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Caltrans proposes to rehabilitate pavement, construct a multiuse path, replace 
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Mitigated Negative Declaration
Pursuant to: Division 13, Public Resources Code

State Clearinghouse Number: 2021060606
District-County-Route-Post Mile: 09-INY-395-114.90/117.80, 
09-INY-168-17.6/18.3
EA/Project Identification: 09-37470 / 0918000019

Project Description
The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) proposes to rehabilitate 
pavement, construct a multiuse path, replace portions of sidewalk, improve 
drainage, and perform other work on U.S. Route 395, from postmiles 114.90 to 
117.80, and on State Route 168, from postmiles 17.60 to 18.30, in and near the City 
of Bishop, in Inyo County.

Determination
An Initial Study has been prepared by the California Department of Transportation 
(Caltrans), District 9.

On the basis of this study it is determined that the proposed action with the 
incorporation of the identified mitigation measures will not have a significant effect 
on the environment for the following reasons:

· The proposed project will have no impacts to Aesthetics, Agriculture, Air Quality, 
Cultural Resources, Energy, Geology and Soils, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, 
Land Use and Planning, Mineral Resources, Population and Housing, Public 
Services, Recreation, Transportation, Tribal Cultural Resources, Utilities and 
Service Systems, and Wildfire.

· In addition, the proposed project will have less than significant impacts to 
Hazards and Hazardous Materials, Hydrology and Water Quality, and Noise.

· With the following mitigation measure, the proposed project will have less than 
significant impacts to Biological Resources: removal of trees with a diameter at 
breast height of 4 inches or more will be mitigated by planting native trees within 
the project impact area or representative habitat areas nearby in consultation 
with California Department of Fish and Wildlife.

Dennee Alcala
Deputy District Director, Planning and Environmental
District 9
California Department of Transportation

Date
08/12/2021
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Chapter 1 Proposed Project

1.1 Introduction

The Department of Transportation (Caltrans) proposes to rehabilitate 
pavement on all travel lanes on U.S. Route 395 from 0.1 mile south of Jay 
Street (postmile 114.9) to Barlow Lane (postmile 117.8) and on State Route 
168 between Pioneer Lane (postmile 17.6) and Main Street / U.S. Route 395 
(postmile 18.3). In addition to pavement rehabilitation, the project will, 
construct a multiuse path from near Wye Road to See Vee Lane, upgrade 
drainage at various locations, replace sidewalk, curb ramps, and driveways at 
various locations, relocate traffic signal poles at 3 corners of the U.S. Route 
395 and State Route 168 intersection, upgrade pedestrian signal controls, 
construct enhanced pedestrian facilities on U.S. Route 395 at Clarke Street, 
Academy Avenue and Mac Iver Street, construct a pedestrian hybrid beacon 
on U.S. Route 395 at the Sierra Street bike path crossing. The project 
includes a design option to remove parking from State Route 168 within the 
project limits in order to establish bike lanes. For a project location and vicinity 
map, please see figure 1-1 on page two.

1.2 Purpose and Need

The project “purpose” is a set of objectives the project intends to meet.  The 
project “need” is the transportation deficiency that the project was initiated to 
address.

1.2.1 Purpose

The purpose of this project is to restore the facility to a state of good repair so 
that the roadway will be in a condition that requires minimal maintenance, and 
to extend the service life of the facility and to bring portions of existing 
sidewalks and curb ramps to meet current regulations.

1.2.2 Need

The pavement within the project limits is exhibiting distress and structural 
deficiencies. This has caused a deterioration that, if continued, will severely 
decrease the ride quality of the existing roadway. Portions of pedestrian 
facilities and Americans with Disabilities Act ramps need to be upgraded to 
meet the current Americans with Disabilities Act standards. Drainage 
improvements are needed on U.S. Route 395 to eliminate standing water.
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1.3 Project Description
This environmental document has been prepared for a project that will 
rehabilitate pavement, construct a multiuse path, replace portions of sidewalk, 
improve drainage, install a bike lane, and perform other work on U.S. Route 
395 and State Route 168 in and near the City of Bishop (see figure 1-1 
below).

Caltrans includes standard specifications for the purposes of reducing 
impacts to the environment on every project constructed. These specifications 
include dust control, provisions for the handling of nesting birds, policies on 
the handling of hazardous materials and construction noise levels, et cetera. 
These standard specifications are incorporated as project features and are 
included as part of the project description. The significance of impacts under 
CEQA resulting from the project are considered after implementation of these 
measures.

