






























































































































































































































































































































































 
 

BAACS Public Participation Process Summary 
 
 

Appendix III 

 
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 traffi c and 
circulation concerns, look at ways to 
potentially improve the movement of 
through traffi c, and improve the safety 
and accessibility for all modes of 
transportation.

2  0  0  52  0  0  42  0  0  3 2  0  0  52  0  0  2  0  0  

PDT Input - Caltrans seeks frequent 
input from the Project Development Team, 
which is comprised of public agency and 
transportation planning representatives.

2  0  0  2  0  0  2  0  0  42  0  0  2  0  0  2  0  0  42  0  0  2  0  0  3

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. Preliminary 

Community 
Impact  

Assessment 
(PCIA)

The PCIA will 
examine proposed 
study alternatives 

and associated 
impacts on the 

community.

Business Survey
75 businesses along the U.S. Highway 395 
corridor concluded that parking and truck 

traffi c are chief concerns in Bishop.

Public  Workshop
68 community 

members provided 
input to guide study 
alternatives analysis 

including an alternate 
route, local circulation 

improvements 
and streetscape 
enhancements.

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. 

Alternatives Analysis
Western and eastern alignments are being 
examined as possible alternative routes for 

U.S. 395.  

Public 
Workshop

130 community 
members ranked 
study objectives 
and community 
values. The top 

community value 
indicated was 
child safety.

Public
Meeting 
The fi rst 
public 

meeting 
was held to 
introduce 
the study 
and its 

purpose.

Public Opinion 
Survey

More than 400 
Bishop residents 
and businesses 

indicated that the top 
transportation issue 

is congestion on Main 
Street, and identifi ed 
an alternate route 

(primarily for trucks) 
as a viable solution.

Study  
Completion 

and Final 
Report

Traffi  c Model Development and Analysis 
The traffi c model will predict traffi c fl ow for 

various improvements.

Stakeholder Input
Ongoing outreach to community groups to 

obtain key study input.

2  0  0  2  0  0  2  0  0  

Public Meeting
A public meeting is slated for June. 
Caltrans will present study updates 

and PCIA results.

2  0  0  2  0  0  

Public/
Stakeholder 

Outreach
Presentations 
will be made 

to stakeholder 
groups in 
Bishop. 

Bishop Area Access and Circulation Study
Process Flow Chart and Stakeholder Involvement
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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 Outreach    4. Focus Participation on Decisions
 
5. Use a Variety of Public Involvement Techniques
 
Introduction 
 
The Federal Transportation Equity Act for the 21st 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 
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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. 
• Create a more livable/walkable community in the downtown Bishop area. 
• Improve safety to traffic, bicyclists and pedestrians along the US 395 corridor in the 

Bishop area. 
• Improve ground access to the Bishop Airport. 
 
Study Timeline / Process 
 
k April 03       Initial Scoping 
k March 03 - August 03     Traffic Study / Data Collection 
k June 03      Scope & Timeline Refinement 
k May 03 - July 03 (ongoing)   Public Participation Plan Development 
k August 03 – December 03   Data & Constraints Analysis 
k June 26, 2003     Public Scoping Meeting 
k December 03 – August 04   Alternatives Analysis  
k January 04     Public Workshop 
k August 04 – November 04   Public Review Process 
k August 04      Public Workshop 
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k November 04     Final Public Meeting and or Hearing 
k January 05     Final Analysis Completion 
k 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: 
• Early and continuous stakeholder and public involvement in refining the scope of the 

study. 
• Assist in building consensus on the study.  Consensus in the sense that all groups 

and individuals can live with a proposal, with given compromise. 
• Enhance the development of a collaborative effort between the public, Inyo County 

Local Transportation Commission, City of Bishop, Caltrans, and other affected 
entities. 

• Increase the level and quality of public involvement. 
• Ensure consideration is given to the full gamut of community concerns. 
• Be a tool 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
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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 
 
• 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 
quality 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. 

• 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. 
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• 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. 

• 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. 

• 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. 

• Appropriate local events will be utilized for further outreach with information/displays 
on hand to solicit public interest and input. 

• 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. 

• 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 all 
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. 
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• 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). 
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- 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 (1st 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. 
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- 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.  
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BAACS NOTES & COMMENTS 
6/26/2003 Public Meeting 

 
 
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:  
• 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: 
• 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. 
• US 6 permanent count station with classification capabilities. 
• State Route 168 permanent count stations 
 
County Road data collection entails: 
• 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:  
 
• 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 
 
• The study will entail looking for near, mid, and long range solutions. 
 
• 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. 
 
• 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. 
                    
• Newspaper ads and articles pertaining to the study would be good. 
 
• There should be a special mailing to the business owners downtown, in order to 

solicit participation. 
 
• 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. 

 
• Other venues/facilities were also suggested for holding meetings: 

- City Council Chambers 
- Senior Center 
- DWP Conference Room 
- Elks Lodge 
- Charley Brown Auditorium  

 
• The times suggested for having these public meetings are 7- 9 p.m. 
 
• The days suggested for having public meetings are Wednesday & Thursday 

(midweek). 
 
• 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. 

 
• 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 Robin 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) 
 
1. “Include Northern Inyo Hospital as an interested entity.” 
2. “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.” 
3. “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.” 

4. (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.” 

2. 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. 

3. 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. 
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I.  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. 
 

¾ 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. 

¾ 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.  

¾ 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.  

¾ 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. 

¾ 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.  

¾ 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. 

¾ 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. 

¾ 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.  

¾ 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.  

¾ 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. 

¾ 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  

¾ 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).  

¾ 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. 

¾ 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.  

¾ 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.  

¾ 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 
question (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. 

¾ 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: 

¾ Assess the public awareness/opinion of transportation issues and solutions in the 
Bishop area, concentrating on Main Street/Highway 395. 

¾ Determine local residents’ opinions of out-of-town travelers and their contribution to 
the local economy and to transportation issues. 

¾ Assess the dependence of local businesses on out-of-town travelers and the 
potential effects on their business if traffic was diverted from downtown.  

¾ Identify typical transportation habits of local residents. 

¾ 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).1 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 

questionnaire, 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.mapquest.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 
questions had a “question stem” to set up the question, followed by multiple subsequent 
questions (numbered a, b, c, 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 
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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) An interview 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). 
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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-

qualified 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”. 

2. 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 (χ2) 

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 

(Φ). 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. 

 

III.  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. 
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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 

   Page 14 of 45 
 



Bishop Area Access and Circulation Study  
Summary Report - January 2004 
 
“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%

3%

3%

3%
21%

3%

8%

19%

main street congestion too many trucks on main street
inadequate parking need for passenger air service
inefficient local road network local transit/bus service
public transportation out of town other
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: 

¾ Congestion on Main Street/Highway 395,  

¾ Too many trucks on Main Street/Highway 395,  

¾ Congestion on West Line Street/Highway 168,  

¾ The ability to safely ride a bike around town,  

¾ Inadequate parking,  

¾ Driving behavior,  

¾ Lack of passenger air service,  

¾ Getting around town as a pedestrian,  

¾ Inefficient local road network, and  

¾ 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
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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 

questionnaire.  

 

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 

questionnaire 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)

18%

11%

3%

3%
5%10%

12%

10%

14%

bypass create truck route
create more cycling options improve local road network 
bring in passenger air service greyhound/transit out of town
improve local public transit/bus other
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 

questionnaire.  
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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 

questionnaire 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)

28%

23%

10%
9%9%

7%

12%

7%

8%

23%

bypass create truck route
create more cycling options improve parking
improve local road network make main street safer for pedestrians
bring in passenger air service driver education/enforcement
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
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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 

questionnaire, 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 
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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

Some 
Amount, 

31%

Undecided, 
2%

None, 25%

A Large 
Amount, 8%

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
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4%

63%

10%
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Significantly Negative Effect
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No Effect

Moderately Positive Effect

Significantly Positive Effect

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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IV.  Appendices 

Appendix A:  Frequency Questionnaire 
 

Bishop Area Access & Circulation Study 
Community Survey 

Frequency Questionnaire 
 

Methods: 
 Field Dates: • Pretest:  December 15, 2003  
  • Field Dates: December 16-22, 2003 
 

 Sample Size: • 407 completed interviews with Bishop Area residents 
 

 Sampling Error: • +/- 4.9% (calculated at 95% confidence level) 
 

 Unit of Analysis: • Household 
 

 Population: • Adult residents of Bishop in area code 760, prefixes: 
872, 873,    & 387 

 

 Screening: • Resident of the study area for the Bishop Area Access 
     & Circulation Study 
 

 Sampling Frame: • Random-digit-dialing telephone sample 
 

 Average Length of Interview: • 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?  
 
[IF 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. 

