Scenic Highway System is composed of routes that are already part of the State High-
way System; all that is proposed is that these routes receive special attention as noted above.

It should be understood that this definition, which pertains exclusively to State highway routes,
in no way precludes the establishment of local scenic routes by county or city action; indeed, it

is hoped that certain of the scenic motoring requirements of both residents and tourists will be
met through such local action.

Scenic routes are to be designed and built as State highways; therefore, they will be built to
appropriate engineering and design specifications with regard to such matters as number of lanes,
design speed, lane width, super-elevation on curves and other technical criteria. Safety and
capacity are not sacrificed in any degree.

The term “design” does not refer primarily to detailed engineering specifications. Rather, it
includes the placement of the roadway and its appurtenant structures in the landscape, the modest
shifting of alignment or grade to take advantage of view or to preserve the natural character of
the terrain, the development of equally satisfactory but esthetically more pleasing criteria, such
as the treatment of cuts and fills and median planting, and matters of visual appearance wholly
unaffected by geometric considerations. Stated most briefly in this report, the term “design”
pertains to the total visual appearance of the roadway and corridor taken as a single composition,
after engineering and geometric standards have been applied.

With this concept in mind, the following plan is offered as proposed planning and design
standards.



~  Appendix Il
BAACS Public Participation Process Summary

Overview of Approach

Due to the high profile and potentially volatile nature of this study and it’s association
with the “B” (bypass) word, a full public participation plan, utilizing many different tools
and techniques, was developed to ensure an open process. A variety of public
participation/input strategies were utilized, including: public meetings/workshops,
various surveys aimed at gauging public perception and priorities, fair booths, newsletter
mailers, audience polling technology, stakeholder group/entity presentations and
consultation, a focus group, and a steering committee comprised of key stakeholder
representatives and sponsor agencies. Consultant services were also utilized from a
statewide master contract with Jones and Stokes to enhance public participation activities.

Public Meetings

The first public meeting was held in June 2003 at Bishop City Council Chambers. All
included, their was approximately 40 people in attendance. The primary objective of this
meeting was to present an outline of the process and strategies to be used for the study
and obtain input and direction on such.

The second public meeting was held in January 2004 at the United Methodist Church.
This meeting had the largest turnout with approximately 130 attendees. The primary
objective of the meeting was to prioritize the study objectives, share and validate
telephone survey data, and identify community values associated with objectives.
Automated polling technology was used during the meeting to gather and prioritize
audience response.

The third public meeting was held in July 2004 at the United Methodist Church. All
included, their was approximately 68 people in attendance. Beyond the standard
presentation and input gathering session, information stations were used to further engage
the public. The primary objectives of the meeting were to further educate the public on
current study finding, alternatives, and various elements, while gathering input and
refining direction. Alternate route alternatives, local circulation improvement options, a
traffic simulation model, and streetscape improvement opportunities were presented and
on display for input and group analysis.

The fourth and final public meeting was held in June 2005 at the United Methodist
Church. This meeting had approximately 60 people in attendance. The draft study
findings and recommendations were presented and further input gathered. The results of
a Community Impact Assessment were also shared. Open house type information
stations were held after the formal presentation and input gathering session to further



engage those with specific interests. The primary objective of this meeting was to share
the findings and recommendations that would go forward to the sponsoring agencies and
how the process would continue on from the finalization of the study.

Surveys

A simple survey was conducted at the 2003 Tri-County Fair in Bishop. Visitors at the
Caltrans fair booth were asked to fill out a survey card. The card indicated a preset
variety of possible transportation issue for the Bishop area. Fairgoers checked the top
three issues they identified with and all results were compiled. In all, 554 surveys were
completed.

A much more comprehensive public opinion survey was done in December of 2003.
Contracted consultants, Jones & Stokes, subcontracted to Meta Research for a telephone
survey of Bishop area residence. The objective was to gain insight as to residence
perceptions and opinions on transportation issues in Bishop. This survey technique
managed to capture the opinions of a diverse cross section of the public, including
business owners, whom had an additional subset of questions. In order to gather a
statistically valid number of surveys (over 400 gathered), goals for numbers of
households and household types were established as milestones. The results of the
survey were shared, validated, and further explored with the use of automated polling
technology at the January 2004 public meeting.

The data gathered on the business section of the telephone survey appeared to have been
possibly skewed due to input provided by government/public sector employees. A
separate business survey was then developed and implemented in June of 2004 to get a
better picture of local businesses perspective on transportation issues and possibilities in
Bishop. Meta Research was again utilized to perform the survey, which was done via
mail in survey. A wide cross section of business types responded, resulting in 75
completed surveys compiled into a report.

The Bishop High School Senior class was surveyed as a project by other students to gage
perception from a typically unheard from population. The results for the survey were
compiled in April of 2004 and mirrored much of the same results as the telephone survey.

As a component of the Preliminary Community Impact Assessment an out-of-town
traveler survey was conducted in February of 2005 in order to gain perspective of those
motorists bound for Mammoth Lakes, concerning driving through Bishop. Surveys were
left at Mammoth Lakes lodging establishments over a two-week period and later
collected. The number of completed surveys collected was too insignificant to draw any
sure conclusions from, but the results were interesting none-the-less.

Mailers
Other than the first preliminary public meeting, all meetings utilized extensive

invitation/fact sheet mailers. All Bishop area residence where initially mailed an
invitation/informational pamphlet. As things progressed the mailing list was further



refined to include over 500 contacts. All meeting invitation pamphlets included study
overview information as well as facts about key components in order to inform as much
as invite. Several mailings were also utilized between public meeting periods in order to
keep the public apprised of the study developments and encourage further participation.

Stakeholder group involvement

The Project Development Team (PDT) was comprised of the appropriate Caltrans
functional units as well as the primary stakeholder entities. These entities included: City
of Bishop, Inyo County, Los Angeles Department of Water & Power, Bishop Paiute
Tribe, Bishop Chamber of Commerce, and at times others. The PDT was continually
used to confirm the approach and strategies for the study as well as reflect upon new
information as gathered.

City of Bishop staff and officials were present at the PDT meetings, Local Transportation
Commission meetings, and public meetings were the study was discussed.

Inyo County staff and officials were present at the PDT meetings, Local Transportation
Commission meetings, and public meetings were the study was discussed.

Bishop Tribe staff and officials were present at some of the PDT and public meetings.
Some additional outreach was also initiated with the Tribe on a Government-to-
Government consultation level through letters and presentation/workshops.

Bishop School Districts administration was engaged in the study early on due to the
connection with peak traffic period trip generations. Several one-on-one workshop style
meetings were held with the school administrators to share information on the study as
well as gather insight from the schools and their many functions.

Northern Inyo Hospital administration was engaged on some one-on-one meetings to
share study information and discuss possibilities of local circulation improvements.

Bishop Chamber of Commerce was engaged in some of the PDT meetings as well as the
public meetings. The Chamber also assisted with the development of the Bishop
Business Focus Group activity conducted as a component of the PCIA.

Other strategies used

At both the 2003 and 2004 Tri-County Fairs in Bishop, a Caltrans booth was present that
offered information, displays, and the ability to gather input. At the 2003 fair, a simple
questionnaire was used to survey fair goers perceptions of transportation issues. At the
2004 fair, an interactive web based computer program was developed to inform fair goers
about the study and gather input. Knowledgeable staff, were also on hand at both fairs to
interact with fair goers, answer questions, and take input.



A Bishop business focus group was conducted as a component of the Preliminary
Community Impact Assessment. Focus group businesses that participated included an art
gallery, bookstore, financial institution, casino, gas/service station, restaurant, fast food
restaurant, sporting goods, furniture store, and office supplies store. All of these
businesses front US 395/Main Street, excluding the furniture store. The focus group was
conducted by a consultant, with the intent of gaining more information on the business
community’s trends, operations, issues with transportation, and ideas for addressing those
issues. Fortunately a diverse cross-section of the local business community was engaged
in order to get a decent representation of viewpoints.



The Bishop Area Access
and Circulation Study
Caltrans began work on the Bishop Area
Access and Circulation Study (BAACS)
in early 2003 to examine traffic and
circulation concerns, look at ways to
potentially improve the movement of
through traffic, and improve the safety
and accessibility for all modes of
transportation.

PDT Input - (altrans seeks frequent
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Alternatives Analysis
Western and eastern alignments are being

examined as possible alternative routes for
U.S. 395.

Business Survey
75 businesses along the U.S. Highway 395
corridor concluded that parking and truck

Public Workshop
68 community
members provided
input to guide study
alternatives analysis
including an alternate
route, local circulation
improvements
and streetscape
enhancements.

Bishop Area Access and Circulation Study
Process Flow Chart and Stakeholder Involvement

Preliminary
Community
Impact
Assessment
(PCIA)

The PCIA will
examine proposed
study alternatives
and associated
impacts on the
community.

Focus Group of Businesses/
Survey of Travelers
A focus group of Bishop businesses
and a survey of out-of-town travel-

ers will be conducted to supplement

PCIA data.

Public Meeting
A public meeting is slated for June.

Caltrans will present study updates
and PCIA results.

input from the Project Development Team, traffic are chief concerns in Bishop.

which is comprised of public agency and
transportation planning representatives.

» »

jun jul "aug sept oct nov _dec

nov dec

»-
jun”_jul aug sep okct jan feb mara‘ may Dr  may

Public Opinion
Survey
More than 400
Bishop residents
and businesses
indicated that the top
transportation issue
is congestion on Main
Street, and identified
an alternate route
(primarily for trucks)
as a viable solution.

Study
Completion
and Final
Report

Traffic Model Development and Analysis
The traffic model will predict traffic flow for
various improvements.

Public Outreach
- Tri County Fair
A computer-
based program
was developed
to provide and
obtain information
on BAACS alter-
natives and local
circulation recom-
mendations.

Public
Workshop
130 community
members ranked
study objectives
and community
values. The top
community value
indicated was
child safety.

Public
Meeting
The first

public
meeting

was held to
introduce
the study
and its
purpose.

Public/
Stakeholder
Outreach
Presentations
will be made
to stakeholder
groups in

Stakeholder Input
Bishop.

Ongoing outreach to community groups to
obtain key study input.
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Preface

This public participation plan is meant to be a living document oriented at serving this
particular project. Through ongoing input and evaluation, changes may be made
throughout the life of the project to address the plan’s effectiveness. The following are
the guiding principles for public participation efforts:

1. Adhere to Democratic Principles 2. Maintain Continuous Contact

3. Provide Active Qutreach 4. Focus Patrticipation on Decisions

5. Use a Variety of Public Involvement Technigues

Introduction

The Federal Transportation Equity Act for the 21 Century (TEA-21) and its
predecessor, the Federal Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act stress the
role of public participation in the transportation decision-making process. The Executive
Order 12898 on Environmental Justice (1994), Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964,
Federal Highway Administration and Federal Transit Administration Interim Policy on
public involvement, and a host of other federal laws and regulations all require public
involvement in transportation decision making.

Caltrans’ policy also requires that the delivery of transportation programs be consistent
with the requirements of these relevant laws, including Environmental Justice
requirements to involve all constituents as a precondition to using federal funds for
transportation improvements. Caltrans supports a balanced representation of all
stakeholders in the planning process and considers it a good planning practice to seek
out and consider the needs of all stakeholders, especially those that are traditionally
underserved.

The greater emphasis that is being placed on the need for more public involvement is
borne from the realization that there are tangible benefits to this inclusive planning
practice as well as a recognition of fairness and equity. A public that is well informed
regarding the transportation decision-making system and processes can be a more
effective partner in shaping California’s transportation future. Including the public early
in the planning process is likely to result in the following:

1. Increased credibility
2. Greater public support and trust
3. Projects that better reflect the interest and needs of the community

4. More efficient use of public resources in the future because projects will move
forward smoothly, with less need for re-evaluation



Project Background

The concept of an alternate US 395 Highway alignment and potential connection to US
6 Highway, that avoids downtown Bishop has been around for over 40 years. To study
the possibilities of such a project, the Division of Highways completed a Bishop
Freeway Study in 1966. This concept has more recently resurfaced and been identified
in the 1993 City of Bishop General Plan, 2001 Inyo County General Plan, 2001 Inyo
County Regional Transportation Plan and associated Overall Work Program. The need
to further address Bishop Main Street has become compounded with the removal of
some on-street parking in 1994 in order to add a center turn lane to address safety
concerns, the increase in interregional truck traffic, and the need to improve airport
access from town.

The need to initiate addressing downtown traffic congestion and the associated impacts
on the community and business environment has lead the City of Bishop to request the
Inyo County Local Transportation Commission (LTC) and the California Department of
Transportation (Caltrans, District 9) to begin work on a Bishop Alternate Route Study.

In October of 2002 Inyo County LTC submitted a completed and signed Caltrans Project
Proposal Form to initiate the study. In February of 2003 Caltrans, City of Bishop, Inyo
County staff and representatives met to discuss the approach of the study. It was
decided to prepare the study as a Project Study Report (PSR), in order to streamline the
potential for further programming of projects from the study.

Study/Project Overview

As identified in the Project Proposal and to be further refined in the Project Study, the
basic Purpose and Need is to:

¢ Reduce vehicular and truck traffic congestion on US 395 in the Bishop area between
Schober Lane and Barlow Lane.

e Create a more livable/walkable community in the downtown Bishop area.

e Improve safety to traffic, bicyclists and pedestrians along the US 395 corridor in the
Bishop area.

e Improve ground access to the Bishop Airport.

Study Timeline / Process

April 03 Initial Scoping

March 03 - August 03 Traffic Study / Data Collection

June 03 Scope & Timeline Refinement

May 03 - July 03 (ongoing) Public Participation Plan Development
Auqgust 03 — December 03 Data & Constraints Analysis

June 26, 2003 Public Scoping Meeting

December 03 — August 04 Alternatives Analysis

January 04 Public Workshop

August 04 — November 04 Public Review Process

August 04 Public Workshop




November 04 Final Public Meeting and or Hearing
January 05 Final Analysis Completion
April 05 Project Study Completion

Note: Timeline is subject to change from various conditions and circumstances.
Goal and Objectives for this Public Participation Plan

GOAL: To efficiently maximize diverse public participation throughout the life of the
study and ensure collaborative input, facilitate community vesting, and maintain viable
tracking and evaluation of such efforts.

OBJECTIVES:

e Early and continuous stakeholder and public involvement in refining the scope of the
study.

e Assist in building consensus on the study. Consensus in the sense that all groups
and individuals can live with a proposal, with given compromise.

e Enhance the development of a collaborative effort between the public, Inyo County
Local Transportation Commission, City of Bishop, Caltrans, and other affected
entities.

e Increase the level and quality of public involvement.

e Ensure consideration is given to the full gamut of community concerns.

e Be atool for tracking, documenting, and evaluating public participation/outreach
efforts.

List of Involved and Affected Stakeholders

A list of interested individuals will be developed through solicitation at public meetings
and from media releases, flyers, etc. This list may include the names, street addresses,
phone numbers, and or email addresses depending on the preferred notification method
selected by that person. This information will not be released to the general public, but
may be made available to Caltrans, Inyo County, and City of Bishop staff for the sole
purpose of public notification and project updates.

For the Bishop Alternate Route Study the following groups have been identified:

Key Agency Participation

Inyo County Local Transportation Commission

City of Bishop

Inyo County

California Department of Transportation

Los Angeles Department of Water and Power

Bishop Paiute Tribe

Bishop Area Chamber of Commerce

Other Potential Entities




California Highway Patrol

Bishop Volunteer Fire Department

Bishop City Police Department

Inyo County Sheriffs Department

Bishop Airport

Bishop Area School Districts

Resource & Regulatory Management
Agencies (i.e. Fish and Game, BLM, Forest
Service, etc.)

Emergency Response (ambulance service) &
Northern Inyo Hospital

American Automobile Association (AAA)

Tour Bus Industry

American Trucking Association

Local Non-Profit and/or Community Based
Organizations(i.e. IMACA, IMAAA, IMAH, etc.)

Other Stakeholders

Bishop Area Residents

Traveling Public

Bishop Business Owners

Special Interest / Civic Groups

Local Environmental Justice and Special
Needs Populations such as:

Native American

Latino

Low Income

Disabled

Elderly

General Approach

e Caltrans sponsored public meetings will be held with sufficient notification to all
parties (minimum 14 day notification, if possible). In order to continually improve the
guality and quantity of participation, these meetings will be continually evaluated for
their effectiveness, with changes made as necessary to such things as location,

meeting format, and notification methods.

e The frequency of public meetings should correspond with key points of progress in
the study, such as decisions and milestones. An example of public meeting
frequency (indicated with yellow stars) and study timeline is attached below.
Depending on further input, the frequency of full-blown public meetings may

increase or decrease.



e Project development team meetings, which involve key affected entity participation,
will occur periodically throughout the project. Other special meetings may be held
with impacted agencies, groups, and individuals. These meetings will not be open
public meetings, but decisions/conclusions that are the result of these meetings will
be reported at the next public meeting.

e Background information, how studies are performed and projects developed,
concepts, and decisions should all be presented in such a way that the public can
clearly understands them.

e All facilities used for public meetings will be chosen with ADA
compliance/accessibility in mind. Other special accommodations will be maid
available for these meeting upon requested.

e Appropriate local events will be utilized for further outreach with information/displays
on hand to solicit public interest and input.

e Information on the progress of the study will be disseminated using those methods
preferred by interested individuals and entities. Such methods may include:

Mail: Brochures, newsletters, and flyers

Email: Electronic flyer or notification

Fax: Flyer or notification

Web Page: Post updated flyers, notices, etc. on Caltrans District 9 Home Page
Media: Newspaper articles, press releases, local television
interviews/announcements

Other: Community progress bulletins.

e Meeting notifications will go out directly to those people that are on the contact list
for this study. The general public will be informed at the same time through local
media and bulletins. These combined methods may include:

Mail: Flyers and announcements

Email: Electronic flyers and announcements

Fax: Flyer and announcements

Web Page: Posting on Caltrans District 9 Home Page

Media: Public Service announcements on local radio (KDAY, KBOV/KBIS) and
newspaper (Inyo Register)

Other: Community bulletins (strategically located as appropriate)

Specific Strategies and Approaches

NOTE: As with much of this document, changes, additions, and alterations need to be
made in order to customize this plan to meet the needs of the particular project and
stakeholders. This can only be accomplished with significant input from alll
stakeholders. This is particularly important to the development of the specific strategies
and approaches. These are the tools, techniques, and methods which will channel the
who, what, when, where, and how of information dissemination and participation. The
following is a list of potential strategies and approaches.



Public Information Material

Web site (Caltrans District 9 home page link: www.dot.ca.gov/dist9/) with meeting
announcements, study progress updates, potential displays of data and analysis,
and comment box.

Brochures or flyers mailed out and available at various public locations with
information on project status (every 6 months or at major milestones).

Press releases in local newspapers and radio announcing public meetings, along
with meeting notices mailed out directly to individuals that sign up on the contact
list.

Two project information mass mailings to all Bishop Area Residence. The first
just before the second public meeting and beginning of the alternative analysis
phase. The second just before the last public meeting and end of public review
process. Area resident lists will be provided by the City of Bishop and Inyo
County.

Final report summary will be mailed out upon project study completion.
Highlights of this report will be disseminated through local media.

Drop in Center (agreed upon tool)

A common ground place like the Bishop Chamber of Commerce Visitor Center,
Bishop Library, or City Hall could have a small display corner with information on the
study, contacts, brochures, etc.

Potential Special Group Formations (still just potential, with one confirmed
addition)

A special mailing/survey should be mailed out to all Bishop Main Street
Businesses. It is additionally recommended that a special group be formed to
solicit participation from the business owners.

Citizens Advisory Committee: Representative group of stakeholders that meets
regularly.

Collaborative Task Force: A group assigned to specific task with limited time to
reach a conclusion on a difficult issue.

Focus Groups: A tool to gauge public opinion. A small group discussion, with
professional leadership, on a single topic.

Meeting Types

Public Meetings: Present information to the public and obtain informal input
(format used for first public meeting).

Public Hearings: More of a formal/legal required forum to record comments and
concerns (may be required at the end of the study).

Open House/Forums: An informal setting with no set agenda, but involves
exhibits and one on one discussions with staff (may be utilized to display data
and analysis).

Workshops: Task-oriented meeting organized around a particular topic or activity
(there will definitely be one public workshop oriented towards solution analysis).



- Face to Face Meetings: Direct two-way communication (will be utilized with
specific groups and entities).

- Computer-Based Polling: Electronic audience response systems that generate
real time survey results through dynamic public participation (trying to obtain
these services for one meeting)

Preferred Meeting Times and Days

Times: The most optimal time for having public meetings is suggested as 7 — 9 p.m.
Days: The most optimal days for having public meetings are suggested as
Wednesdays & Thursdays (midweek).

Suggested Bishop Meeting Facilities (Facility used will have to work with the
type of meeting being held)
City Council Chambers (1 Public Meeting held here on 6/26/03)
- Senior Center
- DWP Conference Room
- Elks Lodge
- Charley Brown Auditorium
- Bishop Elementary School Multipurpose Room

Special Presentations

- The scope and approach of the study will be presented to the Inyo County Board
of Supervisors and the Bishop City Council shortly after the first public meeting.

- Study update presentations will be made to the Inyo County Board of
Supervisors and Bishop City Council when major milestones are reached, or no
less than six months.

Consultant Services

Consultant Services that are already contracted for with Caltrans are being sought to
assist with certain aspects of this public participation effort. Such services may
entail assistance with publication development, mass mailings, special workshop
developments and facilitation, and poling/survey technology enhancement.

Monitor and Evaluate

This public participation plan will need to be continually monitored and evaluated for its
effectiveness, with adjustments and corrections made as necessary. This will take
place through input gathered at meetings, surveys, and the identification of obvious
deficiencies. Changes to and refining of the Public Participation Plan are expected and
will take place over the life of the Bishop Alternate Route Study.

Types of changes that may be expected:

- Changes in the way that public notification is accomplished.
- Additions and/or deletions from the notification list.
- Changes in types or numbers of public meetings.



Addition of public involvement and notification methods that have not been
specifically identified within this document.

Documentation

All comments and concerns received will be documented and made available.
Attendance and perception of effectiveness at public meetings will be documented and
attached to this document as appendixes. Survey results will be compiled into
summaries and graphs and also attached as appendixes to this document. A final
report will be prepared at the completion of the study to document the dates, events,
and main areas of concern compiled and addressed throughout the public participation
process of this study.

Comments will be handled as follows:

- Document comments, successes, and deficiencies after each public meeting.

- Respond as appropriate to comments received at meetings and through other
formats (within 30 days).

- All comments will be documented, compiled, displayed, and made part of the
final product.

- All comments and suggestions will be considered in the scoping of the study,
with changes made to the scope and methods throughout the study as
necessary.



Bishop Area Access & Circulation Study

-— BAACS NOTES & COMMENTS ﬁ
laftrans 6/26/2003 Public Meeting i

Introductions

Brad Mettam — Opened the meeting with a description of how and why the study got
initiated and what the goals are.

Julie Bear — Described why the County Board of Supervisors is supportive of such a
study and the need for it.

Bob Kimball — Gave an overview of the development of the study’s purpose, need, and
goals. Also described the Local Transportation Commission support for the effort.

Description of Study Process

The main segments of the two-year study process entail:

e Traffic study/ data collection

Problem, constraints, and opportunities analysis (development of alternatives)
Public review process

Final analysis completion

Public and special interest group involvement throughout

Description of Data Collection

State Highway data collection entails:

e US 395 weigh-in-motion station south of Big Pine (counts and classifies) and other
US 395 permanent count stations between Big Pine and Round Valley.

e US 6 permanent count station with classification capabilities.

e State Route 168 permanent count stations

County Road data collection entails:
e Selected Bishop Area arterial and arterial collector roads have had (temporary)
directional volume counts done by Inyo County Road Department.

City Streets data collection entails:

e Caltrans temporary hose counts (Spring of 03) on selected arterial and arterial
collector streets.

All location of counts are mapped and identified and will be used to develop a computer
model of Bishop area circulation.



Expected Results
e The study will entail looking for near, mid, and long range solutions.

e Primarily looking for solutions to safety, congestion, and improved access; not
necessarily new highway alignments.

Public Participation Plan Input

The strategies and methods to be used for outreach and public participation were solicited
from those in attendance.

e People were interested in the data and would like it made available in understandable
formats. Workshops are an idea to assist people in interpreting the data.

e Newspaper ads and articles pertaining to the study would be good.

e There should be a special mailing to the business owners downtown, in order to
solicit participation.

e The subject of mass mailings to Bishop area residence was received well. Similarly
contacting greater Inyo and Mono counties was also suggested. This would probably
have to be done through media and not direct.

e Other venues/facilities were also suggested for holding meetings:
- City Council Chambers
- Senior Center
- DWP Conference Room
- Elks Lodge
- Charley Brown Auditorium

e The times suggested for having these public meetings are 7- 9 p.m.

e The days suggested for having public meetings are Wednesday & Thursday
(midweek).

e Other entities that should be included in the stakeholders list: Ambulance /
Emergency Response entities and the Hospital. IMAH also wanted to be identified as
an involved stakeholder.

e The idea of a Drop-in Center was well received. City Hall was also suggested, along
with Chamber of Commerce and Library, as a location to have a drop-in center.



Round Robhin Discussion

Economic analysis should be a key factor to this study.

It seems like we have had a shift from being congested with interregional traffic to
being congested with local traffic.

The community has to have some ideas to visualize. January or February of ‘04
would be a likely time to have a potential design/alternatives workshop with the

public.

A bypass is what people are afraid of, with potential for satellite development. If an

alternate route did come about, satellite development would not occur with our
unique land ownership situation, Caltrans encroachment and access control, and
County zoning.

Fast food and gas services could be negatively impacted with an alternate route.

Trucks can be required to use an alternate route, but cars can not be restricted from
using it.

Comments Received from Cards (specific to the study)

=

“Include Northern Inyo Hospital as an interested entity.”

“Good start! Traffic volumes on 203 and 395 near Nevada Border and near Olancha
would be helpful. Try not to let a few Bishop business’ ruin it for all motorists.”

“In regards to the bypass idea — why not make the bypass a voluntary one. The
excess truck traffic is not local — they are trying to go further than Bishop. I think the
local vehicles and food traffic will be safer with new and improved crosswalks too.”
(Received via pre-prepared letter slipped into comment box)

In summary of one and a half page letter: “Caltrans needs to pursue a by-pass coupled
to better city street circulation. This is the best option for the citizens, businesses, and
tourist industry of Bishop. It will foster a well-integrated community that is prepared
to deal with the inevitable future expansion and population increases of the future.”

Comments Received after the meeting through the mail

1.

In summary of a one page letter (dated July 1, 2003): This Bishop area resident
thought the first meeting was good and well conducted. The resident was involved in
the development of a similar study conducted in the 1960’s pertaining to an alternate
Bishop route. The resident notes that at the time a vast majority of people were for a
Bishop bypass, which was derailed by a handful of business owners and politics from
Sacramento down. It is suggested that a poll or vote be conducted to determine
whether to bypass or not. Business people seem to support a truck route only bypass.
Some business people believe that a bypass would destroy the downtown business,
but what they fail to mention is that up to a quarter of the businesses are already



closed down and vacant. “The average citizen should have a say in the study
determinations, it should not be left up to the councilmen and other politicians as it
was in the past.”

In summary of a one plus page letter (dated July 1, 2003): Consideration of three
points: 1) Enhance and Promote Safe Bicycling: Would like to see “enhancing and
promoting safe bicycling as a main goal of the study.” “The absence of direct or
continuous north-south corridors and the mismatch of east-west streets necessitates
circuitous routes involving many left/right turns on major streets.” Cycling should be
adequately addressed in this study. 2) Need for City Planning as a part of the process:

A third party professional city planning consultant should be brought into the process
so that the future of the community does not rely solely on the input and limited
experience (and fears) of the local residents or business owners. 3) Special Needs of
business community: The business communities’ views and ideas should be
considered, but all interests need to be balanced in this process. There are likely
groups that will be poorly represented in the process, such as cyclists(including
children), pedestrians, elderly, and Hispanic, yet they have a strong interest in making
Bishop a safe, livable, attractive community.

In summary of a two page letter (dated June 29, 2003): Concerns addressing two
items — Safety on Main St. and Improvement of businesses on Main St. Safety: The
increase in traffic volumes and the elimination of some main street parking have
made downtown more dangerous. There have been instances when “no parking”
signs bordering the roadway have been wiped out by extralegal loads. Bishop High
School campus has an open policy and no cafeteria, therefore students frequent
downtown eating establishments on the eastside of the highway. There are a number
of large trucks carrying hazardous cargo that go right through downtown, such as
sodium cyanide, explosives A, B, and C, DOE high level fissile, and crude oil.
Hammil Valley and Fish Lake Valley carrot trucks run over 5,000 legs a year through
town. Trucks tear up the downtown asphalt and make it rut quickly. Bishop is not
conducive or convenient for big trucks. Business: Getting the trucks and some of the
traffic out of downtown would allow for certain revitalization measures to main
street. At the “About Bishop Corridor 2000” meeting all of the downtown merchants
in attendance were in favor of an alternate route to Main Street. The City Council
was receptive to the same concept and the Bishop High School Board has
enthusiastically endorsed the concept. If this had been done 25 years ago, we would
be enjoying the rewards.




Bishop Tri-County Fair Survey

Front of Survey Card

T-Shirt Drawing

Name:

Mailing Address:

City: State: Zip Code:

T-Shirt Size (circle one):  Large Extra Large

‘B

BISHOP AREA (Nl
ACCESS & CIRCULATION STUDY

Gftrans

Back of Survey Card

What do you think are the most important
transportation issues in the Bishop Area?
(please check your top 3 issues)

OOO00000n

Results

Parking 236

Need for passenger air service 157

Too many cars on Main Street 176

Too many trucks on Main Street 306

Too much traffic on residential streets 49

Need for bicycle paths in Bishop 253
Downtown not pedestrian friendly 145

Other 112 (written)

554 Surveys gathered




Bishop Tri-County Fair Survey (Totals)
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Bishop Tri-County Fair Survey Results (Local Inyo & Mono Only)
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Bishop Tri-County Fair Survey Results (Bishop Only)

Other
9%

Parking
Ped friendly Dwtn 17%

9%

Air Service
12%
Bike paths
18%
Cars-Main

0,
Traffic-res 10%

3% Trucks-Main
22%



META RESEARCH NS

BiSHOP AREA ACCESS AND CIRCULATION STUDY
Public Opinion Survey

(JANUARY 2004)

SUMMARY & REPORT OF FINDINGS

SUBMITTED BY:

META RESEARCH, INC.

2012 H Street, Suite 100 <« Sacramento, California 95814 < (916) 325-1220 voice; (916) 325-1224 fax



Bishop Area Access and Circulation Study
Summary Report - January 2004

Bishop Area Access and Circulation Study
For

The California Department of Transportation, District 9
January 2004

Table of Contents

[. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY ...ttt ettt ettt ettt e sttt e s s bt e e s s bt e e s sbea e e s ebbeeeseabessesabeassssbbesssastassssarenas 3
L@ Y= A 3
STV = a4 =T 0 1 3

Il. RESEARCH METHODS ...ttt ettt st e e sttt s s b e e e s sbb e e s s e aba e s e sabae e s s sbbeeesastaesssarenas 6
(@S] =0 17 =1 6
RESEARCH IMETHOD .. vttt e ettt e e et e et e et e e et e e st e et e e e e e st e e s b e e ab e s aae s s ba e e san st ebnsesaesaneasrnaes 6
[T D D I =N 6
QUESTIONNAIRE ....ttttttttseeeeteettataaseeesaestas s eeeseeaesta e aaaaeeestas s aaeeeeetesa s eeeeeeesssan s eeeaeeeesbannaaeeaeseessnsnrnnn 6
YN LTI = =S ] N TN 7
[ N A N I T P 10
(@ =5 Ny TP 11

HH1. DETAILED FINDINGS ......ooooi ottt ettt ettt ettt s bt e e s s bt e s s bt e s e s sabae e s st baessaaeassssabanesssbaesesanns 11
SAMPLE DEMOGRAPHICS ... ietteeeeet i ee et e e et e e e eeae e e e eea e e e e st eeeetaeeeesaa e s e aaaeerataeeessassesesansesssanasernnneees 11
BUSINESS DEMOGRAPHICS .. .cevtiieeeteeeeee e e st e e e et e e e eeaeee s aaa e e s et e e e e aaa e e e aaan e e s et e e eeaanseersnneersrasereranns 13
TRANSPORTATION [SSUES ...uuiittiittiittee it et e e ettt e e et e e e e e et s e st st e s eta e st s s st s eaa s saa e st s eansstnseranssenns 14

Public Perception of Transportation ISSUES............coiiiieiiiiiieie et 14
Public Perception of Solutions to Transportation ISSUES...........cceierirereriereeie e e 19
OUT-OF-TOWN TRAVELERS ... ituiittiittitttttttietteestessa ettt s et tat sttt ta .ttt tesaetaaessttestesttnteratssrasesnseres 26
Local RESIAENTS” OPINIONS ....c.vcieiiiieiie it s ie st st e te et esr e st e sbesbeste e e esae e ebeseesresteaneereeneeneees 26
LOCal BUSINESSES” OPINIONS .....cvveiviieieiteeieseeie it estestestestesteesae s esaesaesbestesaesteeseeseessesseseestestesseessessenseses 27
TYPICAL TRANSPORTATION HABITS L.iituiiitiiiiiiii ettt ietiee e e e ettt e et e s e s ettt e et e s st s e bt e saa e st e e st s saaaesansnans 29

TV, APPENDICES ... ..ot ettt ettt e s s ettt e e s ettt e s e sab e e e s s b be e e sabbas s s sabaeessabbasssassassssbbenessbbesesnes 30
APPENDIX A: FREQUENCY QUESTIONNAIRE ...uuuuueteeeteetintieieeeseestntneeeessssstnnnaseessessmnnnaseeesersmnmannaeeeeens 30
APPENDIX B: RESEARCH METHODS ... .. iiituieeeeii ettt e et e e e e eae e e et e e e et e e e eaan e e s e aa e eretaseeeeaaeesaanneeeernnns 39

Page 2 of 45

META RESEARCH



Bishop Area Access and Circulation Study

Summary Report - January 2004

|. Executive Summary
Overview

Meta Research was retained by Jones and Stokes on behalf of the California
Department of Transportation to conduct and analyze a survey of the residents of the
area of Bishop, CA. The study had multiple objectives, with the primary objective being
to gather public opinion data of transportation issues in the Bishop area. Interviews were
conducted between December 15 and December 22, 2003, with 407 residents of the
Bishop area.

The study used a random-digit-dialing telephone sample and was conducted using a
Computer Aided Telephone Interviewing (CATI) System to maximize accuracy and
handle complex skip patterns.

Meta Research staff assigned to this project were Stephen Murrill, President, Shannon
Wheelan, Research Analyst, and Patricia Jenkinson, Senior Research Consultant.

Salient Results

In reviewing the detailed findings of the survey, a number of salient results emerged and
are highlighted below.

» Residents agreed that there are important transportation policy issues in the Bishop
area. There was no consensus on a single, most important transportation issue or
solution. Results showed that several options were supported but the community is
divided on which issues and solutions to pursue. The survey did not conclusively
point to one solution but created areas to explore with local governments and public
stakeholders to identify workable solutions.

» When asked top of mind, the most frequent response for the number one
transportation issue was local transit/bus service, followed by too many trucks on
Main St/Highway 395, then congestion on Main St/Highway 395.

» When asked about the seriousness (very or somewhat serious) of transportation
issues, congestion on Main St/Highway 395 was the most frequent answer, followed
by too many trucks on Main St/Highway 395, then lack of passenger air service.

» Opinions of major transportation issues tended to vary by age, income,
race/ethnicity, and those who drive alone or carpool. Older residents were more
concerned with Main Street congestion, too many trucks on Main Street, and lack of
passenger air service. Middle-aged respondents focused on inadequate parking and
transit/bus service. Younger residents were concerned with getting around town as a
pedestrian or by bicycle and transit/bus service. Those in higher income brackets
were more concerned with getting around town as a pedestrian or by bicycle. Middle-
income respondents focused on Main Street congestion while those in lower income
brackets were concerned with inadequate parking and transit/bus service. Hispanic
respondents focused on getting around town as a pedestrian. Those who typically
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carpool were more concerned with the ability to safely ride a bike around town and
transit/bus service.

» Solutions to local transportation issues mentioned most often were a bypass,
creating a truck route, improving the local transit/bus service, and bringing in
passenger air service.

» Solutions that had the strongest support (either very supportive or somewhat
supportive) were constructing an alternate route for truck traffic, followed by
improving parking throughout the Bishop area, and then improving the options for
bike riding. Making no improvements and constructing an alternate route for through
traffic were strongly opposed.

» Opinions regarding solutions to transportation issues varied by length of time living in
the Bishop Area, age, area of residence, race/ethnicity, and those who drive alone or
carpool. Those who have lived in the area for twenty years or more favored a
bypass. Those who have lived in the area for eleven to twenty years favored
improving public transportation and respondents who have lived in the area for five to
ten years favored improving parking and improving the options for riding a bicycle or
getting around as a pedestrian. Older interviewees preferred a bypass, middle-aged
residents preferred improving parking and public transportation, and younger
interviewees favored improving the options for riding a bicycle or getting around as a
pedestrian. West Bishop residents favored a bypass. Hispanic respondents preferred
improving the options for riding a bicycle and getting around as a pedestrian. Those
who typically carpool preferred improving the options for riding a bicycle.

» When asked for their level of support for improving the movement of pedestrian
travel downtown if it required decreasing traffic flow, most respondents expressed
some degree of support. However, businesses located on Highway 395/Main
St/North Sierra Highway were more likely to oppose this action when compared to
businesses in other locations in the Bishop area.

» Over half of all respondents said that truck traffic contributes “a lot” to downtown
congestion and transportation issues; only 8 percent said that truck traffic does not
contribute to congestion.