Figure 1-1  Project Location and Vicinity Map
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1.4 Project Alternatives

There are two build alternatives and one no-build alternative for the proposed 
project. 

1.4.1 Build Alternatives

The two build alternatives would reconstruct the existing pavement on U.S. 
Route 395 and State Route 168 throughout the project limits providing 
enhanced pavement, ride, and mobility conditions for vehicular and non-
vehicular modes of transportation while reducing road maintenance costs. 
Included in both build alternatives is the construction of portions of sidewalk, 
driveways, ramps, and pedestrian traffic signals to current Americans with 
Disabilities Act standards, construction of a multi-use path, and drainage 
improvements. Roadway alignments, profiles, and lane widths would not be 
changed under any alternative.

Common Design Features of the Build Alternatives

· On State Route 168, the project will remove 0.35 foot of existing asphalt 
pavement surface in both directions between Pioneer Lane (postmile 
17.66) and Main St (postmile 18.31) and replace with new matching 
thickness hot mix asphalt (0.35 foot).  

· Relocate three existing traffic signal poles at the junction of U.S. Route 
395 and State Route 168 and upgrade the pedestrian push buttons to 
meet Americans with Disabilities Act requirements. 

· Construct a pedestrian hybrid beacon on U.S. Route 395 at the existing 
Sierra Street Bike Path. 

· Construct pedestrian crossing enhancements on U.S. Route 395 at Clarke 
Street, Academy Avenue, and Mac Iver Street.

· Replace lane striping with 6-inch stripes.
· Replace six traffic count stations.
· Upgrade sidewalks, driveways, and curb and gutter on Main Street on 

both sides between State Route 168/West Line Street (postmile 115.40) 
and Academy Avenue (postmile 115.52). 

· Replace sidewalks, driveways, curb ramps, curb, and gutter where 
drainage improvements occur.

· Construct a 10-foot-wide multiuse path on the south side of U.S. Route 
395 from the existing sidewalk near Wye Road to See Vee Lane. The 
proposed path would connect to the existing Sierra Bike Path (U.S. Route 
395, postmile 116.83). The path surface could be constructed of Portland 
cement for longevity and lower maintenance cost or of asphalt concrete 
for potentially lower construction cost. Approximately 28 power poles will 
need to be relocated to the south on acquired right of way for the 
construction of the path. 
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· Replace deteriorated pipe and drainage inlets on the west side of U.S. 
Route 395 between Mandich Street and South Street. 

· Install new slotted pipe and drainage inlets on the west side on U.S. Route 
395 from near Clarke Street (postmile 115.27) to Church Street (postmile 
115.45). 

· Replace an existing line drain, install an inlet, and construct a storm drain 
crossing on U.S. Route 395 just north of State Route 168 (near Rusty’s 
Saloon). 

· Construct new slotted pipe and drainage inlets on the east side of U.S. 
Route 395 from an existing inlet near Grove Street to in front of the Bishop 
City Park.

· In the area of the multiuse path, a portion of the Harry Matlick Ditch that 
conflicts with the construction of the new path will be realigned. 

· Drainage inlets draining to the B-1 drain and Noble Ditch will be 
constructed for storm water now concentrated at the curb and gutter. East 
of the Noble Ditch, storm water will be carried to the existing inlet near the 
end of the existing sidewalk.

· Culvert extensions will be required at the B-1 Drain and Noble Ditch 
crossings with U.S. Route 395 to accommodate the construction of a new 
multiuse path.

· As a design option, consider the removal of parking from State Route 168 
within the project limits and establish bike lanes where width allows.

· As a result of public comments received during the thirty-day public 
commenting period of the Initial Study with Proposed Mitigated Negative 
Declaration, Caltrans will further investigate the feasibility of adding the 
following design features to the project scope during the design phase 
(this list item, and the following five sub-level items, are new to this 
document and were not included in the draft Initial Study with Proposed 
Mitigated Negative Declaration):

o The installation of radar speed feedback signs at the southern and 
northern Bishop city limits on U.S. Route 395.

o In coordination with the City of Bishop, the installation of 
landscaping, streetscaping, and additional features in areas of 
existing sidewalk within the project limits.

o The addition of diagonal crosswalks at the intersection of U.S. 
Route 395 (Main Street) and State Route 168 (West Line Street).

o The installation of pedestrian safety enhancements at additional 
intersections within the project limits contingent upon traffic survey 
results during the design phase.

o The potential reduction to the number of existing traffic signs on 
State Route 168 and U.S. Route 395 within the project limits.