   Page 30 of 45 
 



Bishop Area Access and Circulation Study  
Summary Report - January 2004 
 

•  S C R E E N I N G  Q U E S T I O N S  •  
 

[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 number 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  1.5 
07) Need for Passenger Air Service  3.4 
08) Getting Around Town as a Pedestrian  1.5 
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  1.5 
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15) Traffic Signals (too long of wait or lack of…)  1.2 
16) Traffic  1.5 
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)  11.5 
13) Repair/Maintain Roads  0.9 
14) Taxi-Service  1.5 
15) More Traffic Signals/Stops  2.4 
16) No Changes/No Problems  1.5 
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 32.4 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 11.1 
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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 
l. Improve Local Public Transit/Bus Service (expand routes, schedules) 4.4 
m. More Traffic Signals/Stops 2.7 
n. No Changes/No Problems (1st response) 1.0 
j. Other (please specify) 8.4 
k. Undecided/Don’t know [VOLUNTEERED] (only code if 1st 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 24.6 14.3 3.4 18.7 36.4 2.7 
b. Construct an Alternate Route for Truck Traffic 12.8 6.4 1.5 23.1 55.3 1.0 
c. Improve the Options for Riding A Bicycle 5.4 9.8 4.7 34.6 41.8 3.7 
d. Improve Parking Throughout the Bishop Area 5.7 9.6 5.4 38.3 38.8 2.2 
e. Improve Local Road Network (add to & connect roads) 10.3 18.4 5.7 34.9 27.8 2.9 
f. Make No Improvements 45.0 20.9 2.9 19.2 10.1 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 All  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 All  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]  1.5 
 

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   13.4 
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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  23.5 
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 22.1 
d. Walking 21.4 
e. Public Transit/Bus 7.6 
f. Dial-A-Ride 1.0 
g. Airplane 2.0 
h. Other (please specify) 1.5 
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) 0 (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  3.4 
02) 1 - 4 Years  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 I 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 I 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 I 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  3.4 
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  19.4 
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 I 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. 

� Identify 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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2012 H Street, Suite 100   �  Sacramento, California 95814   �   (916) 325-1220 voice; (916) 325-1224 fax 

 
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 
question. 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 
question (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). After 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."  
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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 
question 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 
• Training & Pretesting:  December 15, 2003 
• Telephone Fieldwork:  December 16- December 22, 2003 
 
Client Contact3  
• Forest Becket 

California Department of Transportation, District 9 
 500 S. Main Street  

Bishop, CA 93514 
(760) 872-0735 

 
Client Contact 
• Melinda Posner 

Jones and Stokes 
(916) 737-3000 voice 
(916) 737-3030 fax 
mposner@jsanet.com 

 
Meta Research, Inc. Contacts 
• Stephen Murrill, Principal 

 (916) 325-1223 voice; (916) 325-1224 fax 
 
Client Responsibilities 
• Provided input for sampling design 
• Provided input for questionnaire design 
• Approved questionnaire  

 
Meta Research, Inc. Responsibilities 
• Developed research design  
• Designed questionnaire  
• Prepared questionnaire for fieldwork  
• 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 
• 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: 
• Stephen Murrill, Principal  
• Shannon Wheelan, Research Analyst 
• 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 
• Written summary of results (with graphics)  
• Questionnaire with frequencies  
• Frequency tables  
• Crosstabulation tables  
• Open-ended transcript report 
• Description of research methods 
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Preservation of Data 
• Raw data will be saved on computer tape for a one (1) year period.  
• 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.  
• 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.  

• 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.  

• 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 
• 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: 
• Bishop area residents 
• Local businesses  
• Inyo County 
• Local Transportation Commission 
• City of Bishop 
• Local Media 
For a complete list of meeting participants, see attachment 1.  
 
Project Team Attendance: 
• Brad Mettam, Caltrans 
• Forest Becket, Caltrans 
• Donna Holland, Caltrans 
• Melinda Posner, Jones & Stokes 
• Maurice Chaney, Jones & Stokes 
• 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:  
• History of study 
• Current status  
• Study objectives  
• Study area  
• Truck traffic 
• Community average annual daily traffic 
• 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: 
• Fifty-nine percent of meeting participants were male and 41 percent were female 
• Forty 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.)  

• Forty-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 

• Twenty-nine percent of attendees had at least a four-year college degree  
• Ninety percent of attendees were 35 yeas of age or older 
• Eighty-three percent of meeting participants were of Anglo/White descent 
• 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, E and D 
Female participants C, A, E, B and D 
Male participants A, C, B, E and 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. 
 
(Team, these noted as expressed by the community.  We may want to revise and make consistent–verbs, etc.) 
 

Objective Values 
A • Reduces/Minimizes noise 

• Safety 
• Improves air quality  
• Accommodates bikes (including improvements) 
• More pedestrian friendly 
• Minimizes disruption in residential community 
• More scenic downtown 
• More parking 
• Supports bike travel 
• Improves safety for kids on bikes and scooters – compatibility of 

bikes and traffic 
• Public restrooms 
 

B • 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) 

• New legislation may require truck drivers to take more breaks 
• Move hazardous traffic out of town 

  3



Caltrans District 9 
Bishop Area Access and Circulation Study (BAACS) Meeting Recap  
Public Workshop – January 15, 2004 
 
 

• Truck rest stop 
 

C • Move trucks out of downtown 
• Encourage business 
• Aesthetics – beautifications for downtown 
• Create a positive community experience 
• Safety for all modes of transportation 
• Quality of life 
• Attracts people to the community 
• Revitalizes downtown area  
• Keeps downtown vibrant 
 

D • Objective D might be important if city had air service 
• Commercial use development 
• Is Bishop Airport going to be a backup to Mammoth? 
• Supporting airport means supporting commercial development 
• Current safety issues getting to the airport 
• Makes sense to have an airport access route South and north airport 

access  
• Encourages commercial development near airport 
 

E • Minimize impact to businesses in Bishop 
• Downtown businesses will be adversely affected by bypass 
• Important that there is directional signage and ramps back to 

downtown if there is a bypass 
• Provide rest stops for all modes of traffic 
• Business sales will decrease  
• Tourist dollars have to be considered  
• Safety beautification, etc. is very important 
• 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 “Critically 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 6.6 
Respond proactively to change 6.6 
Minimize impacts to downtown Bishop businesses 6.5 
Sense of community 6.5 
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: 
• 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. 

• Top transportation solutions. Survey results identified that Bishop area residents’ top 
transportation solution (59 percent) were “other,” a bypass and/or truck route. 

• 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. 

• 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. 

• 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 
• Need truck bypass and a truck stop…no place to park for the truckers 
• Bypass will lead truck traffic out of town  
• Trucks stop if it is convenient and out of necessity (to get food, etc.) 
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• 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?   
• The space needed is beyond the real estate Bishop has – a rest area is ideal 
• Truck route state laws…only trucks can come if delivering? 
• Before a bypass, safety is top priority both within and outside the study area 
• Highway 6 is horrible 
• Supportive of four lane highways 
• Can there be a truck only bypass? 
 
Bypass Concerns 
• Are bypass studies available?  
• 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 Inyo and Mono Counties were captured.  
Some key highlights from the study are as follows: 
• Average occupancy per vehicle was 2.18 
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• Autos and Sport Utility Vehicles (SUV’s) made up 54 percent of the vehicles       

surveyed 
• 11.5 percent of the vehicles coming into and going out of the Inyo/Mono region were 

commercial trucks 
• RV’s made up 3.2% of the vehicle mix 
• Recreation was given as the main purpose of the trip by 55% of the respondents 
• 42 Forty-two percent of the overnight visitors were staying in a motel or hotel versus 

37% staying in a campground 
 
• Nevada accounted for 24 percent of the vehicles coming into the Eastern Sierra 
• 36 Thirty-six percent of the vehicles came from Southern California 
• 1 One percent of the travelers came from out of the country 
• Germany was number one foreign country of origin 
• 60 Sixty percent of the people named Inyo or Mono County as their destination 
• 40 Forty percent of the travelers were driving through the Eastern Sierra to reach their 

final destination without staying overnight 
•  Mammoth lakes was the number one destination at 41% of the visitors staying in Inyo 

and Mono Counties 
• The majority (69 percent) of overnight visitors stayed in Mono County 
• 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 
• 31 Thirty-one percent of the traveling public said they always stop in small communities 

for services other than gas 
• 48 Forty-eight 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 85th percentile of people are driving a 
particular section of road.  The speed limit is then set within 5 miles per hour of this 85th 
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: 
• Goals and objectives 
• Study timeline 
• Tri-County Fair results 
• Telephone survey results 
• Accident results 
 
Additionally, one station provided information about proposed study alternatives. While 
comments at this station were not recorded, the following general comments/questions were 
captured: 
• Meeting participants were concerned about the proximity of any alternate route to 

residential areas 
• Meeting participants wanted to know the location of alternatives relative to the canal 

west of Bishop 
• 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:  
• Meeting format 
• Truck traffic 
• Bypass 
• Transportation/circulation improvements 
• Study alternatives 
• Other 
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Topic Comment Card Responses Name 
 
Meeting Format/CoNexus Polling 

 
1. Very fine and well organized presentation.  The digital 

input and subsequent results was very enlightening. It’s 
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.  

 

 
Bob 
Unkrich 

 

2. Questions needed for CoNexus: 
• Did the issues to be voted on decisively establish our 

transportation issue? 
• Would dollar amounts (cost) of each alternative help 

shape the outcome? 
 

Jon Patzer 

3. During the time tonight that you ran over the objectives 
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.  

 

No name  

4. Had great trouble hearing comments from the floor…it 
was helpful having the comments rephrased so we could 
hear. Also…black type font (survey “pie”) was nearly 
impossible to read.  

Kennedy 
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 5. 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  
 

Susan 
Powell 

Truck traffic 
 

 
 

 
1. 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. 