> The vast majority of respondents believe that out-of-town travelers are very important
to the economic livelihood of the Bishop area (82 percent). However, most
respondents felt that out-of-town travelers also contribute “a lot” to transportation
issues and congestion in the downtown area.

> While most residents agreed that there should be some weight given to the opinions
of out-of-town travelers in the decision-making process on highway transportation
issues, most felt it should be limited

> Almost all residents (94 percent) use an automobile as their primary mode of
transportation and over half usually drive alone. Older residents were more likely to
drive alone, while younger respondents were more likely to carpool or drive with
others. Those who live in Bishop were more likely than those who live in all other
areas to use other modes of transportation (besides an automobile).

» Most people (26 percent) travel on Main St/Highway 395 two one-way trips per
weekday, followed by 1 one-way trip as the second highest percentage (data was
recorded as actual number of one-way trips). When the number of trips were
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grouped (as shown in the frequency questionnaire), the highest percentage was in
the category of 1 to 4 one-way trips.

» Most businesses (60 percent) reported that their business is not dependent on out-
of-town travelers and most felt that altering the flow of traffic through downtown
would have no effect on their business. However, a larger sample size is needed
(from a separate survey of local businesses) to facilitate results that can be
generalized to the business community.

» Question fourteen, which asks about business dependence on out-of-town travelers
should be split into two questions (in a separate business survey): dependence on
out-of-town travelers and dependence on truck traffic, since creating an alternate
route specifically for trucks is a favored solution to transportation issues in the Bishop
area.

» While businesses on Highway 395 did not support altering traffic downtown to
improve pedestrian travel (question 6), they may be supportive of this action if it
involved rerouting truck traffic only. Therefore, it is recommended to create a
guestion (in a separate business survey) on pedestrian travel if it involved diverting
only truck traffic and another question on diverting all through traffic from out-of-town
travelers.

» Most residents have lived in the Bishop area for 11 years or more. Most respondents
have had some college or have earned a college degree. Almost half of the sample
was aged 55 or older. The highest percentage (38 percent) of respondents lived in
areas outside of Bishop, West Bishop, or the Bishop Paiute reservation, but 26
percent lived in Bishop and another 26 percent lived in West Bishop.
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II. Research Methods

Objectives

The primary survey objective was to gather the public’s opinions regarding transportation

issues in the Bishop area. Specific study objectives were as follows:

» Assess the public awareness/opinion of transportation issues and solutions in the
Bishop area, concentrating on Main Street/Highway 395.

» Determine local residents’ opinions of out-of-town travelers and their contribution to
the local economy and to transportation issues.

» Assess the dependence of local businesses on out-of-town travelers and the
potential effects on their business if traffic was diverted from downtown.

» ldentify typical transportation habits of local residents.

» Ensure that business owners or managers, Hispanic respondents, and Native
American respondents were accurately represented in the sample.

Research Method

This project was conducted as a telephone survey of Bishop, California area residents
(households). Based upon the demographics of the area, a questionnaire was
developed for both English-speaking and Spanish-speaking respondents. However, 100
percent of the interviews were conducted in English, as no Spanish translation was

needed.

Field Dates

The survey was pre-tested on Monday, December 15, 2003. No major changes were
necessary, so fieldwork began in earnest and concluded on Monday, December 22,
2003. All calls were made Monday—Friday evenings between the hours of 4:30 p.m. and

9:00 p.m. and Saturday between the hours of 10:00 a.m. and 6:00 p.m.

Questionnaire

The questionnaire for this project was designed based upon objectives and feedback

provided by the client. The questionnaire was composed of 28 distinct questions (or data
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points).l Several of the questions were asked in a “true” open-ended format and were
coded into similar responses for analysis. Some of the questions had an “other” category
that required extensive content analysis for recoding. The questionnaire averaged 10.45

minutes to administer.

Sample Design

A total of 407 adult residents of the Bishop area were interviewed for this project from
area code 760 and telephone prefixes of 872, 873, and 387. Residents were screened
by which community they live in, in the Bishop area. Those whose residence could not
be identified were not interviewed. The communities that were listed on the
guestionnaire, as provided by the client, were the Bishop Paiute Reservation, West
Bishop, Dixon Lane-Meadow Creek, Rocking K, Rocking W, Starlight/Aspendale,
Wilkerson, Highlands/Glenwood Mobile Home Park, Roundvalley/Mustang

Mesa/Paradise, Bishop, and other areas of Inyo County within the study boundaries.

While the actual number of respondents interviewed was 416, nine interviews were
eliminated from the dataset based on residence outside the study area. Thirty-four
respondents indicated their residence as “unincorporated area of Inyo County” and gave
a verbatim description of their residence (if they did not fall within one of the pre-
developed categories). Caltrans reviewed the thirty-four responses and determined if
they live within the study area and Meta Research used a reverse phone number lookup
to obtain addresses of those who were listed (Meta’s commitment to respondent
confidentiality was upheld). Next, those addresses were mapped using
www.mapgquest.com and the location was compared to the BAACS Study Area map
from the Caltrans brochure to determine if those residences fell within the study area

boundaries.

A strong effort was made to ensure that business owners or managers, Hispanic

respondents, and Native American respondents were adequately represented in the

1 The questionnaire numbering is deceiving when determining number of questions. Some
guestions had a “question stem” to set up the question, followed by multiple subsequent
guestions (numbered a, b, ¢, etc.). Not all questions were asked of all respondents. Some
respondents skipped questions based upon their answers to a previous question (branched).
Other questions were CATI calculated for use in analysis and were not asked of any respondents.
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sample. The target for business owners or managers was calculated by the client and
was to be 10 percent of the sample or 40 businesses. The actual percent of businesses
in the sample was 16.7 (a sample size of 68). A separate survey of business owners or
managers is recommended to provide more statistical confidence in determining the

feelings of transportation issues in the Bishop area by businesses.

The target for Hispanic respondents was 28. This was calculated using Census 2000
data for census tracts one, two, three, and four in Inyo County, which fell geographically
within the study boundaries. The dataset used was Table H7 from Summary File 1,
“Hispanic or Latino Householder by Race of Householder” from the universe of occupied
housing units. The total population of householders in census tracts 1-4 is 5,172, of
which 366 are Hispanic (of any race). Therefore, the total percentage of Hispanic
householders in the population is 7 percent. Seven percent of the sample size (400)
yields a target of 28 respondents needed. The actual percentage of Hispanic
respondents in the sample was 6.6 (a sample size of 27). Census data by households
was used rather than population totals for the Bishop area because the unit of analysis

for this study is household.

The target for Native American respondents was 32. This was calculated using Census
2000 data for census tracts one, two, three, and four in Inyo County, which fell
geographically within the study boundaries. The dataset used was Table H6 from
Summary File 1, “Race of Householder” from the universe of occupied housing units.
The total population of householders in census tracts 1-4 is 5,172, of which 411 are
Native American. Therefore, the total percentage of Native American householders in
the population is 8 percent. Eight percent of the sample size (400) yields a target of 32
respondents needed. The actual percentage of Native American respondents in the
sample was 7.6 (a sample size of 31). Census data by households was used rather than
population totals for the Bishop area because the unit of analysis for this study is

household.

A sample size of 400 yields a sampling error of +/-4.9% (at the 95% confidence level).
This means that one can be 95 percent sure that the true population parameters are
within +/- 4.9% of the sample statistics reported in this summary. As an example, if a

response category to a question was chosen by 50 percent of respondents, it would be

Page 8 of 45

META RESEARCH



Bishop Area Access and Circulation Study

Summary Report - January 2004

95 percent sure that the true parameters in the population would be between 45.1
percent and 54.9 percent (+/- 4.9%). This confidence, however, refers only to sampling
errors. Non-sampling errors were minimized by careful attention to a variety of
methodological controls to ensure the quality of the resulting survey data. Meta’'s
procedural and statistical controls included extensive interviewer training and on-site
supervision of interviews. Branching and other sources of measurement error were
controlled through the use of a computer-assisted telephone interviewing (CATI) system.
For a complete description of research methods, please consult the Methods portion of

the statistical report.

To be eligible for the survey, respondents had to be an adult of a household and reside
in one of the communities listed on the questionnaire. The incidence of qualified
respondents was 94 percent. This number is the percentage of those who were qualified
to complete the survey after the screening questions were asked. The telephone number
reached had to be a residential number, including businesses (who were asked if they

were a business owner or manager later on in the survey).

The sampling frame for this project was a random-digit-dialing telephone sample of the
last four digits of the telephone number purchased from Scientific Telephone Samples
(STS), based upon area code 760 and telephone prefix 872, 873, and 387, provided by
the client. To ensure that harder-to-reach residents were also included in the sample,
each telephone number was called an average of four times (some households were
attempted five times) or until the number could no longer be called due to the following
reasons:

1) Aninterview was completed with a qualified respondent.

2) A qualified respondent refused to grant an interview.

3) The respondent was “screened out” of the survey because the household
was not qualified to respond (e.g. was not a resident of one of the
communities within the study area, etc.).

4) Only a partial interview was achieved (the respondent could or would not
complete the entire survey).

5) The telephone number was inaccurate (e.g. disconnected, fax number, etc.).

6) A qualified respondent was not available during the scheduled fieldwork (e.g.

on vacation during entire fieldwork).

Page 9 of 45

META RESEARCH



Bishop Area Access and Circulation Study

Summary Report - January 2004

Data Analysis

Meta tabulated responses using univariate and bivariate methods. Statistical tools varied

depending upon the type of variable analyzed. Meta calculated frequency counts and

frequency percentages. Unless otherwise noted, frequency percentages reported in this

document represent adjusted frequencies, meaning that percentages have been

adjusted to exclude any non-responses (refusals to answer the question) or non-

gualified responses (questions not asked due to answers to previous questions).

Notes on descriptive statistics used:

1.

The mean, median, and mode are measurements of central tendency. A
mean indicates the mathematical average of all respondents. For instance,
on the variable "seriousness of local transportation issues”, a mean of 3
indicates that the average of all responses is 3, or “very serious” (on a three-
point scale- not serious, somewhat serious, or very serious). The median is
the midpoint answer of all respondents. On the same variable "seriousness of
local transportation issues”, a median of 2 suggests that half of the
respondents gave a rating higher than 2 and the other half gave a rating
lower than 2 (somewhat serious). The mode is the answer chose most often
for that particular question (the highest percentage). On the variable
"seriousness of local transportation issues”, a mode of 2 signifies that the
answer chose most often among all respondents was 2, or “somewhat
serious”.

Only variables whose measurement of central tendency has conceptual
meaning are included for calculation in the following pages. For instance, if
the mean rating of a question based on that same three-point scale is 3, this
indicates that the average of all ratings on this question is 3 or "very serious".
However, the mean rating of a question with qualitative responses or
categories that cannot logically be ordered, such as, "What is the number one
transportation issue in the Bishop area?” would indicate, for example, the
average between "congestion on Main St/Highway 395" and "transit/bus
service". This average would not be meaningful conceptually and therefore
this type of variable is excluded from analysis of central tendency.

Statistical significance within crosstabulation tables was calculated using chi-square (x2)

statistics. For a chi-square to be statistically significant, the “Asymp. Sig.” value (p-value)

from the SPSS output must be less than 0.05 (95% confidence level). When statistical

significance is found, this means that percentages across the rows in the crosstab table

are statically significantly different from each other, meaning that the two variables are

related in the “population.” Strength of association was calculated using phi coefficients

(®). The phi coefficient can be either positive or negative and ranges from 0 to 1.0; the
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higher the number, the stronger the relationship between the two variables. A complete
statistical report, including frequencies, central tendency, and crosstabs are under a

separate cover.

Caveat

The sole purpose of this report is to provide a collection and categorization of public
opinion data. Meta intends no endorsement or criticism of the California Department of
Transportation, their policies, or staff. The client shall be solely responsible for any

modifications, revisions, or further disclosure/distribution of this report.

lll. Detailed Findings

This portion of the summary is dedicated to providing the study results. This summary is
organized by topic, not necessarily by order of questions addressed in the survey
instrument. In the interest of brevity, this report highlights the study findings, rather than
summarizing data of all survey response categories in narrative form. Tables and graphs
are used to aid in comparison and to reduce the reliance upon text narration. Further,
only notable differences among demographic groups are discussed (only statistically

significant chi-square results are reported).

Sample Demographics

This section of the report specifies some of the demographic characteristics of the total
sample. The sample consisted of respondents who represent a population very familiar
with the Bishop area in terms of number of years lived there, with the overwhelming

majority of respondents living in the area for 11 years or more (73 percent).

The Bishop area appears to be populated with educated residents. About two in five (44
percent) reported having earned a college degree and 36 percent reported having had

some college or trade/vocational school education.
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The majority of Bishop Area residents interviewed were of older ages. Close to half of

the respondents (46 percent) were over 55 years of age. Thirty eight percent were

between the ages of 35 and 54. Both the mean and median were 45-54 years old.

Table 1: Sample Demographics by Percent*

Demographic Variable

Total Pop. (%)

Length of Residency

10 years or less 27%
11+ years 73
Education
High school or less 22
Some college/Vocational/Trade 36
College degree 41
Age
18-34 16
35-54 38
55+ 46
Ethnicity
Caucasian 81
American Indian 8
Hispanic 7
Other 2
Income (2002)
Less than $25,000 21
$25,000 to $74,999 52
$75,000 or more 18
Gender
Female 55
Male 46
Businesses
Owners/Managers 17
Community of Residence
Bishop 26
West Bishop 26
Bishop Paiute Reservation 9
All Others 38

* Totals may not sum to 100 percent due to rounding and not including “undecided.”
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About four in five respondents were Caucasian in ethnicity (81 percent). As previously

stated, a concerted effort was made to interview a representative number of Hispanic

and Native American respondents for this survey. Native Americans composed 8

percent of the sample, followed by Hispanic participants at 7 percent.

The majority of interviewees (52 percent) earned between $25,000 and $74,999 in 2002,

followed by 21 percent of respondents reporting an income of less than $25,000. The

mean and median were $35,000 to $49,999.

The sample of Bishop Area residents was comprised of 55 percent female and 46

percent male2.

About two in five respondents (38 percent) lived in communities outside Bishop, West

Bishop, or the Bishop Paiute Reservation. Twenty six percent of the sample reported

Bishop as their residence and another 26 percent reported West Bishop as their

residence.
S1:. Respondent's Residence
30% - 26% 26%
_ 25%
S 20%
o 15% 10% 10% 9o
o 10%
S 5% 1% 1%
0%
28 & ¢. 883 & 5§ »,8_ =L z x
§2 2 £2 S8 v @ 2g 55 £ 5 o
0 v 88 g 50 = T2 oc D2¢ 2 c
gm m B 2 =¢ ¢ 2T £8 S o = =
s8 §3 8¢ = 88 £0 8o < S
= n c D %)
52 T0 ¢ % g2 922 g ¢«

Business Demographics

As previously shown in table 1, 17 percent of respondents were owners or managers of

a business located in the Bishop area. Those aged 35 to 54 and those who were in the

$75,000 income category were more likely to be business owners when compared to

2 No targets were established for gender.
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other age and income groups as shown by a chi-square test in the crosstabulation

tables.

The type of business that was the majority in the sample was “other type of business”
(54 percent), followed by “professional services” (18 percent), then “other retail” at 13
percent. If a follow-up business survey is conducted, it should be more specific about
identifying business types in order to provide a clear picture of the type of business in

the Bishop area.

Most of the businesses surveyed were located on or near Highway 395. About one in
four (26 percent) were on Highway 395/Main Street/North Sierra Highway, and a similar
percentage (28 percent) were within two blocks of Highway 395, while 46 percent of
businesses were located “somewhere else in the Bishop area.” Those who were in the
$35,000 to $49,999 and $50,000 to $74,999 income groups were more likely to have a
business on Highway 395/Main St/North Sierra Highway when compared to other
income groups and businesses in other locations as shown by a chi-square test in the
crosstabulation tables. This may indicate that business on Main St/Highway 395

encounter higher revenues than businesses in other locations.

Transportation Issues

In order to measure Bishop residents’ attitudes about transportation-related issues,
survey respondents were asked a series of questions about critical transportation issues

and potential solutions.

Public Perception of Transportation Issues

To gauge the perceived seriousness of transportation issues in the Bishop area,
respondents were asked to identify the number one transportation issue. This was asked
as open-ended and responses were placed into pre-coded categories. Responses of
“other” were analyzed to identify relevant categories that were not previously included in

the questionnaire.

The transportation issue mentioned most frequently was “local transit/bus service” (21

percent), followed by “too many trucks on Main Street/Highway 395" (13 percent), and
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“congestion on Main Street/Highway 395" with 12 percent. Combined, one in four
respondents mentioned trucks or congestion on Main Street (25 percent). Almost one in
four (19 percent) were undecided as to the number one transportation issue in the
Bishop area. Eight percent mentioned an issue not pre-coded. These “other” responses
were analyzed and new categories were added to the pre-developed categories. For
specific responses remaining in the “other” category after review and recoding, please

refer to the frequency tables included in the statistical report (in a separate document).

Q1: Number One Transportation Issue
(Categories with Low Percentages are not Listed)

12%

13%

8%

21%
@ main street congestion B too many trucks on main street
O inadequate parking O need for passenger air service
W inefficient local road network @ local transit/bus service
B public transportation out of town O other
W undecided

Opinions of major transportation issues tended to vary by age and income. Older
residents (55 or older) were more concerned with general Main Street congestion, as
were those in the $35,000 to $49,999 income bracket. Residents aged 18-34 and those
with incomes at the $50,000 to $74,999 level focused on “getting around town as a
pedestrian or by bicycle” as key transportation issues. Those aged 35-54 were more
likely to report “inadequate parking” and “local transit/bus service” as the number one
transportation issues. Those in the less than $25,000 group were more concerned with
“‘inadequate parking” and were also far more likely to be undecided. Respondents in the
$25,000 to $34,999 income category focused on “local transit/bus service” as the

number one transportation issue.
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Respondents were also asked a prompted question rating the seriousness of local

transportation issues as very serious, somewhat serious, or not serious. Issues tested

were:

V V V V V VYV V V V V

Congestion on Main Street/Highway 395,

Too many trucks on Main Street/Highway 395,
Congestion on West Line Street/Highway 168,
The ability to safely ride a bike around town,
Inadequate parking,

Driving behavior,

Lack of passenger air service,

Getting around town as a pedestrian,
Inefficient local road network, and

Transit/bus service.

The transportation issue with the highest percentage of respondents classifying it as

“very serious” was “too many trucks on Main Street/Highway 395" (41 percent). Running

a close second was “lack of passenger air service” (39 percent), and the third highest

percentage was 33 percent with “congestion on Main Street/Highway 395.”

Q3: Seriousness of Transportation Issues

‘IVerySerious O Somewhat Serious B Not Serious O Undecided ‘

The issue of least concern was “getting around town as a pedestrian,” with close to

seven in ten respondents (69 percent) classifying it as "not serious.” Other issues not
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perceived as serious were “inefficient local road network” and “driving behavior” (64

percent and 51 percent, respectively).

When “very serious” and “somewhat serious” were combined to determine if the issue
was either serious or not, “congestion on Main Street/Highway 395" and “too many
trucks on Main Street/Highway 395" were considered a serious issue by about seven in
ten respondents (73 percent and 72 percent, respectively). “Lack of passenger air

service” was considered a serious issue by about three in five interviewees (66 percent).

Table 2: Seriousness of Various Transportation Issues
(Combined Very and Somewhat Serious)

Transportation Issue Read to Respondent | A Serious Issue (%)
1) Congestion on Main Street/Highway 395 73%

2) Too Many Trucks on Main Street/Highway 395 72
3) Lack of Passenger Air Service 66
4) Ability to Safely Ride a Bike Around Town 60
5) Inadequate Parking 57
6) Congestion on West Line Street/Highway 168 50
7) Driving Behavior 48
8) Transit/Bus Service 40
9) Inefficient Local Road Network 33
10) Getting Around Town As a Pedestrian 29

The average of all responses (mean) and the median (midpoint of all responses) for
congestion on Main Street, too many trucks on Main Street, ability to safely ride a bike
around town, inadequate parking, and lack of a passenger air service were “somewhat

serious.”

The average response for driving behavior and transit/bus service was “somewhat
serious” but the median was “not serious.” The average for congestion on West Line

Street was “not serious” but the median was “somewhat serious.” As a result, the only
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issues classified as “not serious” when measured by both the mean and median are

getting around town as a pedestrian and inefficient local road network.

Younger residents (18-34) were less concerned about the congestion on Main
Street/Highway 395, having too many trucks on Main Street/Highway 395, and the lack
of passenger air service while concern for these issues was greatest among older
respondents (55+). However, younger residents were more concerned with the local

transit/bus service than older residents were.

Females were more concerned with having too many trucks on Main St/Highway 395,
inadequate parking, transit/bus service, and the lack of passenger air service than were

males.

Hispanic/Chicano/Latino residents were more likely to feel that getting around town as a

pedestrian was a serious issue.

Those who drive with others/carpool (Q17) were more likely to be concerned with the
“ability to safely ride a bike around town” and the local “transit/bus service” than those

who drive alone.

Residents who do not drive on Main St/Highway 395 (reported 0 one-way trips in Q19)
were more likely to be interested in the ability to safely ride a bike around town when

compared to those who do typically drive on Main St/Highway 395.

When comparing the two questions asking about transportation issues, one open ended,
one a scale based on the rating of seriousness, the top transportation issues do not
coincide. When asked in an open-ended format, the top issues were local transit/bus
service, too many trucks on Main Street/Highway 395, and congestion on Main
Street/Highway 395.

However, when tested directly, “too many trucks on Main Street/Highway 395" was rated
as very serious by the highest percentage of people, followed by “lack of passenger air
service,” then “congestion on Main Street/Highway 395.” When “somewhat serious” and

“very serious” were combined, the top issues of concern were congestion on Main
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Street/Highway 395, too many trucks on Main Street/Highway 395, and lack of

passenger air service.

The differences in these results could be due to the nature of the questions; one was
asked open-ended (first thing that comes to mind), the other was asked as a scale and
the respondent was given the list of transportation issues. In addition, the two questions
asked about transportation issues in a slightly different way: the first — the number one
transportation issue in the Bishop area, the other — the seriousness of each given issue.
Yet another explanation is the use of the word “transportation” (which was not defined) in
the open-ended question. People may be thinking about transportation in general,
meaning modes of transportation (e.g. automobile, bus) whereas concepts like
congestion may be “traffic specific” and may not come to mind as a “transportation
issue.” Nevertheless, both measures are valid and both results should be considered.
Common results that showed up between the two questions were congestion on Main
Street/Highway 395 and too many trucks on Main Street/Highway 395. Local transit/bus

service and lack of passenger air service are also areas that should be explored.

Public Perception of Solutions to Transportation Issues

After being asked what the number one transportation issue is in the Bishop area (open
ended), respondents were then asked what solution they would suggest. This was asked
as open-ended and responses were placed into pre-coded categories. Responses of
“other” were analyzed to identify relevant categories not previously included in the

guestionnaire.

The solution mentioned most often was “bypass” (any type) (18 percent), followed by
“improve local public transit/bus service” (12 percent), and “create truck route” with 11
percent. Those who answered “undecided/don’t know” as a solution to the number one
transportation issue in the Bishop area measured 14 percent and those who offered a
suggestion not previously categorized (“other”) were 10 percent. As previously stated,
those who said “other” were analyzed and new categories were added to the frequency
guestionnaire along with the pre-developed categories. For specific responses remaining
in the “other” category after review and recoding, please refer to the frequency tables

included in the statistical report (in a separate document).
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Q2: Solutions to Number One Transportation Issue
(Categories with Low Percentages are not Listed)
14%

10%

11%

12% 3%

5%

10%

m bypass m create truck route

O create more cycling options O improve local road network
m bring in passenger air senice @ greyhound/transit out of town
m improve local public transit/bus O other

m undecided

Opinions of solutions tended to vary by age, length of time lived in the Bishop Area, and
income. An alternate route (bypass or truck route) was suggested by respondents who
have lived in the area for more than 20 years, by older residents (55+), and by those
earning $35,000 to $49,999. Younger residents (18-34), those who have lived in the
area for five to ten years, and respondents in the $50,000 to $74,999 income category
felt that the solution should be to make it safer for pedestrians and create more cycling
options. Respondents who have lived in the area for five to ten years, those who were
35 to 54 years old, as well as interviewees earning less than $25,000 felt that parking
should be improved. Persons residing in the area for 11 to 20 years, as well as those
who were 35 to 54 years old, and persons making less than $25,000 were more likely to

report “improve all public transportation” as a solution.

After being asked to rate the seriousness of various transportation issues, respondents
were again asked if there were any solutions to those issues that they would suggest.
This was asked as open-ended and responses were placed into pre-coded categories.
Responses of “other” were analyzed to identify categories not previously included in the

guestionnaire.
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Almost three in ten interviewees mentioned “bypass” (any type) as a solution (28
percent), followed by “create truck route” (23 percent), and “bring in passenger air
service” with 12 percent. Those who answered “undecided/don’t know” as a solution
measured 23 percent and those who said “other” were 8 percent. As previously stated,
those who said “other” were analyzed and new categories were added to the frequency
guestionnaire along with the pre-developed categories. For specific responses remaining
in the “other” category after review and recoding, please refer to the frequency tables

included in the statistical report (in a separate document).

Q4: Solutions to Transportation Problems Mentioned

(Categories with Low Percentages are not Listed)

8%

7%
23%
12%

10%
9% 9%
@ bypass | create truck route
O create more cycling options O improve parking
m improwve local road network @ make main street safer for pedestrians
m bring in passenger air senice O driver education/enforcement
m other @ undecided

Solutions to transportation issues in the Bishop area tended to vary by area of
residence, age, and length of time living in the Bishop area. Residents of West Bishop,
those who have lived in the area for more than 20 years, and older residents (55+) were

supportive of a bypass.

Solutions also varied by education level and number of times traveled on the highway

(Q19). Interviewees in the “high school or less” group mentioned creating a truck route.
Those who do not drive on Highway 395 (reported 0 one-way trips) were more likely to
mention bringing in Greyhound or a train service for public transportation out of town as

a solution when compared to those who do typically drive on Main St/Highway 395.
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Respondents were also asked to rate their level of opposition or support of alternatives
to handle local transportation issues such as: construct an alternate route for through
traffic, construct an alternate route for truck traffic, improve the options for riding a
bicycle, improve parking throughout the Bishop area, improve the local road network,

and make no improvements.

The solution that was most strongly supported was “construct an alternate route for truck
traffic” (55 percent). A distant second, although still showing strong support, was to
“improve the options for riding a bicycle” (42 percent). Third in support was “improve

parking throughout the Bishop area” (39 percent).

Q5: Level of Support for Transportation Solutions

m Strongly O%Jose
B Somewhat Oppose
O Neutral/Undecided
@ Somewhat Support
m Strongly Support
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The suggested solution with the most opposition was to do nothing (“make no
improvements”), with close to half the respondents (45 percent) strongly opposing this
option. While not as high, strong opposition also existed for “construct an alternate route
for through traffic” (25 percent), and “construct an alternate route for truck traffic” (13

percent).

When “strongly support” and “somewhat support” were combined and “strongly oppose”
and “somewhat oppose” were combined to determine if the issue was either supported
or opposed, the highest percentage of support was for constructing an alternate route for
truck traffic (79 percent), followed by improving parking throughout the Bishop area (77
percent), and then improving the options for riding a bicycle (76 percent). The highest

percentage in the opposition category was “make no improvements” (66 percent),
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followed by “construct an alternate route for through traffic” (39 percent), and then

“improve the local road network” at 29 percent.

Table 3: Support or Opposition for Various Solutions to Transportation Issues*

Solutions Support (%) | Oppose (%)
Construct and alternate route for through traffic 55% 39%
Construct an alternate route for truck traffic 78 19
Improve the options for riding a bicycle 76 15
Improve parking throughout the Bishop area 77 15
Improve the local road network 63 29
Make no improvements 29 66

* Totals may not sum to 100 percent due to rounding and not including “undecided.”

Both the mean and median for improving the options for riding a bicycle, improving
parking, and improving the local road network were “somewhat support.” The mean for
constructing an alternate route specifically for truck traffic was “somewhat support,” while
the median was “strongly support.” The mean for constructing an alternate route for
through traffic was “neutral” but the median was “somewhat support.” Both the mean and
median for make no improvements was “somewhat oppose,” which makes this the only

option that did not have at least some degree of support.

Support for given solutions varied by age, race/ethnicity, gender, and those who drive
alone or with others (Q17). Respondents aged 18 to 34, Hispanics/Chicanos/Latinos,
and those who typically carpool were more supportive of improving the options for riding
a bicycle in the Bishop area, while those aged 35 to 54, Native Americans, males, and

those who typically drive alone were least supportive.

Improving parking was favored most by Hispanics/Chicanos/Latinos and by those whose
primary mode of transportation was an automobile, while Native Americans favored it
least. Those who typically drive alone were more likely to oppose constructing an
alternate route for through traffic when compared to those who typically drive with

others/carpool.
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When comparing the three questions asking about solutions to local transportation
issues, two open ended, one a scale based on rating of support or opposition, the top
transportation issues do not coincide. When asked as open-ended the first time,
respondents indicated a bypass as the number one solution, followed by improving the
local transit/bus service and creating a truck route. When asked as open ended the
second time, the top solution was still bypass, then the rankings changed with “create

truck route” and lastly, “bring in passenger air service.”

Differences in these results could be due to the ordering of questions. The first open
ended was asked in the beginning of the survey, directly after asking what the number
one transportation issue was in the Bishop area (as open ended). The second time,
solutions were asked in an open-ended format and were preceded by asking about the
seriousness of various transportation issues that were identified to the respondent. The
first open ended allows the respondent to think of the first suggestion that comes into
their mind. By the time the second open-ended question is asked (about solutions), the
respondent has been reminded of or various transportation issues have been suggested

to him/her.

Construction of an alternate truck route was strongly favored by the highest percentage
of respondents. Second in support was cycling improvements, followed by improved
parking. When “somewhat support” and “strongly support” were combined and
“somewhat oppose” and “strongly oppose” were combined to form two categories as
those who said they either support or oppose it, most residents supported constructing
an alternate route for truck traffic. Second in support was improving parking, followed by
improving cycling options. Making no improvements was strongly opposed by the
highest percentage of respondents, followed by constructing an alternate route for

through traffic and improving the local road network.

The differences in these results could be due to the nature of the questions, two were
asked open ended (first thing that comes to mind) and in different places of the
guestionnaire, the other was asked as a scale and the respondent was given the list of
possible solutions. In addition, the two questions asked about alternative solutions to
transportation issues in a slightly different way: the first two — asking the respondent to

give solutions off the “top of their head,” the last — to rate their level of support to various

Page 24 of 45

META RESEARCH



Bishop Area Access and Circulation Study

Summary Report - January 2004

solutions given. Nevertheless, both measures are valid and both results should be
considered. Common results that showed up between the three questions that should be
addressed are a bypass — “construct an alternate route for truck traffic,” “improve the
options for riding a bicycle,” and “improve parking throughout the Bishop area.”
Improvement in local public transit/bus service and passenger air service are also areas

that should be explored.

Results to transportation issues and solutions in the Bishop area showed that there were
several options that were supported but the community is divided on which issues and
solutions to pursue. The survey did not conclusively point to one solution but has created
areas to explore with local governments and public stakeholders to identify workable

solutions.

On that same note, participants were asked how much they think truck traffic contributes
to the transportation issues and congestion in the downtown area. The majority
responded, “a lot” (53 percent), followed by “a little” (39 percent), then “not at all” (8
percent). This may provide some insight as to why an alternative route for truck traffic
was a popular solution due to the perceptions/opinions of local residents concerning

truck traffic.

The perception of truck traffic’s contribution to congestion varied by age. Younger
residents (18-34) were more likely to indicate “not a lot” and older residents (55+) were

more likely to indicate “a lot” when asked if truck traffic contributes to local congestion.

Another area of concern or interest to Caltrans was to measure the tradeoff between
having a pedestrian-friendly downtown and having a downtown friendly to the movement
of traffic. Respondents were asked how supportive they would be if improving the
movement of pedestrian travel downtown required decreasing the movement or diverting
the flow of traffic through downtown (very supportive, supportive, or not supportive). Two
in five (41 percent) of those who were interviewed indicated they were supportive of
decreasing the movement or diverting the flow of traffic through downtown to improve
pedestrian travel but about a third (35 percent) were not supportive. Combining the
“supportive” and “very supportive” responses demonstrates that almost two-thirds (63

percent) have some degree of support for this action. Anglo/White respondents were
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more likely to oppose this action while Hispanic/Chicano/Latino respondents were more

likely to support it.

Out-of-Town Travelers

In order to gain a better understanding of residents’ knowledge and perception of out-of-

town travelers, respondents were asked a series of questions concerning the following:

= The importance of out-of-town travelers to the economic livelihood of the Bishop
area,

= The contribution of out-of-town travelers to congestion in the downtown area, and

=  The amount of weight that should be given to the opinions of out-of-town travelers on
transportation issues in the Bishop area.

Local Residents’ Opinions

First, in order to get an indication of the perception of local residents regarding out-of-
town travelers, respondents were asked about the importance of out-of-town travelers to
the economic livelihood of the Bishop area. The vast majority of respondents (82
percent) considered out-of-town travelers “very important” to the economic livelihood of

the area. Another 15 percent viewed them as “somewhat important”.

However, when asked, “How much do you think out-of-town travelers contribute to
transportation issues and congestion in the downtown area”, 61 percent of those who
were interviewed indicated “a lot.” Another 34 percent said that out-of-town travelers
contribute “a little” to transportation issues and congestion downtown. Respondents with
a college degree were more likely to report “not a lot,” while those with trade school or a

two-year college degree were more likely to report “a lot.”

Most residents felt that there should not be a large amount of weight given to the opinions
of out-of-town travelers in the decision-making process on highway transportation issues in
the Bishop area. One in four said that no weight should be given to the opinions of out-of-
town travelers. About a third (34 percent) felt that “a small amount” of weight should be
given to their opinions and those who said “some amount” of weight should be given was
31 percent. When combining all categories where a respondent mentioned that any weight

should be given, 74 percent felt that the opinions of out-of-town travelers should have a
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voice in the decision-making process on highway transportation issues in the Bishop area
(to various degrees). Based on these results, a small amount of weight given to out-of-town
travelers’ opinions in the decision making process on highway transportation issues should

be accepted by local residents.

Weight Given to Out of Town Travelers' Opinions
on Transportation Issues
A Large Undecided,
Amount, 8% 2%
None, 25%
Some
Amount,
31%
A Small
Amount,
34%

Local Businesses’ Opinions

Two questions were asked of businesses only; one regarding out-of-town travelers and one
regarding the idea of diverting traffic from downtown. The first, “How dependent is your
business on out-of-town travelers, such as truck traffic and recreational through traffic?”
resulted in 60 percent (+/- 12%) of interviewees stating that their business was not
dependent on out-of-town travelers. In contrast, 21 percent (+/- 10%) indicated their
business was very dependent on out-of-town travelers and another 20 percent (+/- 9%)
were somewhat dependent. The percentages reported above do not reflect a +/- 5%
standard error since the sample size of businesses was very small (68). Confidence
intervals for proportions were hand calculated for this question to more accurately reflect

the population of businesses and are reflected in the parentheses above.

A separate survey of 400 businesses in the area is suggested to obtain results at the 95
percent confidence level. Furthermore, it may be interesting to separate dependence on
truck traffic and dependence on recreational through traffic on a separate business survey
or discussion at a town meeting since creating an alternate route for truck traffic was a

solution strongly proposed and supported.
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Businesses were mixed in their opinions of how altering the flow of traffic through
downtown would affect their business. The most popular view (63 percent, +/- 11%) was
that altering the flow of traffic through downtown would have no effect on their business.
The next highest percentage was 12 percent (+/-8%) with a “significantly negative effect,”
followed by “moderately positive effect” at 10 percent (+/- 7%). Relatively few (4 percent)
were unsure as to the potential effect. When “significantly” and “moderately” were
combined for both negative and positive, the division was evenly split. Those who said it
would have a negative effect were 16 percent and those who said it would have a positive
effect were 16 percent. The percentages reported above do not reflect a +/- 5% standard
error since the sample size of businesses was very small (68). Confidence intervals for
proportions were hand calculated for this question to more accurately reflect the population

of businesses and are reflected in the parentheses above.

Effect on Business from Altering Flow of Traffic
Through Downtown

Significantly Positive Effect 6%
Moderately Positive Effect 10%
No Effect ] 63%

Moderately Negative Effect 4%

Significantly Negative Effect | 112%
Undecided []4%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70%

percent

The effect on business from altering traffic varied by area of residence, primary mode of
transportation, and location of business. Respondents who lived on the Bishop Paiute
Reservation had strong feelings about the effect on their business from altering the flow
of traffic through downtown. Of businesses who said it would have a negative effect, the
highest percentage was from those who lived on the Bishop Paiute Reservation (33.3
percent). Of businesses who said it would have a positive effect, the highest percentage
was from those who lived on the Bishop Paiute Reservation (50 percent). Respondents
who lived in other areas (in the Bishop area) were more likely to report no effect or be
undecided. Residents who typically drive an automobile felt that altering traffic would

have either a negative effect or no effect/undecided, while residents who typically use
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other forms of transportation felt it would have a positive effect. Businesses on Highway
395/Main St/North Sierra Highway were more likely to oppose improving pedestrian
travel by diverting traffic from downtown when compared to businesses in other
locations. However, businesses within two blocks of Highway 395/Main St were more

likely to be supportive of this action.

Typical Transportation Habits

The great majority of those who were interviewed use an automobile as their primary
mode of transportation (94 percent). Only 2 percent use a bicycle and another 2 percent
use public transit/bus. Over half of respondents are solo drivers (64 percent). When
asked if they ever use any other form of transportation, over half (52 percent) answered
in the negative. Other transportation methods used (allowing for multiple responses)

were biking (22 percent), and walking (21 percent).

Primary mode of transportation tended to vary by area of residence. West Bishop
residents typically use an automobile. City of Bishop residents were more likely to use
“all other” modes of transportation. Residents of all other areas (the smaller communities
named in the questionnaire) do not use any other forms of transportation (Q18i); the

same is true for older residents (55+).