Unique Features of the Build Alternatives

For the project, there are two build alternatives (describe as Alternative A1 
and Alternative A2 below). The two only differ through pavement strategy type 
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on a section of U.S. Route 395 (postmile 115.40 to postmile 116.42). All other 
features, outlined above, apply to both alternatives A1 and A2.

Alternative A1 (programmed project alternative)

Alternative A1 will see the removal of 0.35 foot of existing asphalt concrete 
pavement surface on U.S. Route 395 from 0.1 mile south of Jay St (postmile 
114.98) to Barlow Ln (postmile 117.82), replace with matching thickness (0.35 
foot) hot mix asphalt. Existing sections of Portland concrete pavement 
present at some intersections will remain. If practical, transitions between 
asphalt concrete pavement and Portland cement concrete pavement will be 
improved. 

Alternative A2

This alternative proposes to remove the existing asphalt concrete pavement 
on U.S. Route 395 between State Route 168 (postmile 115.40) and Wye 
Road (postmile 116.42) and replace with jointed plane concrete pavement. 
This alternative is identical to Alternative A1 in all other aspects.

1.4.2 No-Build (No-Action) Alternative

The No Build Alternative would result in continued deterioration of the 
pavement and additional maintenance cost and therefore does not meet the 
project purpose and need.

1.5 Identification of a Preferred Alternative 

After review of all comments received during the public comment period, the 
Caltrans Project Development Team decided to select Alternative A1 on July 
29, 2021. The design option to remove parking on State Route 168 between 
U.S. Route 395 and Pioneer Lane and establish bike lanes received positive 
comments from the public and it is the desire of the project delivery team to 
bring this feature forward to the design phase. The above statement 
regarding the identification of a preferred alternative is new to this document 
since the draft Initial Study with Proposed Mitigated Negative Declaration 
circulated for thirty days for public comment on June 28, 2021.

1.6 Alternatives Considered but Eliminated from Further 
Discussion 

The project delivery team considered but eliminated Alternative A2 and the 
No-Build Alternative from further discussion on July 29, 2021. The 
documentation of the decision to eliminate Alternative A2 and the No-Build 
Alternative from further discussion is new to this document since the draft 
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Initial Study with Proposed Mitigated Negative Declaration circulated for thirty 
days for public comment on June 28, 2021.

1.7 Discussion of the NEPA Categorical Exclusion 
This document contains information regarding compliance with CEQA and 
other state laws and regulations. Separate environmental documentation, 
supporting a Categorical Exclusion determination, has been prepared in 
accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act. When needed for 
clarity, or as required by CEQA, this document may contain references to 
federal laws and/or regulations (CEQA, for example, requires consideration of 
adverse effects on species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special-
status species by the U.S. National Marine Fisheries Service and the U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service—in other words, species protected by the Federal 
Endangered Species Act).

1.8 Permits and Approvals Needed
The following permits, licenses, agreements, and certifications are required 
for project construction:

Agency Permit/Approval Status
California Department of Fish 
and Wildlife

1602 Agreement for Streambed 
Alteration

Application for 1602 permit 
expected during the next 
project phase. Permit 
issuance anticipated prior 
to May 1, 2023.

California Water Quality Control 
Board, Lahontan Region

401 Certification/Waste Discharge 
Requirement permit

Application for Waste 
Discharge Requirement 
permit expected during the 
next project phase. Permit 
issuance anticipated prior 
to May 1, 2023.

California Transportation 
Commission

California Transportation 
Commission vote to approve funds

Along with the approval of 
the Final Environmental 
Document, the California 
Transportation Commission 
will be required to vote to 
approve funding for the 
project. The vote is 
anticipated in October 
2021.

State Historic Preservation 
Officer

State Historic Preservation Officer 
concurrence of cultural studies 
completed for the project. 

The State Historic 
Preservation Officer has 
provided concurrence on 
June 25, 2021.

Tribal Historic Preservation 
Officer

Tribal Historic Preservation Officer 
concurrence of cultural studies 
completed for the project.

The Tribal Historic 
Preservation Officer has 
provided concurrence on 
June 25, 2021.
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Chapter 2 CEQA Evaluation

2.1 CEQA Environmental Checklist

This checklist identifies physical, biological, social, and economic factors that 
might be affected by the proposed project. Potential impact determinations 
include Potentially Significant Impact, Less Than Significant with Mitigation 
Incorporated, Less Than Significant Impact, and No Impact. In many cases, 
background studies performed in connection with a project will indicate that 
there are no impacts to a particular resource. A No Impact answer reflects 
this determination. The questions in this checklist are intended to encourage 
the thoughtful assessment of impacts and do not represent thresholds of 
significance.