 

 
Brian 
Berner 

2. Service for trucks in Bishop non-existent. Build a large 
truck stop on the north end of town.  

Charles 
Hopewell 
James 
Godbe 

 

3. 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. 
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Bypass   

  
1. 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. 

  

 
Ken Sample

 2. 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. 

 

Genrose 
Brockman 

 3. 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. 

 

Helen Eilts 

 4. Long term: USs 395 freeway bypass.  
 

Jerry 
Gabriel 

 5. A bypass by airport is best.  
 

James 
Godbe 

 6. 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? 

 

Andy Boyd 

 7. 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. 

Bill 
McMullin 
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 8. A bypass on the east side of town is the most feasible 

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. 
 

No name 

Transportation/Circulation Improvements  

 
1. Design, designate, and build bicycle paths through and 

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.  

 
No name 

 

2. Develop Wye Road 
• Allows better access to airport 
• Allows northern access to alt. Route 
• Allows access to proposed light industrial park 
Develop southern access to airport 

• Allows better access to airport 
• Allows southern access to alt. Route 
• Allows access to proposed light industrial park 

Alt. Route (where ever located) should be: 
• Attractive for trucks 
• Unattractive to tourists  

 

Ed 
Himelhock 

  12



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) 

• Eliminate all uncontrolled marked crosswalks 
• Install news signals at Academy and East Elm 
• Establish bike lanes from Elm Street to Wye Rd.  
 

Jerry 
Gabriel 

4. Never threaten to take our crosswalks away again – the 
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.  

 

Jean Miller  

5. Improve sidewalks by removing obstructions in middle 
of sidewalks. Handicap pedestrians cannot stay on 
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.  

Darlene 
Nichols 

 6. Remove power poles and other obstructions from 
sidewalks on Main Street. 
• Provide parking and services for trucks outside of 

city. 
• Provide sidewalks on Home Street. 
• Improve crossing safety on Main Street. 
• Relocate post office and provide more convenient 

mail drops (from drivers side). 
• Short term: move trucks to center lanes like Carson 

City, Minden, etc.) 
• Improve the intersection at Wye Road and Hwy 6.  

 

David 
Miller 
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 7. Can there be any accommodations for and 

encouragement of use of NEVs (Neighborhood Electric 
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. 
 

Kerry C. 
Smith 

8. Besides bicycles, how about scooters? Thank you, please 
help us. 
 
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. 

Emily 
Roddy 

9. Thank you for the forum to talk and listen to ideas.  Safe 
routes to and from school are important at before school 
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 
emergency evacuation needs. 

 

Howard 
Lehwald 
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10. 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!! 
• 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. 

• 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. 

• Beautify Bishop with parks, trees, and greenery – 
thanks for the meeting! 

• Bike path around town will contribute to making 
Bishop a destination for folks of all ages.  

• 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.  

 

Lori 
Constan 

 

11. Try to accommodate more Bishop area vehicles to utilize 
alternate roads rather than Main Street. 

 

Bill 
McMullin 

 12. Dealing with local traffic than building an alternate route. 
 

Verbal Q. 

 13. Develop Warren for pedestrian and bikes. 
 

Verbal Q. 

 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).   

 

Ed 
Himelhock 
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Study Alternatives  

  
1. I’ve looked at all routes displayed – A through H.  None 

of them seem to help all issues.  I realize that there is a 
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.  

 

 
James 
Godbe 

Other  

 
1. Please do not include Dixon Lane with West Bishop.  

 
Howard 
Gaines 

 
2. Please find a way to put utilities underground…a 

beautiful Bishop will attract people and encourage 
business.  

 
Is it possible to plant trees in islands and accommodate 
turning from the center lane?  Trees and landscaping in 
downtown Bishop are essential. 

 

 
James 
Godbe 

 

3. A strong community is essential for our young people.  I 
used to work in Mammoth (town) and the lack of central 
“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)  

 

Susan 
Powell 
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Caltrans District 9 
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Public Workshop – January 15, 2004 
 
 
 4. I feel it is important to realize there are a lot of residents 

in Bishop who divide the town into areas they frequent, 
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. 

 

Bob 
Woodson 

 5. Reduction of traffic will assist with the enhancement of 
public transportation. 

Verbal Q. 

 6. consider moving underground utilities to make for more 
room. 

Verbal Q. 

7. (Drawn out map, see comment card) Elvie 
Henderson 

 
8. See to it that it is a pleasant experience to be in the town 

of Bishop once a visitor comes. One big comfortable 
coffee shop/restaurant outside of town would make 
truckers happy (and locals, too!) 

 
Genrose 
Brockman 

 

 
9. It seems to me too much emphasis and time spent on 

beautification of downtown.  This should be a separate 
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. 

 

 
N. 
Parchman 

 10. I would like to be a part of ongoing discussion/work on 
downtown revitalization planning and issues.   

 
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 
comprised of businesses/residents in the downtown core 
area? 

 
Thanks for hosting this discussion – it was interesting 
and informative. 

Lynne 
Almeida 
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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: 
• Preprinted newspaper advertisements were inserted in the Inyo Register the Saturday prior 

to the meeting, reaching more than 6,000 households 
• Radio advertisements in English and Spanish were purchased on KDAY and 

KIBS/KBOV (30-second spots twice to three times per day)  
• 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 Sierra 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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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. 

 

Support or Opposition for Transportation Solutions
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Make no improvements
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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%) 

 

0%
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40%
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Reduced truck
traffic
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Effect on Business of Reducing Downtown Traffic

Negative Effect No Effect Positive Effect

 
 
� 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: • 79 businesses 
 

 Sampling Error: • +/- 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 17.5 
 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 2.6 
through traffic 

b. Construct an alternate route specifically 17.7 11.4 13.9 54.4 2.5 
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 4.1 
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 15.5 15.5 1.4 12.7 
 
04. Is the existing supply of parking adequate for your business needs? 
 
 Of all respondents 
 1) Yes 55.1 
 2)  No 44.9 
 
05. 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 11.5 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 67.6 32.4 
c. Supportive of helping to pay for downtown visual improvements 51.5 48.5 
 
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) 6 to 10 13.3 
 3) 11 to 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 5.5 
 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? 

 Of all respondents 
 1) 1 to 50 18.4 
 2) 50 to 100 15.8 
 3) 100 to 200 13.2 
 4) 200 to 500 21.1 
 5) 500 to 1000 14.5 
 6) 1000 + 17.1 
 

Mean = 200 to 500 customers 
Median = 200 to 500 customers 
Mode = 200 to 500 customers 

  Page 8 of 8 



Caltrans District 9 July 15 recap FINAL 8-12-04.doc 
Page 1 of 9 

 
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: 
• Bishop residents 
• City of Bishop 
• Los Angeles Department of Water and Power 
• Local media 
• Bishop Chamber of Commerce 
• Local businesses 
• Bishop Indian Tribal Council  
• Inyo County 
• Bishop Airport  
 
Project Meeting Team Attendees  
• Brad Mettam, Caltrans 
• Forest Becket, Caltrans 
• Donna Holland, Caltrans 
• Bryan Winzenread, Caltrans 
• Ryan Dermody, Caltrans 
• Bart Dela Cruz, Caltrans 
• Jeff Jewett, Inyo County 
• Melinda Posner, Jones & Stokes 
• 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: 
• Overview of the study’s purpose and history 
• Results from the business mail survey conducted in June 
• Status and future of Bishop Airport planning efforts 
• Potential study alternatives and status of analysis  
• Facilitated discussion to identify additional considerations for study alternatives 
• Study Alternatives Breakout Stations 
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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:  
• Study goals and objectives 
• Public participation milestones 
• Bishop traffic data 
• 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: 
• 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). 
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• 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. 

• 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 vehicles from using it.) 

• 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: 
• Ability to meet study objectives   
• Environmental impacts  
• Cost  
• Efficiency 
• Land ownership and use 
• 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. 
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C: Look at further bypassed community cases/need for additional bypass studies in 

California to see what impacts resulted after a bypass was constructed. 
 

C: Reroute trucks east toward airport. 
 

C: Signage is important (if alternate route were constructed).  For example, “Truck 
Route.” Signage to advertise local businesses in town is also important. 
 

C: Western route goes through bird watching territory. 
 

C: Western alignments do not address US 6 or airport access. 
 

C: Western alignments increase noise near equestrian center. 
 

C: Western alignments are attractive to bypass the community because they represent a 
shorter distance. 
 

C: Western alignments offer the possibility for development in underdeveloped area. 
 

C: Limit development/restrict land uses along alternate route/bypass to preserve 
downtown business district. 
 

C: Do not want to see decreased business in downtown core. Business has decreased in 
Mojave/Blythe where bypass was constructed. 
 

C: Conversely, economic studies should not be of similar communities, but should be 
completed for Bishop specifically. 
 

C: Caution while comparing to other bypassed communities. 
 

C: Less wear and tear for trucks if there were a bypass. 
 

Q: How do you enforce trucks to take a bypass? 
A: 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 services can be communicated to 
travelers.  
 

Q: If a bypass were constructed, how would you address trucks needing to fuel? 
A: Any truck needing fuel would enter town for such services, with no restrictions. 
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Q: Why is a bypass needed? 
A: 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. 
 

Q: 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. 

A: 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.  
  

Q: How much positive economic impact do trucks bring to the economy? 
A: 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: Bottleneck at Wye Rd. 