Whether respondents typically drive alone or with others varied by age. Older residents
(55+) more typically drive alone and younger residents (18 to 34) more typically drive

with others or carpool.

Respondents were asked, “In a typical weekday, how many times do you travel on Main
Street/Highway 395 in the Bishop area?” The interviewer was to enter the number of
times the respondent travels on Highway 395 in one direction/one-way. About one in
four respondents (27 percent) travel on the highway 2 one-way trips per weekday. The
second most popular answer was 17 percent with 1 one-way trip per weekday, followed
by 4 one-way trips per weekday at 14 percent. Over half of all interviewees (65 percent)
travel on Highway 395 between 1 and 4 times (one-way). The mean number of one-way
trips is 4.3 with a standard deviation of 4.5, a median of 3, and a mode of 2 one-way

trips.
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V. Appendices

Appendix A: Frequency Questionnaire

Bishop Area Access & Circulation Study
Community Survey
Frequency Questionnaire

Field Dates:

Sample Size:
Sampling Error:
Unit of Analysis:

Population:

Screening:

Sampling Frame:

Average Length of Interview:

Methods:
Pretest. December 15, 2003
Field Dates: December 16-22, 2003

407 completed interviews with Bishop Area residents
+/- 4.9% (calculated at 95% confidence level)
Household

Adult residents of Bishop in area code 760, prefixes:
872,873, & 387

Resident of the study area for the Bishop Area Access
& Circulation Study

Random-digit-dialing telephone sample

10:45 minutes

NOTE: This frequency questionnaire serves as only a preliminary report. Frequency
percentages reported in this document represent adjusted frequencies, meaning that,
unless otherwise indicated, percentages have been adjusted to account for any non-
responses or not-applicable responses. Due to rounding, the totals of these percentages

may be slightly above or below 100%.

« REQUEST »

Hello, my name is from Meta Research. We are interviewing Bishop Area
residents about transportation issues in your area for the California Department of
Transportation. Your opinions on these issues are very important to Caltrans and the

Bishop community.

Would you have about 11 minutes (depending upon your answers) now for a brief

confidential interview?

[[F NECESSARY, CONTINUE WITH: This is a public opinion survey, NOT SALES.
Your answers will be summarized with other peoples’ answers; results will not be

reported individually.]

01) Yes {BEGIN SURVEY}

02) No {ARRANGE FOR A CALLBACK TIME}
99) Refusal {THANK & TERMINATE}

This call may be monitored for quality control purposes.

META RESEARCH
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* SCREENING QUESTIONS -

[ASK ALL RESPONDENTS]
S1: What community do you live in, in the Bishop area? [READ LIST BELOW]
Of all respondents

01) Bishop Paiute (“Pie-Yoot”) Reservation 9.3
02) West Bishop 26.3
03) Dixon Lane-Meadow Creek 9.8
04) Rocking K 0.7
05) Rocking W 1.2
06) Starlight/Aspendale 2.0
07) Wilkerson 5.9
08) Highlands/Glenwood Mobile Home Park 9.6
09) Roundvalley/Mustang Mesa/Paradise 4.7
10) (The) City of Bishop (within the city boundaries), OR 26.3
11) (The) Unincorporated area of Inyo County (please specify) 4.2

S2: CODED, NOT ASKED: Interviewers Check Racial/Ethnic Targets
Of total sample

01) Total Hispanic respondents needed: 28 (7%) 6.6
02) Total Native American respondents needed: 32 (8%) 7.6
03) Total Business respondents needed: 40 (10%) 16.7

S3: CODED, NOT ASKED: Interview language
Of all respondents
01) English 100.0
02) Spanish 0.0

* TRANSPORTATION RELATED ISSUES ¢
First...

[ASK ALL RESPONDENTS]

01. What would you say is the humber one transportation issue in the Bishop area?
[PSEUDO OPEN ENDED: ASK AS OPEN-ENDED; CODE FIRST RESPONSE
INTO APPROPRIATE CATEGORY; DO NOT PROMPT]

CATEGORIES FOR CODING: Of all respondents
01) Congestion on Main Street/Highway 395 11.8
02) Too Many Trucks on Main Street/Highway 395 13.1
03) Congestion on West Line Street/Highway 168 1.2
04) Ability to Safely Ride A Bike Around Town 1.0
05) Inadequate Parking 3.2
06) Driving Behavior 15
07) Need for Passenger Air Service 3.4
08) Getting Around Town as a Pedestrian 15
09) Inefficient Local Road Network (poor circulation/road connections) 2.5
10) Local Transit/Bus Service 20.7
11) Public Transportation Out Of Town 3.0
12) Getting Out Of Town/To Other Cities/Getting Into Town 2.0
13) Tourists 1.0
14) Poor Condition of Roads 15
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15) Traffic Signals (too long of wait or lack of...) 1.2
16) Traffic 15
17) Dial-A-Ride 1.0
18) Safety 0.7
19) No Problems 1.7
50) Other (please specify) 7.6

97) Undecided/Don’'t Know [VOLUNTEERED; SKIP NEXT QUESTION] 19.0

[ASK ALL RESPONDENTS]

02. Thinking about the [insert answer from previous question] issue, what, if any,
solution would you suggest? [PSEUDO OPEN ENDED: ASK AS OPEN-ENDED;
CODE FIRST RESPONSE INTO APPROPRIATE CATEGORY; DO NOT

PROMPT.]

CATEGORIES FOR CODING: Of all respondents
01) Bypass (any type) 17.9
02) Create Truck Route 10.9
03) Create More Cycling Options Throughout the City 3.0
04) Improve Parking Throughout the City 1.8
05) Improve the Local Road Network 2.7
06) Make Downtown/Main Street Safer For Pedestrians 1.8
07) Bring In Passenger Air Service 5.2
08) Driver Education/Enforcement 2.4
09) Traffic Calming 0.9
10) Expand Use Of/improve Dial-A-Ride Services 1.8
11) Bring In Greyhound or Train Service/Pub Transit Out Of Town 9.7
12) Improve Local Public Transit/Bus Service (routes, schedules) 115
13) Repair/Maintain Roads 0.9
14) Taxi-Service 15
15) More Traffic Signals/Stops 2.4
16) No Changes/No Problems 15
50) Other (please specify) 9.7
97) Undecided/Don’t know [VOLUNTEERED] 14.2

[ASK ALL RESPONDENTS]

03. I'm going to read you a list of transportation issues. Please rate the seriousness
of each issue in the Bishop area as Very serious, Somewhat serious, or Not
serious.

Of all respondents

Not Somewhat  Very Undecided/
Serious  Serious __ Serious _Don’t Know

a. Congestion on Main Street/Highway 395 26.8 39.3 33.2 0.7
b. Too Many Trucks on Main Street/Highway 395 27.3 31.0 40.8 1.0
c. Congestion on West Line Street/Highway 168 47.7 324 17.7 2.2
d. Ability to Safely Ride A Bike Around Town 34.4 38.3 22.1 5.2
e. Inadequate Parking 43.0 33.9 22.9 0.2
f. Driving Behavior 51.4 35.6 12.0 1.0
g. Lack of Passenger Air Service 26.5 27.0 39.3 7.1
h. Getting Around Town as A Pedestrian 68.6 20.6 8.8 2.0
i. Inefficient Local Road Network 63.6 25.6 7.6 3.2
j. Transit/Bus Service 49.1 24.6 15.2 111
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[ASK ALL RESPONDENTS]
04. What, if any, solutions to these issues would you suggest? [ASK AS OPEN-
ENDED; CODE INTO APPROPRIATE SOLUTION] Anything else?
Of all respondents

Mentioned
a. Bypass (any type) 27.5
b. Create Truck Route 22.9
c. Create More Cycling Options Throughout the City 9.8
d. Improve Parking Throughout the City 8.6
e. Improve the Local Road Network 9.1
f. Make Downtown/Main Street Safer For Pedestrians 6.6
g. Bring In Passenger Air Service 11.8
h. Driver Education/Enforcement 6.9
i. Traffic Calming (trees pulled out, streetscape, traffic circles...) 2.7
j-  Widen Roads/More Lanes 2.7
k. Bring In Greyhound or Train Service/Pub Transit Out Of Town 2.2
I.  Improve Local Public Transit/Bus Service (expand routes, schedules) 4.4
m. More Traffic Signals/Stops 2.7
n. No Changes/No Problems (1% response) 1.0
j.  Other (please specify) 8.4
k. Undecided/Don’t know [VOLUNTEERED] (only code if 1* response) 23.3

[ASK ALL RESPONDENTS]

05. Several alternatives can be considered as a way to handle local transportation
issues in the Bishop area. Please tell me if you Strongly Oppose, Somewhat
Oppose, Somewhat Support, or Strongly Support each of the following:

Of all respondents

Strong. Some. Neutral Some. Strong. Undec./

Oppose Oppose Support Support Don't Know
a. Construct an Alternate Route For Through Traffic 246 143 34 187 36.4 2.7
b. Construct an Alternate Route for Truck Traffic 12.8 6.4 15 231 553 1.0
c. Improve the Options for Riding A Bicycle 5.4 9.8 47 346 418 3.7
d. Improve Parking Throughout the Bishop Area 5.7 9.6 54 383 388 2.2
e. Improve Local Road Network (add to & connect roads) 10.3 184 57 349 2738 2.9
f.  Make No Improvements 45.0 20.9 29 19.2 101 2.0

[ASK ALL RESPONDENTS]
06. If improving the movement of pedestrian travel downtown required decreasing
the movement or diverting the flow of traffic through downtown, how supportive
would you be? [READ CATEGORIES BELOW)]
Of all respondents

01) Not Supportive 34.5
02) Supportive 41.1
03) Very Supportive 21.7
97) Undecided/Don’t know [VOLUNTEERED] 2.7

[ASK ALL RESPONDENTS]
07. How important do you think out-of-town travelers are to the economic livelihood
of the Bishop area? Very, Somewhat, or Not important?

Of all respondents
01) Not Important 2.2
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02) Somewhat Important 14.5
03) Very Important 82.3
97) Undecided/Don’t know [VOLUNTEERED] 1.0

[ASK ALL RESPONDENTS]
08. How much do you think_truck traffic contributes to the transportation issues and
congestion in the downtown area? [READ CATEGORIES BELOW]
Of all respondents

01) Not At Al 7.6
02) A Little 38.8
03) A Lot 53.1
97) Undecided/Don’t know [VOLUNTEERED] 0.5

[ASK ALL RESPONDENTS]
09. How much do you think out-of-town travelers contribute to the transportation
issues and congestion in the downtown area? [READ CATEGORIES BELOW)]
Of all respondents

01) Not At Al 4.2
02) A Little 34.4
03) A Lot 61.2
97) Undecided/Don’t know [VOLUNTEERED] 0.2

[ASK ALL RESPONDENTS]

10. How much weight should be given to the opinions of out-of-town travelers in the
decision-making process on highway transportation issues in the Bishop area?
[READ CATEGORIES BELOW]

Of all respondents

01) None 24.6
02) A Small Amount 34.2
03) Some Amount 31.4
04) A Large Amount 8.4
97) Undecided/Don’t know [VOLUNTEERED] 15

Changing subjects slightly...

[ASK ALL RESPONDENTS]
11. Are you an Owner or a Manager of a business located in the Bishop Area?
Of all respondents
01) Yes [CONTINUE] 16.7
02) No [SKIP TO NEXT BLOCK] 83.3
97) Undecided/Don’t know [VOLUNTEERED, SKIP TO NEXT BLOCK] 0.0

[Ask OF BUSINESSES]
12. What is the type of business? Is it a ... [READ LIST BELOW]
Of all respondents

01) Hotel or Motel 0.0
02) Restaurant 4.5
03) Fast Food 0.0
04) Gas Station 3.0
05) Sporting Goods 0.0
06) Other Tourist or Recreation Business 7.5
07) Other Retail 134
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08) Professional Services, OR 17.9
09) Other Type of Business 53.7
97) Undecided/Don’t know [VOLUNTEERED] 0.0

[Ask OF BUSINESSES]
13. Where is your business located? [READ LIST BELOW]
Of all respondents

01) On Highway 395 (Highway Service)/Main Street 235
02) On 395 North Sierra Hwy 2.9
03) Within Two Blocks of Highway 395 27.9
04) Somewhere Else In the Bishop Area 45.6
97) Undecided/Don’t know [VOLUNTEERED)] 0.0

[Ask OF BUSINESSES]
14. How dependent is your business on out-of-town travelers, such as truck traffic
and recreational through traffic? [READ LIST BELOW]
Of those responding

01) Not Dependent 60.3
02) Somewhat Dependent 19.1
03) Very Dependent 20.6
97) Undecided/Don’t know [VOLUNTEERED] 0.0

[Ask OF BUSINESSES]
15. Do you think altering the flow of traffic through downtown on Main Street would
have a Negative effect, a Positive effect, or No effect on your business? [IF
HAVE EITHER NEGATIVE OR POSITIVE EFFECT, FOLLOW UP WITH, “Would
that be a Significant or Moderate effect?”]
Of those responding

01) Significantly Negative Effect 11.8
02) Moderately Negative Effect 4.4
03) No Effect 63.2
04) Moderately Positive Effect 10.3
05) Significantly Positive Effect 5.9
97) Undecided/Don’t know [VOLUNTEERED] 4.4

* TRANSPORTATION HABITS *

Now I'm going to ask you some questions about your typical transportation habits...

[ASK ALL RESPONDENTS]
16. What is your primary mode of transportation?
Of all respondents

01) Automobile 93.9
02) Motorcycle/Moped [SKIP NEXT QUESTION] 0.0
03) Bike [SKIP NEXT QUESTION] 2.2
04) Walking [SKIP NEXT QUESTION] 1.2
05) Public Transit/Bus [SKIP NEXT QUESTION] 2.0
50) Other (please specify) 0.5

97) Undecided/Don’t know [VOLUNTEERED; SKIP NEXT QUESTION] 0.2
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[Ask oF AUTOMOBILE USERS]

17. Do you typically drive alone or with one or more other people?
Of those responding
01) Drive Alone 63.8
02) Drive with Others/Carpool 34.6
97) Undecided/Don’t know [VOLUNTEERED] 1.6

[ASK ALL RESPONDENTS]
18. Do you ever use any other form of transportation? (IF YES, Which?)
Of all respondents

Mentioned
a. Automobile 3.2
b. Motorcycle/Moped 2.0
c. Bike 221
d. Walking 21.4
e. Public Transit/Bus 7.6
f. Dial-A-Ride 1.0
g. Airplane 2.0
h. Other (please specify) 15
i. No; Do Not Use Any Other Form Of Transportation 52.3

[ASK ALL RESPONDENTS]
19. In a typical weekday, how many times do you travel on Main Street/Highway 395
in the Bishop area?
[NOTE TO INTERVIEWER: If respondent answers anything over “0” say: “We're
looking for each time you travel on Main Street in one direction. So, would that be
(INSERT NUMBER) one-way trips or (INSERT NUMBER) round-trips?”]
Of all respondents

01) O (one way trips) 3.4
02) 1-4 (one way trips) 65.4
03) 5-9 (one way trips) 19.5
04) 10-14 (one way trips) 7.1
05) 15+ (one way trips) 3.6
97) Undecided/Don’t know [VOLUNTEERED] 1.0

* DEMOGRAPHICS

Just a few more questions for statistical purposes. [IF NECESSARY, CONTINUE WITH:
All responses are kept confidential. All government entities are legally required to gather
this data to show that they are serving the public equitably].

[ASK ALL RESPONDENTS]

20. How long have you lived in the Bishop area? [READ LIST BELOW, IF

NECESSARY]

Of all respondents
01) Less Than 1 Year 34
02)1-4Years 11.3
03) 5-10 Years 12.1
04) 11-20 Years, OR 23.9
05) More Than 20 Years 49.3
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97) Undecided/Don’t know [VOLUNTEERED] 0.0

[ASK ALL RESPONDENTS]
21. Please stop me when | read the category that contains the highest level of
education you have completed. . .. [READ CATEGORIES BELOW]
Of all respondents

01) High School or Less 22.2
02) Some College 29.4
03) Trade or Vocational School 6.9
04) Two-Year College Degree 9.6
05) Four-Year College Degree 19.8
06) Post Graduate Degree 11.4
97) Undecided/Don’t know [VOLUNTEERED] 0.7

[ASK ALL RESPONDENTS]
22. Please stop me when | read the category that contains your age... [READ
CATEGORIES BELOW]
Of all respondents

01) 18-24 6.4
02) 25-34 9.4
03) 35-44 17.3
04) 45-54 20.8
05) 55-64 17.8
06) 65 and up 28.0
97) Undecided/Don’t know [VOLUNTEERED] 0.2

[ASK ALL RESPONDENTS]
23. What is your racial or ethnic background? [READ CATEGORIES BELOW]
Of all respondents

01) Anglo/White 80.7
02) Hispanic/Chicano/Latino 6.9
03) American Indian/Native American 8.0
04) African American/Black 0.0
05) Asian/Oriental/Pacific Islander 0.3
50) Other 2.1
97) Undecided/Don’t know [VOLUNTEERED] 2.1

One final question...

[ASK ALL RESPONDENTS]
24, Please stop me when | read the category that best describes your total household
income from all sources before taxes in 2002... [READ CATEGORIES BELOW]
Of all respondents

01) Less than $10,000 34
02) $10,000 to just under $25,000 17.3
03) $25,000 to just under $35,000 17.6
04) $35,000 to just under $50,000 14.5
05) $50,000 to just under $75,000 194
06) $75,000 to just under $100,000 10.9
07) $100,000 or more 7.2
97) Undecided/Don’t know [VOLUNTEERED] 9.8
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That's the end of our survey. This has been a confidential interview conducted by

at Meta Research. Someone may call you from Meta to verify that this interview was conducted.
May | please have just your first name? Thank you very much for your time and have a good
evening

25. Gender (NOT ASKED; CODED BY OBSERVATION)

Of all respondents
01) Female 54.5

02) Male 45.5
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Appendix B: Research Methods

RESEARCH METHODS

JoB TITLE: Bishop Area Access and Circulation Study Public Opinion Survey
DATE: January 2004 (Calls Made in December of 2003)

Description of Project:

The California Department of Transportation, District 9, aims to improve the circulation
and safety for all modes of transportation in the downtown area. This study was
designed to evaluate people’'s awareness and perceptions of the project as well as

provide an indication of their current transportation habits relative to the areas of interest.
Meta conducted research to address the following issues:
» Assess the public awareness/opinion of transportation issues and solutions in the

Bishop area, concentrating on Main Street/Highway 395.

= Determine local residents’ opinions of out-of-town travelers and their contribution to
the local economy and to transportation issues.

= Assess the dependence of local businesses on out-of-town travelers and the
potential effects on their business if traffic was diverted from downtown.

» |dentify typical transportation habits of local residents.

» Ensure that business owners or managers, Hispanic respondents, and Native
American respondents were accurately represented in the sample.

Method

To meet these objectives, Meta Research worked collaboratively with Caltrans staff to
define the sampling regime and the questionnaire simultaneously. One survey was used

for all residents and information was collected on two separate issue areas:

»= Transportation Related Issues

» Transportation Habits

The questionnaire included questions that address the written objectives for the study.
Most of the questions were asked in a closed-ended format. Four questions were asked
in an open-ended format, for which verbatim responses were captured and categorized

for quantitative analysis. Transcripts of the verbatim responses are provided in the final
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statistical report (under a separate cover).

All telephone interviews were conducted using a computer-assisted telephone
interviewing (CATI) system.
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Memo: Call Center Protocol

TO: Caltrans District 9, Bishop, CA
FROM: Meta Research, Sacramento, CA
DATE: February 2, 2004

SUBJECT: Call Center Protocol

U.S. Field Research was contracted by Meta Research for data collection on the
Bishop Area Access and Circulation Study. Caltrans, Jones & Stokes, and Meta
Research collaborated on how targets could be met to obtain a representative
sample of Hispanic, Native American, and business owners or managers for this
study without creating a perceived injustice by screening other qualified
respondents from taking the survey. The decision was made to over-sample if
targets for these groups were low rather than using race/ethnicity as a screening
guestion. The purpose of this was to allow all potential respondents the chance
to share their input about local transportation issues and not “turn anyone away.”
It was felt by Caltrans that the potential negative consequences of “screening
someone out” would be detrimental to their community outreach efforts.

As the data collection was nearing completion, it became apparent that Hispanic
and Native American respondents were lacking in number. U.S. Field Research
made an executive decision to move the race/ethnicity question from the
demographics section of the questionnaire to create a second screening question
at the beginning of the questionnaire so that the targets could be met.

At the beginning of the evening on Monday, December 22, 2003, the call center
had completed 369 interviews, including 11 Hispanic and 24 Native American
(the targets had been 400 complete interviews, including 28 Hispanics and 32
Native Americans). Response from Native Americans was slightly low but
Hispanic response was very low. The call center began calling as directed using
the random digit dialing of the last four digits of the telephone number and
without any screening for race/ethnicity until they reached 395 completed
interviews.

At that time, in an effort to reach the targets, they moved the race/ethnicity
guestion (Q23) up to the front and used it as a screening question. It was placed
after the introduction and before the community of residence screening question
(S1). Atfter going through the introduction, both the race/ethnicity screen and the
community of residence screen where asked. If it was determined that the
interviewee did not fit the profile needed to reach the desired target, they were
politely thanked and the interview was terminated. The script used to decline an
interview was, “We very much appreciate your time and participation. However,
due to our research protocol, our target for this category has been filled. Thank
you."

2012 H Street, Suite 100 <« Sacramento, California 95814 <« (916) 325-1220 voice; (916) 325-1224 fax
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The typical screening procedure is to ask at least two screening questions prior
to terminating. In this case, with the disqualifying ethnicity screen placed before
the community residence screen, respondents probably assumed that they were
disqualified due to their residence. The intent is that one cannot be certain which
guestion disqualified them. After U.S. Field Research began using the
race/ethnicity screen, another 21 interviews were completed to meet the targets.
The final count was 416 total interviews completed, including 28 Hispanics and
31 Native Americans.

The call center is not able to state exactly how many calls were attempted after
implementing the screening question. Therefore, there is no way to know how
many people were screened from taking the survey. U.S. Field Research said
that the pace was such that they probably screened out two to three people for
each complete interview. Consequently, it is our best estimate that between 42
and 63 people were screened out to complete the process.

In assessing the actions taken by U.S. Field Research, Meta Research and
Jones & Stokes have discussed what might have been done differently to
prevent this from occurring: 1) Meta Research to maintain tighter control over
U.S. Field Research — checking in with them as the survey drew closer to
completion to confirm that they would continue to implement the call center
protocol and; 2) Jones & Stokes to check in with Caltrans as it became clear that
the targets were not going to be met to confirm that the protocol should be
continued or modified.

Meta Research has subsequently had discussions with US Field Research
management and both firms have agreed to implement stricter protocols. While
procedural protocol was not followed exactly as Caltrans had desired, the result
is statistically valid and therefore can be used to make generalizations to the
entire Bishop Area population. In fact, a superior sample was attained compared
to if the call center had over-sampled and still not met the targets. It is statistically
better to have a sample size of at least 400 for a 95 percent confidence level that
includes a representative sample of Hispanic and Native American respondents.
These groups were shown to have low response rates as of December 22, 2003,
So increasing the sample size to include more of these types of respondents still
would not change their percentage within the total sample. These groups, as
shown by 2000 census data, are the second and third largest population of
residents in the Bishop area and therefore are very important to the decision
making process on transportation issues.
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Field Dates
e Training & Pretesting: December 15, 2003
e Telephone Fieldwork: December 16- December 22, 2003

Client Contact?
¢ Forest Becket
California Department of Transportation, District 9
500 S. Main Street
Bishop, CA 93514
(760) 872-0735

Client Contact

e Melinda Posner
Jones and Stokes
(916) 737-3000 voice
(916) 737-3030 fax
mposner@jsanet.com

Meta Research, Inc. Contacts
o Stephen Murrill, Principal
(916) 325-1223 voice; (916) 325-1224 fax

Client Responsibilities

¢ Provided input for sampling design

¢ Provided input for questionnaire design
e Approved questionnaire

Meta Research, Inc. Responsibilities
¢ Developed research design

¢ Designed questionnaire

e Prepared questionnaire for fieldwork

e Conducted computer analysis

¢ Prepared final statistical report

¢ Prepared written summary

Population
¢ Bishop area residents

Screening Criteria

¢ Adults who live in the Bishop area communities of: the Bishop Paiute Reservation,
West Bishop, Dixon Lane-Meadow Creek, Rocking K, Rocking W, Starlight/Aspendale,
Wilkerson, Highlands/Glenwood Mobile Home Park, Roundvalley/Mustang

3 Contact person refers to the person who had the authority to sign off on any and all changes in the questionnaire and
project specifications.
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Mesa/Paradise, Bishop, and other areas of Inyo County within the study area
boundaries

Sampling Frame
¢ Random-digit-dial (RDD) telephone sample (last 4 digits of telephone number) of
residents of the Bishop area in area code 760 with prefix 872, 873, and 387

Sample Size & Sampling Error

¢ 416 interviews were completed with residents of the Bishop area, 407 interviews were
used for analysis

¢ The target for the following groups were: business respondents — 40, Hispanic
respondents — 28, and Native American respondents — 32

e Sampling error was +/- 4.9% (at the 95% confidence level)

Questionnaire

¢ Interview length across the RDD sample and volunteers averaged 10:45 minutes
¢ Not all questions were asked of all respondents

1 screening question was asked

24 survey questions asked

2 questions coded by computer

1 question was coded by observation

28 total questions

4 questions asked in an open-ended format

Client Identification During Interview
Meta identified the client at the beginning of the survey as the California Department of
Transportation

Meta Staff Assigned to Project:

o Stephen Murrill, Principal

e Shannon Wheelan, Research Analyst

e Patricia Jenkinson, Senior Research Consultant
¢ Trained interviewers and supervisors

Data Analysis

¢ Univariate analysis for all questions

¢ Bivariate and multivariate analysis used for some questions
¢ Data analysis with SPSS software

Report

o Written summary of results (with graphics)
e Questionnaire with frequencies

¢ Frequency tables

o Crosstabulation tables

¢ Open-ended transcript report

e Description of research methods
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Preservation of Data

o Raw data will be saved on computer tape for a one (1) year period.

o Statistical tables will be saved on computer tape for thirty (30) days for replication
purposes.

¢ Hard copy of data (response sheets, etc.) will be destroyed after ninety (90) days
unless client requests otherwise in writing.

o Meta Research, Inc. files (i.e. documents, papers, records, etc.) will be maintained for
thirty (30) days unless client requests otherwise in writing. If additional maintenance is
requested, a storage fee will be assessed.

e Meta Research, Inc. recognizes that all sampling frames (lists) are the property of
client and will not be used for any purpose other than as noted in this document. Meta
Research, Inc. will destroy sample within thirty (30) days unless client requests
otherwise in writing.

o Meta Research, Inc. will retain one (1) hard copy of final report binder.

¢ Under no circumstances will Meta Research, Inc. violate respondent confidentiality by
providing data that could positively link individual answers with individual respondents.

¢ Copies of original documents will be supplied to client at an additional cost. Meta
Research, Inc. will maintain original documents in its files.

Data Release

o Meta Research, Inc. will release only to contact person(s). No exceptions will be made
without prior written notification from contact person(s).

¢ Inquiries from press and/or other organizations will be referred to client. However,
Meta Research, Inc. reserves the right to acknowledge that a survey was or is being
conducted. If requested (orally or in writing), Meta Research, Inc. will be available for
press conferences and/or interviews.

¢ Meta Research, Inc. reserves the right, however, to publicly correct any
misrepresentation, misinterpretation, or fabrication of results.
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Public Workshop Overview

On January 15, 2004, Caltrans District 9 hosted a public workshop to share and obtain
information about BAACS. At least 130 people signed the voluntary sign-in sheet, which
included representation from:

e Bishop area residents

e Local businesses

e Inyo County

e Local Transportation Commission

e City of Bishop

e Local Media

For a complete list of meeting participants, see attachment 1.

Project Team Attendance:

e Brad Mettam, Caltrans

e Forest Becket, Caltrans

e Donna Holland, Caltrans

e Melinda Posner, Jones & Stokes

e Maurice Chaney, Jones & Stokes

e Chuck Anders, Strategic Initiatives

Katy Walton, Deputy District Director of Planning & Programming, also attended the
meeting.

Melinda Posner began the meeting by reviewing the agenda and ground rules. Brad Mettam
was introduced and explained the purpose of the meeting in more detail and introduced the
local government agencies that are involved in the study. Brad provided background
information including:

e History of study

e Current status

e Study objectives

e Study area

e Truck traffic

e Community average annual daily traffic
e Tri-County Fair results

Meeting Demographic Information

Chuck Anders of Strategic Initiatives was then introduced. Chuck explained that CoNexus
Interactive Polling Technology is an effective tool to gather information at one time from a
large group of people and it also assists in productive discussions on key community issues.
He stated that while the collective voting percentages are important and interesting, the
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subsequent discussions about why the community votes the way it does is even more
important in identifying community concerns and opinions.

Using CoNexus Interactive Polling Technology, demographic information was obtained

from those who were in attendance and participated in the polling session. Approximately

117 out of 130 attendees participated in the polling. Here is a summary of results from the

demographic polling:

e Fifty-nine percent of meeting participants were male and 41 percent were female

e TForty percent of the meeting participants lived in West Bishop, 34 percent lived in the
incorporated portion of Bishop and the remaining 26 percent lived in Rocking K,
Starlight, Wilkerson, Round Valley, the county or other. (“West Bishop” is defined as
Dixon, Highlands/Glenwood, and Meadow Creek communities.)

e TForty-eight percent have lived in the Bishop area for more than 20 years and 25 percent
have lived in the Bishop area between 11 and 20 years

e Twenty-nine percent of attendees had at least a four-year college degree

e Ninety percent of attendees were 35 yeas of age or older

e Eighty-three percent of meeting participants were of Anglo/White descent

e Household income was widely distributed among meeting participants

For additional demographic results, see attachment 2.

Prioritization of Study Objectives
In 2002, the Local Transportation Commission — with support from the city of Bishop and
Inyo County — identified the following study objectives for BAACS:

A. Improve the circulation and safety for all modes of transportation in the downtown area
B. Accommodate commercial truck traffic for US 395 and US 6

C. Plan for downtown improvements (i.e. landscaping, parking, pedestrian facilities, etc.)
along with the rerouting of truck traffic

D. Facilitate ground access improvements to the airport and its associated development
improvements

E. In order to encourage potential downtown commerce visitation, keep services in Bishop
visible for through traffic on any route and have easy on/off connections

CoNexus was used to gather information from the public about the importance of each
objective. The prioritization of the study objectives involved employing a relative ranking
technique in which meeting participants were asked to rank each objective against each of
the other objectives. This technique provides more information than merely prioritizing the
five objectives in order of importance. Through each comparison, respondents had to pick
the most important of the paired study objectives.
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The relative importance of the study objectives was broken down for all participants, female,
and male participants.

Meeting participants Rank Order

All participants A,C,B,Eand D
Female participants C,AE,Band D
Male participants A, C,B,Eand D

Objectives A and C were consistently ranked among the top two important study objectives
in all groups. All of the highly selected objectives have internal circulation components
associated with them.

Information about the prioritization of the study objectives relative to all meeting participant
demographics can be found in attachment 2.

Community Values

A portion of the meeting was devoted to obtaining and ranking meeting attendees’
community values. Participants were asked what values were important in
prioritizing/ranking the study objectives.

(Leam, these noted as expressed by the community. We may want to revise and make consistent—verbs, etc.)

Objective Values
A e Reduces/Minimizes noise
e Safety

e Improves air quality

e Accommodates bikes (including improvements)
e More pedestrian friendly

e Minimizes disruption in residential community
e More scenic downtown

e More parking

e Supports bike travel

e Improves safety for kids on bikes and scooters — compatibility of
bikes and traffic

e Public restrooms

B e Truck access to downtown businesses...accommodation for truck
traffic rather than a bypass (maintain economic benefit from truck
traffic by maintaining access to downtown business and services)

e New legislation may require truck drivers to take more breaks
e Move hazardous traffic out of town
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e Truck rest stop

C e Move trucks out of downtown
e Encourage business
e Aesthetics — beautifications for downtown
e Create a positive community experience
e Safety for all modes of transportation
e Quality of life
e Attracts people to the community
e Revitalizes downtown area

e Keeps downtown vibrant

D e Objective D might be important if city had air service
e Commercial use development
e Is Bishop Airport going to be a backup to Mammoth?
e Supporting airport means supporting commercial development
e Current safety issues getting to the airport

e Makes sense to have an airport access route South and north airport
access

e Encourages commercial development near airport

E e Minimize impact to businesses in Bishop
e Downtown businesses will be adversely affected by bypass

e Important that there is directional sighage and ramps back to
downtown if there is a bypass

e Provide rest stops for all modes of traffic

e Business sales will decrease

e Tourist dollars have to be considered

e Safety beautification, etc. is very important

e Recognize the strong employment base downtown

Once the comments were captured, they were then presented back to the meeting
participants for ranking. Meeting participants ranked the community values on a nine-point
scale from “Ciritically Important” to “Not at all Important.”

Top community values: (in order of highest number)

Safety for kids 7.9
Quality of life 7.8
Minimize hazardous traffic downtown 7.4
More pedestrian friendly downtown 6.9
Accommodate truckers needs/parking and rest areas 6.7
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Revitalize downtown/attract people and tourists 0.6
Respond proactively to change 0.6
Minimize impacts to downtown Bishop businesses 0.5
Sense of community 0.5
Encourage downtown business 6.4
Accommodate bikes downtown/improve safety 6.0
Minimize noise 5.7
Bishop as a destination 5.6
Improve air quality 5.1
Encourage commercial development near airport 5.0

Survey Results

Melinda provided meeting participants a summary of the preliminary results from the

telephone survey that was conducted in December 2003. The presentation highlighted key

preliminary findings:

e Top transportation issues. Survey results identified that Bishop area residents’ top
transportation issues (54 percent) were “other,” congestion on Main Street, and too
many trucks on Main Street.

e Top transportation solutions. Survey results identified that Bishop area residents’ top
transportation solution (59 percent) were “other,” a bypass and/or truck route.

e Truck traffic. Survey results indicated that more than 52 percent of Bishop area
residents and businesses said truck traffic contributes to transportation issues and
congestion in the downtown area.

These findings will be further analyzed to determine what “others” mean.

e Main Street one-trip traffic. Sixty-five percent of those surveyed said that they take
one to four one-way trips on Bishop’s Main Street on a typical weekday and 20 percent
said they take approximately five to nine one-way trips.

e Economic dependency on out-of-town travelers. Forty percent of those surveyed
said that their business was somewhat to very dependent on out-of-town travelers.

For a summary of preliminary survey results including a list of “other” responses, see
attachment 3.

General Comments

During the community values portion of the meeting, meeting participants expressed various
comments and asked questions about existing truck traffic and a potential bypass. Their
comments are noted below.

Truck Concerns

e Need truck bypass and a truck stop...no place to park for the truckers
e Bypass will lead truck traffic out of town

e Trucks stop if it is convenient and out of necessity (to get food, etc.)
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e Other towns, you have to plan where you are going to stop...is there parking? If not, can
wait until the next town...rest areas?

e The space needed is beyond the real estate Bishop has — a rest area is ideal
e Truck route state laws...only trucks can come if delivering?

e Before a bypass, safety is top priority both within and outside the study area
e Highway 6 is horrible

e Supportive of four lane highways

e Can there be a truck only bypass?

Bypass Concerns
e Are bypass studies available?

e Communities that respond proactively to change are more likely to be successful. Those
that are not proactive do not fair well comparatively

® Businesses will move out near a potential bypass?

Carryover Questions and Answers

Before the open house, meeting participants were given the opportunity to comment and ask
questions. Some of the questions asked at the time of the meeting, but not answered are
below with inserted answers.

Q: Why don’t they have a crossing guard on Main Street?
A: Crossing guards are not provided by Caltrans, but are something the School District must
initiate.

Q: What percentage is truck traffic versus regular car traffic on Main Street?

A: In town on Main Street 4-6 percent of the total volume of traffic is truck traffic.

This is the best figure we can come up, until more definitive data on classification of vehicles
is collected in the City.

Q: If there is a bypass, will Mammoth folks be considered?
A: Yes.

Q: What percentage of traffic is going through Bishop and what percentage of people come
in for commercial related business?

A: The best knowledge we have of this would be identified in Caltrans District 9 Year 2000
Orientation and Destination Study. This is a survey done about every 10 years that surveys
the traveling public entering and leaving the Eastern Sierra Region. This last survey was
done in February, March, and August of 2000. The survey locations were oriented such that

most all motorists coming into or going out of Invo and Mono Counties were captured.
Some key highlights from the study are as follows:

e Average occupancy per vehicle was 2.18
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e Autos and Sport Utility Vehicles (SUV’s) made up 54 percent of the vehicles
surveyed

e 11.5 percent of the vehicles coming into and going out of the Inyo/Mono region were
commercial trucks

e RV’s made up 3.2% of the vehicle mix

e Recreation was given as the main purpose of the trip by 55% of the respondents

e 42 Torty-two percent of the overnight visitors were staying in a motel or hotel versus
37% staying in a campground

e Nevada accounted for 24 percent of the vehicles coming into the Eastern Sierra

e 36 Thirty-six percent of the vehicles came from Southern California

e 1-One percent of the travelers came from out of the country

e Germany was number one foreign country of origin

e 60-Sixty percent of the people named Inyo or Mono County as their destination

e 40-Forty percent of the travelers were driving through the Eastern Sierra to reach their
final destination without staying overnight

e -Mammoth lakes was the number one destination at 41% of the visitors Staying in Inyo
and Mono Counties

e The majority (69 percent) of overnight visitors stayed in Mono County

e 72 Seventy-two percent of the visitors staying in Inyo and Mono Counties were going to
stay one to three nights, with the majority of visitors staying one night

e 31-Thirty-one percent of the traveling public said they always stop in small communities
for services other than gas

e 48 TForty-cight percent said they sometimes stop, while 21 percent said they never stop

Q: Can you move red curbs and decrease speed limits?