Project features, which can include both design elements of the project and 
standardized measures that are applied to all or most Caltrans projects such 
as Best Management Practices and measures included in the Standard Plans 
and Specifications or as Standard Special Provisions, are considered to be an 
integral part of the project and have been considered prior to any significance 
determinations documented below.

“No Impact” determinations in each section are based on the scope, 
description, and location of the proposed project as well as the appropriate 
technical report (bound separately in Volume 2), and no further discussion is 
included in this document.

2.1.1 Aesthetics

Considering the information included in the Visual Impact Questionnaire 
dated March 1, 2021, the following significance determinations have been 
made: 

Except as provided in Public Resources Code Section 21099:

Question—Would the project: CEQA Significance Determinations  
for Aesthetics

a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a 
scenic vista? No Impact
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Question—Would the project: CEQA Significance Determinations  
for Aesthetics

b) Substantially damage scenic resources, 
including, but not limited to, trees, rock 
outcroppings, and historic buildings within a 
state scenic highway?

No Impact

c) In non-urbanized areas, substantially 
degrade the existing visual character or 
quality of public views of the site and its 
surroundings? (Public views are those that 
are experienced from a publicly accessible 
vantage point.) If the project is in an 
urbanized area, would the project conflict 
with applicable zoning and other regulations 
governing scenic quality?

No Impact

d) Create a new source of substantial light or 
glare which would adversely affect day or 
nighttime views in the area?

No Impact

2.1.2 Agriculture and Forest Resources
In determining whether impacts to agricultural resources are significant 
environmental effects, lead agencies may refer to the California Agricultural 
Land Evaluation and Site Assessment Model (1997) prepared by the 
California Department of Conservation as an optional model to use in 
assessing impacts on agriculture and farmland. In determining whether 
impacts to forest resources, including timberland, are significant 
environmental effects, lead agencies may refer to information compiled by the 
California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection regarding the state’s 
inventory of forest land, including the Forest and Range Assessment Project 
and the Forest Legacy Assessment Project; and the forest carbon 
measurement methodology provided in Forest Protocols adopted by the 
California Air Resources Board.

Per a search of the California Department of Conservation’s Important 
Farmland Mapping Tool, there are no designated Prime, Unique or Farmlands 
of Statewide Importance in or near the proposed project limits. The project will 
not have any effect on protected Farmlands, including those under the 
Williamson Act, or convert any farmlands into non-agricultural use 
(https://maps.conservation.ca.gov/DLRP/CIFF/; 8/19/20).

Impacts to timberland are analyzed as required by the California Timberland 
Productivity Act of 1982 (California Government Code Sections 51100 et 
seq.), which was enacted to preserve forest resources. Like the Williamson 
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Act, this program gives landowners tax incentives to keep their land in timber 
production. Contracts involving Timber Production Zones (are on 10-year 
cycles. Searches of Inyo County Planning documents, the California 
Department of Conservation website and the California Department of 
Forestry and Fire Protection website showed no designated timberlands or 
Timber Production Zones in or near the project vicinity. The project will have 
no effect on protected Timberlands since none exist in the project area.  

Question—Would the project:
CEQA Significance Determinations  

for Agriculture and Forest 
Resources

a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, 
or Farmland of Statewide Importance 
(Farmland), as shown on the maps prepared 
pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and 
Monitoring Program of the California Resources 
Agency, to non-agricultural use? 

No Impact

b) Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural 
use, or a Williamson Act contract?

No Impact

c) Conflict with existing zoning, or cause 
rezoning of, forest land (as defined in Public 
Resources Code Section 12220(g)), timberland 
(as defined by Public Resources Code Section 
4526), or timberland zoned Timberland 
Production (as defined by Government Code 
Section 51104(g))?

No Impact

d) Result in the loss of forest land or conversion 
of forest land to non-forest use?

No Impact

e) Involve other changes in the existing 
environment which, due to their location or 
nature, could result in conversion of Farmland 
to non-agricultural use or conversion of forest 
land to non-forest use?

No Impact

2.1.3 Air Quality
Where available, the significance criteria established by the applicable air 
quality management district or air pollution control district may be relied upon 
to make the following determinations.