 
C: Decrease speed limits (to 25 MPH) from Brockman to Gherkin. (Similar to 

Minden/Garnerville). 
 

C: 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). 
 

C: Need for improved local circulation. 
 

C: Need for safety at Brockman and Highway 395 – install flashing light to decrease 
speed. 
 

Q: Can trucks be slowed down while going through town by speed enforcement, 
stoplights, etc.? 

A: 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. 
 

Q: Can residential streets become major streets if alternatives were made? 
A: 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: Is it 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? 
A: 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 
• The extension of Sierra Street to See Vee Lane would make a great improvement in 

access to the downtown area. 
 
• 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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• 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. 

 
• 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. 

 
• Most of the people with negative comments will be dead (due to age) by the time we 

complete environmental studies on the possible routes!!! 
 
• The Main Street experience in this town is horrible – the bypass is needed. 
 
• 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. 

 
• 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. 
 

• 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. 

 
• 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 you! 

 
• 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 
• 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. 
 
 
 



2004 Tri-County Fair  
BAACS Comments (cards received) 

 
 
 
 
 

1. I support alternative 4-E.  Keep it east of town. 
 

2. 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.   

 
3. Please send BAACS map full size, like one at fair. 

 
4. Pro: Alternative 3-E truck bypass to HWY 6 

Pro: Alternative 2-W without access to hwy 
 

5. 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. 

 
6. Keep all routes and bypasses West of Bishop already highly disturbed 

areas and more residents live west of Bishop to be better served. 
 

7. 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. 

 
8. 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 Bishop Area Access and 
Circulation StudyCirculation Study

Preliminary Community Impact Preliminary Community Impact 
Assessment (PCIA) ResultsAssessment (PCIA) Results

May 18, 2005May 18, 2005
Melinda Posner & Jack OttawayMelinda Posner & Jack Ottaway



BAACS GoalsBAACS Goals

•• Improve circulation and safety for all modes of Improve circulation and safety for all modes of 
transportation in the downtown areatransportation in the downtown area

•• Accommodate commercial Accommodate commercial truck traffic on U.S. 395 and truck traffic on U.S. 395 and 
U.S. 6U.S. 6

•• Plan for downtown improvements, such as landscaping, Plan for downtown improvements, such as landscaping, 
parking, and pedestrian facilities, along with the rerouting parking, and pedestrian facilities, along with the rerouting 
of truck trafficof truck traffic

•• Facilitate ground access improvements to the airport and Facilitate ground access improvements to the airport and 
its associated developmentsits associated developments

•• Keep services in Bishop visible for through traffic on any Keep services in Bishop visible for through traffic on any 
route, with easy on/off connectionsroute, with easy on/off connections



BAACS ProgressBAACS Progress

•• OnOn--going alternatives analysisgoing alternatives analysis
•• Traffic model development and analysisTraffic model development and analysis
•• Preliminary community impact assessmentPreliminary community impact assessment
•• Environmental analysisEnvironmental analysis
•• Feasibility study complete  ??Feasibility study complete  ??



BAACS Community OutreachBAACS Community Outreach

•• Initiated in early 2003 Initiated in early 2003 
•• Series of public meetings Series of public meetings 
•• Study newsletters Study newsletters 
•• Survey of transportation concerns Survey of transportation concerns 
•• Outreach to stakeholder groups Outreach to stakeholder groups 
•• Coordination with the LTC and PDT Coordination with the LTC and PDT 
•• Additional research for PCIAAdditional research for PCIA
•• Next public meeting in June 2005Next public meeting in June 2005



Preliminary Community Impact Preliminary Community Impact 
AnalysisAnalysis

•• Describes the relationship between the proposed Describes the relationship between the proposed 
alternatives under consideration and the surrounding alternatives under consideration and the surrounding 
community community 

•• Evaluates potential economic and community impacts of Evaluates potential economic and community impacts of 
proposed study alternative routesproposed study alternative routes

•• Issues examined include land use and planning; farm land Issues examined include land use and planning; farm land 
and agriculture; population and housing; community and agriculture; population and housing; community 
services and public facilities; business and economic services and public facilities; business and economic 
conditionsconditions



Community & Economic ImpactsCommunity & Economic Impacts

•• Land Use & Planning Land Use & Planning –– most land affected by alternative routes would most land affected by alternative routes would 
be publiclybe publicly--help LADWP properties leased for agricultural use; may help LADWP properties leased for agricultural use; may 
require additional coordination between Caltrans, LADWP, and locrequire additional coordination between Caltrans, LADWP, and local al 
agenciesagencies

•• Population & Housing Population & Housing –– growth remains constrained in Inyo County growth remains constrained in Inyo County 
due to large public land holdings;  however, growth in neighboridue to large public land holdings;  however, growth in neighboring ng 
Mono County areas could contribute to some traffic demandMono County areas could contribute to some traffic demand

•• Community Services & Public Facilities Community Services & Public Facilities –– alternative routes would alternative routes would 
have no substantial effects on police/sheriff, fire/EMS, schoolshave no substantial effects on police/sheriff, fire/EMS, schools, , 
libraries, or other public services and facilitieslibraries, or other public services and facilities



Businesses Most Likely to be Affected Businesses Most Likely to be Affected 
by Alternativesby Alternatives

Business TypeBusiness Type
Number Number 
VerifiedVerified

Total Total 
EmployeesEmployees

Payroll ($ Payroll ($ 
million)million)

Gasoline Gasoline 
Service StationsService Stations

88 7777 1.11.1

Eating and Eating and 
Drinking PlacesDrinking Places

3333 582582 6.56.5

Hotels and Hotels and 
MotelsMotels

2121 231231 3.73.7



Average Annual Daily Traffic and Average Annual Daily Traffic and 
Truck Traffic for Each AlternativeTruck Traffic for Each Alternative



Percent of Traffic Affected by Percent of Traffic Affected by 
AlternativesAlternatives

AlternativeAlternative
Percent Total Percent Total 

Traffic DivertedTraffic Diverted
Percent Truck Percent Truck 

Traffic Traffic 
DivertedDiverted

Western Alternatives 1 and 2Western Alternatives 1 and 2 4747 3939

Alternative 3 w/ NorthAlternative 3 w/ North 3030 6868

Alternative 4 w/o NorthAlternative 4 w/o North 4343 6868

Alternative 4 w/ NorthAlternative 4 w/ North 5757 6868

Alternative 5 w/o NorthAlternative 5 w/o North 1616 6868

Alternative 6 w/o NorthAlternative 6 w/o North 1414 6868



Potential Economic EffectsPotential Economic Effects

•• Effects Would be Felt Most During Winter Effects Would be Felt Most During Winter 
MonthsMonths

•• Reductions in Business Revenue, Sales Tax Reductions in Business Revenue, Sales Tax 
Revenue, Employment, and Disposable IncomeRevenue, Employment, and Disposable Income

•• Reductions Proportional to Alternatives Diverting Reductions Proportional to Alternatives Diverting 
the Higher Percentages of Trafficthe Higher Percentages of Traffic

•• Indirect Economic Impacts to Businesses Indirect Economic Impacts to Businesses 
Supplying Goods to Directly Affected BusinessesSupplying Goods to Directly Affected Businesses

•• Indirect Impacts to Government Through Indirect Impacts to Government Through 
Decrease in Tax Revenue Decrease in Tax Revenue 



Economic MitigationEconomic Mitigation

•• Interchange DesignInterchange Design
•• Interchange LocationInterchange Location
•• Interchange LandscapingInterchange Landscaping
•• Interchange SignageInterchange Signage
•• Visitor CenterVisitor Center
•• Business RelocationBusiness Relocation
•• Encourage Truck ServicesEncourage Truck Services



Interchange Design, Location, Interchange Design, Location, 
Landscaping, Signage MitigationLandscaping, Signage Mitigation

•• Mitigation Used to Encourage Auto Traffic and Mitigation Used to Encourage Auto Traffic and 
Discourage Truck Traffic Through Downtown Discourage Truck Traffic Through Downtown 

•• Several Interchange Factors Can Affect Traveler’s Several Interchange Factors Can Affect Traveler’s 
DecisionsDecisions

•• Example: Visibility of Bishop from Interchange Example: Visibility of Bishop from Interchange 
Can Affect Traveler’s Decision to StopCan Affect Traveler’s Decision to Stop

•• Interchange Factors Are Caltrans’ Responsibility Interchange Factors Are Caltrans’ Responsibility 



Visitor Center As MitigationVisitor Center As Mitigation

•• Encourage Travelers to Visit DowntownEncourage Travelers to Visit Downtown
•• Appeal to Bishop’s Amenities and as Gateway to Appeal to Bishop’s Amenities and as Gateway to 

Sierra NevadaSierra Nevada
•• Location of Center an Important ConsiderationLocation of Center an Important Consideration
•• Responsibility of City of Bishop and/or Bishop Responsibility of City of Bishop and/or Bishop 

Chamber of CommerceChamber of Commerce



Mitigation to Prevent Business Mitigation to Prevent Business 
Relocation Relocation 

•• Mitigation to Prevent Businesses from Relocating Mitigation to Prevent Businesses from Relocating 
along the Alternative Routealong the Alternative Route

•• Example: Caltrans Preventing Additional Example: Caltrans Preventing Additional 
Interchange Construction or City/County Zoning Interchange Construction or City/County Zoning 
Regs to Prevent DevelopmentRegs to Prevent Development