A: Red curbing is set either by Caltrans guidelines concerning sight distance at driveways,
intersections, etc. or by a County or City ordinance process involving the CHP and Caltrans
to set enforceable “no parking” zones. General speed limits are basically set by the driving
public, through a process specified in the California Vehicle Code. The Vehicle Code
procedure for setting speed limits is mandated by law to follow a very specific process of
surveying speeds and finding speed which the 85" percentile of people are driving a
particular section of road. The speed limit is then set within 5 miles per hour of this 85"
percentile speed, while also considering other roadway conditions.

Q: Will a less “cluttered” appearance increase tourism?

A: Many community planning and downtown revitalization efforts are taking place in
communities all across the country. One of the initial efforts that these towns are doing to
increase tourism, community identity, and make a desirable destination is to remove
billboard signs and other clutter.
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Q: Is Caltrans definitely doing a bypass?

A: No. This workshop is one step in the study to determine if a bypass is wanted and/or
what other transportation and circulation solutions make sense to improve transportation
issues in Bishop.

Open House

An open house followed the formal meeting presentation where project representatives
provided additional information about BAACS. Graphic boards were displayed depicting
information relative to the study, including:

e Goals and objectives

e Study timeline

e Tri-County Fair results

e Telephone survey results
e Accident results

Additionally, one station provided information about proposed study alternatives. While

comments at this station were not recorded, the following general comments/questions wete

captured:

e Meeting participants were concerned about the proximity of any alternate route to
residential areas

e Meeting participants wanted to know the location of alternatives relative to the canal
west of Bishop

e Meeting participants were generally more interested in examining potential routes to the
east of Bishop

Comment Cards

Twenty-nine comment cards were received at the meeting. Comments ranged from general
comments about meeting format and effectiveness, to specific comments and questions that
focused on circulation, downtown beautification and a bypass. Below are the comments
from the comment cards organized in the follow categories:

e Meeting format

e Truck traffic

e Bypass

e Transportation/circulation improvements
e Study alternatives

e Other
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Topic Comment Card Responses Name

Meeting Format/CoNexus Polling

1. Very fine and well organized presentation. The digital Bob
input and subsequent results was very enlightening. It’s Unkrich
too bad a larger cross-section of the townspeople wasn’t
here to offer their input.

I do believe those present expressed honest feelings and
provided good input into the Caltrans effort to connect
many difficult problems.

Thanks for the effort on Bishop’s behalf.

2. Questions needed for CoNexus: Jon Patzer
e Did the issues to be voted on decisively establish our
transportation issue?
e Would dollar amounts (cost) of each alternative help
shape the outcome?

3. During the time tonight that you ran over the objectives ~ No name
and took comments, it was hard to hear the comments
being made. The feedback — reading off the flipcharts
went on too long and was redundant.

4. Had great trouble hearing comments from the floor...it Kennedy
was helpful having the comments rephrased so we could
hear. Also...black type font (survey “pie”) was nearly
impossible to read.
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Truck traffic

The wireless voting technology was brilliant. Everyone
was involved and the energy was up.

Comments on values started to drag and then review of
comments on flipchart moved into the “grueling” phase.

I thought providing the data straight away via CoNexus
was useful. Hearing about the phone survey was good.

Seemed odd that Brad said he hadn’t looked into bypass
affected towns...

Logistics seemed pretty smooth
Good use of audio/visual

Thanks for not too many paper handouts

Unfortunately, this was my first public meeting on this
matter. The general consensus was the concern about
trucks on Main Street. This misconception must be from
the lack of the truck drivers input. Actually the problem
arises from too many auto drivers. Not more than two
weeks ago there were two pedestrians hit in the same
crosswalk (on two different nights) by autos— not trucks!
What makes Bishop different from other towns like: L.P.,
Big Pine, Independence, Bridgeport? Or even Carson
City? There trucks are required to stay in the left lane
through town. The congestion is minimized because
autos can make right hand turns without causing the
trucks to stop and slowly return to the speed limit of 25
MPH...minimize traffic signals.

Service for trucks in Bishop non-existent. Build a large
truck stop on the north end of town.

Trucks must be eliminated around Bishop — (illegible) —
life in downtown.

Truckers need to be accommodated with a truck stop
with access to downtown by public transportation.

Susan

Powell

Brian
Berner

Chatles
Hopewell

James
Godbe

10
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Bypass

A bypass would decrease retail business significantly. To
keep downtown businesses, restrict any retail other than
in town. Our tax dollars would be better spent putting in
four-lanes in the dangerous two lane areas from the
south of Lone Pine to the south end of Olancha.

If this community — at least the business community is
proud of what it is, and wishes to attract visitors, it will
have create intelligent signs on a bypass highway, which
make stopping in Bishop as a tourist, hard not to do.
Such accurate and careful signage could have saved many
small towns from decay.

Good luck — as you unravel the pros and cons! I support
a truck/car bypass with perhaps a commercial truck stop
(new business) and airport development.

Long term: USs 395 freeway bypass.
A bypass by airport is best.

Some businesses have survived and prospered through
the years, regardless of average daily traffic. What can we
learn from their success to assist the Bishop business
community to prosper if a bypass is constructed?

Any bypass, no matter what you call it, will steer travelers
around town and result in decreased business, number of
jobs, revenue to city, etc. A bypass is the least preferred
alternative.

Ken Sample

Genrose
Brockman

Helen Eilts

Jerry
Gabriel
James
Godbe
Andy Boyd

Bill
McMullin

11
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8. A bypass on the east side of town is the most feasible No name
alternative of any. If the town were to regain parking on
Main Street it would be a benefit to the businesses but
not necessarily to the consumer or tourist as Main Street
would likely lose through-traffic capacity and become
clogged.

I see the airport as a great industrial and commercial
opportunity for the county and the city of Bishop if
growth coincides with the mobility a bypass would offer.
Providing an opportunity to bypass the town is a
wonderful idea if the option lies close to the downtown
center. The close proximity allows the motorist the
perception of not losing any time if they stop and are in a
hurry.

Transportation/Circulation Improvements

1. Design, designate, and build bicycle paths through and No name
around Bishop and environment. Improve circulation
around/in vicinity of the elementary schools. Facilitate
pedestrian (child) access from east of 395 to the schools.
Bus service for older children to schools. Do not pave
the dirt road along the canal east of the Bishop city limits.
Study bypass/alternate access routes both west and east
of Main Street. Any bypass to the east should be placed
away from residential areas; east of Johnston Street, for

example.
2. Develop Wye Road Ed
e Allows better access to airport Himelhock

e Allows northern access to alt. Route

e Allows access to proposed light industrial park
Develop southern access to airport

e Allows better access to airport
e Allows southern access to alt. Route

e Allows access to proposed light industrial park
Alt. Route (where ever located) should be:

e Attractive for trucks

e Unattractive to tourists
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Caltrans District 9
Bishop Area Access and Circulation Study (BAACS) Meeting Recap
Public Workshop - January 15, 2004

3. To increase safety on Main Street (short-term) Jerry
e Eliminate all uncontrolled marked crosswalks Gabriel
e Install news signals at Academy and East Elm
e stablish bike lanes from Elm Street to Wye Rd.

4. Never threaten to take our crosswalks away again — the Jean Miller
white lines must stay. Include in truck problems are large
moving vans that sometimes need to stay a night after
unloading and nowhere to park. I use to spend more
time and money downtown before Redlining on Main
took place and truck traffic increased. Also trucks are
larger than earlier times. Main Street is not so pleasant
and feels more dangerous.

5. Improve sidewalks by removing obstructions in middle Datlene
of sidewalks. Handicap pedestrians cannot stay on Nichols
sidewalks with motorized wheelchairs because of
inadequate space between light standards and business
buildings. Better making for downtown crosswalks —
most people driving through do not see the crosswalks
because of poor visibility.

6. Remove power poles and other obstructions from David
sidewalks on Main Street. Miller

e Provide parking and services for trucks outside of
city.

e Provide sidewalks on Home Street.

e Improve crossing safety on Main Street.

e Relocate post office and provide more convenient
mail drops (from drivers side).

e Short term: move trucks to center lanes like Carson
City, Minden, etc.)

e Improve the intersection at Wye Road and Hwy 6.

13



Caltrans District 9
Bishop Area Access and Circulation Study (BAACS) Meeting Recap
Public Workshop - January 15, 2004

7. Can there be any accommodations for and Kerry C.
encouragement of use of NEVs (Neighborhood Electric ~ Smith
Vehicles) with 25 MPH speed in the downtown area —
and to downtown to West Bishop?

West Line Street is the only connecting route, but under
present conditions NEVs would not be permitted on
ITAs auto traffic. Can NEVs use bike lanes or can a
legal route be provided to encourage the use of small,
clean, quiet, vehicles for use by those who cannot use
bicycles?

NEV parking could use much less space.

8. Besides bicycles, how about scooters? Thank you, please ~ Emily
help us. Roddy

A path from the senior Sunrise park to Vons and
Kmart...the sidewalks are terrible — safety for older
senior citizens that have scooter...to dangerous along
highway.

They’re getting more scooters in town, and if you are on
the Hwy, those big trucks are dangerous. They just about
blow you over.

9. Thank you for the forum to talk and listen to ideas. Safe ~ Howard
routes to and from school are important at before school ~ Lehwald
times and dismissal times. Few, if any, alternatives exist
currently for parents, buses or foot traffic. A possible
back entry to Elm/Pine Street schools with north and
south entry would help with both daily traffic and

cmergency evacuation needs.
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Caltrans District 9
Bishop Area Access and Circulation Study (BAACS) Meeting Recap
Public Workshop - January 15, 2004

10.

11.

I cross the intersection of Line/Warren at least four
times a day for work. The eastern crosswalk of this
intersection was removed and has increased the danger of
using this intersection dramatically. It is highly used, but
has been safer to jaywalk when the opportunity is there.
Without this crosswalk, my chance of getting hit has been
increased 200 percent — due to where I can park.
Ironically, it is in front of the police station, but all cars
speed there to make the light at Line/Main. Please bring
back crosswalk!!

e Crosswalks should be marked by pedestrian signs that
blink (they have these in many parts of L.A.) and out
weather, congestion is worse in downtown.

e Besides bringing my crosswalk back, prioritize the
safety on Highway 395 with four lanes at all times.
My crosswalk will not matter if I’'m dead.

e Beautify Bishop with parks, trees, and greenery —
thanks for the meeting]

e Bike path around town will contribute to making
Bishop a destination for folks of all ages.

e Parking—police station has asked for more spots and
those should be taken out of the lot of spaces on the
west side of the fire station that are never used.

Try to accommodate more Bishop area vehicles to utilize
alternate roads rather than Main Street.

12. Dealing with local traffic than building an alternate route.

13. Develop Warren for pedestrian and bikes.

14.

Perhaps develop an alt. Route for “locals” to bypass
Main Street, i.e. develop Sunland Lane (past
hospitals/school) through to North 395 (with signal at
396).

Loti
Constan

Bill
McMullin

Verbal Q.
Verbal Q.

Ed
Himelhock
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Caltrans District 9
Bishop Area Access and Circulation Study (BAACS) Meeting Recap
Public Workshop - January 15, 2004

Study Alternatives

Other

I’'ve looked at all routes displayed — A through H. None  James
of them seem to help all issues. I realize that there is a Godbe
safety/accident issue on 395 North of town. But...if

trucks were brought to the Y from north 395 and 6 then

routed to the airport on to the south by Amerigas (395),

traffic could easily choose to drive through town — they

would be permitted to see downtown, as well as forced

to slow down before choosing. All other routes take

traffic far too outside of town. This route accommodates

trucks and businesses.

Please do not include Dixon Lane with West Bishop. Howard

Gaines
Please find a way to put utilities underground...a James
beautiful Bishop will attract people and encourage Godbe
business.

Is it possible to plant trees in islands and accommodate
turning from the center lane? Trees and landscaping in
downtown Bishop are essential.

A strong community is essential for our young people. I ~ Susan
used to work in Mammoth (town) and the lack of central ~Powell
“gathering place” for large community activities was

glaring.

In my experience, people who find Bishop love it and
they always return — at some point- and they tell their
friends. I think we needn’t worry too much about a by-
pass.

Good point about four-lane highway.

What is the population of Bishop? (More than city limits)
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Caltrans District 9
Bishop Area Access and Circulation Study (BAACS) Meeting Recap
Public Workshop - January 15, 2004

4. 1 feel it is important to realize there are a lot of residents ~ Bob
in Bishop who divide the town into areas they frequent, ~ Woodson
and don’t frequent. In particular, in talking with people
and pointing out where in town they can find a product
or service, which they are seeking, I have been stunned
by a large number who refuse to cross Main Street for
any reason. Any changes to Main Street should be aimed
at reversing this trend.

5. Reduction of traffic will assist with the enhancement of Verbal Q.
public transportation.
6. consider moving underground utilities to make for more Verbal Q.
room.
7. (Drawn out map, see comment card) Elvie
Henderson

8. See to it that it is a pleasant experience to be in the town  Genrose
of Bishop once a visitor comes. One big comfortable Brockman
coffee shop/trestaurant outside of town would make
truckers happy (and locals, too!)

9. Itseems to me too much emphasis and time spent on N.
beautification of downtown. This should be a separate Parchman
community issue. I don’t really understand why this
should be a Caltrans problem. We could make downtown
nicer if we choose, and not do anything about the traffic
at all. The issue should be about routing traffic and
safety and efficiently from point A to point B. That is a
Caltrans challenge. It sounds like the Ford dealer would
make more money by converting his property to a truck
stop.

10. I would like to be a part of ongoing discussion/work on  Lynne
downtown revitalization planning and issues. Almeida

Also, will I be able to get copies of the results of your
Access and Circulation Study, telephone survey, etc.?

Would you consider forming an advisory panel
comptised of businesses/residents in the downtown core

arear

Thanks for hosting this discussion — it was interesting
and informative.
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Caltrans District 9
Bishop Area Access and Circulation Study (BAACS) Meeting Recap
Public Workshop - January 15, 2004

For copies of the comment cards from the public workshop, see attachment 4.

Media Coverage

In preparation for the public workshop, media relations were conducted to garner public

participation, including:

e Preprinted newspaper advertisements were inserted in the Inyo Register the Saturday prior
to the meeting, reaching more than 6,000 households

e Radio advertisements in English and Spanish were purchased on KDAY and
KIBS/KBOV (30-second spots twice to three times per day)

e News release distributed to all media outlets in the Bishop area

Coverage of the study and public workshop included two stories in the Inyo Register — one
prior to the meeting on January 13, 2004, and a follow-up story on January 17, 2004, as well
as a story in the Szerra Reader. In addition, KDAY television and radio interviewed Forest
Becket and meeting participants at the public workshop. (For newspaper articles, see
attachment 5.)

Subsequent media inquires have been made to Caltrans since the workshop.
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meta research

Bishop Area Access and Circulation Study of Businesses
June 2004 — DRAFT 3

Salient Results & Recommendations

= When asked top-of-mind what the number one transportation issue is in Bishop,
the top two responses were not enough parking (39%) and too many trucks on
Main Street (18%). Solutions to the number one transportation issue that
received the highest percentage of responses were creating an alternate route
specifically for truck traffic (38%) and creating more parking (20%).

= Solutions to transportation issues that have the most support are improving
parking, improving the options for using non-motorized modes of transportation,
creating an alternate route specifically for truck traffic, and improving the local
road network by adding to and connecting existing roads.

( 5
Support or Opposition for Transportation Solutions

Improve parking

Improve options for non-motorized modes
Alternative route for truck traffic

Improve local road netw ork

Alternative route for through traffic

Make no improvements

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

| Oppose O Neutral/Don't Know B Support

S y
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The Bishop Area Access and Circulation Study of Businesses
June 2004

The strongest opposition to transportation solutions (other than making no
improvements) was creating an alternate route for through traffic (60%). Creating
an alternate route specifically for truck traffic was supported by most businesses
(68%) and the majority said it would either have a positive effect (40%) or no
effect on their business (39%)

Effect on Business of Reducing Downtown Traffic‘

O Negative Effect B No Effect O Positive Effect ‘

60% -
50% -
40% -
30% -
20%
10%

0%

Reduced truck Reduced visitor Reduced local
traffic traffic traffic

Most business that responded were interested in improving the look and feel of
downtown Bishop and felt that streetscape improvements would have a positive
impact on their business (76%). However, only about half would be supportive of
helping to pay for improvements.

Statistically Significant Crosstabulations

Businesses on Highway 395/Main Street were more likely than businesses in
other locations to indicate that reduced visitor traffic would have a negative effect
on their business and that reduced truck traffic would have a positive effect on
their business.

While most respondents indicated that reduced local traffic would have a
negative effect on their business, this consequence was more likely to be
mentioned by businesses on Highway 395/Main Street.

The higher the percentage of business from out-of-town travelers, the more the
company was opposed to constructing an alternate route for truck traffic. They
were also more likely to indicate that reduced visitor traffic and reduced truck
traffic would have a negative effect on their business.
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The Bishop Area Access and Circulation Study of Businesses
June 2004

» Reduced truck traffic seemed to have no effect on companies with zero to 20
percent out-of-town customers, a negative effect on companies with 40 to 60
percent of out-of-town customers, and a positive effect on companies with 80 to
100 percent of out-of-town consumers. These results may be indicative of the
type of business (i.e. restaurant vs. tourist related business).

= Enterprises with either less than six employees or more than twenty employees
were more concerned with adding parking as a benefit to their business.

= Businesses with 11 to 15 employees were most supportive of helping to pay for
improvements of the look and feel of downtown Bishop.

= Companies on Highway 395/Main Street were more likely than companies in
other locations to have more customers (100 or more) each week and to have a
higher percentage of business (40% or more) from out of town travelers.

= The number of customers that visit an enterprise each week increased with the
number of employees (full and part-time) at the enterprise.

= Tourist related and retail businesses were more likely to be located on Highway
395/Main Street.
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The Bishop Area Access and Circulation Study of Businesses

June 2004
Bishop Area Access and Circulation Study of Businesses
Frequency Questionnaire

Methods:
Field Dates: ¢ Field Dates: June 4 — June 29, 2004
Sample Size: e 79 businesses
Sampling Error: e +/- 9.7% (calculated at 95% confidence level) with a population

of 325

Unit of Analysis: * Business Owner or Manager
Population: » Businesses in Bishop, CA on the questionnaire mailing list
Sampling Frame: » Paper questionnaire to be mailed to businesses in Bishop on

or near downtown/Main Street and North Sierra Hwy

Budgeted Length of Questionnaire: ¢ 1 page, front and back

NOTE: This frequency questionnaire serves as only a preliminary report. Frequency
percentages reported in this document represent adjusted frequencies, meaning that,
unless otherwise indicated, percentages have been adjusted to account for any non-
responses or not-applicable responses. Due to rounding, the totals of these percentages
may be slightly above or below 100%. Questions allowing for multiple responses will not
add to 100%.

The mean, median, and mode are measurements of central tendency (the statistical reports
are included in a separate cover). A mean indicates the mathematical average of all
respondents. For instance, on the variable "number of customers per week” (Q13), a mean of 4
indicates that the average of all responses is “200 to 500 customers” (on a six-point scale). The
median is the midpoint answer of all respondents. On the same variable " number of customers
per week," a median of 4 suggests that half of the respondents gave a rating higher than 4 and
the other half gave a rating lower than 4 (“200 to 500 customers”). The mode is the answer that
was chosen most among respondents. In otherwords, it is the category with the highest
percentage.

* Paper Questionnaire ¢

01. What would you say is the number one transportation issue that affects your business in
the Bishop area?

Of all respondents

1) Parking 38.6
2) Congestion 3.5
3) Too Many Trucks 175
4) No Problems 8.8
5) Other 31.6
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The Bishop Area Access and Circulation Study of Businesses

June 2004
02. What, if any, solution would you suggest to the number one transportation issue?
Of all respondents
1) Bypass for Trucks 37.8
2) More Parking 20.0
3) Nothing/Don’t Know 6.7
4) Other 35.6
03. Several alternatives can be considered as a way to handle local transportation issues in
the Bishop area. Please tell me if you support or oppose each of the following.
Of all respondents
Strongly Somewhat Somewhat Strongly  Neutral/
Oppose  Oppose Support  Support Don’t Know
a. Construct an alternate route for 52.6 7.7 12.8 24.4
through traffic
b. Construct an alternate route specifically 17.7 11.4 13.9 54.4
for truck traffic
c. Improve the options for riding a bicycle, 1.3 1.3 31.2 54.5 11.7
walking, and other non-motorized modes
d. Improve parking 1.4 2.7 20.3 71.6 .
e. Improve the local road network by adding 9.2 6.6 19.7 47.4 17.1
to and connecting existing roads
f.  Make no improvements 54.9 155 155 1.4 12.7
04. Is the existing supply of parking adequate for your business needs?

05.

Of all respondents
1) Yes 55.1
2) No 44.9

What would most benefit your business?
Of all respondents

1) More Parking 31.5
2) Shorter Parking Time Limits/Faster Turnover 0.0
3) Less through truck traffic on Main Street 15.1
4) Less congestion on Main Street 8.2
5) Streetscape enhancements 19.2
6) No Changes/None of the Above 15.1
7) Other (please specify) 11.0
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The Bishop Area Access and Circulation Study of Businesses
June 2004

06. What effect would reducing the volume of current traffic through downtown on Main Street
have on your business?
Of all respondents

Significantly Moderately No Moderately Significantly

) Negative Negative Effect Positive Positive
a. Reduced visitor traffic 39.0 13.0 28.6 10.4 9.1
b. Reduced truck traffic 9.0 12.8 38.5 115 28.2
c. Reduced local traffic 38.2 23.7 25.0 10.5 2.6
07. Please indicate your opinions on improving the look and feel of downtown Bishop on Main
Street.
Of all respondents
Yes No
a. Interested in the improvement of the look and feel of downtown 76.3 23.7
b. Improving downtown would have positive impact on business 676 324
c. Supportive of helping to pay for downtown visual improvements 51.5 485
08. Where is your business located?
Of all respondents
1) On Highway 395/Main Street 59.5
2) On 395 North Sierra Hwy 10.8
3) Within two blocks of Highway 395 23.0
4) Somewhere else in the Bishop area 6.8
09. How many years have you been in business?
Of all respondents
1) Less than 16 42.0
2) 16-30 36.0
3) 31-45 10.5
4) 46 or more 12.0

Mean = 21 years
Median = 19 years
Mode = 3 years
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The Bishop Area Access and Circulation Study of Businesses
June 2004

10. How many total (full and part time) employees are currently employed with your business?

Of all respondents

1) Less than 6 46.5
2)61to 10 13.3
3)11to 15 13.3
4) 16 to 20 12.0
5) 21 to 25 2.6
6) 26 or more 11.7

Mean = 14 employees
Median = 7 employees
Mode = 2 employees

11. What is the type of business?
Of all respondents

1) Hotel or Motel 55
2) Restaurant 9.6
3) Fast Food 4.1
4) Gas station/Automotive Related Business 8.2
5) Sporting goods 6.8
6) Entertainment (ex: movie theater) 1.4
7) Government Agency (please specify) 2.7
8) Quasi-governmental (ex: library, school) 0.0
9) Social Service (ex: mental health, seniors) 1.4
10) Medical/dental 4.1
11) Professional services (please specify) 8.2
12) Other retail (please specify) 32.9
13) Other tourist or recreation business (please specify) 4.1
14) Other type of business (please specify) 11.0
12. Approximately, what percentage of your business is from out-of-town travelers, such as

truck traffic and visitor through traffic (compared to customers who live in Bishop)?

Of all respondents

1) 0% out-of-town travelers 17.8
2) 20% out-of-town travelers 28.8
3) 40% out-of-town travelers 9.6
4) 60% out-of-town travelers 19.2
5) 80% out-of-town travelers 20.5
6) 100% out-of-town travelers 4.1

Mean = 40% out-of-town travelers
Median = 40% out-of-town travelers
Mode = 20% out-of-town travelers
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The Bishop Area Access and Circulation Study of Businesses

June 2004

13. In an effort to determine traffic generated by local businesses, please estimate how many

customers visit your location per week, on average?

1) 1t0 50
2) 50 to 100
3) 100 to 200
4) 200 to 500
5) 500 to 1000
6) 1000 +

Mean = 200 to 500 customers

Median = 200 to 500 customers
Mode = 200 to 500 customers

miela Fesearch

18.4
15.8
13.2
21.1
14.5
17.1

Of all respondents
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Caltrans District 9
Bishop Area Access and Circulation Study

July 15, 2004 Public Workshop Recap
August 12, 2004

Meeting Attendees

Sixty-eight community members attended the Bishop Area Access and Circulation Study
public workshop on July 15, 2004 (see attached for complete list of attendees). The
workshop included representation from:

e Bishop residents

e C(City of Bishop

e Los Angeles Department of Water and Power
e Local media

e Bishop Chamber of Commerce

e Local businesses

e Bishop Indian Tribal Council

e Inyo County

e Bishop Airport

Project Meeting Team Attendees
e Brad Mettam, Caltrans

e Forest Becket, Caltrans

e Donna Holland, Caltrans

e Bryan Winzenread, Caltrans

e Ryan Dermody, Caltrans

e Bart Dela Cruz, Caltrans

e Jeff Jewett, Inyo County

e Melinda Posner, Jones & Stokes

e Maurice Chaney, Jones & Stokes

Public Workshop Purpose

The purpose of the meeting was to provide an update on the current status of the study and
to obtain input about what should be considered in Caltrans’ evaluation of project
alternatives. Key agenda items included:

e Opverview of the study’s purpose and history

e Results from the business mail survey conducted in June

e Status and future of Bishop Airport planning efforts

e DPotential study alternatives and status of analysis

e TFacilitated discussion to identify additional considerations for study alternatives
e Study Alternatives Breakout Stations

Caltrans District 9 July 15 recap FINAL 8-12-04.doc
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Welcome/Meeting Format

Melinda Posner welcomed everyone to the meeting and introduced the project team, Project
Development Team member’s present and elected officials who were in attendance.
Melinda looked for a show of hands of those who attended the public workshop in January;
more than a third indicated that they did attend. Melinda also asked for a show of hands for
how many attendees were residents and how many were business owners. The majority of
meeting participants were residents; however, there were at least ten business owners in the
audience.

Melinda reviewed the agenda and went over the ground rules. She also assured meeting
participants that they would have a chance to provide comments during the facilitated
discussion regarding the considerations of the study alternatives, on comment cards and at
the study alternatives stations.

Formal Presentations

Project Background

Brad Mettam began the presentation by providing a quick overview and status of the study
including:

e Study goals and objectives

e Public participation milestones

e Bishop traffic data

e Accident history

Airport Development Plans

Jeff Jewett from the Inyo County Public Works Department provided information about the
potential commercial and industrial development at the airport. Jeff indicated that the
county’s airport master plan proposes a new terminal and additional business park land uses
to accommodate future growth in airport services.

Traffic Modeling

Ryan Dermody was introduced to talk about the traffic model to be used for this study, as
well as for future transportation planning efforts. Though still in the development stage, the
model will be able to simulate existing traffic flows and patterns and assist in the evaluation
of potential transportation solutions.

Truck Traffic and Business Survey

Brad discussed the issue of truck traffic in Bishop and, more specifically, along the US
395/Main Street corridor. Brad provided information about average daily truck movement
in the Bishop area.

Brad then provided a brief summary of results from the business survey that was conducted

in June. The survey is a follow-up to a public opinion survey directed at Bishop residents

that was conducted late last year. The business-specific survey was designed to capture the

specific interests of businesses along the corridor. More than 75 surveys were received from

approximately 300 that were distributed via mail to businesses. Key findings include:

e Top of mind transportation issue. When asked their number one transportation issue,
39 percent of businesses indicated parking, followed by too many trucks (18 percent).

Caltrans District 9 July 15 recap FINAL 8-12-04.doc
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e Top of mind transportation solution. The most cited transportation solutions
included improved parking, better options for non-motorized modes of transportation,
development of a truck route, and improved local road network with additional
connecting routes.

e Strongest opposition to transportation solutions. More than 50 percent of the
businesses that responded indicated that they are opposed to an alternate route for
through traffic. (Brad indicated that any alternate route that is constructed might be designated
(through the use of signs) as a truck route and require that through trucks utilize it; however, Caltrans
cannot prohibit passenger vebicles from using it.)

e Downtown improvements. Seventy-six percent of businesses are in favor of improving
the look and feel of downtown, and about half would be supportive of paying for such
improvements.

Alternatives Under Consideration

Brad provided information on the proposed study alternatives. The first step in the
development and analysis of alternatives has been a review and “screening” by the Project
Development Team. Caltrans has also been actively sharing and obtaining input about the
proposed study alternatives with other key stakeholders such as the school district, tribal
government, City of Bishop, Inyo County and others. Through this review, several early
alternatives have been eliminated. He then mentioned some key considerations in the
analysis that Caltrans has been using so far:

e Ability to meet study objectives

e Environmental impacts

e Cost

e Efficiency

e Land ownership and use

e Constructability

He reminded the meeting attendees that the key purpose of the meeting is to hear from the
community about any additional considerations that should be evaluated through the study
alternatives analysis.

Facilitated Discussion of Considerations Related to Study Alternatives
Melinda began the facilitated discussion to identify additional alternative considerations.
Meeting attendees also shared questions and comments about other aspects of the study.
The following are the comments and questions. They have been categorized by the following

topics: bypass/alternate truck route, local circulation, streetscape enhancements and other.
(Q: Question, C: Comment, A: Answer)

Bypass/Alternate Truck Route

Brad reminded the group again that it is not possible to create a “trucks-only” route.
However, there are measures that can be taken to discourage travel on the alternative route
by non-trucks.

C: Don’t make it too easy for tourists to use bypass.

C: High community impact if there is a western bypass.

Caltrans District 9 July 15 recap FINAL 8-12-04.doc
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Z R

Z R

Look at further bypassed community cases/need for additional bypass studies in
California to see what impacts resulted after a bypass was constructed.

Reroute trucks east toward airport.

Signage is important (if alternate route were constructed). For example, “Truck
Route.” Signage to advertise local businesses in town is also important.

Western route goes through bird watching territory.
Western alignments do not address US 6 or airport access.
Western alignments increase noise near equestrian center.

Western alignments are attractive to bypass the community because they represent a
shorter distance.

Western alignments offer the possibility for development in underdeveloped area.

Limit development/restrict land uses along alternate route/bypass to preserve
downtown business district.

Do not want to see decreased business in downtown core. Business has decreased in
Mojave/Blythe where bypass was constructed.

Conversely, economic studies should not be of similar communities, but should be
completed for Bishop specifically.

Caution while comparing to other bypassed communities.
Less wear and tear for trucks if there were a bypass.

How do you enforce trucks to take a bypass?

It is not possible to create a “trucks-only” route. However, there are measures,
including signage, which can be taken to encourage truck travel on the alternative
route. Likewise, signage can be used to discourage use of the truck route by non-
trucks. Disincentives, such as the absence of setrvices can be communicated to
travelers.

If a bypass were constructed, how would you address trucks needing to fuel?
Any truck needing fuel would enter town for such services, with no restrictions.

Caltrans District 9 July 15 recap FINAL 8-12-04.doc
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Why is a bypass needed?

At this point a bypass is not needed. However, this study is intended to examine
future traffic conditions over the next 20 years. We expect that some type of
alternate route and associated improvements to the local road network may be
needed in the future. A critical consideration for a future alternate route is to preserve
right-of-way in advance of the need.

What is the impact on the local economy if a bypass were implemented? Would like
to see additional studies, including comparison of communities similar to Bishop.

If a bypass were constructed, there is potential for some impacts to the economy.
There have been studies conducted to determine the economic impacts of alternative
routes. However, no such studies have been conducted for this project. Caltrans plans
to research this issue as well as review other studies that have been conducted to
provide as much information about potential economic and other impacts as a result
of the construction of an alternate route. One such study, conducted by the United
States Chamber of Commerce, suggested that — overall — a bypass has little effect on
a community, if the need for a bypass is warranted.

How much positive economic impact do trucks bring to the economy?

We do not have information referring to truckers stopping in the community and
spending money. However, considering the lack of parking opportunities in town, it
is likely insignificant. There is certainly a deep economic dependence on trucks in
Bishop concerning merchandise and goods that we require from elsewhere.

Local Circulation

C:

C:

Z R

Bottleneck at Wye Rd.

Decrease speed limits (to 25 MPH) from Brockman to Gherkin. (Similar to
Minden/Garnetrville).

Don’t want to see speeds increase with the decrease in traffic volume (if a bypass was
constructed and presence of trucks was decreased on Main Street).

Need for improved local circulation.

Need for safety at Brockman and Highway 395 — install flashing light to decrease
speed.

Can trucks be slowed down while going through town by speed enforcement,
stoplights, etc.?

Yes, enforcement plays a large role in speed compliance for all vehicles. The look
and feel of a transportation corridor (particularly Main Streets) also can transmit a
subliminal message to the motorist to slow down. Although at this point, truck
speeds have not been identified as an issue.

Can residential streets become major streets if alternatives were made?
This is something Caltrans’ is evaluating as it studies the proposed alignments and city
circulation.
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Streetscape Enhancements
C:  Less congestion will enable community to be more attractive.

Q: Isit possible to have trees and other landscaping on Main Street? If not, why?

A:  The City can apply for grant funding for landscaping projects and submit preliminary
plans/designs for Caltrans review. However, with the current Main Street
configuration there is insufficient space to plant trees or make any significant changes
along the corridor.

Other

C: Bishop is a road town.
C: “Improved circulation” (as stated as a goal/objective) is too vague.

C: Some alternatives were not shown to reservation representatives.

Q: Truck counts from US 395 Reno down and back up US 6 — has it increased? Is there
comparative data from past years?
We are not sure if this is an actual circuit used by trucks. Classification systems or
technologies that differentiate types of vehicles are fairly new to this District. The
information presented at the public meeting is some of the most accurate truck data
we have. Unfortunately, specific truck data history is rarely available.

Informational Stations — Alternatives, Local Circulation, Traffic Modeling
Following the facilitated discussion, meeting attendees were encouraged to visit the five
information stations including information on proposed alternatives, local circulation and
traffic modeling. The booths were staffed with Caltrans representatives, complete with
detailed display maps and other presentation materials to encourage a detailed review and
provision of comments to the project team about study alternatives. Each station was
equipped with flip charts and comment cards to record meeting participant input.

Comment Cards
Comment cards were received at the meeting, via first class mail, and through email.
Comments received as of July 27, 2004.

General
e The extension of Sierra Street to See Vee Lane would make a great improvement in
access to the downtown area.

e Improvements within Bishop city limits, increasing traffic circulation should be
completed in the near future. The bypass can be allowed a longer time frame. But 20
years is too long in any case.
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e While some downtown merchants doubtless continue to oppose any sort of bypass, an
accident in the downtown could easily force the closure of US 395 for an extended
period and force a bypass.

e For safety reasons semis should not go through downtown Bishop. Safety should be
primary. While some business would be lost as passenger vehicles also would take a
bypass overall safety would be improved, traffic would be lighter and the downtown area
would be both safer and quieter.

e Most of the people with negative comments will be dead (due to age) by the time we
complete environmental studies on the possible routes!!!

e The Main Street experience in this town is horrible — the bypass is needed.

e I do think consideration should be given to the future tourist. Railroad between Laws
and Bishop and avoiding grade crossings and all those complications. That railroad will
probably enter Bishop at some point near Wye Road and Spruce Street.

e I strongly favor a truck bypass around Bishop which also RV trailers, etc. could use
when they have no intention of stopping in Bishop. This would make stopping at
businesses in Bishop easier, more pleasant and safer. Also the town would be more
pedestrian friendly. One truck may have a traffic impact of several cars, same impact for
pickups with trailers, RVs, etc. If DWP sells a conservation easement, you may be
precluded from potential routes in the future.

e Great job. Very informative. I support all ideas that will improve traffic circulation and
safety — even if it means more traffic on Keough Street! The best alternative would be to
allow expansion of business areas to the alternate routes — competition for the
downtown businesses.

e Your meeting was very interesting and well planned. I enjoyed hearing all the different
questions and answers about the alternate truck route. At the next meeting will you
please have more data about the truck counts both at night and daytime? Possibly at
Wye Road and US 395 and US 6. Would it be possible to have the camera going 7 days
a week, 24 hours a day? What is planned for Wye Road leading into the airport in the
next year or so? Thank youl!

e After attending Caltrans’ second meeting, I must tell you that in 20 years into the future
the same negative feedback from local business owners will be the same; fear from the
loss of car traffic through the downtown area. The solution would be for Caltrans to go
ahead with the bypass regardless of those who keep progress from Bishop and keep it a

“road town.”

Western Alternatives
e All western alignments meet traffic need if north connector or west bypass for US 6 is
also constructed.
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Keep a western alignment viable even if it’s not a preferred alternative — things may
change later. I stop in Placerville every trip and so do tons of other travelers — the town
is booming.

Any alignment that does not address north Sierra Highway won’t work.
No way on the west route.
Is it possible to open Warren Street for more local downtown traffic?

Neither alignment addresses the issues (airport and Highway 6). (1W, 2W)

Eastern Alternatives

I favor an eastern alignment for a truck route bypass of downtown Bishop. This would
aid in serving future industrial development in the airport area as well as provide a more
direct and efficient route for truckers to access US 6.

Go for the eastern alignment with the blue route. (3E)

Easterly bypasses will meet traffic needs if north connector or west bypass is also
constructed.

Route 3E would be best to relieve traffic downtown. Route 4E would be second choice.
Route 5E and 6E would cause a slow down for through traffic to make a short turn.
Both west routes should be eliminated to assist business in town by cutting off a
shortcut around town. Hope there is a way to solve this problem in less than 10 years.

I feel the truck route should definitely go east to the airport. It would be nice if some
(not greedy) businessperson would put a truck fuel stop out that way.

In my opinion the two bypass options on the eastside are clearly preferred. They give
enhanced access to the airport, easy bypass around Bishop for trucks and would be
unattractive to cars because it would be a longer commute.

The best place to locate a truck route around Bishop is east of town. Tourists would still
drive down Main Street and very likely stop. Truck access to the airport would be
improved.

First of all I wish to thank you and your team for an excellent presentation last Thursday
evening regarding the traffic situation in Bishop and the alternative truck routes. It is
very gratifying that you involve the community as you have.

I prefer the alternate route to the east and would like to put forth some reasons why the
western alternative would not be a wise choice. First and foremost, the open area
around South Barlow, Reata Rd., the equestrian center, and Mumy Lane is a quiet area
used for walking, jogging, and biking by many, many people. It is an area we all use to
renew ourselves and should not be disturbed by the roar of trucks passing by. Also, if
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this western route is chosen, the north and southbound skiers will soon discover this
speedy shortcut that eliminates the Main St. slowdown. They will certainly use it and
bypass all the merchants in town. Not a desirable situation.

You mentioned that with our current budget situation it could possibly be some 20 years
before some "truck route" is actually developed. I propose an idea that could give us a
certain amount of relief immediately. You stated that the right lane or outer lane is 12
feet wide and the left lane or inner lane is 10 feet wide. This encourages the trucks to
use the outer lane and creates a loud noise for folks on the sidewalk and in the stores.
There is also more danger of a pedestrian-truck accident. If this situation is reversed
with the inner lane being 12 feet and the highway is signed "Trucks use left lane", the
noise and the danger of the trucks is moved farther away from the sidewalks. It would
in fact be shielded and lessened by the automobiles in the outer lane. The "canyon
effect" we currently have would be decreased. This method of moving traffic is now
used very effectively by the communities of Gardnerville and Minden, NV. Hwy 395 is
their main street also, but even worse than ours since it has two sharp turns and a school
in the middle of town. They have more local traffic and a much longer main street
business area. They seem to move trucks very effectively with this method. Have you
given this method any thought for Bishop?

I trust you will continue to keep us posted as new considerations for the study
alternatives arise. Thank you for having an open ear and mind.

Next Steps

Input received from the public meeting, comment cards, maps, etc. will be fully considered
through Caltrans’ analysis of the proposed study alternatives. Caltrans will be conducting a
future public meeting to present the draft study conclusions and obtain comments on the
preferred alternatives sometime early next year.

Attachments
List of meeting attendees.
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2004 Tri-County Fair
BAACS Comments (cards received)

. | support alternative 4-E. Keep it east of town.

. Signatize MacGregor!

While — Not Catrans authority the County (or DWP) can not allow any
commercial zoning along any of the alternative routes — even for gas
stations.

. Please send BAACS map full size, like one at fair.

. Pro: Alternative 3-E truck bypass to HWY 6
Pro: Alternative 2-W without access to hwy

. As a tourist to the area, traffic in town is atrocious!! Most people are
traveling to Mammoth and anything that bypasses Bishop to the west is
the way to go. You must travel a state highway to go from Bishop to
West Bishop and that needs to be changed.

. Keep all routes and bypasses West of Bishop already highly disturbed
areas and more residents live west of Bishop to be better served.

. Keep all alterntives west of Bishop. The east side of Bishop has a poorer
population and are already forced to deal with crowded living conditions
and noise. Title VI and EJ prohibits that area from receiving further
degradation. That is why all western choices should be pushed through
(Alt. 1-W, Alt. 2-W) and have fewer environmental impacts to wetlands
and agriculture. Must also improve circulation within the City.

. Lots of trucks and cars use Hanby Ave. to get around downtown and to
fuel stations. We need another stop sign to slow traffic and a bypass
would be great, thank you.



BAACS
Highlights of the Bishop High School Senior Class Survey

Many of the student results mirrored the larger Public Survey results,
such as: how often they drive Main Street; vehicle and particularly
truck congestion as a primary concern; and the need for an alternate
route to alleviate congestion.

145 surveys were completed

The majority of the students drive a car (67%) to and from
school. The second highest percent walk (11%).

80% noted that they leave campus for lunch almost every day, of
which 65% drive somewhere.

Interestingly, one-third (33%) go home for lunch, while the
majority visit a Main Street establishment (51%).

After school, most students go home and/or to work.



Caltrans District 9
Bishop Paiute Tribe
BAACS Involvement &
Caltrans assistance

BAACS Tribal Participation

April 2004 — Met with Tribe staff and some council members on BAACS at
Council Chambers to discuss study.

Telephone survey met targeted sample of Native American residents.

Since study inception in 2003 we have had numerous one on one discussions
with Tribal staff and administration explaining the study components, process,
and need for Tribal input.

Invited Tribal representation on Project Development Team (PDT) many
times. We have had Tribal representation at two PDT meetings.

We sent three letters to Tribal Chair to initiate Government to Government
consultation.

We had Tribal representation on our Bishop Business Focus Group session.
We have been working closely with designated Tribal Liaison on all related
issues in the last year.

Other Related Caltrans Assistance/Services Provided Recently

Worked closely with the Tribe in 2003 to gather the information necessary to
develop and deliver a comprehensive Traffic Circulation Report, which can be
used for transportation and economic planning, and programming of projects.
Lent traffic counting devices to the Tribe and provided training and assistance
in gathering, organizing and compiling traffic data for Casino / Gas station
area.

Sponsored two Headquarters Native American Liaison Branch transportation
training sessions in Bishop. One which took place at the Bishop Tribal
Council Chamber.

Provided consultation on tribal involvement in local transportation.

Assisted Tribal staff with Environmental Justice Transportation Planning
Grant application. The Tribe has been successful in this application and has
recently been awarded just over $73,000.



Bishop Area Access and
Circulation Study

Preliminary Community Impact
Assessment (PCIA) Results

May 18, 2005
Melinda Posner & Jack Ottaway
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BAACS Goals

Improve circulation and safety for all modes of
transportation in the downtown area

e Accommodate commercial truck traffic on U.S. 395 and
U.S.6

e Plan for downtown improvements, such as landscaping,

parking, and pedestrian facilities, along with the rerouting
of truck traffic

e Facilitate ground access improvements to the airport and
Its associated developments

o Keep services in Bishop visible for through traffic on any
route, with easy on/off connections
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BAACS Progress

e On-going alternatives analysis

e Traffic model development and analysis

e Preliminary community impact assessment
e Environmental analysis

e Feasibility study complete ?7?
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BAACS Community Outreach

e Initiated in early 2003

e Series of public meetings

e Study newsletters

e Survey of transportation concerns

e Qutreach to stakeholder groups

e Coordination with the LTC and PDT
« Additional research for PCIA

e Next public meeting in June 2005
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Preliminary Community Impact
Analysis

e Describes the relationship between the proposed
alternatives under consideration and the surrounding
community

e Evaluates potential economic and community impacts of
proposed study alternative routes

 |ssues examined include land use and planning; farm land
and agriculture; population and housing; community
services and public facilities; business and economic

conditions
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Community & Economic Impacts

e Land Use & Planning — most land affected by alternative routes would
be publicly-help LADWP properties leased for agricultural use; may
require additional coordination between Caltrans, LADWP, and local
agencies

* Population & Housing — growth remains constrained in Inyo County
due to large public land holdings; however, growth in neighboring
Mono County areas could contribute to some traffic demand

e Community Services & Public Facilities — alternative routes would
have no substantial effects on police/sheriff, fire/EMS, schools,
libraries, or other public services and facilities
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Businesses Most Likely to be Affected

and Circulation Study (BAACS)

by Alternatives
Number Total Payroll ($
Business Type | Verified Employees million)

Gasoline 8 77 1.1

Service Stations

Eating and 33 582 6.5

Drinking Places

Hotels and 21 231 8.7

Motels
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Average Annual Daily Traffic and

Truck Traffic for Each Alternativ |

4200 AADT
w700 Trucks

f 3200 AADT
w/ 700 Trucks i
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Percent of Traffic Affected by

Alternatives
Percent Total | Percent Truck
Alternative Traffic Diverted Traffic
Diverted
Western Alternatives 1 and 2 47 39
Alternative 3 w/ North 30 68
Alternative 4 w/o North 43 68
Alternative 4 w/ North 57 68
Alternative 5 w/o North 16 68
Alternative 6 w/o North 14 68

Bishop Area Access
and Circulation Study (BAACS)
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Potential Economic Effects

o Effects Would be Felt Most During Winter
Months

e Reductions Iin Business Revenue, Sales Tax
Revenue, Employment, and Disposable Income

* Reductions Proportional to Alternatives Diverting
the Higher Percentages of Traffic

 [ndirect Economic Impacts to Businesses
Supplying Goods to Directly Affected Businesses

 [ndirect Impacts to Government Through
Decrease Iin Tax Revenue

e Bishop Area Access Eﬁ
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Economic Mitigation

 [nterchange Design
 [nterchange Location
 [nterchange Landscaping
 [nterchange Signage
 Visitor Center

e Business Relocation

e Encourage Truck Services
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Interchange Design, Location,
LLandscaping, Signage Mitigation

e Mitigation Used to Encourage Auto Traffic and
Discourage Truck Traffic Through Downtown

o Several Interchange Factors Can Affect Traveler’s
Decisions

o Example: Visibility of Bishop from Interchange
Can Affect Traveler’s Decision to Stop

 [nterchange Factors Are Caltrans’ Responsibility

-+ .| Bishop Area Access Eﬁ
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Visitor Center As Mitigation

e Encourage Travelers to Visit Downtown

o Appeal to Bishop’s Amenities and as Gateway to
Sierra Nevada

e Location of Center an Important Consideration

» Responsibility of City of Bishop and/or Bishop
Chamber of Commerce
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Mitigation to Prevent Business
Relocation

« Mitigation to Prevent Businesses from Relocating
along the Alternative Route

o Example: Caltrans Preventing Additional
Interchange Construction or City/County Zoning
Regs to Prevent Development

e Encourage Additional Truck Services on
Alternative Route to Encourage Truck Use
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Additional Research

e Focus group of Bishop Businesses

e Survey of Mammoth bound travelers
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Questions Posed

Alternate route impacts to local businesses
Preferred alternate routes

Downtown Bishop improvements

Purpose of traveler stops in Bishop

Alternate route implications to Mammaoth bound travelers

Bishop Area Access

and Circulation Study (BAACS)
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Business Focus Group Overview

10 businesses from Main Street Bishop

e One tribal representative

e Held over lunch at Whiskey Creek

» Very cooperative and informative participants
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Key Focus Group Results

e Qver past five years, businesses experienced an increase In
business growth

o Truck traffic does not represent a significant positive impact
to business sales; however, all noted the importance of truck
traffic to their business

e Airport access favorable over diverting truck traffic

e Alternate routes on the east side favored — and recommended
for Caltrans consideration
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Key Focus Group Results

e Local circulation improvements necessary to improve
congestion and circulation in Bishop’s downtown

e Vibrant and healthy downtown dependent on through
traffic

o Streetscape and pedestrian enhancements identified as key
downtown improvements

* Noted that the city of Bishop will need to play a significant
role in downtown improvements

e [nterest and willingness by several businesses to support
downtown improvement programs
— Downtown parking district
— Improved signage
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Focus Group Results

» Lack of customer and employee parking
e Summer months most critical for business sales

e Suggestions to improve downtown circulation
— Divert local traffic from Main Street
— Divert truck traffic through airport access route

— Alternate airport access route combined with local
circulation improvements Is necessary

Bishop Area Access

and Circulation Study (BAACS)
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Mammoth Bound Survey — Overview

e Gathered information and data from travelers stopping/passing
though Bishop to Mammoth

 Distributed to 10 hotel/condominium properties

« 45 completed questionnaires over a three week period (Mid
February 2005 to early March 2005) — very limited response -
not statistically significant

Most of respondents were traveling from southern California
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Key Results

» Most respondents (76%) always or sometimes stop Iin
Bishop when traveling to Mammoth

e Top reasons for stopping in Bishop — to fill up for gas
(85%) and to stop for food (78%)

e More than half indicated they would either sometimes
or always bypass downtown to get to Mammaoth if an
alternate route were implemented

Bishop Area Access Eﬁ

8% and Circulation Study (BAACS) &lrons




&% and Circulation Study (BAACS)

Key Results

e Top reasons to continue to stop in Bishop with a

bypass — gas (90%), food (77%) and to take a break
(26%)

* Nearly 50% indicated they would take an alternate

route to bypass Bishop, even if it was longer in time
and distance

-+ .| Bishop Area Access Eﬁ



Next Steps
e Finalize PCIA

e Public meeting In June to present study updates
and PCIA results

» Study completion and final report anticipated in
December 2005
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Caltrans District 9
Bishop Area Access and Circulation Study
June 23, 2005 Public Meeting/Open House Recap

Meeting Attendees

Sixty community members attended the Bishop Area Access and Circulation Study
public meeting and open house on June 23, 2005. The workshop included representation
from:

e Bishop residents

e City of Bishop

e Local media

e Local businesses

e Bishop Indian Tribal Council

Project Meeting Team Attendees
Brad Mettam, Caltrans

Forest Becket, Caltrans

Donna Holland, Caltrans

Ryan Dermody, Caltrans

Bart Dela Cruz, Caltrans

Maurice Chaney, Jones & Stokes

Public Meeting/Open House Purpose

The purpose of the final public meeting/open house was to provide an update on the
study, including study conclusions and proposed recommendations. Key Agenda items
included:

= Welcome and introductions;

Review of meeting format, agenda and ground rules;

Presentation on the Access and Circulation Study;

Questions and comments; and

Open house.
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Welcome/Meeting Format

Brad Mettam welcomed everyone to the meeting and introduced the project team. He
indicated that this is the final public meeting on the study. Forest Becket was introduced
and provided a quick overview of the meeting format. Forest mentioned that the meeting
was geared to provide an update on the latest developments of the study, and that
everyone would have an opportunity to provide comments during the formal presentation
and during the open house.

Open House

During the meeting format review, Forest indicated that subsequent to the formal

presentation, an open house would convene to provide detailed information related to the

study. The purpose of the open house was to provide a comprehensive look at the study

since its inception in 2003, as well as to talk one-on-one with project representatives.

Information stations were available and focused on the following:

= General information — information related to the study, including the study’s
background, goals and objectives, purpose and timeline;

= Public participation and involvement — information related to public outreach and
involvement efforts, including public opinion research results and recaps to previous
meetings;

= Traffic data — information on local road counts;

= Traffic modeling — model to simulate existing traffic flows and patterns and assist in
the evaluation of potential transportation solutions;

=  Truck routes — map with all alignments considered;

= Local circulation — information on various local circulation concepts still under
consideration;

= Feasibility study — information on the study and how a project gets built; and

= Bishop transportation since the 1960s — highlights from current study and a similar
study completed in the 1960s.

Formal Presentation

Brad Mettam’s presentation focused on the following:

e Background of the study, including its history and goals and objectives;

e Truck route and local circulation alternatives still under consideration. Eastern route
alternatives coupled with local circulation improvements will continue to be studied
and recommended in the final report;

e Wye Road interchange concepts. With an eastern alternative, a Wye Road connection
will be likely;

e Preliminary Community Impact Assessment (PCIA). It was noted that Caltrans
completed a PCIA for purposes of analyzing the impacts associated to the proposed
alternatives. The PCIA is not an environmental document but preliminarily assesses
the potential social, economic and land use impacts of the project. The PCIA report
will be available in the study’s final report; and

e Report availability. The study and final report will be available at the end of the year.

Question and Answer
Following Brad’s presentation, meeting attendees had the opportunity to ask questions.
Meeting participants were to visit the information stations to obtain further clarification
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on specific topics related to the study. Below is a summary of the facilitated discussion
session. (Q: question, C: comment, R: response)

Q:
R:

DO

DO

Q:

Is there a possibility of a rest stop at Wye Road, particularly for truck use?

As part of the study objective — to improve the movement of traffic and
particularly truck traffic — this could be a viable option. However, rest areas are
only developed between communities; Wye Road is too close to Bishop for a rest
stop. Funding is also an impediment. However, there is an idea to have a potential
truck stop/storage area near the airport.

What are the future plans for the airport? What will be the traffic impacts
associated with development of the airport?

There are plans for airport development and expansion in the future, which is
outlined in the county’s airport master plan. Regional traffic could potentially be
affected, and will be studied using the traffic model.

Have you thought about an over/underpass at Wye Rd.?
Caltrans has looked into that. It would take up tremendous space to allow for the
proper grades and is not a viable option.

Bishop has reached its capacity. All Bishop traffic should be the city of Bishop’s
concern.

Wye Road is not the solution for transportation issues in Bishop.

The main issue is to move traffic out of town. The transportation issues now will
be irrelevant in the future.

Any alternate route will have negative economic impacts to the city.

Will the proposed truck route be exclusively for truck use?

No, all vehicles would be able to use it but it would be “signed” as a truck route to
make it less attractive for cars. Because Caltrans cannot build parallel facilities,
the alternate route would be an access road.

Have you considered a bypass route for Route 6? Seems to be an increase in
traffic.

Yes, there seems to be an even split of traffic between U.S. 395 and 6. There are
ideas to extend Route 6.

If there aren’t tourist areas or services on a bypass, Bishop will still be a stopping
point.

As part of the PCIA, a survey was conducted to gauge behaviors from Mammoth
bound travelers. In general, people would continue to stop in Bishop to utilize gas
and food services. If a route were constructed, restrictions on land use and access
could limit development.

How can we deal with accidents on U.S. 395?
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DO

D Q D Q O DO DO

DO

Caltrans can address issues related to accidents on U.S. 395 in other efforts;
however, that is not a part of this study.

There seems to be a false assumption that people will come into town if an
alternate route were built. People are driven by convenience. For example, my
business at my Bishop store has been affected by the operation of my Lone Pine
store. An alternate route will lead to economic impacts.

People drive based on habit, and with a bypass people will eventually stop in Lone
Pine.

Is there data on the Mojave bypass?

In terms of comparison to Bishop — Bishop is a destination versus a “pit stop”
town. Folks in Mojave built an alternate route in an effort to move from a pit stop
to more of a community.

The core of Bishop is its downtown. Businesses cannot relocate near potential
alternate routes.

Are impacts to residential property values identified in the PCIA?

No, that is not addressed specifically— the parameters and data collected are
broader in terms of economic impacts. These issues would be a part of the
analysis if a project were initiated.

What is the distance of alternate route 4?
4.8 miles

Is there any way to have bike parking downtown?
That is a likely option. The first objective is to reduce traffic. From there, other
improvements, including bicycle improvements, can be made.

Could a stoplight be installed at North Sierra Highway and SeeVee Lane?
There is one alternative for signalization at that intersection. However, this will
likely be addressed before any alternate route is constructed.

Can you construct a truck bypass and charge automobiles a toll to use it?
No, because an alternate route would be built using highway funds and taxpayer
dollars.

What is the speed limit for Alternative 4?
The alternative will be built at a full designed speed (60mph). At Wye Road the
speed limit would be reduced down to 25 mph.

Need to examine car and truck issues on any alternate route.
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Comment Card Response

Eliminating the north connector is a big mistake! That puts traffic through Meadow
Farms, the area with the worst safety history for the next 50 years. Also, without it
the proposals to connect US 6 are a joke. Without the north connector, you haven’t
met the study objectives -- safety and truck impacts are not improved. No at grade
rail crossing, that would be a disaster!

I’m interested in joining a group or effort to improve the bicycle routes in the Bishop
area.

We need bike racks located throughout the city so | can shop and take things home.
This saves fuel and gives me good exercise.

Any opening from See Vee to Main Street would reduce the traffic on W. Line and
North Sierra Highway. This would not address the bypass, but would reduce traffic
on Main.

Good job guys!

Next Steps

Caltrans will be working to complete the feasibility study, which is scheduled to be
complete at the end of this year. Input received from the previous public participation
efforts has been used to develop study elements and inform the overall document. Once
the feasibility study is final, it will be presented to key decision makers, including the city
of Bishop, Inyo County and the Tribal Government as well as made available to the
public.
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Preliminary Community Impact Assessment

BISHOP AREA ACCESS AND CIRCULATION STUDY

Bishop, California

prepared by

Jones & Stokes

June 2005
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The Preliminary Community Impact Assessment (PCIA) was developed to supplement the
Bishop Area Access and Circulation Study (BAACS). The purpose of the BAACS is to identify
traffic and circulation concerns; look at ways to potentially improve the movement of through
traffic in Bishop’s downtown area, particularly trucks; and improve safety and access for all
modes of transportation in Bishop.

This PCIA describes the relationship between the proposed alternatives under consideration for
the BAACS and the community surrounding the study area.

Key Findings

= The PCIA finds that in the areas of land use and planning, population and housing, and
community facilities and services no significant adverse impacts would be likely to result
from the proposed BAACS alternatives.

= The PCIA economic analysis suggests that proposed alternate routes have the potential to
have direct effects on businesses, employees, and government agencies (through reduced
sales tax revenue). Those businesses dependent on highway through traffic for a large
percentage of their revenue would be most directly affected by an alternate route. A
summary of impacts is listed below.

With one exception, the two western alternatives could result in the greatest amount of
traffic diverted around downtown Bishop, resulting in approximately 20 percent of all
traffic being diverted.

Alternative 4, with the North Connection, could result in the largest percentage of
diverted traffic, approximately 24 percent of total traffic volume.

Alternative 5, without the North Connection, and Alternative 6, without the North
Connection, could divert the lowest percentage of traffic, approximately seven percent
and six percent, respectively.

The western alternatives could possibly divert about 39 percent of all truck traffic, while
the eastern alternatives could possibly divert approximately 67 percent of truck traffic.

The economic impacts of the alternatives are directly related to the amount of traffic
diverted. By diverting traffic around Bishop, the alternatives could reduce business
revenue, forcing businesses to cut back on employees. Other economic impacts include
reduced sales tax revenue and reductions in personal income.
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¢ Indirect economic impacts could occur as primary businesses reduce spending, resulting
in downstream effects on secondary businesses that supply goods and services to primary
business. Reduced tax revenues could affect local government operations.

e The economic impacts of any of the alternatives would be most pronounced during the
winter months, when Bishop becomes less of a tourist destination.

e Several mitigation measures are proposed to limit the economic effects of the proposed
alternatives. Those measures are designed to encourage non-truck traffic to travel
through downtown Bishop while encouraging trucks to take the alternate route. Some of
these measures would be Caltrans' responsibility, while others would require action by
the town of Bishop, Inyo County, or the local chamber of commerce. Those measures are
grouped into the following categories: at-grade intersection or junction location and
design, the establishment of a visitor center, prevention of business relocation along the
alternative route(s), and actions to encourage truck services along the alternate route.

The economic impacts could be lessened by implementing one or more of the following
recommendations, many of which are based on the results of previous economic studies of
alternate routes:

e limit the amount of developable land on the proposed alternate route and/or limit water
and sewer hookups to prevent businesses from relocating, which could hurt the business
climate along Bishop’s central business district;

o carefully consider the design of the alternate route junction so that it encourages truck
usage and discourages automobile usage;

e design the alternate route junction in such a way that the City of Bishop is visible prior to
or at the at-grade intersection or junction;

e erect signs on the approach to the alternate route, alerting travelers to the retail
opportunities within Bishop’s business district; and

e construct a tourist information center south of Bishop on U.S. 395 that encourages people
to stop and shop within the central business district.
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1-INTRODUCTION

This PCIA describes the relationship between the proposed alternatives under consideration for
the BAACS (feasibility study) and the community surrounding the study area. The PCIA has
been prepared in accordance with Caltrans Environmental Handbook Volume 4 — Community
Impact Assessment (1997).

2-STUDY DESCRIPTION/ALTERNATIVES

The purpose of the BAACS is to identify traffic and circulation concerns; look at ways to
potentially improve the movement of through traffic, particularly trucks, in Bishop’s downtown
area; and improve safety and access for all modes of transportation in Bishop (see Figures 1 and 2).

In an attempt to address these issues, in 2002, the Inyo County Local Transportation
Commission, with support from the City of Bishop and Inyo County, requested that Caltrans
study the downtown Bishop area traffic. As a result, Caltrans began work on the BAACS. The
goals of the study are to examine alternatives that would:

e improve circulation and safety for all modes of transportation in the downtown area;
e accommodate commercial truck traffic on U.S. 395 and U.S. 6;

e plan for downtown improvements, such as landscaping, parking, and pedestrian facilities,
along with the rerouting of truck traffic;

e facilitate ground access improvements to the airport and its associated developments; and

e keep services in Bishop visible for through traffic on any route, with easy on/off
connections.

A public participation program was implemented in 2003 to engage the Bishop community in local
transportation issues. A variety of efforts, including public workshops, resident and business
surveys, and stakeholder and public involvement opportunities, were used to solicit input.
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Figure 1. Regional Location

Mono County '9;,' -

€ Fish Springs
Fresno County A, Birch Creek
Aberdeen

Inyo County

o

S A —i e —

Tulare County

Source: US Census TIGER Data. 2000; Jones & Stokes, 2005

T ’ 0 3 6 12
e \liles




Bishop Area Access and Circulation Study
Preliminary Community Impact Assessment

Figure 2: Study Vicinity and Proposed Alternate Routes
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3-COMMUNITY PROFILE

The following sections describe the existing land use and planning, population and housing,
community facilities and services, and economic characteristics in the proposed study area.

3-1 LAND USE AND PLANNING

A land use study area has been defined to include the community within about a ¥%2-mile radius of
the proposed alternatives. The study area is intended to encompass an area where the potential
land use impacts from construction and operation of the proposed study, if any, would be
reasonably foreseeable.

3-1.1 Existing Land Use

Inyo County is the second-largest county in California in terms of land area, with 6.5 million
acres and a sparse population of only 17,945 persons. The county is well known for its
recreational opportunities, national parks and forests, and topographical diversity, including both
Death Valley National Park and Mount Whitney (in the Inyo National Forest). U.S. 395 is the
county’s main transportation corridor, providing north-south access through the center of the
county through Owens Valley. No western access routes exist over the Sierra Nevada from this
region that are not affected by winter closure. Thus, development and population has
concentrated along the U.S. 395 corridor, with over half of the county’s population centered in
the Bishop area.

The majority of land in Inyo County is currently under public ownership as either open space or
wilderness (shown as SFR, State and Federal Land, and NR, Natural Resources, in the Inyo
County General Plan).! Only 1.9 percent of the total land area is under private ownership, which
significantly limits opportunities for growth and development in the Owens Valley and
particularly in the Bishop area. Though it is neither private nor public land, the Bishop Paiute
Reservation is developable land in the Bishop area and adjacent to the City’s western boundary.
The Tribe does have future development plans and will likely play a major role in the areas
growth.

The proposed alternate routes would be constructed in the vicinity of Bishop, mostly on parcels
currently owned by the Los Angeles Department of Water and Power (LADWP). Land use
within these parcels is largely agricultural. Under the proposed study, six alternate routes and
two proposed connection routes are currently under consideration. The following descriptions
include current Inyo County General Plan land use designations.

Alternative 1: A new full speed two-lane roadway, an alternate route 395 that is west of Bishop,
west of Red Hill Road and east of Rocking K. Beginning at the south end at existing U.S. 395

! Inyo County General Plan, Land Use Element. December 2001. Diagram 1.
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near Gerkin Road and connecting back to existing U.S. 395 easterly of Ed Powers Road and
westerly of the Bishop Gun Club facility. Signage would be placed on U.S. 395 directing U.S.
395 through trucks along this new route. This alternative passes mostly over land currently
owned by the LADWP. This land is mostly designated “NR,” Natural Resources, with some
“A,” Agricultural, designations.

Alternative 2: A new full speed two-lane roadway, an alternate route 395 that is west of Bishop
and east of Red Hill. Beginning at existing U.S. 395 near Gerkin Road and connecting back to
existing U.S. 395 easterly of Ed Powers Road and westerly of the Bishop Gun Club facility.
Signage would be placed on U.S. 395 directing U.S. 395 through trucks along this new route.
Underlying this alternative is land designated “NR” and “A”; all of Alternative 2 would be
constructed over land currently owned by the LADWP.

Alternative 3: A new full speed two-lane roadway, east of the wastewater facility and west of the
airport. Beginning at the south end at existing U.S. 395 near Gerkin Road and curving back in
westerly at the north end to connect at the Wye Road / U.S. 6 intersection area. This alternative
would bisect LADWP-owned land currently designated “A” for agricultural uses.

Alternative 4: A new full speed two-lane roadway that is east of Bishop, west of the wastewater
facility, east of Johnston Drive and west of the airport. Beginning at the south end of the
alignment at existing U.S. 395 near Gerkin Road and curving back in westerly at the north end to
connect at the Wye Road / U.S. 6 intersection area.. This alternative would bisect LADWP-
owned lands designated “A.”

Alternative 5 would extend east from U.S. 395 at Schober Lane, then curve north, following
alternative 4 and terminating at the North Connection or Wye Road Connection terminus.
Alternative 5 would pass over LADWP-owned land currently designated “A.”

Alternative 6 would extend east from U.S. 395 (Main Street) south of Jay Street, and curve north,
connecting to both the North Connection or Wye Road Connection. This alternative would
bisect currently designated “A” for agricultural uses.

The North Connection would extend north from Wye Road at the termination points of
Alternatives 3, 4, 5, and 6, turning west and going around the Dixon Lane-Meadow Creek
community to the north, then turn southwest, connecting with U.S. 395 northwest of Bishop.
This connection alternative would bisect LADWP-owned lands designated “A.”

The Wye Road Connection would extend between U.S. 395 and Alternatives 3, 4, 5, and 6 at
Wye Road and would cross LADWP-owned land designated “A” under the Inyo County
General Plan.
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Much of the irrigated agricultural lands within Inyo County exist adjacent to the county’s major
highways (U.S. 395, U.S. 6).2 According to the 2002 United States Census of Agriculture,® there
were approximately 12,093 acres of total cropland and 23,201 acres of irrigated land in Inyo
County. At present, Inyo County has not been mapped by the Farmland Mapping and
Monitoring Program (California Department of Conservation, Department of Land and Resource
Protection); thus, data pertaining to farmland classifications (Prime Farmland, Farmland of
Statewide Importance) are not available.

The agricultural land in Inyo County is primarily irrigated pasture utilized for cow and calf
production. Beef is the county’s primary commodity, followed by field crops (alfalfa, onions,
carrots, etc.). The agricultural lands adjacent to the proposed study alternatives (in the vicinity of
Bishop) are owned by the LADWP and leased short term (3- to 4-year renewable leases) to
private ranchers. The majority of these lessees are descendants of the original landowners and
have leased and worked the same land for nearly a century.”

3-1.2 Land Use Plans and Policies

a. Inyo County General Plan

The Inyo County General Plan Land Use Element (December 2001) identifies goals, policies,
and implementation measures designed to encourage and allow appropriate development with
the adequate provision of public services and utilities. The Land Use Element discusses some of
the land use issues facing Inyo County, particularly the lack of private land holdings in the
county and specifically within and adjacent to existing communities, and the limitations this
places on community expansion and development. It further states that land transfer programs
are needed to acquire public land located within or adjacent to established communities through
sale or trade. Such programs or land transfers would allow the county to realize its land use and
development goals.

The specific goals and policies presented relate to well-planned community expansion,
commercial and industrial growth, and realization of land use designations through the transfer
of community-adjacent public lands. Those goals relevant to the proposed study, as summarized
below, are designed to:

e create opportunities for the reasonable expansion of communities while avoiding
environmental impacts and infrastructure costs and providing adequate public services
and utilities;

2 Inyo County General Plan, Land Use and Conservation /Open Space Elements. Diagram 30.

® National Agricultural Statistics Service, United States Department of Agriculture. 2002. Census of Agriculture.

* George Milovich, Agricultural Commissioner for Inyo and Mono Counties. Personal communication via
telephone. March 29, 2005.




Bishop Area Access and Circulation Study
Preliminary Community Impact Assessment

e assure that residential development is well-planned, adequately served by utilities, and
directed toward existing developed areas; and

e provide appropriate public facilities and services that adequately serve the existing and
future needs of the community and conserve natural and managed resources.

The Inyo County General Plan shows that the proposed alternatives would be constructed on
parcels currently designated for agricultural uses.

b. Bishop General Plan

The Bishop General Plan Land Use Element establishes a framework to direct the physical
development of the city and outlines the city’s long-range intentions. The Land Use Element
identifies specific land use needs and sets forth goals, policies, and actions that will help
meet those needs.

The City of Bishop faces similar land use constraints to those in Inyo County, namely,
development hindered due to limited private land. The majority of land within the Bishop
planning area is controlled by public agencies (primarily LADWP). The Land Use Element
states that LADWP’s current ownership and policy for land parcels within the city limits
“precludes the physical expansion and development of the City of Bishop” but that many
LADWRP-controlled parcels throughout the city are developable and those opportunities should
be pursued.

Aside from the need for public land conversion, the land use needs presented that relate directly
to the U.S. 395 alternate route study include keeping the downtown core a viable business center,
having direct involvement/input in transportation plans presented for U.S. 395, and increasing
the role of Bishop Airport and surrounding land to stimulate business development.

The goals and policies relevant to the proposed study, summarized below, are designed to:

e encourage LADWP to coordinate a long-term land development plan in the Bishop
planning area that will allow needed commercial, residential, and industrial development
to take place; and

e retain/enhance Bishop’s role as the major commercial center in Inyo County and the
regional recreational economy.

c. Other Plans and Policies

Regional Transportation Plan for Inyo County

The Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) was prepared by the Inyo County Local Transportation
Commission in December 2001. The RTP identifies the transportation needs of Inyo County and
defines a course of action that the county should take to achieve a balanced transportation system
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for both people and goods. The RTP serves as a 10- to 20-year planning guide. It is intended to
serve as a policy guide for local, state, and federal agencies charged with providing quality
transportation services to Inyo County.

The RTP discusses U.S. 395 as an important Rural Principal Arterial and its role as the major
transportation corridor for regions east of the Sierra Nevada. The RTP identifies the need to
widen U.S. 395 from two lanes to four in order to improve traffic flow, safety, and meet
projected transportation needs.

The RTP sets forth the following goals, objectives, and policies relevant to the proposed study
(summarized):®

Goal: Improve capacity on state routes and routes in and surrounding Inyo County.
Objective: Improve U.S. 395. Provide a four-lane facility for U.S. 395 by 2014.
Policy: Improve U.S. 395 in sections. Improve U.S. 395 as funding allows.

Objective: Improve state routes. Add additional capacity to other routes in order to
achieve concept Level of Service (LOS).

Policy: Improve state routes as necessary. Improve state routes as funding allows.
Objective: Improve county routes.

Policy: Support roadway improvements to optimize public safety. Improve county roads
as necessary to provide alternative emergency routes.

Policy: Improve county routes as necessary. Improve county routes as funding and needs
are identified.

Other more specific items in the Inyo RTP include the following (summarized):

Under the headings Needs and Actions and Long-Range Project and Program Priorities:
Develop a U.S. 395 long-range study, including a City of Bishop truck bypass with an
extension of U.S. 395. The same item is mentioned in both sections of the RTP.

Study and Program Priorities, City Streets (Bishop), Short Range: This section notes the
need to find means of accommodating increased traffic along the major arterials while
providing for the safest, most efficient means of travel through the city.

County Roads and Bishop Airport Access Road, Long-Range: The county plans
construction of alternative access routes to the Bishop Airport.”

> Department of Public Works (Inyo County Local Transportation Commission). December 2001. Regional
Transportation Plan for Inyo County.

10
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3-2 POPULATION AND HOUSING

A population and housing study area has been defined to include the 2000 Population and Housing
(2000 U.S. Census) census tracts located adjacent to the proposed alternatives. The study area is
intended to encompass an area where the potential population and housing impacts, such as
construction and operation of the proposed study, would be reasonably foreseeable (see Figure 3,
Population and Housing Study Area). In addition to the demographic data provided for the study
area, demographic data are provided for the County of Inyo and the City of Bishop.

The proposed study alternatives are all located near the City of Bishop in the outlying,
unincorporated greater Bishop community area of northern Inyo County. Because of the sparse
population of Inyo County, the study area census tracts encompass very large land areas and thus
extend far beyond the immediate study area. However, the majority of persons residing within
these census tracts are concentrated near the City of Bishop, and thus, the study area reflects, for
the most part, demographics in the vicinity of the study (see Figure 5, Population and Housing
Study Area).

3-2.1 Regional Demographics

a. Existing Regional Population and Housing

The total population in Inyo County as reported in the 2000 U.S. Census was 17,945 persons. Of
the total population, the largest group was composed of persons identifying themselves as White,
74.4 percent, while persons of Hispanic/Latino origin composed the next largest group, 12.6
percent, and persons of American Indian and Alaskan Native origin composed 9.4 percent. The
remaining percentages, in order of descending proportions, were Multi-racial, Asian, Other,
Black, and Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander.

The City of Bishop had a population of 3,575 persons in 2000, with the largest group being
persons identifying themselves as White, 77.4 percent. Hispanic/Latino persons were the next
largest group, 17.4 percent of the total population. The remaining percentages, in order of
descending proportions, were Multi-racial, Native American, Asian, Black, Other, and Native
Hawaiian/Pacific Islander (see Table 1, Existing Regional and Study Area Population
Characteristics—Race/Ethnicity (2000)).

Of those residing within Inyo County, 24.4 percent of the population was under 18 years of age in
2000, while 19.1 percent were 65 years of age and over. The City of Bishop had a similar
distribution for persons under 18 years of age and 65 years of age and over, at 24.2 percent and
19.2 percent, respectively (see Table 2, Existing Regional and Study Area Population
Characteristics—Age (2000)).

According to the 2000 U.S. Census, the total number of housing units in Inyo County was 9,042.
Of the total housing units, 85.2 percent were occupied and 14.8 percent were vacant. Of the total
occupied housing units, 65.9 percent were owner-occupied and 34.1 percent were rented.