•• Encourage Additional Truck Services on Encourage Additional Truck Services on 
Alternative Route to Encourage Truck UseAlternative Route to Encourage Truck Use



Additional Research Additional Research 

•• Focus group of Bishop BusinessesFocus group of Bishop Businesses

•• Survey of Mammoth bound travelersSurvey of Mammoth bound travelers



Questions PosedQuestions Posed

•• Alternate route impacts to local businesses Alternate route impacts to local businesses 

•• Preferred alternate routesPreferred alternate routes

•• Downtown Bishop improvementsDowntown Bishop improvements

•• Purpose of traveler stops in Bishop Purpose of traveler stops in Bishop 

•• Alternate route implications to Mammoth bound travelersAlternate route implications to Mammoth bound travelers



Business Focus Group OverviewBusiness Focus Group Overview

•• 10 businesses from Main Street Bishop10 businesses from Main Street Bishop
•• One tribal representativeOne tribal representative
•• Held over lunch at Whiskey CreekHeld over lunch at Whiskey Creek
•• Very cooperative and informative participantsVery cooperative and informative participants



Key Focus Group ResultsKey Focus Group Results

•• Over past five years, businesses experienced an increase in Over past five years, businesses experienced an increase in 
business growthbusiness growth

•• Truck traffic does not represent a significant positive impact Truck traffic does not represent a significant positive impact 
to business sales; however, all noted the importance of truck to business sales; however, all noted the importance of truck 
traffic to their business  traffic to their business  

•• Airport access favorable over diverting truck trafficAirport access favorable over diverting truck traffic

•• Alternate routes on the east side favored Alternate routes on the east side favored –– and recommended and recommended 
for Caltrans considerationfor Caltrans consideration



Key Focus Group ResultsKey Focus Group Results

•• Local circulation improvements necessary to improve Local circulation improvements necessary to improve 
congestion and circulation in Bishop’s downtowncongestion and circulation in Bishop’s downtown

•• Vibrant and healthy downtown dependent on through Vibrant and healthy downtown dependent on through 
traffictraffic

•• Streetscape and pedestrian enhancements identified as key Streetscape and pedestrian enhancements identified as key 
downtown improvements downtown improvements 

•• Noted that the city of Bishop will need to play a significant Noted that the city of Bishop will need to play a significant 
role in downtown improvementsrole in downtown improvements

•• Interest and willingness by several businesses to support Interest and willingness by several businesses to support 
downtown improvement programs downtown improvement programs 
–– Downtown parking districtDowntown parking district
–– Improved signageImproved signage



Focus Group ResultsFocus Group Results

•• Lack of customer and employee parking Lack of customer and employee parking 
•• Summer months most critical for business sales Summer months most critical for business sales 
•• Suggestions to improve downtown circulationSuggestions to improve downtown circulation

–– Divert local traffic from Main StreetDivert local traffic from Main Street
–– Divert truck traffic through airport access routeDivert truck traffic through airport access route
–– Alternate airport access route combined with local Alternate airport access route combined with local 

circulation improvements is necessarycirculation improvements is necessary



Mammoth Bound Survey Mammoth Bound Survey –– OverviewOverview

•• Gathered information and data from travelers stopping/passing Gathered information and data from travelers stopping/passing 
though Bishop to Mammoththough Bishop to Mammoth

•• Distributed to 10 hotel/condominium propertiesDistributed to 10 hotel/condominium properties

•• 45 completed questionnaires over a three week period (Mid 45 completed questionnaires over a three week period (Mid 
February 2005 to early March 2005) February 2005 to early March 2005) –– very limited response very limited response ––
not statistically significantnot statistically significant

•• Most of respondents were traveling from southern CaliforniaMost of respondents were traveling from southern California



Key ResultsKey Results

•• Most respondents (76%) always or sometimes stop in Most respondents (76%) always or sometimes stop in 
Bishop when traveling to Mammoth Bishop when traveling to Mammoth 

•• Top reasons for stopping in Bishop Top reasons for stopping in Bishop –– to fill up for gas to fill up for gas 
(85%) and to stop for food (78%)(85%) and to stop for food (78%)

•• More than half indicated they would either sometimes More than half indicated they would either sometimes 
or always bypass downtown to get to Mammoth if an or always bypass downtown to get to Mammoth if an 
alternate route were implementedalternate route were implemented



Key ResultsKey Results

•• Top reasons to continue to stop in Bishop with a Top reasons to continue to stop in Bishop with a 
bypass bypass –– gas (90%), food (77%) and to take a break gas (90%), food (77%) and to take a break 
(26%)(26%)

•• Nearly 50% indicated they would take an alternate Nearly 50% indicated they would take an alternate 
route to bypass Bishop, even if it was longer in time route to bypass Bishop, even if it was longer in time 
and distanceand distance



Next StepsNext Steps

•• Finalize PCIA Finalize PCIA 

•• Public meeting in June to present study updates Public meeting in June to present study updates 
and PCIA resultsand PCIA results

•• Study completion and final report anticipated in Study completion and final report anticipated in 
December 2005December 2005



 
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: 
• Bishop residents 
• City of Bishop 
• Local media 
• Local businesses 
• 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:  
• Background of the study, including its history and goals and objectives; 
• 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; 

• Wye Road interchange concepts.  With an eastern alternative, a Wye Road connection 
will be likely; 

• 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 

• 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 

Caltrans District 9 June 23 Meeting Recap 6-27-05 
Page 2 of 5 



on specific topics related to the study. Below is a summary of the facilitated discussion 
session.  (Q: question, C: comment, R: response) 
 
Q: Is there a possibility of a rest stop at Wye Road, particularly for truck use? 
R: 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.  
 

Q: What are the future plans for the airport?  What will be the traffic impacts 
associated with development of the airport? 

R: 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. 
  

Q: Have you thought about an over/underpass at Wye Rd.? 
R: Caltrans has looked into that.  It would take up tremendous space to allow for the 

proper grades and is not a viable option.   
 

C: Bishop has reached its capacity.  All Bishop traffic should be the city of Bishop’s 
concern. 
 

C: Wye Road is not the solution for transportation issues in Bishop. 
 

C: The main issue is to move traffic out of town.  The transportation issues now will 
be irrelevant in the future. 
 

C: Any alternate route will have negative economic impacts to the city. 
 

Q: Will the proposed truck route be exclusively for truck use? 
R: 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. 
 

Q: Have you considered a bypass route for Route 6?  Seems to be an increase in 
traffic. 

R: Yes, there seems to be an even split of traffic between U.S. 395 and 6.  There are 
ideas to extend Route 6. 
  

C: If there aren’t tourist areas or services on a bypass, Bishop will still be a stopping 
point. 

R: 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.    
 

Q: How can we deal with accidents on U.S. 395? 
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R: Caltrans can address issues related to accidents on U.S. 395 in other efforts; 
however, that is not a part of this study.   
 

C: 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. 
 

C: People drive based on habit, and with a bypass people will eventually stop in Lone 
Pine. 
 

Q: Is there data on the Mojave bypass? 
R:  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.     
 

C: The core of Bishop is its downtown.  Businesses cannot relocate near potential 
alternate routes.  
 

Q: Are impacts to residential property values identified in the PCIA? 
R: 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. 
 

Q: What is the distance of alternate route 4? 
R: 4.8 miles 

 
Q: Is there any way to have bike parking downtown? 
R: That is a likely option.  The first objective is to reduce traffic.  From there, other 

improvements, including bicycle improvements, can be made. 
 

Q: Could a stoplight be installed at North Sierra Highway and SeeVee Lane? 
R: There is one alternative for signalization at that intersection.  However, this will 

likely be addressed before any alternate route is constructed. 
 

Q: Can you construct a truck bypass and charge automobiles a toll to use it? 
R: No, because an alternate route would be built using highway funds and taxpayer 

dollars. 
 

Q: What is the speed limit for Alternative 4? 
R: The alternative will be built at a full designed speed (60mph).  At Wye Road the 

speed limit would be reduced down to 25 mph. 
 

C: 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 I 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. 
 