11
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The City of Bishop had a total of 1,867 housing units in 2000. Of the total, 90.2 percent of the
housing units were occupied and 9.8 percent were vacant. Owner-occupied housing units
composed 41.6 percent of the total, and 58.4 percent were renter-occupied (see Table 3, Existing
Regional and Study Area Housing Characteristics—Type (2000); Table 4, Existing Regional and
Study Area Housing Characteristics—Occupancy (2000); and Table 5, Existing Regional and
Study Area Housing Characteristics—Tenure (2000)).

b. Projected Regional Population and Housing

According to the Inyo County Local Transportation Commission (LTC) 2001 RTP, the current
population growth rate of Inyo County is less than 1 percent per year. Per the RTP, the county
has seen limited growth over the last 30 years; in the 1980s it increased by only 386 people, and
between 1990 and 2000 it actually declined by 390 individuals (although the Housing Element of
the Inyo County General Plan states that as of 2003 the county has nearly regained that lost
population). Differences between the RTP and General Plan in projected population growth are
likely due to different assumptions employed by the respective agencies (i.e., the LTC and the
County of Bishop).

Though Inyo County is the second-largest county in California, only 1.9 percent of the total land
area is held in private ownership. The remaining 98.1 percent is owned by various public
agencies (federal, state, LADWP, and other local/county agencies), resulting in a very limited
amount of land available for private development and a subsequent shortage of housing. This
contributes substantially to the county’s overall slow growth rate. Consequently, assuming that
current land ownership patterns continue, the county’s population is not projected to grow
significantly over the next 20 years, according to the 2001 RTP. The number of households in
Inyo County is similarly projected to increase only minimally as a result of the slow population
growth rate.

12



Bishop Area Access and Circulation Study
Preliminary Community Impact Assessment

Figure 3: Population and Housing Study Area
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Table 1: Existing Regional and Study Area Population Characteristics—Race/Ethnicity (2000)

Native
. . . i Two or
Area Total_ White % Hlspgnlc/ % Natl_ve % |Asian | % Black % Hawa_u_an/ % Other % More %
Population Latino American Pacific Race Races
Islander
Inyo County 17,945( 13,352 74.4% 2,257 12.6% 1,678| 9.4% 158 0.9% 20( 0.1% 15| 0.1% 23 0.1% 442 2.5%
City of Bishop 3,575 2,768| 77.4% 621| 17.4% 58| 1.6% 44 1.2% 7| 0.2% 1| 0.0% 6| 0.2% 70 2.0%
Study Area’ 12,216| 9,328| 76.4% 1412( 11.6% 1058 8.7% 117 1.0% 14| 0.1% 5| 0.04% 12| 0.1% 270 2.2%
Census Tract 1 2,812| 2,424| 86.2% 276| 9.8% 32| 1.1% 19| 0.7% 5| 0.2% 0| 0.0% 0| 0.0% 56 2.0%
Census Tract 2 1,627 1,416| 87.0% 115| 7.1% 34| 2.1% 21| 1.3% 1| 0.1% 1| 0.1% 4] 0.2% 35 2.2%
Census Tract 3 2,612 2,353| 90.1% 169| 6.5% 28| 1.1% 28| 1.1% 1| 0.0% 0| 0.0% 2| 0.1% 31 1.2%
Census Tract 4 5,165 3,135| 60.7% 852| 16.5% 964| 18.7% 49 0.9% 7| 0.1% 4] 0.1% 6| 0.1% 148| 2.9%
! Study area consists of the census tracts adjacent to the alignment alternatives (see Figure 1).

Sources: U.S. Census Bureau, Census of Population and Housing, Summary File 1 (2000); Jones & Stokes (2005).
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Table 2: Existing Regional and Study Area Population Characteristics—Age (2000)

Total Age
Area .
Population Under 18 % 65and Over| %

County of Inyo 17,945 4,376 24.4% 3,429 19.1%
City of Bishop 3,575 864 24.2% 688 19.2%

Study Area’ 12,216 3,078 25.2% 2,244 18.4%
Census Tract 1 2,812 708 25.2% 665| 23.6%
Census Tract 2 1,627 391 24.0% 234 14.4%
Census Tract 3 2,612 595 22.8% 516 19.8%
Census Tract 4 5,165 1,384 26.8% 829 16.1%
Notes:
' The study area consists of the four census tracts adjacent to the study area (see Figure 5).

Sources: U.S. Census Bureau, Census of Population and Housing, Summary File 1 (2000); Jones & Stokes (2005).

Table 3: Existing Regional and Study Area Housing Characteristics—Type (2000)

Total Single o Multi- 0 3 0
Area Units® Family & Family o || ©tiner %

County of Inyo 9,042 5,447(60.2% 1,081(12.0% 2,443 27.0%
City of Bishop 1,867 837]45.1% 657|35.4% 361| 19.5%

Study Area’ 5,756 3,368(58.5% 786(13.7% 1,594 27.7%
Census Tract 1 1,271 487(38.3% 14| 1.1% 770| 60.6%
Census Tract 2 871 672|77.2% 13| 1.5% 184| 21.1%
Census Tract 3 1,119 993|88.7% 36| 3.2% 86| 7.7%
Census Tract 4 2,495 1,216|48.7% 723|29.0% 554( 22.2%
Notes:
'The study area consists of the four census tracts adjacent to the study area (see Figure 5).
% Total housing units for this data set are from Summary File 3, which uses a population sample. Thus, the total
units shown here do not correspond to the total units reported in the Summary File 1 data sets.
3 Other” units include mobile homes, recreational vehicles, vans, campers, tents, etc.

Sources: U.S. Census Bureau, Census of Population and Housing, Summary File 3 (2000); Jones & Stokes (2005).
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Table 4: Existing Regional and Study Area Housing Characteristics—Occupancy (2000)

Area -Lrjszsl Occupied % Vacant % P:éiggﬁggr

County of Inyo 9,042 7,703 85.2% 1,339| 14.8% 2.31
City of Bishop 1,867 1,684 90.2% 183 9.8% 2.08

Study Area’ 5,756 5172 89.9% 584| 10.1% 2.38
Census Tract 1 1,271 1,192 93.8% 79| 6.2% 2.36
Census Tract 2 871 670 76.9% 201| 23.0% 2.43
Census Tract 3 1,119 1,059 94.6% 60| 5.4% 2.46
Census Tract 4 2,495 2,251 90.2% 244) 9.8% 2.26
Notes:
! The study area consists of the four census tracts adjacent to the study area (see Figure 5).

Sources: U.S. Census Bureau, Census of Population and Housing, Summary File 1 (2000); Jones & Stokes (2005).

Table 5: Existing Regional and Study Area Housing Characteristics—Tenure (2000)

o Owner- Renter-
Area U P Occupied % Occupied %
nits . .
Units Units

County of Inyo 7,703 5,076 65.9% 2,627 34.1%
City of Bishop 1,684 701 41.6% 983 58.4%
Study Area’ 5,172 3,470 67.1% 1,702| 32.9%
Census Tract 1 1,192 1,013 85.0% 179 15.0%
Census Tract 2 670 486 72.5% 184 27.5%
Census Tract 3 1,059 925 87.3% 134 12.7%
Census Tract 4 2,251 1,046 46.5% 1,205 53.5%
Notes:

! Study Area consists of the four census tracts adjacent to the study alignment (see Figure 5).

Sources: U.S. Census Bureau, Census of Population and Housing, Summary File 1 (2000); Jones & Stokes (2005).
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3-2.2 Study Area Demographics

a. Existing Local Population and Housing

The total population of the census tracts comprising the study area was 12,216 in 2000. Of the
total population in the study area, white persons accounted for 76.4 percent, persons of
Hispanic/Latino origin totaled 11.6 percent, and Native American persons totaled 8.7 percent.
The proportion of persons of Hispanic/Latino origin was slightly less than both the City of
Bishop and Inyo County. The proportion of Native Americans was similar to that of Inyo
County but significantly greater than in Bishop. This is due to the fact that the Bishop Indian
Reservation is located in Census Tract 4, within the study area (see Table 1, Existing Regional
and Study Area Population Characteristics—Race/Ethnicity (2000)).

The study area population under 18 years of age was 25.2 percent, while 18.4 percent were 65
years of age and older. The study area had slightly more people under the age of 18 and slightly
fewer people age 65 and older than the City of Bishop and County of Inyo (see Table 2, Existing
Regional and Study Area Population Characteristics—Age (2000)).

According to the 2000 census, the total number of housing units in the study area in 2000 was
5,756. Of the total housing units, 89.9 percent were occupied and 10.1 percent were vacant. Of
the total occupied housing, 67.1 percent were owner-occupied and 32.9 percent were rented,
closely resembling the housing tenure characteristics for the County of Inyo (see Table 3,
Existing Regional and Study Area Housing Characteristics—Type (2000); Table 4, Existing
Regional and Study Area Housing Characteristics—Occupancy (2000); and Table 5, Existing
Regional and Study Area Housing Characteristics—Tenure (2000)).

b. Projected Study Area Population and Housing

Currently, population projections are not available for the study area, but very little growth is
expected. As was discussed above, the limited amount of private land in Inyo County has
impeded development, resulting in very little growth over the last 20 years and a current growth
rate of less than 1 percent per year. Due to these factors the projected population increase within
the county is not expected to be substantial. In the absence of data pertaining directly to the
study area, and based on population projections for the county, it is expected that the study area
will similarly experience minor but insignificant population growth. It should be noted,
however, that growth in neighboring areas of Mono County may not be as constrained as in Inyo
County. Assuming, then, that some portion of the Mono County population drive to and from
the Bishop area to use services and businesses in Inyo County, and will continue to do so at a
rate proportional to growth in Mono County, then some additional growth in traffic could be
expected in Inyo County generally and the study area in particular.
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3-2.3 Income and Poverty Status

To determine the income and poverty characteristics for the study area, data were obtained from
the 2000 census at the census tract level. These data indicate that per capita incomes for the
study area population were for the most part higher than in either Inyo County or the City of
Bishop. In three of the four census tracts within the study area (i.e., Tracts 1, 2, and 3) per capita
incomes were higher than in the City of Bishop and County of Inyo, at $21,187, $23,250, and
$27,557 per year, respectively. The exception was Census Tract 4 in which the per capita
income was lower, at $15,670.

Data on the numbers of persons below the poverty threshold in the study area similarly indicate
one census tract with a disadvantaged population. Of the four census tracts comprising the study
area, only one, Census Tract 4, had a greater proportion of persons below the poverty threshold
(18.1 percent) than the proportions reported for either Inyo County or the City of Bishop (12.6
percent and 16.3 percent, respectively). (Note: The 1999 poverty threshold used for the 2000
data, as defined by the U.S. Census Bureau, was $8,501 for an individual and $17,029 for a
family of four.) The other three census tracts located within the study area (Tracts 1, 2, and 3)
had proportions of persons below the poverty threshold that were noticeably less than the City of
Bishop and County of Inyo proportions (see Table 6, Existing Regional and Study Area
Population Characteristics—Income/Poverty (2000)).

Table 6: Existing Regional and Study Area Population Characteristics—Income/Poverty (2000)

Per Capita Persons Below
Area Total Population Incomep($) Poverty Percentage®
Threshold
County of Inyo 17,753 $19,639 2,237 12.6%
City of Bishop 3,466 $17,660 565 16.3%
Study Area’ 12,125 $21,916 1,176 9.7%
Census Tract 1 2,801 $21,187 255 9.1%
Census Tract 2 1,620 $23,250 118 7.3%
Census Tract 3 2,609 $27,557 112 4.3%
Census Tract 4 5,095 $15,670 922 18.1%
Notes:
! The study area consists of the four census tracts adjacent to the study area (see Figure 5).
2 Percentages are based on total number of persons over age 16 for whom poverty status could be determined.

Sources: U.S. Census Bureau, Census of Population and Housing, Summary File 3 (2000); Jones & Stokes (2005).
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3-2.4 Neighborhood and Community Characteristics

As noted earlier, the land use characteristics within the study area and vicinity vary due to the
geographic extent of the study. All of the study alternatives would be located outside of the
Bishop municipal boundary and almost entirely constructed within LADWP-owned parcels.
Some of these parcels are currently under agricultural leases. There are no residential or
commercial uses directly adjacent to any of the proposed alternatives, excluding some
commercial at the Wye Road connection. Residential areas are located within Bishop City
boundaries or the near westerly unincorporated area. The main commercial center in Bishop is
along Main Street (U.S. 395), which runs north-south through the center of the city. Alternatives
3, 4, 5, 6, the North Connection, and Wye Road Connector would pass near Bishop Airport,
which is located northeast of the city near the industrial area (zoned for light industrial uses).

3-3 COMMUNITY FACILITIES AND SERVICES

Some community facilities that serve the study area are listed in Table 7 and depicted in
Figure 4. This list of facilities is not exhaustive and is intended only to provide a general
overview of the type of facilities available in the study area. For example, for fire services, there
are several other satellite stations that serve the study area other than the ones listed in the table.
Also, several county parks cater to the recreational needs within the study area. Similarly, there
are many small church-run schools that are not included in the list.

Table 7: Study Area Community Facilities and Services

Type Name Address Map ID

Inyo County Sheriff 301 West Line Street, Suite F 1
Police/Sheriff Bishop, CA 93514

. . . 207 West Line Street
City of Bishop Police Department Bishop, CA 93514-3410 2

207 West Line Street

City of Bishop Fire Station Bishop, CA 93514-3410 3
Fire/EMS California Department of Forestry and Route 2. Box 22 L
Fire Prevention — White Mountain o 4
Bishop, CA

Ranger Station

Medical Northern Inyo Hospital—Bishop Bisﬁgg %%ngggﬁg%% 5

595 West Line Street

Post Offi United States Postal Servi 6
0s ice nite ates Postal Service Bishop, CA 93514-9998
Main Street
Park Bishop City Park 7
arks ishop City Parl Bishop, CA
Elm Street School 800 West Line Street 8

Bishop, CA. 93514

201 Home Street
Home Street School Bishop, CA 93514 9

Schools 800 West Pine Street
Pine Street School Bishop, CA 93514 10
Bishop Union Elementary and 201 Home Street 11
High School Bishop, CA 93514
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Table 7: Study Area Community Facilities and Services

Type Name Address Map ID

Assembly of God (neighborhood church) 31;5?; S(:():tg3§tlrzet 12

Kevin Cortez, Pastor
Bishop Christian Center P.O. Box 1084 (Handy & Line) 13
Bishop, CA 93514
1100 West Line Street

Calvary Baptist Church Bishop, CA. 93514 14

125 South Main Street
Calvary Chapel Bishop, CA. 93514 15

Christian Science (readers) 29§ghv(;/pes(tzl'&ln335‘ét]r-iet 16

. 287 Grove Street
Church of Christ Bishop, CA. 93514 17

Episcopal Church, St. Timothy's 700 Hobson Street
Bishop, CA. 93514

. . 585 North Main Street

First Presbyterian Church Bishop, CA. 93514 19

. . 251 Sierra Street

First Southern Baptist Church Bishop, CA. 93514 20

2912 West Line Street

18

Places of Valley Presbyterian Bishop, CA. 93514 2
Worship . 730 North Home Street
Seventh Day Adventist Bishop, CA. 93514 22
. . . 401 Church Street
First United Methodist Church Bishop, CA. 93514 23
711 North Fowler Street
Grace Lutheran Church Bishop, CA. 93514 24
v AP . North Sierra Highway
Jehovah’s Witness Kingdom Hall Bishop, CA. 93514 25
725 Keough Street 26
Church of Jesus Christ LDS Bishop, CA 93514
900 West Line Street
Church of the Nazarene Bishop, CA. 93514 27
. 528 Central Avenue
Oasis of Grace Bishop, CA. 93514 28
Our Lady of Perpetual Help 849 Home Street 29
(Catholic church) Bishop, CA. 93514
. 162 Sneden Street
Our Savior Lutheran Church E.L.S. Bishop, CA. 93514 30
393 South Pa Ha Lane
Pentecostal Church Bishop, CA. 93514 31
- . 129 East Line Street
Church of Religious Science Bishop, CA. 93514 32
Community . . 506 Park Avenue
Services Bishop Senior Center Bishop, CA 33
Library County of Inyo Library 210 Academy Street 34

Bishop, CA 93514-2602

Source: Jones & Stokes (2005).
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Figure 4: Location of Community Facilities and Services
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3-4 ECONOMICS/BUSINESSES/EMPLOYMENT

The following economic analysis is designed to evaluate the relative changes in income,
employment, and sales tax revenue associated with the proposed alternative routes. The analysis
includes a description of the Bishop economic environment and information about the business
community, focusing on those businesses most dependent on highway traffic. The analysis also
includes a summary of recent economic studies of bypasses.

The economic impacts of the alternative routes are discussed in Section 4-4, identifying the
changes in traffic patterns that could result from each alternative. The amount of traffic diverted
by each alternate route is used to estimate the likelihood that businesses dependent on through
traffic would be induced to relocate closer to the alternate route. The relocation decision for
each business also depends on how dependent each business is on through traffic versus local
traffic and on the availability of land for development along each alternate route.

3-4.1 EXxisting Bishop Economy

Bishop’s economy depends in large part on providing services to tourists and travelers on
U.S. 395 and U.S. 6. Other economic activities result from governmental agencies, utilities,
water transmission/exportation, and a limited amount of agriculture.

Table 8 shows the total number of employees, payroll, and business establishments in Inyo
County. More than 60 percent of non-governmental employees in Inyo County work in three
sectors:

e retail trade,
e health care and social services, and
e accommodation and food services.

No other individual sector accounts for more than 5 percent of total employment. It should be
pointed out that Table 8 does not include employment in the government sector, which is the
largest source of jobs in Bishop and Inyo County (Sierra Business Council undated). Although
government represents a large percentage of Bishop’s economy, it represents a sector that would
not be substantially affected by the alternative routes. Consequently, this sector is not analyzed
in detail.

22



Bishop Area Access and Circulation Study
Preliminary Community Impact Assessment

Table 8: Employees, Payroll, and Establishments in Inyo County for 2002

- Total Average Average Payroll |Employees
Industry Code Description Employees |Payroll ($1,000) B T . Employees per | Payroll per |Percent of| Percent of
Establishment | Employee Total Total
Forestry, Fishing, Hunting, and Agriculture 19 $125.00 3 6 $578.95 0.1 0.3
Mining 62 $2,196.00 6 10|  $35,419.35 1.7 1.1]
Utilities 161 $9,820.00 9 18] $60,993.79 7.5 2.9
Construction 242 $6,410.00 60 4 $26,487.60 4.9 4.3
Manufacturing 233 $7,070.00 19 12 $30,343.35 54 4.1
\Wholesale Trade 180 $5,825.00 21 9 $32,361.11 4.5 3.2
Retail Trade 1,118 $22,072.00 122 9 $19,742.40 16.9 19.8
Transportation and Warehousing 73 $1,784.00 17 4  $24,438.36 1.4 1.3
Information 82 $2,040.00 13 6 $24,878.05 1.6 1.5
Finance and Insurance 96 $2,473.00 20 5 $25,760.42 1.9 1.7
Real Estate 117 $1,554.00 25 5 $13,282.05 1.2 2.1
Professional, Scientific, and Technical Services 236 $7,926.00 40 6| $33,584.75 6.1 4.2
Management of Companies 61 $2,911.00 3 20 $47,721.31 2.2 1.1
Administration, Support, Waste Management,
Remediation Services 152 $2,876.00 18 8 $18,921.05 2.2 2.7
Educational Services 10 $50.00 2 5 $5,000.00 0.0 0.2
Health Care and Social Services 1,024 $30,655.00 68 15 $29,936.52 23.4 18.1
Arts, Entertainment and Recreation 279 $5,212.00 22 13| $18,681.00 4.0 4.9
IAccommodation and Food Services 1,264 $15,803.00 90 14 $12,502.37 12.1 22.4
Other Services (except public administration) 217 $3,919.00 62 4  $18,059.91 3.0 3.8
Auxiliaries (executive corporate, subsidiary, and
regional management) 10 $50.00 1 10 $5,000.00 0.0 0.2
Unclassified Establishments 10 $50.00 2 5 $5,000.00 0.0 0.2
TOTALS 5,646 $130,821.00 623 9 $23,170.56 100.0 100.0

Source: U.S. Census Bureau (2005).
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Travel spending has traditionally created the largest percentage of new jobs in Inyo County. The
rate of job growth in travel-related businesses in Inyo County has been estimated to be almost 4
percent per year, higher than the rate of 1 percent per year for all industries (Sierra Business
Council undated). In 2002, Inyo County business establishments had a payroll of $130 million
per year and employed 5,646 people in 623 establishments (U.S. Census Bureau 2005). The
majority of employees were based in Bishop.

The accommodation and food services sector has the most employees, the third-highest payroll,
and the second-highest number of establishments. More than 22 percent of Inyo County’s non-
governmental employees work in this sector. This sector includes hotels, RV and recreational
camps, restaurants, and bars, all of which are highly dependent on highway traffic.

The retail sector has the second-largest number of employees (19.8 percent), the largest number
of establishments (19.6 percent), and the second-largest payroll. This sector includes several
types of establishments, only a few of which cater to highway traffic, such as gasoline stations
and sporting good stores. Several retail sector business types, such as grocery stores and
pharmacies, are partly dependent on highway traffic, while others, such as furniture retailers,
nurseries, and garden centers or florists, are not directly dependent on highway traffic.

The health care and social services sector has the largest payroll and the third-highest number
of employees. This sector is not highly dependent on highway traffic from outside the
Inyo County area.

The Bishop Paiute Tribe, which abuts the western Bishop City limit also plays a major role in
the local economy, and will likely grow as an economic engine. The Tribe’s northern
reservation boundary is bordered by U.S. 395, with just under a mile of highway frontage,
while most of the southern boundary is along SR 168. The Tribe has established its primary
economic ventures along these highways. EXxisting developments along U.S. 395 include a gas
station/mini-mart, an 18,000 square foot casino, wood lot, and other leases to various
businesses. The Tribe has also partnered with the U.S. Forest Service and BLM to develop a
large multi-agency office building off of SR 168. Tribal office facilities, staff, and health care
services are also noticeable areas of growth. Since private/developable land is rare in the
Bishop area and the Eastern Sierras in general, any development by the tribe will play a
significant role in the region’s economy and/or contribute to housing growth. Planned future
developments include expansion of the casino area with a new 200 room casino/hotel and
convention center, a 100-space RV park/campground, restaurant, convenience store, more
tribal complexes, another gas station mini-mart along SR 168, an auto dealership, expansion of
RV/storage facilities, and possible housing developments.

A survey was conducted by Caltrans to identify highway-dependent businesses along U.S. 395
within Bishop. That survey started with an Info USA database for Bishop showing businesses in
Bishop. Caltrans then conducted a field survey of businesses to verify those in the Info USA
database. The results of that effort found eight gasoline service stations, 33 eating and drinking
places, and 21 hotels and motels within a block of the U.S. 395 corridor through the Bishop area.
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Table 9 shows the number of businesses that would be most affected by the alternative routes
along with estimates of the total number of employees and payroll for those businesses. The
total number of employees and payroll figures are based on averages for similar businesses
located in Inyo County. The table shows that the businesses that could potentially be affected
employ 890 people, with a payroll exceeding $11 million.

Table 9: Businesses Most Likely to Be Affected by a Bypass

Business Type Number Verified Total Employees Total Payroll
Gasoline Service Stations 8 77 $1,079,890
Eating and Drinking Places 33 582 $6,472,338
Hotels and Motels 21 231 $3,681,517
Totals 62 890 $11,233,745.00
Notes: Number of verified businesses provided by Caltrans. Total employees and total payroll are estimates
based on average employees per business and average payroll per employee for the specific business types as
included in the Census Bureau’s Survey of Businesses for Inyo County.

Source: Becket pers. comm. 2004; U.S. Census Bureau, 2005.

3-4.2 Previous Economic Research on Bypasses

Several studies have analyzed how highway bypasses affect the economic health of the
communities that they bypass. These studies have evaluated the effects of bypasses on cities of
varying sizes. The following summary of economic research on bypasses is limited to small
(fewer than 2,500 people) and medium cities (2,501 to 50,000 people).

One study evaluated the potential effects on Sisters, Oregon, a town of fewer than 1,000 people,
located on Highway 20 in the central high desert region of Oregon (David Evans and Associates
2001). The study concluded that a bypass would adversely affect retail businesses in Sisters by
reducing retail sales during seasonal peak periods that correspond to seasonal traffic peaks. The
impacts would be felt most severely by businesses that rely primarily on pass-by trips, such as
the gasoline stations in the downtown area. The study concluded that a major benefit of a bypass
would be the diversion of large commercial truck traffic and the resulting effects on community
cohesion and safety.

A large interstate bypass study evaluated the potential effects of a U.S. 50 bypass on several
towns, stretching from Pueblo, Colorado, to the Colorado-Kansas border (URS and Wilson &
Company undated). This study concluded that the most pronounced economic effects of
bypasses would occur to those businesses that are most highly dependent on pass-through traffic,
including restaurants, gas stations, and motels. This evaluation also concluded that local
bypasses would have only a minor effect, while bypasses at a substantial distance from the towns
that they bypass would have a major impact on small and medium towns. Several important
factors were identified that determined how much a bypass is used, including the design of the
bypass access points, the location of the bypass access locations, and the visibility of the
bypassed cities from the bypass access points.

25



Bishop Area Access and Circulation Study
Preliminary Community Impact Assessment

Most of the remaining studies evaluated the effects of bypasses that have already been built. A
study of bypasses in eastern Washington included three separate case studies (Gillis 1994). Each
case study compared a bypassed town with a similar nearby town that was not bypassed. The
studies included bypasses on Washington state routes 97 and 195 and Interstate 82. One
conclusion from the study indicated that downtown businesses with a well-developed local
customer base were less adversely affected by a bypass as compared to businesses highly
dependent on drive-by traffic. The study also found that there was often a period of relatively high
downtown building vacancies followed by new uses of downtown buildings as the community
adjusted to changing traffic patterns. The study also stated that enticing tourists and shoppers to
travel into the central business district (CBD) is important to the economic and overall quality of
life in bypassed communities. This study went on to state that promotional activities are important
to encourage impulse shoppers, including informational kiosks and brochures.

A Kentucky study evaluated the economic impact of 21 highway bypasses (Thompson, Miller,
Roenker 2001). That study concluded that bypasses had minor effects on aggregate growth but
no significant effects on retail or total employment or population. Bypasses had lower levels of
economic impacts if they had “partial access control” and if they were located closer to the CBD.
The results of this study were consistent with other studies in that it did not find a large or
widespread economic impact except for a potential negative effect on retail sales. This study
also found businesses that located along bypasses tended to be new businesses rather than
businesses that relocated from the CBD.

Another study summarized the economic impacts of a number of bypasses located in Wisconsin,
Kansas, and lowa (Leong and Weisbrod 2000). The study evaluated 17 bypasses in Wisconsin,
21 in Kansas, and 11 in lowa, as well as several communities in Texas. The study found that
bypasses tend to have little to no adverse effects on bypassed communities and may even have a
beneficial impact. Where economic effects were found, they tended to occur in towns with
fewer than 2,000 people. Some firms were occasionally affected negatively, though businesses
serving the local trade area and those dependent on repeat customers were found to benefit from
an improved downtown shopping climate.

The studies also found little retail flight from the CBD to the bypass. The evaluation of Texas
bypasses found that the effects on small cities were not uniform, although in most cases effects
were relatively minor. The Texas summary also found that political and business leadership in an
area plays an important role in the evolution of a city after a bypass opening. One point brought
out by these studies was that a deficiency of many bypasses was the lack of signage with directions
to the CBD. Another point brought out in these evaluations was that many factors other than
bypasses affect the economies of small towns, which may outweigh effects of the bypass.

Another summary of bypasses in small communities emphasizes that bypasses do not necessarily
reduce total traffic volumes in downtown areas (Weisbrod 2001). Often, the reduction in pass-
through traffic is offset by an increase in local traffic. In addition, a bypass built without land
development infrastructure, such as water and sewer, does not facilitate sprawl in outlying areas.
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3-5 COMMUNITY OUTREACH

Caltrans began work on the BAACS in early 2003 to examine traffic and circulation concerns,
look at ways to improve the movement of through traffic, and improve the safety, mobility, and
accessibility of all modes of transportation.

Caltrans has been actively involving the community and area stakeholders in the BAACS. This
includes a series of public meetings where study progress and results have been shared and
community members have been asked to provide their input; study newsletters that communicate
key progress and contact information and notify community members about upcoming forums; a
public opinion survey of Bishop residents and businesses to identify key transportation concerns
and priorities for improvement; outreach to stakeholder groups, including local schools, Inyo
County, the City of Bishop, and others; and coordination with the LTC and Study Development
Team. Figure 5 outlines the study flow chart and stakeholder involvement process for the BAACS.
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Figure 5: Bishop Area Access and Circulation Study Timeline
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suggested improvements.

Stakeholder Input
Caltrans made presentations to
community groups to obtain input
on what Caltrans should further
consider as it evaluates proposed
alternatives.

Public Outreach
- Tri County Fair
Caltrans provided
information on cur-
rent programs and
projects including
BAACS. A comput-
er-based program
was developed to
provide information
on the alternatives
and local circulation
recommendations.

Focus Group
of Businesses/
Questionnaire of
Out-of-Town
Travelers
Caltrans will conducta
focus group of Bishop
businesses and a survey
of out-of-town travelers
to supplement PCIA
data.

Public Meeting
At the next public meet-
ing. Caltrans staff will
presentan update on
the access and circula-
tion study, which will
also include informa-
tion from the PCIA and
other components to
the study. The public
meeting is slated for
sometime in June. Watch
your mailbox for more
information regarding the
upcoming meeting.
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3-5.1 Research Study - Introduction and Purpose
A two-phased research study was conducted to gather perceptions and opinions about the
potential impacts of a proposed alternate route. Specifically, the research study was designed to
reveal:

¢ potential impacts to local businesses if an alternate route were constructed,

e preferred alternate routes,

e key transportation issues in downtown Bishop,

e potential solutions to transportation issues,

e suggestions for downtown Bishop enhancement and improvement,

e key reasons for out-of-town travelers to stop in Bishop,

e frequency and activities of out-of-town travelers in Bishop, and

e potential behaviors of out-of-town travelers if an alternate route were constructed.

The discussion below summarizes the out-of-town traveler survey and the business focus group
that were conducted as part of the two-part research study.

3-5.2 Mammoth-Bound Traveler Survey

a. Methodology
The purpose of the out-of-town traveler survey was to gather information and data from travelers
stopping or passing through Bishop on their way to Mammoth, California. Key questions
included

o travel frequency,

e reasons for stopping in Bishop,

e current driving habits when traveling to Mammoth,

e potential changes in driving habits with the implementation of an alternate route, and

e suggested improvements to Bishop’s Main Street corridor.

The out-of-town traveler survey was administered as a paper questionnaire to travelers who had
stopped and/or stayed in Bishop. The questionnaire was distributed at hotel and condominium
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front-desk counters in Mammoth between the weeks of February 14, 2005, and March 7, 2005.
More than 1,000 surveys were distributed at the following locations:

e Holiday Inn Hotel & Suites,

e Quality Inn,

e Sierra Park Villas,

e Mammoth Visitors Center,

e Holiday Haus,

e Sierra Nevada Rodeway Inn & Suites,

e Travelodge,

e Shilo Inn,

e Mammoth Mountain Inn & Condominiums, and

e Royal Pines Resort/Swiss Chalet.

b. Survey Findings

A total of 45 surveys (4.5 percent return) were completed during the 3-week period. Due to the
small sample size, the results are limited in their application to all Mammoth-bound travelers.
While not statistically significant, the results do yield some interesting findings and suggest an
area of further study. The following is a summary of the questions and responses. It is important
to note that some results are summarized in percentages of those responding; the number of
respondents who answered each question is very small. A frequency questionnaire and list of
“Other” responses is included in Appendix C.

Survey Population

The majority of respondents (67 percent) were traveling from Southern California. The
remaining 24 percent came from locations such as Arizona, Nevada, and several east coast cities.

Travel Frequency and Stops in Bishop

Twenty-seven percent of survey respondents travel through or past Bishop four times a year.
Nearly all respondents (76 percent) always or sometimes stop in Bishop, compared to 11 percent
who never stop in Bishop. Of those who never stop in Bishop, 46 percent indicated that they do
not stop because they don’t need any services, followed by those who stated that they just
wanted to make it to their destination.
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Reasons to Stop in Bishop and Spending Patterns

Of the respondents who stop in Bishop, more than 80 percent stop to fill up for gas. Seventy-
eight percent stop for food, 24 percent get off to take a break, and 19 percent stop for recreation.
“Other” responses included food options, specifically, patronizing Schats Bakery and Meadow
Farms. While in Bishop, 62 percent of travelers spend up to $50, followed by 38 percent who
spend more than $50.

Duration of Stopovers

Almost all respondents (92 percent) make a quick stop or stay for only a couple of hours when in
Bishop. The short length of time that travelers stay in Bishop is consistent with the top reasons
why people stop, that is, to fill up with gas or get food. Only 5 percent stay overnight. Of those,
all indicated that they stay for 2 nights.

Rating Bishop’s Downtown

Respondents, overall, are pleased with the functionality of downtown, as well as the food, gas,
and shopping opportunities. Parking was identified as very good or somewhat good. On the
other hand, parking was one of two downtown attributes that ended up with a rating in the “poor”
category. The other attribute was small-town atmosphere and ambiance.

Twenty-seven respondents stated that overall access and circulation in downtown Bishop was either
somewhat good or very good. With regard to gas station and restaurant opportunities, travelers
rated these services high, which is compatible with the top reasons why people stop in Bishop.

Improving Downtown Appeal

While travelers indicated that current parking conditions and restaurant choices were adequate, it
was noted that more diverse dining options and well-marked and convenient parking would
enhance downtown Bishop’s appeal. Additionally, travelers indicated that more streetscape
improvements, including lighting, street furniture, landscaping, etc., are needed to improve Main
Street’s appeal. Other ways to improve the downtown corridor include reducing truck traffic and
congestion and providing more shopping opportunities.

Alternate Route

If an alternate route were constructed that allowed travelers to bypass downtown Bishop, nearly
half (20 respondents) indicated they would still “sometimes” or “always” stop in Bishop.
Forty-six percent would never or seldom stop in Bishop.

When asked if they would choose an alternate route that bypassed Bishop even if it were
longer in time and distance, the responses were nearly evenly split (17 respondents and 19
respondents, respectively) between those who would choose the alternate route and those who
would not. Consistent with previous results, the top reasons why respondents would continue
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to stop in Bishop include filling up for gas (90 percent), buying food (77 percent), and getting
off the highway to take a break (26 percent).

3-5.3 Business Focus Group

The intent of the business focus group was to engage both traveler-dependent and non-traveler-
dependent businesses, primarily those along Main Street. The participants were led through a
series of questions regarding general business climate, past and projected growth for their
businesses, and transportation issues affecting their businesses and given an opportunity to make
suggestions for improving downtown Bishop and respond to potential alternate routes being

studied by Caltrans. The focus group was held from 11:30 a.m. to 1:30 p.m. on March 2, 2005,
at the Whiskey Creek restaurant in Bishop, California.

a. Participants
Focus group participants were identified to represent a broad mix of Bishop businesses and were
selected by Caltrans, with input from the Bishop Chamber of Commerce. Participation in the focus
group included 11 individuals, representing the business community in Bishop, as well as one
representative from the local tribal entity. The participants included the following business types:

e Artgallery

e Book store

e Financial institution

e Casino

e Gas/service station

e Restaurant

e Fast food restaurant

e Sporting goods store

e Furniture store

e Office supply store

e Tribal economic development corporation

All businesses currently have storefronts on Main Street in Bishop, except for one, which is
located on Pine Street, one block east of Main Street.
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b. Focus Group Results

Business Climate

Focus group participants were asked to share input about the growth and success of their
business over the past 5 years, as well as any general comments about the business climate in
Bishop. Generally, the business climate has been positive for those Bishop businesses that
participated in the focus group. All businesses experienced growth over the last 5 years, with
some experiencing more growth than others. For those who shared specific growth-rate figures,
the responses ranged from 5 to 10 percent. Many noted the high growth rate in Mammoth and
the spillover effect it had on Bishop, as well as additional growth along the U.S. 395 corridor.
Some indicated that business openings have resulted from an increased number of travelers, and
that, in turn, has resulted in a somewhat diluted market, though the overall number of travelers
has increased. One participant noted that 30 years ago there were five or six restaurants along
U.S. 395 between Los Angeles and Bishop, and now there are at least 100.

Other factors thought to be contributing to a positive economic outlook include low interest rates
and the increase in automobile traffic since 9/11. Other evidence of positive economic growth is
the increased number of local financial institutions that have opened their doors in Bishop,
increased visitor traffic, and an increase in business from local customers. One respondent cited
the high population of baby boomers in their prime earning years with high levels of disposable
income. Many of these people are pursuing second homes away from urban areas. This too is
expected to have an impact on the future economy and growth of Bishop.

One participant noted a positive forecast for the upcoming summer season, evidenced by high
interest in Bishop’s upcoming Mule Days celebration, and said, “We started selling tickets
February 1, and we’re almost sold out.”

Several factors were identified as constraints to economic growth in Bishop. These include the
reduced number of international visitors (especially Europeans) following 9/11, decreased
strength of the dollar, increased shopping opportunities over the Internet, the recession of the
early 1990s, and high fuel prices. One participant noted that before the early 1990s it was
common to see more than 100 buses on their way to Mammoth every weekend. That number is
closer to 15 to 20 now. On the other hand, others indicated that even with the decrease in tourist
buses they still see a lot of individual international travelers and noted that these travelers
typically spend “hundreds and hundreds of dollars.” One participant indicated that Bishop won’t
see the kind of phenomenal growth (in the range of 75 to 80 percent) Mammoth experienced
because of “the lack of available land for new housing,” adding, “I just don’t see the potential for
growth like that in this community any time in the near future.”

Other economic challenges include the high price of housing and government regulation. Strict
requirements for parking and landscaping, environmental considerations, and site planning issues
were identified by one participant as having a potential negative effect on local businesses. It
was also noted that the local economy would be enhanced with the provision of commercial air
service at Bishop Airport. It was further discussed that commercial air service to Bishop is
critical to develop an “array of different sorts of businesses” and spur economic development. In
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addition, it was noted that a good truck route will encourage development of light industry at the
airport. It was also mentioned that the casino would play a role in the community’s economic
development.