 
 
 

Caltrans District 9 June 23 Meeting Recap 6-27-05 
Page 5 of 5 



 

Preliminary Community Impact Assessment 
 
 

BISHOP AREA ACCESS AND CIRCULATION STUDY  
 
 
 

Bishop, California 
 
 
 
 
 

          
 

prepared by 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Jones & Stokes 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

    
 
 
 

 
June 2005



 

i 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 

 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 1 
1– INTRODUCTION 3 
2– STUDY DESCRIPTION/ALTERNATIVES 3 
3– COMMUNITY PROFILE 6 

3-1 LAND USE AND PLANNING 6 
3-1.1 Existing Land Use 6 
3-1.2 Land Use Plans and Policies 8 

3-2 POPULATION AND HOUSING 11 
3-2.1 Regional Demographics 11 
3-2.2 Study Area Demographics 17 
3-2.3 Income and Poverty Status 18 
3-2.4 Neighborhood and Community Characteristics 19 

3-3 COMMUNITY FACILITIES AND SERVICES 19 
3-4 ECONOMICS/BUSINESSES/EMPLOYMENT 22 

3-4.1 Existing Bishop Economy 22 
3-4.2 Previous Economic Research on Bypasses 25 

3-5 COMMUNITY OUTREACH 27 
3-5.1 Research Study – Introduction and Purpose 29 
3-5.2 Mammoth-Bound Traveler Survey 29 
3-5.3 Business Focus Group 32 
3-5.4 Survey and Focus Group Highlights 41 
3-5.5 Conclusions & Recommendations 44 

4– POTENTIAL COMMUNITY IMPACTS 47 
4-1 LAND USE AND PLANNING 47 

4-1.1 Compatibility with Existing Land Use 47 
4-1.2 Consistency with Plans and Policies 47 
4-1.3 Acquisitions and Displacements 48 

4-2 POPULATION AND HOUSING 48 
4-2.1 Temporary Construction Effects 49 
4-2.2 Access/Circulation 49 
4-2.3 Community Cohesion 49 
4-2.4 Changes in Demographic Characteristics/Growth 50 
4-2.5 Environmental Justice 50 

4-3 COMMUNITY FACILITIES AND SERVICES 51 
4-3.1 Temporary Construction Effects 51 
4-3.2 Access/Circulation 51 
4-3.3 Acquisitions and Displacements 52 
4-3.4 Demand for New or Expanded Facilities and Services 52 

4-4 ECONOMICS/BUSINESSES/EMPLOYMENT 53 
4-4.1 Changes in Traffic Patterns 53 
4-4.2 Recommendations 58 
 

 
 



 

ii 

APPENDICES 
APPENDIX A:  LIST OF PREPARERS 
APPENDIX B:  REFERENCES 
APPENDIX C:  RELATED STUDIES/SURVEYS 
 
TABLES       page 

Table 1: Existing Regional and Local Population Characteristics – Race/Ethnicity (2000) .....14 
Table 2: Existing Regional and Local Population Characteristics – Age (2000) ......................15 
Table 3: Existing Regional and Local Housing Characteristics – Type (2000).........................15 
Table 4: Existing Regional and Local Housing Characteristics – Occupancy (2000)...............16 
Table 5: Existing Regional and Local Housing Characteristics – Tenure (2000)......................16 
Table 6: Existing Regional and Local Population Characteristics – Income/Poverty (2000)....18 
Table 7: Location of Community Facilities and Services..........................................................19 
Table 8:  Employees, Payroll, and Establishments in Inyo County for 2002 .............................23 
Table 9: Businesses Most Likely to Be Affected by Alternate Routes......................................25 
Table 10: Possible Percentage of Traffic South of U.S. 395 Affected by Alternatives...............57 
 
FIGURES       page 

Figure 1: Regional Location ..........................................................................................................4 
Figure 2: Study Vicinity ................................................................................................................5 
Figure 3: Population and Housing Study Area............................................................................13 
Figure 4: Location of Community Facilities and Services..........................................................21 
Figure 5: Bishop Area Access and Circulation Study Timeline..................................................28  
Figure 6: Average Daily Traffic and Average Daily Truck Traffic Counts................................54 
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..............................................................55 
Figure 8: Caltrans’ Estimate of Truck Traffic for Each Bishop Alternate Route .......................56 
 
 



Bishop Area Access and Circulation Study 
Preliminary Community Impact Assessment 
 
 

  
 

1  

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.  

• The economic impacts of any of the alternatives would be most pronounced during the 
winter months, when Bishop becomes less of a tourist destination.  

• 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: 

• 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; 

• carefully consider the design of the alternate route junction so that it encourages truck 
usage and discourages automobile usage; 

• 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; 

• erect signs on the approach to the alternate route, alerting travelers to the retail 
opportunities within Bishop’s business district; and 

• 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: 

• improve circulation and safety for all modes of transportation in the downtown area; 

• accommodate commercial truck traffic on U.S. 395 and U.S. 6; 

• plan for downtown improvements, such as landscaping, parking, and pedestrian facilities, 
along with the rerouting of truck traffic; 

• facilitate ground access improvements to the airport and its associated developments; and 

• 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 
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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 ½-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).1  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 
                                                 
1 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,3 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.4 

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:  

• 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. 
3 National Agricultural Statistics Service, United States Department of Agriculture.  2002.  Census of Agriculture. 
4 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 
 
 

  
 

9  

• assure that residential development is well-planned, adequately served by utilities, and 
directed toward existing developed areas; and 

• 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 
LADWP-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: 

• 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 

• 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):5 
 

• 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.”  

                                                 
5 Department of Public Works (Inyo County Local Transportation Commission).  December 2001.  Regional 
Transportation Plan for Inyo County.   
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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.   
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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. 
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Figure 3: Population and Housing Study Area 

90 
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Table 1:  Existing Regional and Study Area Population Characteristics—Race/Ethnicity (2000) 

Area Total 
Population White % Hispanic/ 

Latino % Native 
American % Asian % Black % 

Native 
Hawaiian/ 

Pacific 
Islander 

% Other 
Race % 

Two or 
More 
Races 

% 

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 Area1 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% 
1 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) 
 

Age 
Area Total 

Population Under 18 % 65 and 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 Area1 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: 
1 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) 

Area  Total  
Units2 

Single 
Family % Multi- 

Family % Other3 % 

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 Area1 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: 
1 The study area consists of the four census tracts adjacent to the study area (see Figure 5). 
2 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  Total  
Units Occupied % Vacant % Persons Per 

Household 
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 Area1 5,756 5,172 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: 
1 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) 

Area  Occupied 
Units 

Owner-  
Occupied  

Units 
% 

Renter- 
Occupied  

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 Area1 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: 
1 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) 

Area Total Population Per Capita 
Income ($) 

Persons Below 
Poverty 

Threshold 
Percentage2 

County of Inyo 17,753 $19,639 2,237 12.6%

City of Bishop 3,466 $17,660 565 16.3%

Study Area1 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: 
1 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 

Bishop, CA 93514 
1 

Police/Sheriff 
City of Bishop Police Department 207 West Line Street 

Bishop, CA 93514-3410  2 

City of Bishop Fire Station 207 West Line Street 
Bishop, CA 93514-3410  3 

Fire/EMS California Department of Forestry and 
Fire Prevention – White Mountain 

Ranger Station 

Route 2, Box 22 L 
Bishop, CA  

4 

Medical Northern Inyo Hospital—Bishop 150 Pioneer Lane 
Bishop, CA 93514-2556  5 

Post Office United States Postal Service 
595 West Line Street 

Bishop, CA 93514-9998  
6 

Parks Bishop City Park 
Main Street 
Bishop, CA  

7 

Elm Street School 800 West Line Street 
Bishop, CA. 93514 8 

Home Street School 201 Home Street 
Bishop, CA 93514 9 

Pine Street School 800 West Pine Street 
Bishop, CA 93514 10 

Schools 

Bishop Union Elementary and  
High School 

201 Home Street 
Bishop, CA 93514 11 
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Table 7: Study Area Community Facilities and Services 

Type Name Address Map ID 

Assembly of God (neighborhood church) 315 East South Street 
Bishop, CA 93514 12 

Bishop Christian Center 
Kevin Cortez, Pastor 

P.O. Box 1084 (Handy & Line) 
Bishop, CA 93514 

13 

Calvary Baptist Church 1100 West Line Street 
Bishop, CA. 93514 14 

Calvary Chapel 125 South Main Street 
Bishop, CA. 93514 15 

Christian Science (readers) 2956 West Line Street 
Bishop, CA. 93514 16 

Church of Christ 287 Grove Street 
Bishop, CA. 93514 17 

Episcopal Church, St. Timothy’s 
 

700 Hobson Street 
Bishop, CA. 93514 18 

First Presbyterian Church 585 North Main Street 
Bishop, CA. 93514 19 

First Southern Baptist Church 251 Sierra Street 
Bishop, CA. 93514 20 

Valley Presbyterian 2912 West Line Street 
Bishop, CA. 93514 21 

Seventh Day Adventist 730 North Home Street 
Bishop, CA. 93514 22 

First United Methodist Church 401 Church Street 
Bishop, CA. 93514 23 

Grace Lutheran Church  711 North Fowler Street 
Bishop, CA. 93514 24 

Jehovah’s Witness Kingdom Hall North Sierra Highway 
Bishop, CA. 93514 25 

 
Church of Jesus Christ LDS 

725 Keough Street 
Bishop, CA 93514 26 

Church of the Nazarene 900 West Line Street 
Bishop, CA. 93514 27 

Oasis of Grace 528 Central Avenue 
Bishop, CA. 93514 28 

Our Lady of Perpetual Help  
(Catholic church) 

849 Home Street 
Bishop, CA. 93514 29 

Our Savior Lutheran Church E.L.S. 162 Sneden Street 
Bishop, CA. 93514 30 

Pentecostal Church 393 South Pa Ha Lane 
Bishop, CA. 93514 31 

Places of 
Worship 

 

Church of Religious Science 129 East Line Street 
Bishop, CA. 93514 32 

Community 
Services Bishop Senior Center 506 Park Avenue 

Bishop, CA 33 

Library County of Inyo Library 210 Academy Street 
Bishop, CA 93514-2602  34 

Source:  Jones & Stokes (2005). 
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Figure 4: Location of Community Facilities and Services 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Source:  Jones & Stokes (2005). 
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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  Existing 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:  

• retail trade,  

• health care and social services, and  

• 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. 
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Table 8: Employees, Payroll, and Establishments in Inyo County for 2002 