Focus group participants discussed warehousing at the airport, which would have several
benefits. One participant stated that it would “relieve some of the pressure in their businesses”
and “get the majority of their big deliveries off the big trucks, out of the Main Street area.” The
businesses could then “have smaller trucks move the stuff into their businesses, and maybe some
of the warehouse space they’re using now could be opened up for parking.” It was noted that for
a lot of businesses, probably half of their business space is for showroom and the other half is for
storage. One participant said, “If there were better access to more affordable land where
warehousing could go, like at the airport, I would jump on that in a heartbeat.”

Customer Mix and Seasonal Variation

All participants indicated that they rely on both travelers and local customers, though some, such
as fast food restaurants and gas stations, clearly stand out as being more dependent on out-of-
town travelers. For some, summer sales are critical for business survival, with one participant
noting that “about 85 to 90 percent of our profit comes in those 2 months every year; without
July and August, we wouldn’t be in business here.”

As far as the mix of customers, participants varied in their estimation of the percentage of local
and out-of-town traffic, but all agreed that the summer months are always the busiest, with July
and August standing out as the highest sales months. One participant noted that “July and
August are the biggest, followed generally by June and September, and then followed by May
and October.” The winter holidays were cited as another part of the year that focused on out-of-
town travelers.

It was noted that during the summer months, Bishop is more of a destination and during the
winter months more of a “pass-through” town. This appears to be closely related to the fact that
Mammoth offers extensive winter recreation, while the Bishop area is known for its summer
fishing and hiking. One participant noted that last summer “Mammoth struggled with occupancy
rates, and Bishop was pretty much slammed.”

Dependence on Out-of-Town Travelers/Trucks

The percentage of business from out-of-town travelers differs from business to business, but most
participating businesses agreed that tourism is key to staying in business. One participant said,
“Tourism is probably 30 percent of my business on the surface, but it’s 100 percent of my profit,
because if | lose that 30 percent, I’m out of business.” Most businesses do not attract large
numbers of truck drivers as customers, but some noted that truck traffic is essential to staying in
business. One person claimed that “without truck traffic, 1’d have nothing to sell.” It was noted
that for businesses that do provide products and services for truck drivers, truck parking presents a
challenge.
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Key Transportation Challenges

The majority of focus group participants were quick to identify Bishop’s lack of downtown
parking as a key transportation issue. It was noted that city lots are located behind businesses
(not visible from Main Street) and are designed to provide parking for several businesses. One
respondent noted that “customers come up and drive through the parking lot we all share behind
our shops, may not see a good spot there, and just leave, although there is parking available
across the street or maybe a block away.” It was noted that parking is also a challenge for
business owners and employees.

It was also noted that buildings constructed in more recent years have requirements to provide a
certain number of parking spaces. Other, older buildings are “grandfathered in” and are not
required to add additional parking. It was stated that parking challenges were concentrated in
those areas. There was not agreement about how to solve this issue. Some believed that
businesses should provide their own adequate parking. Others felt that a lack of parking and
other downtown issues were the entire community’s problem, and one way to improve would be
to work together.

Another challenge posed by limited parking is that visitors use whatever parking they can find,
often parking in one person’s business and purchasing goods and services at another’s.

One suggestion to improve parking in downtown Bishop would have merchants organize and
form a parking district to pay for parking.

Other Transportation Issues - Local Circulation

Some participants indicated that they did not have a perception that there are transportation
issues in downtown Bishop and that “the busier Main Street is the better.”

A large focus of the discussion was local circulation. The group had general agreement that
traffic problems in downtown Bishop are caused primarily by local traffic. One person
commented, “The problem is us.” In further discussion, the Caltrans study was noted, with one
participant stating that “conclusions that were shared last May/June showed that the extra traffic
on the streets is us.” The person went on to say “we are the traffic. The biggest issue of the
traffic through Main Street is the locals.”

It was noted that downtown Bishop was difficult for locals to navigate and that transportation
solutions for downtown should include a way of diverting local traffic away from Main Street.
One participant would expect more locals to use downtown more often if they had easier access,
saying, “It’s ferocious to try and make turns off of Main Street.” The person added, “Diverting
local traffic would help a lot. Locals are always looking for ways to avoid Main Street. | won’t
come down Line Street or Main Street. It’s just easier.”
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Truck Traffic

It was noted that truck traffic on roadways is not the big issue, but lack of truck access to the
airport is of concern.

Focus group participants were asked to express their opinions and perceptions about the current
truck traffic in Bishop. It was noted that better fuel mileage has meant that trucks can drive
longer distances without as many stops, but due to Bishop’s location, at the northern end of the
valley, situated between Mammoth Mountain and Death Valley, this hasn’t resulted in fewer
truck stops in town. It was also noted that the majority of businesses don’t depend on truck
traffic for sales. However, truck parking was identified as a problem due to the large areas
needed for parking as well as noise concerns.

With regard to alternate routes, it was noted that trucks likely would not want to be
significantly diverted from town. However, many thought that if truck access were provided
near the airport, more trucks would go that way. Trucks are currently bypassing downtown by
using north-south roads through the reservation (beginning at See Vee and up to Brockman),
with one participant noting it’s because “the reservation lies between 395 and 168.” Trucks
using these routes as alternates for accessing U.S. 395 present problems with the current
roadway configurations that have shoulders that quickly fade into residential front yards with
little differentiation between either.

It was noted that “Truckers really drive safer than most drivers.” Safety and the speed of trucks
driving down Main Street are not issues. Trucks do pose some challenges for local circulation and
downtown traffic. It is difficult for them to make deliveries, especially on the back streets. One
person said, “The 53-footers are hard to manage around tight corners. We need to send them down
a residential street to turn around, and we’re out there helping them make the corners.”

Main Street/Downtown Improvement

Several participants agreed that downtown corridor enhancement is critical for the long-term health
of the community. Overall, most focus group participants agreed that Main Street and downtown
Bishop could benefit from improvement. It was noted that Main Street is not pedestrian friendly,
with person saying that it’s “noisy, dirty, and it’s too close to businesses.” Others indicated that
Main Street is the “integrity of Bishop,” while others cited towns that are examples of what not to
do. A participant said, “If you want your town to be healthy in the long run, you need an integral,
healthy downtown core. Go to Tonopah, where they built stuff from the edge of town; they didn’t
maintain the interior of the town, and it looks terrible.” Others feel that downtown is not attractive,
with some citing the planter project as an example of what not to do.

Provision of adequate parking was noted as one factor in encouraging people to get out of their
cars. A participant said, “They get out of their cars, they find stuff to do that’s interesting,
maybe they stay in a motel instead of going through, or maybe, because they like the
community, they stay two nights.” It was noted that downtown was “way more friendly,
having cars that could park in front of your business.” Many acknowledged that it might be
difficult to change Main Street’s lane configuration and reverse the decision to eliminate
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parking in front of businesses but indicated “it would help a lot.” Many indicated that they
would not be opposed to on-street parking on Main Street if the outcome was better local
circulation around the rest of the community.

Participants spent time discussing the kinds of enhancements and improvements that they have
either experienced or believe would be beneficial for Bishop’s downtown. Many towns were
noted for revitalization efforts that included angled parking on the street and other enhancements
to encourage pedestrian traffic, such as shops that are “clustered” and being able to “park in or
near the area that you’re going to, and it’s pleasant to walk around.” Places to sit, attractive
storefronts, and landscaping were noted as potential enhancements that encourage pedestrian
traffic and contribute to a more aesthetic downtown.

It was noted that landscaping could currently be supported in some sections of the center of Main
Street and would not interfere with traffic flow. The larger street corners could also benefit and
have ample room for landscaping. With an attractive pedestrian core, others noted, limited parking
becomes less of a constraint. Also cited was a need to encourage more attractive and diverse
businesses, “some kind of destination where people want to stop.” Another comment was “liven
up downtown, make it more attractive.” One respondent noted that perception plays a significant
role in how downtown is viewed and enjoyed, saying, “If you’ve got good parking, visible parking,
that is attractive, people will find the alternative parking and walk Main Street.”

Some participants noted the challenge of paying for downtown revitalization. Constraints such
as financial resources (from the city and property owners) and complicated or constraining
property ownership issues, namely, lease agreements with the LADWP and the lack of
redevelopment incentives, also contribute to slow progress in making downtown improvements.
Some participants called on property owners within the community to “take care of their own
properties, spruce them up.”

Downtown signage was also discussed. It was noted that “Signs are critical for a convenience
business, a gas station, a restaurant; signs are everything.” Others noted the current competing
and busy business signage on Main Street was not attractive and suggested that a sign ordinance
that controlled signage to a more modest level would make parking signs and other directional
signage more visible and obvious to travelers. One participant said, “It’s not necessarily how big
your signs are that determines how prosperous your community is.” While some were concerned
about having sign restrictions apply to their businesses, others noted that unilateral, uniform sign
control would apply to all businesses, would not create unfair advantages, and would advance the
city one critical step toward improving downtown.

Two examples of positive downtown improvements that occurred over the past few years were noted:
e demolition of the Contel building to provide parking next to Taylor Shoes, and

e Union Bank’s acquisition of the liquor store and its conversion to a parking lot. This
project eliminated congestion and a city eyesore, making the bank more customer-
friendly and attractive.
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Local Circulation Challenges/Solutions

Most focus group participants were in agreement that improved circulation off Main Street is
necessary and must be considered either prior to or in conjunction with any future downtown
improvement plans or alternate route considerations. It was noted that reducing the local traffic
on Main Street would have positive benefits, with one person saying, “Don’t take the tourist
traffic off Main Street, just the locals.” The following is a list of the suggestions made for
improving local circulation.

Provide alternative access routes through downtown. *“By having those access routes
people can get to and from one end of town without having to go through Main Street.
These folks will still come to Main Street to get lunch.”

Focus on local circulation solutions—Warren, Home, and Spruce—one road on the west
and one on the east side of Main Street, which “may sound contradictory, but if people
don’t have concerns about how they’re going to get into the downtown area, it simplifies
it for them.” Tourist traffic wouldn’t seem so overwhelming.

Consider opening up Home Street all the way to the highway.

Home Street already carries an enormous amount of traffic, so “get lots of people driving
out of Bishop to turn left onto Home Street and go through, by the schools to the
residential areas, and they come over and go to Kmart and VVons and whatever’s off Main
Street. It could potentially increase that traffic, which is probably not desirable.”

Regarding Home Street, “I understand the concerns of schools/student safety.” It was
noted that the school should be consulted about any circulation issues, especially any
alternatives that include Home Street.

Consider opening up Spruce all the way through on the eastern edge of town.

Consider Warren Street as an alternative. “It’s not used that much. However, you would
need to clean up a lot of corners.” There was a question about whether Warren Street
would be a good candidate due to the need for storm drains, and the “street had to be
flattened.”

Consider a good access road closer to Warm Springs.
Reconfigure Brockman to perhaps carry more traffic and get some of the traffic off the
more residential streets on the reservation. “Reservation projections identify a 50 percent

increase in residential homes.” There’s a “need to look at reservation circulation as well.”

May Street runs perpendicular to 395. It’s “not that well used but could be an alternative
for local traffic.”
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e There is a need for an arterial on the east side of the north side of U.S. 395, for the mobile
home parks and large subdivisions in that area. There are current accidents and safety
concerns in that area, which has a high elderly population. “There is already controversy
about the Bear Creek residents using it. Perhaps consider an exit so folks have to come
up to Barlow.”

e “Those on Barlow don’t want increases in traffic.”

e “If you continued Schober and connected it up with Barlow, you could improve
circulation for the west pocket.”

e Dixon Lane is very busy, with “places where you have to pull over because two vehicles
can’t pass; it needs to be reconfigured.”

e Considering the concentrations of population, there is a need to get from West Bishop to
downtown or to get from Meadow Creek to downtown. “You’ve got the Meadow Creek
area, you’ve got the core city area, then you’ve got the west Bishop area, and there’s a lot
of emptiness in between. Sometimes I’ll take Dixon to get downtown, even though it’s a
longer route (coming from Meadow Creek) because | don’t like messing with the light on
Barlow.”

e Connect and “punch through” some of the downtown dead-end streets.

e Consider reconfiguring Schober Lane to eliminate the “hard left, hard right” to get through
to Schober Lane. “That would actually enhance the life of people in the trailer park.”

“It’s more relaxing to drive from downtown to South Barlow down 395 on Schober,
even though it’s a half mile farther.”

Bicycle Access

It was also noted that many ride bikes in town for pleasure and for commuting and that
improvements should be made to accommodate bicyclists. The need for bicycle-related
improvements was also noted for circulation changes suggested for the east side of town. It was
also mentioned that some in the community are working to add bike/pedestrian paths on Home
Street and See Vee and hope to network with city/county bicycle planning efforts.

Alternate Routes

Focus group participants were asked for their input about alternate routes for relieving Main
Street from truck traffic. The discussion covered many issues and suggestions, including the
designation of a new route as “airport access” to encourage trucks but not others from taking the
alternate route. Participants had the following comments:

e Most agreed that an automobile bypass is not a good solution. “Look at Hawthorne, tiny,
little jog around the town, but the businesses that were on the old street are all dried up.”
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e “People have a 3-mile route into town; they just won’t come.”

e “Have a truck route to the airport but do not label it “Truck Route.” Label it ‘Airport
Access.’”

e Don’t “have it go off the main highway off-ramp; they have to make a hard right or
something nondescript.”

e “Rather than running divided highway around town, maybe consider truck roads that are
more like a wide street, not welcoming/inviting to the tourist.”

e  “Catch them on the south end of town, South Street.”

e Consider an alternate route configuration that is relatively nondescript and doesn’t appear
to be an alternate route. “If it looks like Line Street, a tourist would never drive off on
that, thinking it would bypass Bishop. But truckers would know it as a way to get around
downtown and have the added benefit of several stops out there.”

Specific Alternative Routes

Focus group participants were asked to discuss the specific alternative routes being studied by
Caltrans. Opinions varied, but there was more support overall for an eastern alternative than for
one on the west side of town. Others reiterated the comments outlined above and suggested
eliminating the bypass idea entirely and focusing on improving access to the airport. It was
noted that in the 1960s there was a similar proposal to consider a bypass and that there were
many concerns, including those of the tribe. Many of the same concerns would still be relevant
today and create challenging obstacles to constructing an alternative route. The following are
comments from focus group participants on the specific alternative routes.

Alternative 3

e One respondent indicated that Alternative 3 comes closest to what the community might
support (based on his/her opinion and what he/she hears from business owners).

e Alternative 3 could be used as a potential configuration for an alternative route making a
bypass, which would “hit south from the airport and cut back into Spruce Street or Wye
Road to the north.”

e Others were not that supportive of Alternative 3 because it can be “too easily construed
as a bypass of old town.”

Alternative 4, 5, and 6
e Alternative 5 was identified as a reasonable alternative to get traffic out to the airport.

e Others were not in favor of Alternatives 5 or 6.
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e |t was noted that Alternative 5 forces a hard right turn; this can be good for discouraging
tourists from taking this route.

e Some identified access to the airport as the key criteria and that Alternatives 5, 6, and
possibly 4 would not pose a threat to downtown businesses as long as they did not
include signage that identified it as a bypass.

e One suggestion was to consider Alternative 5 combined with the straightening of Schober
Lane, “maybe extending the streets from town out to the bypass and then connecting it with
the Wye Connector. Not sure of the best solution on the other side of town.”

Other Comments - Vision for the Future

Overall, focus group participants were well engaged and interested to be a part of a discussion
about the future of Main Street and downtown Bishop. Most agreed that solving local circulation
was the first priority and that the City of Bishop needs to take an active role in this effort. One
person said, “In the past, they just kind of went along with the flow and let somebody else make
the decisions. And I think that’s a big problem we’ve had all along.” It was noted by at least
one participant that they appreciate Caltrans’ efforts in this, saying that it’s “great that Caltrans is
taking some leadership in this.” One participant suggested that there continue to be a concerted
and expanded effort to bring people together to achieve consensus for long-range planning, “a
process that builds on the Inyo 2020 process to identify how we want the community to grow for
the next generation, for jobs and housing.” One member encouraged other participants to attend
LTC meetings to stay informed about these issues.

3-5.4 Survey and Focus Group Highlights

a. Mammoth-Bound Traveler Survey Results

A total of 45 surveys (4.5 percent return) were completed during the 3-week period. Due to the
small sample size, the results are limited in their application to all Mammaoth-bound travelers. It
is important to note that while some results are summarized in percentages of those responding,
the number of respondents who answered each question is very small.

e Seventy-six percent of survey participants were visiting from Southern California.
e When asked how often survey respondents travel through or past Bishop, the highest
percentage of respondents, 27 percent, indicated that they travel four times a year,

followed by less than once a year, 20 percent.

e Most respondents, 76 percent, always or sometimes stop in Bishop when traveling to
Mammoth.
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e Of those who do not stop in Bishop, nearly 50 percent said they “did not need any
services” as the key reason for not stopping, while 31 percent stated that they just wanted
to make it to their destination.

e The top two reasons for stopping in Bishop are to fill up for gas, 85 percent, and to stop
for food, 78 percent.

e Forty percent of respondents who stop and/or stay in Bishop typically spend $20 to $50,
followed by $20 or less, 21 percent, and $50 to $100, 19 percent.

e When asked how long respondents typically stay in Bishop, 79 percent indicated that they
are there for a quick stop, 13 percent indicated they stop for a couple of hours, and 5
percent stay over night. Of those who stay over night, all respondents indicated that they
stay 2 nights.

e When asked about various attributes in downtown Bishop, access and circulation rated
high (highest rating was either somewhat good or very good), as did parking and getting
around as a pedestrian. While it ranked high for some, parking was one of two
downtown topics that received a poor rating.

e Gas stations and restaurant choices rated high in the somewhat good and very good
categories, consistent with the top reasons travelers stop in Bishop.

e More dining options, with more diversity; an improved streetscape (lighting, street
furniture, landscaping, etc.); and more well-marked and convenient parking were
identified as improvements that would make Bishop’s Main Street more appealing.

e To a lesser degree, it was indicated that less truck traffic, less downtown congestion, and
more shopping opportunities would improve downtown appeal.

e More than half of respondents indicated they would either sometimes or always bypass
downtown Bishop to get to Mammoth if a bypass or alternate route were constructed.

e Top reasons why respondents would continue to stop in Bishop, even if a bypass were
constructed, include filling up for gas, 90 percent, buying food, 77 percent, and to get off
the highway to take a break, 26 percent.

e Close to 50 percent of Mammoth-bound travelers indicated they would take an alternate
route to bypass Bishop, even if it were longer in time and distance.

b. Focus Group Results

e All businesses participating in the focus group experienced an increase in business
growth over the past 5 years.
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e Participants identified impacts from 9/11, decreasing strength of the dollar, the recession
of the 1990s, fuel prices, increased Internet shopping, and government regulations as
constraints to economic growth.

e Most businesses that participated in the focus group are dependent on the summer months
for critical sales. This is the time when Bishop is more of a destination rather than a
“pass-through” town.

e [Focus group participants rely on both local and out-of-town customers but could not
continue to be in business without both.

e Truck drivers do not represent a significant impact to business sales. Of course, it was
noted, trucks serve a critical role for local businesses; without trucks to bring in goods,
most businesses would have nothing to sell.

e Most focus group participants agree that downtown Bishop could be improved by
pedestrian enhancements, landscaping, and other aesthetic improvements.

e It was also noted that there is a lack of resources to support these kinds of programs.

e [t was also noted that the City of Bishop would need to play a significant role in efforts to
improve downtown.

e Some businesses are interested and willing to participate in programs that will improve
downtown. A downtown parking district was identified as one such program that some
businesses would support. A uniform sign code could help reduce Main Street clutter
and improve visibility of directional signage and existing parking.

e Most focus group participants identified the lack of parking, as well as the visibility of
existing parking, as one of the biggest transportation issues in Bishop. Suggestions for
improving parking included better signage for existing parking, redevelopment of
existing businesses for parking purposes, and the re-institution of parallel or angled
parking on Main Street.

e Focus group participants identified local circulation improvements as necessary to
improve the congestion and circulation issues in downtown Bishop.

e Several suggestions were made to improve local circulation. A key element of any local
circulation improvement should be designed to divert local traffic from Main Street,
leaving it for the tourist and out-of-town traveler. All agreed that this solution would not
deter local traffic from patronizing local businesses.

e Most participants agreed that alternatives to Main Street should be identified.
Suggestions for alternate, parallel routes to Main Street include Home Street, Warren,
Hanby, Sunland and Spruce, in addition to several others.
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e Improving bicycle access is important to some focus group participants

e Challenges with trucks include truck parking and the ability for them to make safe
deliveries without affecting local streets.

e |t was agreed by most in the group that trucks would likely not want to be significantly
diverted from town. However, if the airport continues to expand and additional
businesses and services, such as warehousing, were provided there, trucks would have
additional incentive to take an alternate route to the airport.

e All agreed that an alternate route focused on truck traffic would not be the best solution
or provide much relief from local congestion. Only a solution that combines an alternate
route with local circulation improvements would appear to be worthwhile.

e Participants agree that an alternate route on the east side of town that provides access to
the airport would decrease truck traffic on Main Street.

e Participants feel strongly that any alternate route must not be attractive or very noticeable
to visitors traveling through Bishop.

e Focus group participants are most supportive of an eastern alternate route, but there is not
concurrence about which particular one would be best.

e Participants feel very strongly that an alternate route should not be advertised as such and
that it should be focused on providing access to the airport. If an alternate route is
considered, it should be labeled “Airport Access.”

e |t was noted that the City of Bishop would need to be an active partner in any local
circulation and downtown improvements. Some participants indicated that this has been
lacking in the past.

3-5.5 Conclusions & Recommendations

The Mammoth-bound traveler survey and focus group provided useful conclusions to consider in
the evaluation of alternatives for the BAACS. Though limited in the number of completed
surveys, the traveler survey does provide some indication of out-of-town travelers’ current and
future behaviors with regard to visiting Bishop. Participation in the business focus group
provided an opportunity for local businesses to share their thoughts and opinions about an
alternate route, other transportation issues, and suggestions for improving downtown Bishop.
The following conclusions are drawn from the combined input of the survey and focus group:

a. Survey

Again, it must be noted that due to the limited survey results, it is difficult to draw significant
conclusions from the results. However, they do provide some indication about travelers’ habits
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through Bishop. Consistent results from two survey questions, “Reasons for Stopping in Bishop”
and “Length of Stay,” provide some indication that Bishop may be a “pass-through” community, at
least during the winter months, which is consistent with input shared at the business focus group.
Responses to other questions present somewhat of a mixed bag. The survey did confirm that most
travelers are coming from Southern California, which was expected.

With regard to the questions on alternate routes, it was interesting to note that respondents were
split, with half saying they would not stop in Bishop and half saying they would stop in Bishop if
an alternate route were constructed. This is consistent with the responses to the question about
whether travelers would take the alternate route, even if it were longer. About half of these
respondents indicated they would, and half said they would not. This suggests that at least some
percentage of the “pass-through” travelers can be encouraged to visit Bishop even if an alternate
route were constructed. It also suggests that Bishop must be realistic about what percent of out-
of-town travelers it can hope to capture.

In terms of downtown improvements, respondents generally were favorable to Bishop’s current
conditions. Of all the features that would enhance Bishop’s Main Street, an improved
streetscape, more diverse lodging, well-marked parking, and more restaurants are the amenities
expected by the increasing numbers and sophistication of today’s traveler.

With regard to the ratings of downtown Bishop, there were not very high percentages in either the
poor or not very good categories, indicating that people generally like what they find in Bishop. In
addition, for those elements that ranked highly, respondents answers were relatively evenly split
between different features, not suggesting a particular deficiency or area of extreme satisfaction.

It is interesting to note that of the eight elements listed for ranking downtown Bishop, “parking,”
“small town atmosphere,” and “getting around town as a pedestrian” all received close to 50
percent in the very good category. This would seem to be in conflict with the focus group
findings, which point to the need for improvements to encourage pedestrian circulation. One
possible reason for this is the number of travelers that come from highly urban environments and
don’t perceive traffic and parking to be big issues in Bishop, compared to what they normally
experience.

b. Focus Group

With regard to the focus group findings, parking stands out as a key concern of business owners,
which is not surprising given the number of older buildings and limited redevelopment that has
occurred in Bishop.

As far as downtown improvements, it was clear from most focus group participants that
improving downtown was essential to promoting a healthy, vibrant downtown for future
generations. Streetscape improvements, pedestrian enhancements, local circulation
improvements, and, possibly, tighter sign standards would contribute to a more appealing
downtown. These conclusions are not inconsistent with what one might expect in most small
communities that have a major highway running through downtown. These ideas were discussed
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in detail at several community forums that Caltrans held in Bridgeport, Lone Pine, and
Ridgecrest in 2004.

In terms of an alternate route, if Caltrans were to make a decision about it based solely on these
results, the findings would not suggest support for an alternate route. In fact, the need and desire
for access to Bishop Airport seems more important than the need to divert truck traffic from
Main Street. If an alternate route is considered, alternate routes on the east side are
recommended for Caltrans’ consideration.

As expected, businesses are not supportive of any actions that will limit or constrain customers
from patronizing Bishop businesses. From an out-of-town traveler’s viewpoint, if the results
could be extrapolated to the entire traveling population as a whole, it might be the same 50/50
split, indicating that some are going to go through Bishop as fast as they can, using whatever
means is provided to them.

Local circulation is a topic that should be further discussed. Local circulation issues do not
appear to be very high on out-of-town traveler lists, certainly not as reasons to stay away from
Bishop. Clearly, the local residents and businesses that experience the congestion, lack of
parking, etc., on a regular basis is more prone to identify these problems as key issues.

Based on the input provided at the focus group and other discussions with stakeholders,
coordinating improvement efforts with the City of Bishop will be critical to success.
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4-POTENTIAL COMMUNITY IMPACTS

The following discussion is intended to describe the potential impacts to the community that
could result from construction and operation of the proposed alternatives.

4-1 LAND USE AND PLANNING

The potential land use and planning impacts that have been evaluated are related to (1) the
compatibility of the study with existing land use, (2) the consistency of the study with local plans
and policies, and (3) the type and number of property acquisitions required for the study.

Impact Criteria: The proposed study would result in an adverse effect if:

e the proposed study would be incompatible with the existing pattern of land use and
development in the study area;

e the proposed study would be inconsistent with the adopted land use plans, policies, or
regulations of the applicable local and regional jurisdictions; or

e the proposed study would require property acquisitions and displacements so substantial
as to disrupt the pattern and/or rate of land use and development.

4-1.1 Compatibility with Existing Land Use

The proposed study alternatives would be constructed on lands currently used for agriculture or
are vacant. Although a small proportion of this agricultural land would be converted to
transportation uses, none of the alternatives would be incompatible with the existing land use.

4-1.2 Consistency with Plans and Policies

The proposed alternate routes/feasibility study and/or its components are listed or referred in
several local planning documents. These documents and references are listed below.

City of Bishop General Plan: Under Opportunities, items relevant to the feasibility study are
listed; Constraints notes several direct items related to the feasibility study; Policies/Major
Roadways lists several items directly related to the cores of the study, including analyzing
alternate U.S. 395 routes; Truck Routes mentions analyzing the impacts of the development of a
dedicated truck route around Bishop.

Inyo County Regional Transportation Plan: U.S. Highways and State Routes mentions a City
of Bishop truck bypass involving an extension of U.S. 395 as a long-range study. Long Range —
Bishop Airport Access Road, the alternate routes/feasibility study is a primary component of the
BAACS effort.

The 2004-2005 Inyo County LTC Overall Work Program (OWP): This lists the Bishop
Alternate Access Study in Appendix A (i.e., projects for which Caltrans is responsible).
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From the review of local and regional planning documents from the City of Bishop and Inyo
County, it is apparent that this feasibility study is consistent with those policies, goals, and
directions laid forth. Though no direct correlations or references to the core of this study are
identified in the Inyo County General Plan, the strategies employed to address the feasibility of
an alternate route in the Bishop area are consistent with those key items pertaining to impacts to
communities. Many references to avoiding such community impacts are goals and policies
established for the Inyo County General Plan through a 2020 visioning process conducted by the
Sierra Business Council. Such guidance includes: keeping developments within or as part of
currently built environments/communities; preserving the viewsheds; preserving a rural way of
life; maintaining community main streets as the primary commercial economic engines; etc.

This feasibility study is, as the Inyo County Regional Transportation Plan suggests, a long range
plan for a potential truck route around downtown Bishop. As this plan and the City of Bishop
General Plan point out, the route should be primarily for trucks. The feasibility study is
analyzing potential truck routes that would also provide access to the airport, along with other
ways to lesson existing congestion on Main Street Bishop (U.S. 395). The study aims to find a
balance between removing unwanted traffic on Main Street (i.e. commercial trucks), keep
desirable traffic in town (i.e. travelers or tourists), and improve local circulation for residence to
get around without relying on Main Street. The attempt to balance these factors is key to
minimizing impacts to downtown and the local economy, by keeping Main Street the primary
through route for those likely or possibly service dependent and/or potentially influenced
visitors/tourists/travelers.

4-1.3 Acquisitions and Displacements

All of the alternatives would be constructed mostly on publicly-owned LADWP property.
Additional coordination among Caltrans, the local government agencies, and LADWP would
likely be necessary with respect to the use of LADWP land. The Wye Road Connection could
potentially require some acquisition of private land. Alternative 1 could potentially require the
acquisition of land owned by Southern California Edison (SCE). As required by law, it can be
assumed that compensation would be available should the foregoing acquisitions be necessary.
It is not expected that any of the alternate routes would require the full acquisition of residential
or commercial property that would result in any displacement of residents or businesses..

4-2 POPULATION AND HOUSING

The potential population and housing impacts that have been evaluated are related to
(1) temporary construction effects, (2) community access and circulation, (3) changes in
demographic characteristics, and (4) community cohesion.

Impact Criteria: The proposed study would result in an adverse effect if:

e the proposed alternate routes would have indirect construction effects on the surrounding
community that would be substantially greater in magnitude and/or longer in duration
than is typical of similar construction projects in similar communities;
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e the proposed alternate routes would permanently impair access to and from the
surrounding community through the placement of barriers or other impediments to the
local circulation pattern;

e the proposed alternate routes would create a barrier or other physical change in the
environment so substantial as to permanently divide, disperse, or otherwise severely
disrupt a cohesive community; or

o the proposed alternate routes would require residential property acquisitions and
displacements so substantial as to disrupt the pattern and/or rate of existing and planned
population and housing growth.

4-2.1 Temporary Construction Effects

Construction activities would result in temporary, localized, site-specific disruptions to the
population and housing in the proposed study area. These would be related primarily to
construction-related traffic changes from trucks and equipment in the area; partial and/or
complete street and lane closures, with some requiring detours; increased noise and vibration;
lights and glare; and changes in air emissions. Since the study construction activities would be
temporary in duration and would not be likely to have effects substantially different than the
same types of nuisance-like effects associated with typical construction activities, no adverse
effect is expected to result.

4-2.2 Access/Circulation

The proposed study alternatives would not be constructed in residential or commercial areas.
Construction and operation of the alternatives would be unlikely to result in long-term access
deficiencies or worsened traffic circulation. The intent of the study alternatives would be to
relieve congestion on Main Street (U.S. 395) in Bishop; thus, the study would potentially have a
beneficial effect on access, circulation, and, most likely, safety.

4-2.3 Community Cohesion

The assessment of whether, and to what extent, the proposed study alternatives would adversely
affect the cohesiveness of the community in Bishop depends largely on whether the study is
likely to physically divide the community. Because the study alternatives would be constructed
outside of, but not through, the residential portions of the community, no physical division would
be created. The primary community area of Bishop would, therefore, be expected to remain
intact, though some alternatives would create a line between community nodes further out than
the westerly Bishop area. Quality of life concerning recreation access outside of the built
environs could also be affected by new roadway alignments.
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4-2.4 Changes in Demographic Characteristics/Growth

As noted above in the discussion of potential land use impacts, the proposed study alternatives
would require no acquisitions from residential properties, with no displacement of any
residents. Therefore, since the total number of housing units in the study area would not be
affected by the study, no change in the demographic characteristics of the area could be
reasonably expected to occur as a result of the study. The pattern and rate of population and
housing growth would be expected to remain consistent with that which is contemplated by
existing plans for the area. Furthermore, no new or expanded infrastructure, housing, or other
similar permanent physical changes to the environment would be necessary as an indirect
consequence of the proposed study alternatives.

4-2.5 Environmental Justice

Executive Order 12898, Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority and Low-
Income Populations, signed on February 11, 1994, directs federal agencies to take the
appropriate and necessary steps to identify and address disproportionately high and adverse
human health or environmental effects of federal projects and programs on minority and low-
income populations to the greatest extent practicable and permitted by law. Given the relatively
small proportions of minority and low-income population groups in the study area (see Table 1),
and the absence of community impacts to any segment of the population, no environmental
justice issues would be likely to arise.

The proposed study, if implemented, would comply with applicable federal requirements
promulgated in accordance with Executive Order 13166, Improving Access to Services for
Persons with Limited English Proficiency (August 11, 2000), which requires that federal
programs and activities be accessible to persons with limited English language proficiency.

The proposed study would also be developed in accordance with Title VI of the Civil Rights Act
of 1964, which provides that no person in the United States shall, on the grounds of race, color,
or national origin, be excluded from participation in, be denied the benefits of, or be subjected to
discrimination under any program or activity receiving federal financial assistance. In addition,
the project would be developed in conformity with related statutes and regulations mandating
that no person in the State of California shall, on grounds of race, color, sex, age, national origin,
or disabling condition, be excluded from participation in, be denied the benefits of, or be
otherwise subjected to discrimination under any program or activity administered by or on the
behalf of the California State Department of Transportation.

Efforts will continue to be made to ensure meaningful opportunities for public participation
during the project planning and development process. This may include, but not necessarily be
limited to: additional community meetings, informational mailings, and news releases to local
media. The community outreach and public involvement programs for the project will seek to
actively and effectively engage the affected community and will include mechanisms to reduce
cultural, language, and economic barriers to participation.
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4-3 COMMUNITY FACILITIES AND SERVICES

The potential community facilities and services impacts that have been evaluated are related to
(1) temporary construction effects, (2) access to facilities and services, (3) acquisitions and
displacements, and (4) induced demand for new or expanded facilities and services.

Impact Criteria: The proposed study would result in an adverse effect if:

e the proposed study would have indirect construction effects on community facilities and
services that would be substantially greater in magnitude and/or longer in duration than is
typical of similar construction projects in similar communities;

e the proposed study would permanently impair access to and from community services
and facilities through the placement of barriers or other impediments to the local
circulation pattern;

e the proposed study would require the acquisition and displacement of a community
facility or service that could not be satisfactorily relocated or replaced; or

e the proposed study would induce a demand for new or expanded community facilities
and services beyond already planned levels.

4-3.1 Temporary Construction Effects

Construction activities would result in temporary, localized, site-specific disruptions to the local
community facilities and services in the proposed study area. These would be related primarily
to construction-related traffic changes from trucks and equipment in the area; partial and/or
complete street and lane closures, with some requiring detours; increased noise and vibration;
lights and glare; and changes in air emissions. Since the study construction activities would be
temporary in duration and would not be likely to have effects substantially different than the
same types of nuisance-like effects associated with typical construction activities, no adverse
effect is expected to result.

4-3.2 Access/Circulation

a. Emergency Services

Emergency services such as police, fire, and paramedic services, are located primarily within the
City of Bishop (see Figure 4). The City of Bishop Police Department, Inyo County Sheriff’s
Department, and California Highway Patrol respond to highway emergencies within this area.
The City of Bishop Police Department responds to emergencies that take place within the city
limits. Creation of an alternate route would reduce the number of vehicles traveling through the
city and would be likely to improve local traffic conditions. The current response time for
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Bishop police is less than 4 minutes within the city limits.® The study alternatives would not
increase this response time or create physical barriers to movement of emergency vehicles. Any
potential reduction of traffic on city streets associated with the proposed alternatives could
facilitate faster movement of emergency vehicles. An alternate route for trucks carrying
hazardous loads would also alleviate potential spills and associated disasters downtown.

b. Schools

The access to and from schools and other community facilities would not be affected by the
study. The schools and other community facilities located within the City of Bishop (see
Figure 6) are concentrated in the center of the city. Access to schools and other community
facilities would remain unaltered due to the study alternatives.

4-3.3 Acquisitions and Displacements

Most of the community facilities, including the police station, fire station, post office, hospital,
schools, places of worship, and recreational facilities, are located in the center of the city, in an
area bounded by the Tri-County Fairgrounds to the north, 3" Street to the east, South Street to
the south, and Home Street to the west. The proposed alternate routes pass through an area to the
west and east of the city. This land is largely agricultural use land owned by LADWP. There
are no community facilities located on these lands. No relocation of community facilities would
be required.

4-3.4 Demand for New or Expanded Facilities and Services

The study would not create additional demand, either directly or indirectly, for new or
expanded community facilities and services. EXxisting fire and police services would be able to
sufficiently service any proposed alternate route. The local Bishop Dispatch Center for the
California Highway Patrol (CHP) currently services the area between the Kern county line to
the south and 10 miles into Mono County to the north. It has 31 uniformed officers, many of
whom are trained as emergency medical technicians.” Given that the length of any alternative
(Alternative 3 is 11.2 miles, Alternative 4 is 10 miles, Alternative 5 is 8.7 miles, and
Alternative 6 is 8.2 miles, including the North Connection) would be approximately 10 miles,
it would be a very small part of the total area that CHP serves and would not affect its capacity
to serve. In addition, the city and county police and fire departments would continue to
provide service to the alternate route on as-needed basis.