Industry Code Description Employees Payroll ($1,000) Total 
Establishments 

Average 
Employees per 
Establishment

Average 
Payroll per 
Employee 

Payroll 
Percent of 

Total 

Employees 
Percent of 

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 5.4 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
Accommodation 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.  Existing 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.   
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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 Iowa (Leong and Weisbrod 2000).  The study evaluated 17 bypasses in Wisconsin, 
21 in Kansas, and 11 in Iowa, 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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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, 

• preferred alternate routes, 

• key transportation issues in downtown Bishop, 

• potential solutions to transportation issues, 

• suggestions for downtown Bishop enhancement and improvement, 

• key reasons for out-of-town travelers to stop in Bishop, 

• frequency and activities of out-of-town travelers in Bishop, and 

• 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 

• travel frequency, 

• reasons for stopping in Bishop,  

• current driving habits when traveling to Mammoth, 

• potential changes in driving habits with the implementation of an alternate route, and  

• 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:  

• Holiday Inn Hotel & Suites, 

• Quality Inn, 

• Sierra Park Villas, 

• Mammoth Visitors Center, 

• Holiday Haus, 

• Sierra Nevada Rodeway Inn & Suites, 

• Travelodge, 

• Shilo Inn, 

• Mammoth Mountain Inn & Condominiums, and 

• 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: 

• Art gallery 

• Book store 

• Financial institution 

• Casino 

• Gas/service station  

• Restaurant 

• Fast food restaurant 

• Sporting goods store 

• Furniture store 

• Office supply store 

• 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 I 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, I’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.  I 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: 

• demolition of the Contel building to provide parking next to Taylor Shoes, and 

• 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 Vons 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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• 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.” 

•  “Those on Barlow don’t want increases in traffic.” 

•  “If you continued Schober and connected it up with Barlow, you could improve 
circulation for the west pocket.” 

• Dixon Lane is very busy, with “places where you have to pull over because two vehicles 
can’t pass; it needs to be reconfigured.” 

• 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 I don’t like messing with the light on 
Barlow.” 

• Connect and “punch through” some of the downtown dead-end streets. 

• 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: 

• 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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• “People have a 3-mile route into town; they just won’t come.” 

•  “Have a truck route to the airport but do not label it ‘Truck Route.’ Label it ‘Airport 
Access.’” 

•  Don’t “have it go off the main highway off-ramp; they have to make a hard right or 
something nondescript.” 

•  “Rather than running divided highway around town, maybe consider truck roads that are 
more like a wide street, not welcoming/inviting to the tourist.” 

•  “Catch them on the south end of town, South Street.” 

• 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 

• 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). 

• 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.” 

• 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 

• Alternative 5 was identified as a reasonable alternative to get traffic out to the airport. 

• Others were not in favor of Alternatives 5 or 6. 
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• It was noted that Alternative 5 forces a hard right turn; this can be good for discouraging 
tourists from taking this route. 

• 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. 

• 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 Mammoth-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. 

• Seventy-six percent of survey participants were visiting from Southern California.   

• 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. 

• Most respondents, 76 percent, always or sometimes stop in Bishop when traveling to 
Mammoth.   
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• 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.   

• The top two reasons for stopping in Bishop are to fill up for gas, 85 percent, and to stop 
for food, 78 percent.   

• 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.   

• 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. 

• 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.  

• Gas stations and restaurant choices rated high in the somewhat good and very good 
categories, consistent with the top reasons travelers stop in Bishop.    

• 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.   

• To a lesser degree, it was indicated that less truck traffic, less downtown congestion, and 
more shopping opportunities would improve downtown appeal. 

• 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.   

• 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.   

• 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 

• All businesses participating in the focus group experienced an increase in business 
growth over the past 5 years. 
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• 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. 

• 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. 

• Focus group participants rely on both local and out-of-town customers but could not 
continue to be in business without both. 

• 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.  

• Most focus group participants agree that downtown Bishop could be improved by 
pedestrian enhancements, landscaping, and other aesthetic improvements. 

• It was also noted that there is a lack of resources to support these kinds of programs.   

• It was also noted that the City of Bishop would need to play a significant role in efforts to 
improve downtown. 

• 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. 

• 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.  

• Focus group participants identified local circulation improvements as necessary to 
improve the congestion and circulation issues in downtown Bishop. 

• 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.   

• 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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• Improving bicycle access is important to some focus group participants 

• Challenges with trucks include truck parking and the ability for them to make safe 
deliveries without affecting local streets. 

• It 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.  

• 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. 

• 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. 

• Participants feel strongly that any alternate route must not be attractive or very noticeable 
to visitors traveling through Bishop.  

• Focus group participants are most supportive of an eastern alternate route, but there is not 
concurrence about which particular one would be best.  

• 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.”  

• It 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: 

• the proposed study would be incompatible with the existing pattern of land use and 
development in the study area; 

• the proposed study would be inconsistent with the adopted land use plans, policies, or 
regulations of the applicable local and regional jurisdictions; or 

• 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: 

• 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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• 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; 

• 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 

• 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: 

• 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; 

• 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; 

• the proposed study would require the acquisition and displacement of a community 
facility or service that could not be satisfactorily relocated or replaced; or 

• 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.6  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, 3rd 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.  Existing 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.7  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.  

                                                 
6 Joe Pecsi, Chief of Police, City of Bishop Police Department, March 22, 2005, personal communication 
7 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.  
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Figure 6: Average Daily Traffic and Average Daily Truck Traffic  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
Source: Caltrans (2005). 
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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 

 
Source: Caltrans (2005). 
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 Figure 8:  Caltrans’ Estimate of AADT on Proposed Alternate Routes 
 

 
  Source: Caltrans (2005). 
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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 
Diverted 

Percent Truck Traffic 
Diverted 

Western Alternatives 1 and 2 20 39 
Alternative 3 w/ North 

Connection 13 67 

Alternative 4 w/o North 
Connection 18 67 

Alternative 4 w/ North 
Connection 24 67 

Alternative 5 w/o North 
Connection 7 67 

Alternative 6 w/o North 
Connection 6 67 
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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 



Bishop Area Access and Circulation Study 
Preliminary Community Impact Assessment  
 

  
 

59  

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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         2012 H Street, Suite 100 � Sacramento, CA  95814 � (916) 325-1220 voice; (916) 325-1224 fax 
 

Bishop Area Access and Circulation Study 
Out of Town Traveler Survey 

Frequency Questionnaire Draft 1 
 
 

Methods: 
 Field Dates: • February 14 – March 7, 2005 
 Sample Size: • 45 completed interviews 
 Sampling Error: • +/- 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. 
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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 
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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 43.3 
b. Overall access and circulation 0.0 6.9 55.2 37.9 
c. Small town atmosphere and ambiance 3.2 12.9 32.3 51.6 
d. Getting around as a pedestrian 0.0 12.5 41.7 45.8 
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 13.8 62.1 24.1 
h. General amenities 0.0 14.3 53.6 32.1 
 
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 
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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. 
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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. I 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 I 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. I 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  
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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?  
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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. I 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? 
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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? 
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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: 
 
• The alternate route provides better access to the Bishop Airport (especially for   

trucks)   
• The alternate route removes or reduces the perceived increasing amount of trucks 

on Bishop's Main Street 
• The alternate route will not affect typical tourist traffic that uses Bishop for goods and 

services 
  
The anticipated product: 
 
• Existing and future projected traffic conditions in and around the Bishop area 
• Various alternate routes around the Bishop CBD to view the effect on traffic 

conditions 
• Various alternatives of extending, modifying, changing existing surface streets and 

the resulting affect on traffic conditions 
• 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 
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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 
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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: 
 

• Intersection configurations; and 
• 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.   
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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 
Number Vehicle Type Modelled Period 14:00 to 

15:00 

1 Cars 4692 
2 Trucks 45 

Total  4737 
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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. 

• Numbers close to the 30th highest hour for the State Highway system 
were used in the development of this model. 

• The Model time period is a typical Ski Weekend Friday and the period 
analyzed is from 14:00 to 15:00. 

• The Caltrans District 9 Growth Rate of 1% from the year 2000 was 
applied to the 2004 counts. 

• Truck traffic is based on actual truck counts for the Fish Springs 
Weigh in Motion Station for the year 2004.   

• 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. 

• Driveways in the Bishop area are not included in the model and may 
impact congestion. 
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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. 
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Existing Base year and 2025 Projection – Friday 14:00 to 15:00 
 

• 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. 
• 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 2 Bishop Base 2004 and Projected 2025 Model 



 8

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 

Bishop Jay Street extension in combination with the B Street alignment – 
Friday 14:00 to 15:00 

 
• 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.   

• US 395 experiences approximately a 150-vehicle (19%) reduction below 
projected 2025 volumes for Northbound Traffic at Rocking W. 

• US 395 experiences approximately a 180-vehicle (24%) reduction below 
projected 2025 volumes for Southbound Traffic at Rocking W. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 3 Bishop Jay Street extension in combination with the B Street alignment
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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 4 East Truck Route Tie in at Gerkin Road 
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East Truck Route Tie in South of Jay Street – Friday 14:00 to 15:00 
 

• US 395 experiences approximately a 200-vehicle (20%) reduction below 
projected 2025 volumes for Northbound Traffic at Church Street.  

• US 395 experiences approximately a 150-vehicle (18%) reduction below 
projected 2025 volumes for Southbound Traffic at Church Street. 