¢ Joe Pecsi, Chief of Police, City of Bishop Police Department, March 22, 2005, personal communication
" Sergeant Mark Badovinac, Bishop Dispatch Center, California Highway Patrol, March 2005.
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4-4 ECONOMICS/BUSINESSES/EMPLOYMENT

4-4.1 Changes in Traffic Patterns

Figure 6 shows recent average daily traffic (ADT) and average daily truck traffic (ADTT) counts
for several locations in the Bishop area. The counts were made on March 11 and 12, 2004. The
traffic counts show that during the days when the traffic counts were conducted, the highest
volume of traffic occurs on Main Street in Bishop (downtown U.S. 395), with a maximum daily
traffic of 19,501 vehicles per day. The highest truck traffic occurred on U.S. 395 south of
Bishop, at 969 ADTT.

Caltrans conducts traffic counts for several locations on U.S. 395. The highest counts in Bishop
are typically at the junction of U.S. 395 and Route 168 West. Figure 7 shows the annual average
daily traffic (AADT) volume on U.S. 395 at several locations in Bishop in 2004. This equaled
17,300 AADT in 2004. AADT is the sum of ADT throughout the year divided by 365. Truck
counts for 2004 are not yet available; however, the 2003 truck count for this location equaled
1014 ADTT, which is 6 percent of total truck traffic. Using this percentage, 2004 truck volumes
at this location equaled approximately 1038 ADTT.

Figure 8 shows Caltrans’ assumed estimates of total vehicle and total truck counts broken out for
each of the Bishop alternate routes. These estimates are based on AADT and take into account
U.S. 395 traffic, U.S. 6 traffic, local traffic trips, and Inyo/Mono work commutes. Alternatives 1
and 2 could divert 3,500 vehicles from the AADT, which includes 400 trucks. This represents
approximately 20 percent of the AADT at the U.S. 395/SR 168 junction and about 39 percent of
the truck traffic. Alternatives 3 through 6 could divert 1,000 to 4,200 vehicles from the AADT for
U.S. 395, which ranges from 6 percent (Alternative 6) to 20 percent (Alternative 4 plus the North
Connection) of U.S. 395 traffic at the SR 168 junction. Each of the alternatives, 3 through 6, is
assumed to divert 700 trucks daily, which equals 67 percent of the truck traffic at U.S. 395/SR 168.

53



Bishop Area Access and Circulation Study
Preliminary Community Impact Assessment

Figure 6: Average Daily Traffic and Average Daily Truck Traffic
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Figure 7: Average Annual Daily Traffic for U.S. 395 South of Bishop, U.S. 395
North of Bishop, and U.S. 6 North of Bishop
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Figure 8: Caltrans’ Estimate of AADT on Proposed Alternate Routes
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A comparison of these results shows that Alternative 6 would likely have the least economic
impact on businesses dependent on highway traffic, while Alternative 4 with the North
Connection would have the greatest effect.

The proposed western routes (Alternatives 1 and 2) could divert approximately 20 percent of the
total AADT passing through Bishop on U.S. 395 at the SR 168 junction. In contrast, of the
proposed eastern routes, Alternative 6 without the North Connection could divert the least
amount of traffic (6 percent), while Alternative 4 with the North Connection could possibly
divert the most traffic (24 percent). These diversion percentages are based on the amount of
diverted traffic (shown in Figure 8) divided by the AADT estimates for U.S. 395 south of Bishop
(shown in Figure7). The western routes could divert 39 percent of truck traffic, while the eastern
routes could divert 68 percent of truck traffic due to the proximity of U.S. 6.

As Table 10 shows, each alternative might divert varying amounts of traffic. Diverted traffic will
have associated impacts on businesses, especially those dependent on highway traffic. The
western alternatives (1 and 2) might divert the least amount of truck trips, while the eastern
alternatives would divert a substantially higher percentage of truck trips.

Alternative 6 without the North Connection might divert the smallest percentage of total traffic
and therefore would have the smallest effect on Bishop’s businesses, while Alternative 4 with the
North Connection would have the largest economic effect.

A previous study of Bishop businesses estimated how dependent various business types were on
highway traffic for their total revenue. That study found that gasoline and service stations were
50 percent dependent on through traffic, eating and drinking places were 55 percent dependent,
and motels and hotels were 96 percent dependent on through traffic (Inlandia 1965). However,
that study is 40 years old, and no recent research has been found that quantifies the dependencies
of Bishop’s businesses on through traffic.

Table 10: Possible Percentage of Traffic South of US 395 Affected by Alternatives

Alternative Percent Total Traffic Percent Truck Traffic
Diverted Diverted
Western Alternatives 1 and 2 20 39
Alternative 3 \(v/ North 13 67
Connection
Alternative 4 vy/o North 18 67
Connection
Alternative 4 yv/ North 24 67
Connection
Alternative 5 w/o North
X 7 67
Connection
Alternative 6 w/o North
X 6 67
Connection
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However, it is clear that Bishop’s economic circumstances have changed during the past
40 years. Bishop has become a summer tourist destination, offering numerous recreational
opportunities in the Sierra Nevada and surrounding area. Consequently, many of Bishop’s
businesses that were formerly dependent on through traffic now depend on Bishop as a
destination tourist area, at least during the summer months. In the winter months, Bishop is still
a through stop for travelers heading to the Mammoth ski area, although some winter
recreationists opt to stay at motels in Bishop rather than Mammoth.

The various alternative routes, diverting traffic around Bishop’s downtown business district,
could reduce business revenue and force businesses to reduce the number of employees, decrease
the amount of sales tax revenue paid by affected businesses, and decrease employee income and
disposable income through reductions in payroll. Reductions in revenue of primary businesses
would have further downstream indirect effects on secondary businesses that supply goods and
services to affected businesses. These effects would be more pronounced during the winter
months when Bishop becomes less of a tourist destination.

4-4.2 Recommendations

The proposed alternative routes have the potential to have direct effects on businesses,
employees, and government agencies (through reduced sales tax revenue). Those businesses
dependent on highway through traffic for a large percentage of their revenue would be most
directly affected by the alternative routes.

Travelers on U.S. 395 approaching Bishop can be grouped into three general categories: 1) those
with no intention of stopping, 2) those who intend on stopping, and 3) those who could be
influenced to stop. Several mitigation measures can be employed to encourage those with no
intention of stopping to take the alternative route while encouraging those who want to stop and
those that can be influenced to stop to take U.S. 395 through downtown Bishop. Those
mitigation measures are described below.

At-grade Intersection/Junction Location and Design

At this time, the alternate routes considered for this study do not include highway junction
design. All the junctions at U.S. 395 truck route/U.S. 395 Business south of Bishop and U.S.
395/U.S. 6 north of Bishop will be at grade intersections. The design of these at-grade
intersections or junctions can have a large effect on travelers’ decisions as to which route they
will take. Caltrans should design the at-grade intersection or junction(s) so that the existing route
through downtown Bishop is the easier choice (that is, travelers would not have to turn off of
U.S. 395 to travel through downtown Bishop), with the alternative route requiring the traveler to
exit U.S. 395. This design will not discourage those who intend on stopping and will encourage
the undecided to travel through downtown Bishop. Travelers who do not intend to stop will
make the extra effort to take the alternative route.

To the extent feasible, Caltrans should place the at-grade intersection or junctions north and south
of Bishop in or near locations from which Bishop is visible. Although there are no interchanges
for this study, previous studies of interchange location have found that travelers take the business
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route through town more frequently when the town is visible from or just prior to the interchange
location. Consequently, locating the at-grade intersection or junctions in locations from which
Bishop is visible will encourage travelers to stay on the business route through downtown.

Another consideration to make stopping in Bishop more appealing is to create a Gateway
Monument to attract visitors. This monument should be a work of art with a catchy phrase to
entice visitors on the allure of Bishop.

Another measure that goes along with gateway monument design of an at-grade intersection or
junction, involves the use of appropriate signage to alert the traveler to the services available in
Bishop and how to access them. This should show the services available in Bishop, focusing on
those services that travelers look for: food, fuel, and motels. The signage should be placed at
sufficient distance prior to the at-grade intersection or junction(s) and at the at-grade intersection
or junction(s) to make it clear to the traveler what services are available and how those services
can be accessed.

The signage should also encourage trucks to take the alternative route. If an eastern alternative
route is eventually selected, the signage should also show the alternative route as the route
designated to access Bishop Airport. The signage may also designate the alternative route as a
truck access route that strongly encourages trucks to take the alternate route.

Along with the previous measures, Caltrans should landscape the at-grade intersection or
junction area with trees or other appropriate vegetation. Trees, plantings, public art and/or other
features help identify a “place” and encourage people to slow down. By slowing down, travelers
have more time to consider traveling through rather than around Bishop.

Visitor Center

The City of Bishop should consider a manned kiosk or visitor center to encourage travelers to stop
in Bishop. The visitor center could be sponsored by the Bishop Chamber of Commerce and could
be used to show off Bishop’s amenities and/or its appeal as a gateway to the Sierra Nevada.

The location of a visitor center is an important consideration. The center should be located south
of town because of the large number of travelers coming to the area from Southern California.
Another issue to consider is whether the center should be located before or after the at-grade
intersection or junction. Locating the visitor center prior to or south of the junction (for the at-
grade intersection or junction south of Bishop) will encourage interested parties to stop.
However, for those travelers simply looking for a bathroom break, this location may prevent
them from traveling through Bishop when they otherwise might. Locating the visitor center after
the at-grade intersection or junction will encourage those interested in Bishop’s amenities to stop
at the center. Once they stop, they are much more likely to continue traveling through Bishop
rather than returning to the at-grade intersection or junction and traveling on the alternative
route.
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Business Relocation

Another concern with the alternative routes expressed by business owners is that new businesses
would locate along the alternative route or existing businesses would move to the new route,
causing economic problems such as blight in the downtown area. Several mitigation measures
can be taken to minimize this potential problem. First, Caltrans should prevent the construction
of additional at-grade intersections with accesses along the alternative routes. Also, Caltrans
should include signage stating that no services are available along the alternative route.

An additional option available to the City of Bishop or Inyo County would be to develop
zoning regulations or policy ordinances that would prevent lands along the alternative route
from being developed.

Encourage Truck Services

One of the biggest complaints regarding Bishop’s existing traffic problems is the number of
trucks that travel through town. By encouraging trucks to travel on the alternative route, the
downtown truck traffic problem could be alleviated. Several of the measures described above
would reduce the number of trucks traveling through town.

In addition, two additional trucking issues exist in Bishop that merit attention and are related to
the alternatives. Although Bishop is the largest town on U.S. 395 between Southern California
and Mammoth, Bishop does not have a truck stop or an adequate facility to service truckers.
Truckers are often prevented from parking at Bishop’s motels due to space constraints.
Currently, many truckers park on the road shoulder near the U.S 395/U.S. 6/Wye Road
intersection to rest. One motel even picks up truckers parked in this area if they want to sleep in
a motel room rather than in their cabs.

If one of the eastern alternatives is selected, the city should encourage development of some type
of trucking facility on the alternative route, possibly near Bishop Airport. This facility would
encourage truckers to use the alternate route, reducing the amount of truck traffic through
downtown. The city could even sponsor or encourage a shuttle service that would allow truckers
to park their rigs at the trucking facility and obtain a ride to motels, hotels, and other services in
the downtown area.

The second truck issue has to do with businesses in downtown Bishop that depend on trucks to
supply them with goods. Many of Bishop’s downtown businesses do not have sufficient storage
at their business location and consequently use additional storage facilities scattered around
Bishop. Truckers are often required to make several stops to unload supplies at various locations
around town, some of which result in blockages of local roads while trucks are being unloaded.
The City of Bishop should consider development of a business supply and storage area near
Bishop Airport that will allow truckers to unload supplies at one location, thereby preventing
numerous stops that congest business in the downtown area while at the same time encouraging
use of the alternate route by truckers.
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Bishop Area Access and Circulation Study
Out of Town Traveler Survey
Frequency Questionnaire Draft 1

Methods:
Field Dates: e February 14 — March 7, 2005
Sample Size: ¢ 45 completed interviews
Sampling Error: e +/- 14.8% (95% confidence level)
Unit of Analysis: ¢ Out of Town Traveler Visiting the Bishop area
Population: » Out of Town Travelers Visiting the Bishop area
Sampling Frame: * Intercept Survey
Quotas: * None

NOTE: This frequency questionnaire serves as only a preliminary report. Frequency
percentages reported in this document represent adjusted frequencies, meaning that, unless
otherwise indicated, percentages have been adjusted to account for any non-responses or
not-applicable responses. Due to rounding, the totals of these percentages may be slightly
above or below 100%. Questions allowing for multiple responses will not add to 100%.

* SURVEY BEGINS -

PLEASE GIVE Us YOUR OPINION! Did you travel through Bishop to get here? If so, Caltrans
wants to hear from you! Take a moment to help Caltrans and the Bishop community with
their transportation planning efforts. This survey is part of an access and circulation study in
Bishop. Your responses will be kept completely confidential. Please return completed
surveys to the check-in-counter. Your response is greatly appreciated. Caltrans would like
to hear from you by February 28.

2012 H Street, Suite 100 « Sacramento, CA 95814 « (916) 325-1220 voice; (916) 325-1224 fax




BisHOP AREA ACCESS AND CIRCULATION STUDY PAGE 2
OuT OF TOWN TRAVELER SURVEY

FREQUENCY QUESTIONNAIRE D1

MARCH 2005

01. Where are you visiting from? (Please fill in Zip Code)

02. On average, how often do you travel through/past Bishop?
Of all respondents

01) Less than once a year 20.5
02) Once a year 13.6
03) Twice a year 15.9
04) Four times a year 27.3
05) Once a month 13.6
06) Several times a month 9.1

03. When you travel to Mammoth, how often do you stop in Bishop?
Of all respondents

01) Never 11.1
02) Seldom 13.3
03) Sometimes 37.8
04) Always 37.8

If you checked always, sometimes, or seldom, go to question 5 to continue the survey. If
you checked never, please answer one last question (Question 4).

04. Why don'’t you stop in Bishop?
Of all respondents

01) Don’t Need any Services 46.2
02) Just Want to Make it to my Destination 30.8
50) Other (please specify) 23.1

05. Why do you stop in Bishop? (Check all that apply)
Of all respondents

Mentioned
a. Fill up for gas 85.4
b Food 78.0
c. Lodging 12.2
d. Recreation 19.5
e. Shopping 14.6
f. Family vacation 9.8
g. Business trip 7.3
h. Part of a touring group 0.0
i. To get off the highway and take a break 24.4

J. Other (please specify) 17.1

milo research



BisHOP AREA ACCESS AND CIRCULATION STUDY PAGE 3
OuT OF TOWN TRAVELER SURVEY

FREQUENCY QUESTIONNAIRE D1

MARCH 2005

06. How much do you typically spend while stopping or staying in Bishop?

Of all respondents

01) $20 or less 21.4
02) $20 - $50 40.5
03) $50 - $100 19.0
04) $100 - $ 500 16.7
05) $500 or more 2.4

07. How long do you typically stay, while stopping in Bishop?
Of all respondents

01) Just a quick stop 78.9

02) A couple of hours 13.2

03) Less than 24 hours 2.6

04) 1 overnight stay 0.0

05) 2 overnight stays 5.3

06) More than 2 overnight stays 0.0
08. How would you rate the following in downtown Bishop?

Of all respondents

Not Very Somewhat Very
Poor Good Good  Good

a. Parking 3.3 10.0 43.3 433
b. Overall access and circulation 0.0 6.9 55.2 37.9
¢. Small town atmosphere and ambiance 3.2 129 32.3 516
d. Getting around as a pedestrian 0.0 125 41.7 458
e. Shopping opportunities 0.0 25.9 44,4  29.6
f. Gas station opportunities 0.0 3.2 38.7 58.1
g. Restaurant choices 0.0 138 62.1 24.1
h. General amenities 0.0 143 53.6 321

09. What would make Bishop’s main street more appealing?
Of all respondents

Mentioned
a. More shopping opportunities 29.2
b. More diverse dining options 37.5
c. More diverse lodging options 25.0
d. More streetscape (lighting, street furniture, landscaping, etc) 37.5
e. Well marked and convenient parking 37.5
f. More parks and pedestrian areas 12.5
g. More public restroom facilities 33.3
h. More restaurants 37.5
I. Less truck traffic 29.2
j. Less downtown congestion 29.2

k. Other (please specify) 8.3

milo research



BisHOP AREA ACCESS AND CIRCULATION STUDY PAGE 4
OuT OF TOWN TRAVELER SURVEY

FREQUENCY QUESTIONNAIRE D1

MARCH 2005

10. If a bypass or alternate route were constructed that allowed you to bypass
downtown Bishop on your way to Mammoth, how often would you stop in Bishop?

Of all respondents

01) Never 10.8
02) Seldom 35.1
03) Sometimes 40.5
04) Always 13.5

10a. If you checked always, sometimes, or seldom, why would you continue to stop?

(check all that apply)
Of all respondents

Mentioned
a. Fill up for gas 90.3
b. Food 77.4
c. Lodging 12.9
d. Recreation 16.1
e. Shopping 6.5
f. Family vacation 9.7
g. Business trip 6.5
h. Part of a touring group 0.0
i. To get off the highway and take a break 25.8
j. Other (please specify) 9.7
11. If constructed, would you take a highway route that bypassed Downtown Bishop,

even if there was no savings in distance or time?
Of all respondents

01) Yes 47.2
02) No 52.8

12. What suggestions do you have for encouraging travelers to stop in Bishop?

Thank you for your time and input. Your responses will help towards Bishop’s
transportation planning efforts.

milo research
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Bishop Area Access and Circulation Study
Preliminary Community Impact Assessment
Focus Group Moderator Guide

Introduction — Focus Group Purpose and Format
The purpose of the focus group today is to obtain input about:

Transportation issues in downtown Bishop and their effect on your business
Your reactions to potential alternate transportation routes and local circulation
improvements being studied

In terms of format: As moderator, I’ll be leading you through a series of questions and
obtaining your responses. Though we’ll be following a list of questions, there is latitude
as to how much time and in what depth we pursue each topic. | encourage you to relax -
this will be a relatively informal discussion and it should be interesting and fun.

Ground Rules

I’m interested in hearing from all of you, so be patient as we go around the table and
understand that | may need to interrupt you from time to time so that we work
through our entire agenda and so that we hear from all participants.

We are audio and visually taping this session. The purpose of that is to be able to
review this information at a later date as well as to provide others an opportunity to
hear and see the issues discussed.

Please speak up in a voice at least as loud as mine so that it can be picked up by tape
and to ensure that others around the table can hear you.

Please speak one at a time. I’ll try to call on each of you to hear your responses to
each question. | may need to interrupt from time to time, to ask you to speak louder or
to repeat yourself if there were others speaking at the same time.

We will be discussing specific transportation issues in some detail. Everyone may
have a different opinion and perspective. Please be patient while others share their
opinions and be respectful of views that are different from yours.

We have two hours and expect to take a break about half way through the session.
That will give you some stretching/restroom time and give me a chance to find out if
there are any follow-up questions from our observers.

Any questions? Let’s get started.

Participant Introductions (go around the table)

Name
Type and/or name of business
Business location

District 9
Business Focus Group (PCIA) Moderator Guide
Draft



Downtown Bishop Business Climate

1. Would you say that the business climate in Bishop has improved or declined over
the past five years? Let’s talk specifically about each of your businesses. Has
business improved or declined over the past five years? What do you attribute the
changes to? What do you foresee in the future? Other issues?

2. Do you consider your business to have much seasonal variation? If so, which
season do you consider to be the busiest and what percentage of your total
business would you place into each season?

3. What do you see as the key impediments to your business’ success?

4. What are potential solutions to these impediments? (The objective here is to
understand the overall challenges faced by businesses and then narrow it down to
the transportation challenges and solutions. This will help us understand the
relative impact of transportation versus other business challenges.)

5. Any other thoughts about Bishop’s business climate or suggestions about
improving economic vitality in Bishop.

Dependency on Out-of-Town Travelers/Truck Traffic

6. How dependent is your business on out-of-town travelers? What percentage of
your sales/revenues comes from out-of-town travelers? Provide additional
information about your customer profile. Who are they typically? How much do
they spend? How many customers patronize your business per day?

7. How dependent is your business on truck traffic? Describe your typical
customer(s).
8. Are there other transportation variables that affect your business? What are they

and how do they impact your business?

Downtown Bishop Transportation Issues
9. What do you see as the key transportation issues in downtown Bishop?

10.  What are potential solutions to these issues?

11. In your opinion, how likely are these solutions to be implemented? What elements
are necessary for these solutions to be achieved? Do these solutions rely on others
to be implemented? How effective do you think others will be in achieving these
solutions?

District 9
Business Focus Group (PCIA) Moderator Guide
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12. What are your suggestions for helping others implement these solutions? How
willing are you to help? In what way? Specifically, are you willing to contribute
financially or through in-kind contributions? Other?

BAACS Understanding/Awareness

13. How many of you are familiar with the Bishop Area Access and Circulation
Study? Provide brief summary of BAACS, including purpose, general timeline
and alternate routes, and current PCIA efforts. (Note: I’ll not mention Caltrans, at
least at the beginning. It may come up right away here or not. | would like to
probe further about perceptions/opinions of Caltrans later in the focus group if
there is time.)

Alternate Routes
14. How familiar are you with the alternate routes being studied in BAACS? (Use
alternatives map to illustrate proposed concepts).

15.  What are your reactions to the proposed routes? How supportive/not supportive
are you of the various routes? What potential impacts/benefits could results from
implementation of any of these routes? (Ask specifically for their particular
business and also more generally — what do they think the potential community
impacts will be?) Discuss pros and cons of each as well as east vs. west. What
other criteria should be considered in selecting the location for an alternate route?

16.  Studies show that getting trucks off Bishop’s Main Street will almost certainly
NOT provide substantial reduced traffic in the downtown area. There just aren’t
that many. The most significant contributor is the local traffic — trips to school,
the grocery store, the post office, etc. What this means is that even by
implementing an alternate route and encouraging trucks (and other traffic,
potentially) off Main Street, there won’t be opportunities to make many changes
to downtown circulation (Provide example: if community was interested in
landscaping, wider sidewalks, etc., don’t have space to provide it) What are your
reactions to this?

17. Do you have any additional comments about the BAACS project?

Downtown Bishop Improvements

18.  Are there improvements in downtown Bishop that you think would results in
positive benefits to your business? What are they? Why would they be beneficial?
What obstacles do you see in getting them implemented?

19. Are there other ideas that have been posed to improve downtown
livability/aesthetics in Bishop? How interested/supportive are you of these ideas?

District 9
Business Focus Group (PCIA) Moderator Guide
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20.  What are you willing to support? What are you not supportive of? Are you willing
to make a financial or other in-kind contributions to assist in implementing some
of these improvements?

21.  Would potential future improvements have a positive effect on your business?

22.  What do you see as obstacles and the potential for success?

23. Is there anything else you would like to add about transportation issues in Bishop?

District 9
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Introduction

Study Background

US 395, one of the four major north south interregional routes in the State of California is
also the City of Bishop’s Main Street. The Bishop Area Access and Circulation Study
(BAACS) project was initiated in response to a request from the City of Bishop and Inyo
County, as expressed in a letter from the Executive Director of the Inyo County Local
Transportation Commission (LTC) dated September 9, 2002 and a letter from the City of
Bishop dated March 12, 2002. The requests were prompted by concerns about
congestion in the Central Business District (CBD) and the perception that through
commercial vehicle traffic had increased.

In order to promote business use in the Bishop downtown district the City of Bishop
strongly desires to make the Bishop CBD a more walkable and livable area. Increasing
levels of truck traffic in the Bishop area along US 395 have resulted in perceived traffic
congestion, a sense of hazard to pedestrians and bicyclists, and an increase in noise
and air pollution. These factors have combined to give the impression of a decrease in
the sense of a livable walkable downtown district. In addition, the most direct route to the
Eastern Sierra Regional Airport, the intersection of Line Street and US 395 does not
accommodate a large commercial vehicle turning radius. This deficiency results in large
commercial vehicles taking indirect routes along Bishop City streets in order to access the
Bishop airport.

Some of the major goals expressed for this project are:

e The alternate route provides better access to the Bishop Airport (especially for
trucks)

e The alternate route removes or reduces the perceived increasing amount of trucks
on Bishop's Main Street

e The alternate route will not affect typical tourist traffic that uses Bishop for goods and
services

The anticipated product:

e Existing and future projected traffic conditions in and around the Bishop area

e Various alternate routes around the Bishop CBD to view the effect on traffic
conditions

e Various alternatives of extending, modifying, changing existing surface streets and
the resulting affect on traffic conditions

e With the prior three in mind, a product that can be shown to: Caltrans, Inyo County,
the City of Bishop and public to help make decisions for improving traffic circulation
in and around the Bishop area.

Study Area

The City of Bishop and surrounding unincorporated area is a community of
approximately 10,000 nestled in the Owens Valley on the Eastern Slopes of the Sierra



Nevada Mountain Range. US 395 is the main street through the community, as well as
a major interregional transportation corridor connecting the four states of California,
Nevada, Oregon, and Washington. Outside the City of Bishop, US 395 is a four-lane
high-speed rural principal arterial. US 6 connects with US 395 at the north end of the
City of Bishop and has become an increasingly favored route for interregional truck
traffic to connect the port facilities of Los Angeles with the warehousing industry in
Northern Nevada. Recently, a 130,000-acre warehousing business park has been
approved in the Northern Nevada area making it one of the largest business parks in the
world and is expected to increase truck traffic in the study corridor. Locally, Bishop is
not expected to grow due to the large amount of public land holdings around the
community. However, interregional traffic is expected to increase throughout the study
corridor.

Peak periods of travel occur on Friday afternoon as travelers from the Los Angeles area
are traveling to Mammoth Mountain, Yosemite National Park, or other destinations in the
area. Likewise, peak periods occur again on Sunday afternoon as these travelers make
the return trip home.

Figure 1 Aerial Photograph of the Bishop Model Study Area




Paramics Model Network

Modeled Period and Network Coding

The model was built to include conditions over a 1 hour period between 14:00-15:00
covering the Friday PM period when Bishop schools, local, and interregional traffic are
all on the system during the same time period.

A Geographical Information System roads layer was used and subsequent conversion
program to build the Paramics network. The zoning system was derived based on an
overview of the area and known and estimated trip origination and destination areas
within the study area.

Detailed observations from field surveys and the Caltrans Digital Highway Inventory
Photography Program (DHIPP) were utilized to obtain the following information:

e Intersection configurations; and
e Lane definitions including link speeds

Road Hierarchy/Classifications

The road hierarchy utilized within the model was developed by District 9 Traffic
Operations and Planning during the initial network development. Some refinement of
these classifications was conducted throughout the model development stage for
calibration purposes.

Routing

Base cost for links with Paramics is calculated using the following generalized cost
equations:

Cost =aT + bD + cP, where

T = travel time for trip/travel time link
D = distance of trip/length of link
P = monetary cost of trip or link

The model includes multiple routes between origin and destinations and the
methodology used to assess the sensitivity of different proportions influencing the
formula for route choice decisions. Familiarity with the routes in the City has an impact
on route choice and for the model was set at 65%. The assumption of 65% was based
on traffic counts within the study area and determining the difference in interregional and
local traffic. Cost factors for Home and Hanby Street were set at 1.2 to allow for the dips
on these routes that cause some delays for motorists. In town local roads such as side
streets were set at 2.0, while main routes such as US 395, US 6, SR 168 and East Line
street were set at 1.0. Cost coefficients were refined throughout the calibration process
to calibrate the model with observed traffic counts.



Vehicle Types

The two trip matrices developed were into the following 10 vehicle types where
passenger vehicles were in matrix 1, while trucks were coded into matrix 2:

Table 1 Vehicle types

Vehicle Type Matrix| Proportion %
Compact 1 10
Sub-Compact 1 15
Full Size Sedan 1 20
[Mini-Van 1 15
[suv 1 30
Full Size Pickup 1 10
Delivery Truck 2 3
California Design Truck 2 50
STAA Design Truck 2 47

Trip Matrix Development

Zoning

Due to large area being modeled, a total of 54 zones were developed. The Zones were
applied as origin and destination points throughout the City of Bishop, as well as on the
interregional routes.

Matrix Estimation

The matrix estimation process involved two inputs; a travel pattern (pattern matrix),
And surveyed traffic flow data. Since the City of Bishop has never had a model
developed, this model was developed from scratch, without any prior pattern matrix to
assist in model development.

Two matrices were developed, one for trucks and one for cars, for the one hour modeled
period between 14:00 and 15:00.

Matrix Vehicle Tvoe Modelled Period 14:00 to
Number yp 15:00
1 Cars 4692
2 Trucks 45
Total 4737




Profiles

Surveyed traffic data for most locations was conducted prior to model development and
were based on hourly data. This information was utilized for pattern matrix
development as well as calibration of the demand matrix.

Model Calibration and Validation

Calibration Process

The calibration process includes tasks undertaken to achieve a satisfactory
representation of the traffic flows and conditions within the base year model.
The calibration of the City of Bishop traffic model included the following:

Stopline position refinement,

‘Next lanes’ to improve merging and intersection movement,
Signposting,

Lane choices to improve driver decision points,

Matrix Calibration,

Matrix estimation,

Manual matrix manipulation.

Validation Process

Given the magnitude of this model, validation goals were set that were deemed
appropriate for the model size. The Mean GEH statistics used for model development
was a threshold of a GEH < 5 with regard to simulated and observed data comparisons.
Visual audits of the network occurred, as well as travel times and hourly flows comparing
observed to simulated outputs.

Model Assumptions

The following assumptions were incorporated in the development of this model.

e Numbers close to the 30™ highest hour for the State Highway system
were used in the development of this model.

e The Model time period is a typical Ski Weekend Friday and the period
analyzed is from 14:00 to 15:00.

e The Caltrans District 9 Growth Rate of 1% from the year 2000 was
applied to the 2004 counts.

e Truck traffic is based on actual truck counts for the Fish Springs
Weigh in Motion Station for the year 2004.

o Locally generated Bishop traffic is not expected to increase
significantly due to the low amount of development in the Bishop area,
however minor increases due to development in the Tri Valley area of
Mono County is assumed in this model.

e Driveways in the Bishop area are not included in the model and may
impact congestion.



Model Scenarios/Results

The project team requested that various scenarios be analyzed in the Bishop Paramics
model. Both a base year model for existing traffic volumes for the year 2004 and future
2025-year models were developed. These two models contain no improvements to the
existing network. Simulated on-screen traffic runs were compared in the Paramics
modeler program while three measurement parameters were developed from Paramics
analyzer reports, which include Link Speed, Percent Time Delay, and Link Counts.

More scenarios were developed as a result of suggestions from the Project
Development Team, the Project Technical Team, as well as public recommendations
and input from the various public meetings for this project.

The following model results indicate notable changes that occur on various streets and
highways throughout the network for the modeled hour of 14:00 to 15:00. Figure 15
illustrates the difference in link counts for each scenario. It should be noted that every
effort has been made to reflect reality to the extent possible, however no model can ever
predict exact, real world conditions. Real world influences such as specific route choice,
weather, or other behaviors that affect driving habits may not be fully incorporated into
the results.



Figure 2 Bishop Base 2004 and Projected 2025 Model

Existing Base year and 2025 Projection — Friday 14:00 to 15:00

e Minor increases in locally generated traffic expected for the Bishop area,
mainly from projected development in the Tri-Valley area of Mono County.

¢ Interregional traffic is expected to increase for the modeled hour by
approximately 200 (20%) vehicles for US 395.
More signal green time required to service travelers on US 395.

e Side street delay and congestion for travelers crossing and entering US
395 from streets such as West and East Line, Grove, Yaney, Park and
Highway 6 will increase.



Figure 3 Bishop Jay Street extension in combination with the B Street alignment

Bishop Jay Street extension in combination with the B Street alignment —
Friday 14:00 to 15:00

e US 395 experiences approximately a 250-vehicle (25%) reduction below
projected year 2025 volumes with the Jay and B Street alignments.

¢ The intersection of Wye Road and US 6 experiences an approximate 70-
vehicle (77%) increase when this alignment is modeled, due to an
increase in motorists using this junction.

e US 395 experiences approximately a 150-vehicle (19%) reduction below
projected 2025 volumes for Northbound Traffic at Rocking W.

o US 395 experiences approximately a 180-vehicle (24%) reduction below
projected 2025 volumes for Southbound Traffic at Rocking W.



Figure 4 East Truck Route Tie in at Gerkin Road

East Truck Route Tie in at Gerkin Road — Friday 14:00 to 15:00

US 395 experiences approximately a 500-vehicle (50%) reduction below
projected 2025 volumes for Northbound Traffic at Church Street.

US 395 experiences approximately a 350-vehicle (42%) reduction below
projected 2025 volumes for Southbound Traffic at Church Street.
Westbound Wye Road experiences a 300-vehicle (21%) increase with
this alternative.

US 395 experiences approximately a 150-vehicle (19%) increase above
projected 2025 volumes for Northbound Traffic at Rocking W.

US 395 experiences no significant change for projected 2025 volumes for
Southbound Traffic at Rocking W.



Figure 5 East Truck Route Tie in South of Jay Street

East Truck Route Tie in South of Jay Street — Friday 14:00 to 15:00

o US 395 experiences approximately a 200-vehicle (20%) reduction below
projected 2025 volumes for Northbound Traffic at Church Street.

e US 395 experiences approximately a 150-vehicle (18%) reduction below
projected 2025 volumes for Southbound Traffic at Church Street.

e US 395 experiences no significant change for projected 2025 volumes for
Northbound Traffic at Rocking W.

e US 395 experiences no significant change for projected 2025 volumes for
Southbound Traffic at Rocking W.
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Figure 6 See Vee Extension with Sierra Street Extension

See Vee Extension with Sierra Street Extension — Friday 14:00 to 15:00

US 395 experiences a 75 vehicle (8%) reduction for northbound traffic at
Church Street.

US 395 experiences a 150 vehicle (18%) reduction for southbound traffic
at Church Street.

US 395 experiences approximately a 100-vehicle (12%) decrease below
projected 2025 volumes for Northbound and Southbound Traffic at
Rocking W.

Wye Road volumes are reduced by approximately 100 vehicles (43%).
West Line street volumes are reduced by approximately 100 vehicles
(27%) at the junction of US 395 and Line Street.

West Line Street Volumes are reduced by approximately 150 vehicles
(37%) at the junction of West Line and Fowler Streets.
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Figure 7 West Truck Route

West Truck Route — Friday 14:00 to 15:00

e US 395 experiences approximately a 500-vehicle (50%) reduction below
projected 2025 volumes for Northbound Traffic at Church Street.

e US 395 experiences approximately a 400-vehicle (48%) reduction below
projected 2025 volumes for Southbound Traffic at Church Street.

o US 395 experiences approximately a 300-vehicle (37%) reduction below
projected 2025 volumes for Northbound Traffic at Rocking W.

e US 395 experiences approximately a 400-vehicle (53%) reduction below
projected 2025 volumes for Southbound Traffic at Rocking W.
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Figure 8 Fowler Extension

Fowler Extension — Friday 14:00 to 15:00

e Approximate 50 Vehicle increase on West Line Street
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Figure 9 Home Street Extension

Home Street Extension — Friday 14:00 to 15:00

¢ No significant changes to projected volumes.
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Figure 10 East Truck Route with North Sierra Connector

East Truck Route with North Sierra Connector — Friday 14:00 to 15:00

o US 395 experiences approximately a 560-vehicle (56%) reduction below
projected 2025 volumes for Northbound Traffic at Church Street.

e US 395 experiences approximately a 600-vehicle (71%) reduction below
projected 2025 volumes for Southbound Traffic at Church Street

o US 395 experiences approximately a 300-vehicle (37%) reduction below
projected 2025 volumes for Northbound Traffic at Rocking W.

e US 395 experiences approximately a 400-vehicle (53%) reduction below
projected 2025 volumes for Southbound Traffic at Rocking W.

o Westbound Wye Road volumes increase by approximately 50 (61%)
vehicles.

e East Line Street volumes decrease by approximately 50 vehicles (68%).
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Figure 11 Sierra Street Extension

Sierra Street Extension Including See Vee Extension — Friday 14:00 to 15:00

e US 395 experiences no significant change for projected 2025 volumes for
Northbound Traffic at Church Street.

e US 395 experiences approximately a 50-vehicle (6%) increase above
projected 2025 volumes for Southbound Traffic at Church Street

e Eastbound Wye Road experiences a 100 vehicle (43%) reduction below
projected 2025 volumes.
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Figure 12 Spruce Street Extension

Spruce Street Extension

e Eastbound Wye road experiences a 100 vehicle (37%) reduction below
projected 2025 volumes
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Figure 13 Yaney Street Extension

Yaney Street Extension

e Eastbound Wye road experiences a 80-vehicle (34%) reduction below
projected 2025 volumes.

o US 395 experiences approximately a 100-vehicle (10%) reduction
below projected 2025 volumes for Northbound Traffic at Church
Street.

o US 395 experiences approximately a 150-vehicle (18%) reduction
below projected 2025 volumes for Southbound Traffic at Church
Street.
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Figure 14 Mandich Extension

Mandich Extension

o US 395 experiences approximately a 150-vehicle (14%) reduction below
projected 2025 volumes for Northbound Traffic at Church Street.

e US 395 experiences approximately a 150-vehicle (82%) reduction below
projected 2025 volumes for Southbound Traffic at Church Street

e US 395 experiences approximately a 70-vehicle (9%) reduction below
projected 2025 volumes for Northbound Traffic at Rocking W.

o Eastbound Wye road experiences a 80 vehicle (34%) reduction below
projected 2025 volumes
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Modeled speeds for US 395 SB at Rocking W
are 56 mph. However, speed zone survey's for
this location demonstrate compliance with the
85th percentile within 5 mph of the posted 45
mph speed limit, indicating that the modeled
speed for this location is different from real
conditions.
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Feasibility Study

« Compilation of existing conditions

* Public involvement process

* Alternatives considered - design
concepts

* Assumptions

» Special reports

» Cost estimates and economic
justification

* Environmental and social considerations
* Financial feasibility

* Recommendations / implementation
steps identified

Reasonable projects put
into implementation

)

ENVIRONMENTAL
STUDIES &
DESIGN

RIGHT OF WAY

CONSTRUCT

The beginnings of an actual project Ground break to completion
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