• US 395 experiences no significant change for 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 
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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. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 6 See Vee Extension with Sierra Street Extension 
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West Truck Route – 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 400-vehicle (48%) reduction below 
projected 2025 volumes for Southbound Traffic at Church Street. 

• US 395 experiences approximately a 300-vehicle (37%) reduction below 
projected 2025 volumes for Northbound Traffic at Rocking W. 

• US 395 experiences approximately a 400-vehicle (53%) reduction below 
projected 2025 volumes for Southbound Traffic at Rocking W. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 7 West Truck Route 
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Fowler Extension – Friday 14:00 to 15:00 
 

• Approximate 50 Vehicle increase on West Line Street 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 8 Fowler Extension 
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Home Street Extension – Friday 14:00 to 15:00 
 

• No significant changes to projected volumes. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 9 Home Street Extension 
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East Truck Route with North Sierra Connector – Friday 14:00 to 15:00 
 

• US 395 experiences approximately a 560-vehicle (56%) reduction below 
projected 2025 volumes for Northbound Traffic at Church Street. 

• US 395 experiences approximately a 600-vehicle (71%) reduction below 
projected 2025 volumes for Southbound Traffic at Church Street 

• US 395 experiences approximately a 300-vehicle (37%) reduction below 
projected 2025 volumes for Northbound Traffic at Rocking W. 

• US 395 experiences approximately a 400-vehicle (53%) reduction below 
projected 2025 volumes for Southbound Traffic at Rocking W. 

• Westbound Wye Road volumes increase by approximately 50 (61%) 
vehicles. 

• East Line Street volumes decrease by approximately 50 vehicles (68%). 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 10 East Truck Route with North Sierra Connector 
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Sierra Street Extension Including See Vee Extension – Friday 14:00 to 15:00 
 

• US 395 experiences no significant change for projected 2025 volumes for 
Northbound Traffic at Church Street. 

• US 395 experiences approximately a 50-vehicle (6%) increase above 
projected 2025 volumes for Southbound Traffic at Church Street 

• Eastbound Wye Road experiences a 100 vehicle (43%) reduction below 
projected 2025 volumes. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 11 Sierra Street Extension 
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Spruce Street Extension 
 

• Eastbound Wye road experiences a 100 vehicle (37%) reduction below 
projected 2025 volumes 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 12 Spruce Street Extension 
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Yaney Street Extension 
 

• Eastbound Wye road experiences a 80-vehicle (34%) reduction below 
projected 2025 volumes. 

• US 395 experiences approximately a 100-vehicle (10%) reduction 
below projected 2025 volumes for Northbound Traffic at Church 
Street. 

• US 395 experiences approximately a 150-vehicle (18%) reduction 
below projected 2025 volumes for Southbound Traffic at Church 
Street. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 13 Yaney Street Extension 
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Mandich Extension 
 

• US 395 experiences approximately a 150-vehicle (14%) reduction below 
projected 2025 volumes for Northbound Traffic at Church Street. 

• US 395 experiences approximately a 150-vehicle (82%) reduction below 
projected 2025 volumes for Southbound Traffic at Church Street 

• US 395 experiences approximately a 70-vehicle (9%) reduction below 
projected 2025 volumes for Northbound Traffic at Rocking W. 

• Eastbound Wye road experiences a 80 vehicle (34%) reduction below 
projected 2025 volumes 

 
 
 
 
. 

     
 
 
 

 
 
 
 

 
 

 
 

Figure 14 Mandich Extension 
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demand 
matrix
divisor 1

matrix 1 Autos
from   1 0 0 1 0 3 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 8 ## 16

from   2 0 0 5 8 7 1 0 0 1 1 5 1 1 10 10 10 1 0 10 0 0 1 2 0 0 0 0 0 1 11 0 3 10 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 6 1 1 0 1 0 1 ## 114

from   3 0 1 0 158 396 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 3 0 1 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 7 3 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 7 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 2 ## 604

from   4 0 1 189 0 31 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 39 0 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 3 3 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 13 0 4 1 1 1 2 0 2 ## 309

from   5 3 5 368 53 0 7 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 100 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 20 1 6 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 6 0 27 1 1 1 1 1 1 ## 811

from   6 0 1 1 5 4 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 3 1 1 3 1 1 ## 34

from   7 1 0 3 1 7 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 3 0 7 ## 36

from   8 0 1 1 1 7 1 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 3 1 1 1 0 9 ## 40

from   9 0 1 2 1 4 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 3 1 1 1 0 2 ## 28

from  10 1 1 1 1 7 4 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 5 0 0 1 3 1 1 1 0 2 ## 39

from  11 0 5 1 1 2 1 0 0 1 5 0 0 4 0 0 0 6 0 0 0 5 1 0 0 0 0 0 5 5 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 7 0 0 0 0 0 1 7 5 0 1 3 1 1 1 0 2 ## 75

from  12 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 ## 21

from  13 0 1 1 1 7 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 5 0 5 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 5 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 1 5 5 0 1 3 1 1 1 0 4 ## 61

from  14 0 10 1 1 12 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 15 0 0 0 10 0 0 0 15 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 15 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 15 0 0 0 0 1 15 15 0 1 3 1 1 1 0 1 ## 139

from  15 0 10 1 1 6 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 2 1 1 4 0 2 ## 35

from  16 0 10 1 1 11 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 3 1 1 6 0 1 ## 44

from  17 1 1 1 1 214 1 1 1 1 1 29 1 1 7 1 0 0 1 5 1 1 1 1 1 7 0 0 1 0 4 3 1 7 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 7 3 0 2 ## 317

from  18 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 5 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 2 ## 16

from  19 0 10 1 1 5 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 10 0 0 0 10 0 0 0 8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 15 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 15 0 0 0 0 0 1 15 15 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 2 ## 118

from  20 0 0 1 1 6 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 ## 23

from  21 0 0 1 1 11 1 0 0 1 0 20 0 0 5 0 1 1 0 5 0 0 0 0 1 5 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 7 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 2 ## 72

from  22 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 2 0 1 ## 18

from  23 0 0 1 1 13 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 ## 26

from  24 0 0 1 1 13 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 5 0 1 ## 33

from  25 0 0 2 1 6 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 10 0 0 0 10 0 0 0 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 10 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 10 0 0 0 0 0 1 20 20 0 1 1 1 1 2 0 1 ## 112

from  26 0 0 3 1 13 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 ## 39

from  27 0 1 2 1 6 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 ## 23

from  28 0 1 1 1 8 1 0 0 0 0 15 0 0 0 0 1 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 ## 43

from  29 0 0 1 1 4 1 0 0 0 0 5 0 0 5 0 0 2 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 7 0 0 0 0 1 2 1 7 0 0 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 1 5 1 3 3 ## 63

from  30 0 0 1 2 20 1 0 0 0 10 0 0 10 0 0 0 8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 20 1 8 0 17 1 1 1 1 0 1 ## 117

from  31 0 1 1 2 24 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 7 0 1 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 20 1 0 0 8 1 1 0 1 0 1 ## 77

from  32 0 1 1 1 13 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 0 1 0 2 ## 34

from  33 0 10 1 1 3 3 0 1 0 0 0 0 20 0 0 0 10 0 0 0 20 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 20 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 20 0 1 0 0 0 1 14 20 0 1 1 1 0 1 2 1 ## 155

from  34 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 10 0 0 0 14 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 0 1 ## 45

from  35 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 2 ## 11

from  36 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 8 0 1 ## 25

from  37 0 10 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 20 0 0 0 29 1 0 0 20 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 20 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 20 0 0 0 0 0 1 20 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 3 ## 157

from  38 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 5 0 0 0 0 1 7 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 5 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 7 0 0 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 5 2 10 3 ## 68

from  39 0 0 1 1 13 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 6 6 1 ## 51

from  40 0 0 1 1 13 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 4 1 10 ## 42

from  41 0 0 1 1 13 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 1 1 7 ## 36

from  42 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 ## 17

from  43 0 0 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 2 1 ## 18

from  44 0 0 1 1 13 1 0 0 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 4 2 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 1 1 1 2 1 10 10 1 1 1 1 0 3 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 ## 88

from  45 0 0 1 1 13 1 1 0 1 0 5 0 0 5 0 0 3 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 7 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 7 0 0 0 5 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 1 3 5 45 5 ## 154

from  46 0 0 1 1 13 1 1 1 1 0 5 0 0 5 0 1 1 0 7 0 0 0 0 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 7 0 1 0 5 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 1 5 1 1 1 ## 72

from  47 0 1 1 1 7 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 3 0 2 ## 29

from  48 0 1 1 2 13 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 7 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 8 0 1 ## 50

from  49 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 10 1 8 0 1 ## 33

from  50 0 1 1 1 8 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 0 1 ## 28

from  51 0 1 1 1 6 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 15 0 0 0 29 0 0 0 20 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 20 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 20 0 0 0 0 0 0 20 20 0 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 ## 165

from  52 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 23 ## 39

from  53 0 1 1 1 8 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 0 1 ## 27

from  54 0 1 1 1 12 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 ## 31

matrix 2 Trucks
from   1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 ## 0

from   2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 ## 0

from   3 0 0 0 4 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 ## 14

from   4 0 0 13 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 ## 13

from   5 0 0 18 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 ## 18



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

The beginnings of an actual project Ground break to completion
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