Considering the information included in the Air/Noise/Hazardous 
Waste/Water/Paleontology Study Memo dated March 3, 2021, the following 
significance determinations have been made:
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Question—Would the project: CEQA Significance 
Determinations for Air Quality

a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of 
the applicable air quality plan? No Impact

b) Result in a cumulatively considerable net 
increase of any criteria pollutant for which the 
project region is non-attainment under an 
applicable federal or state ambient air quality 
standard?

No Impact

c) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial 
pollutant concentrations? No Impact

d) Result in other emissions (such as those 
leading to odors) adversely affecting a 
substantial number of people?

No Impact

2.1.4 Biological Resources
Considering the information included in the Natural Environment Study 
(Minimal Impacts) dated February 2021, the following significance 
determinations have been made:

Question—Would the project: CEQA Significance Determinations 
 for Biological Resources

a) Have a substantial adverse effect, either 
directly or through habitat modifications, on any 
species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or 
special-status species in local or regional plans, 
policies, or regulations, or by the California 
Department of Fish and Wildlife, U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service, or National Oceanic and 
Atmospheric Administration Fisheries?

Less Than Significant Impact.

b) Have a substantial adverse effect on any 
riparian habitat or other sensitive natural 
community identified in local or regional plans, 
policies, regulations or by the California 
Department of Fish and Wildlife or U.S. Fish 
and Wildlife Service?

Less Than Significant with 
Mitigation.

c) Have a substantial adverse effect on state or 
federally protected wetlands (including, but not 
limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) 
through direct removal, filling, hydrological 
interruption, or other means?

No Impact.
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Question—Would the project: CEQA Significance Determinations 
 for Biological Resources

d) Interfere substantially with the movement of 
any native resident or migratory fish or wildlife 
species or with established native resident or 
migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use of 
native wildlife nursery sites?

Less Than Significant Impact.

e) Conflict with any local policies or ordinances 
protecting biological resources, such as a tree 
preservation policy or ordinance?

No Impact.

f) Conflict with the provisions of an adopted 
Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community 
Conservation Plan, or other approved local, 
regional, or state habitat conservation plan?

No Impact.

Affected Environment

The proposed project is located in and adjacent to the City of Bishop, along 
U.S. Route 395 and State Route 168, in the northern portion of the Owens 
Valley at approximately 4,130 feet in elevation. The Owens Valley, located in 
Eastern California, is a valley to the west of the White and Inyo Mountains 
and to the east of the Sierra Nevada Mountains. Bishop has an arid climate 
where the precipitation on average in roughly five inches per year. 
Temperatures in this region are highly variable, with cold winters and nights to 
very hot summers and days. The habitat types in the Owens Valley can be 
characterized as high desert natural communities that are part of the southern 
portion of the Great Basin Province; where pinyon/juniper woodland, 
sagebrush scrub and cottonwood dominated riparian vegetation can be 
found.  

Much of the proposed project is located on paved, developed, non-vegetated, 
and/or highly disturbed areas with no riparian habitat present. However, 
riparian vegetation was observed during the field reviews on sections of Los 
Angeles Department of Water and Power parcels to the south of U.S. Route 
395 and within the project limits. The riparian vegetation observed within the 
study area includes willow, wood rose, Chinese elm and black locus. Chinese 
elm and black locus trees are not designated as riparian vegetation but are 
considered such because of the association with Harry Matlick ditch and the 
B-1 drain.

It was determined during the wetland delineation survey conducted in January 
10, 2021, that no U.S. Army Corps of Engineers jurisdictional wetlands were 
present. Three resources (Harry Matlick Ditch, B-1 Drain, Noble Ditch) were 
identified during the surveys and determined to be California Department of 
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Fish and Wildlife and Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board 
jurisdictional waters.

Two special-status fish species are known or assumed to be present within 
the Biological Study Area, Owens Valley speckled dace and Owens sucker. 
Owens Valley speckled dace are a subspecies of speckled dace in the 
Byprinidae family of fish which includes minnows and carps. They are 
characterized by a wide caudal peduncle, small scales, pointed snout, and a 
small sub-terminal mouth. This species is found only in three small 
populations in Inyo County in California and have been found in various 
habitat types such as small cold-water streams, irrigation ditches, and hot 
spring systems. According to the California Department of Fish and Wildlife, 
the population of this subspecies has declined over time due to various 
threats, including predation by non-native species, altered habitats creating 
isolation between populations, and reduction in springs due to groundwater 
extraction. 

Owens sucker are a species of common suckers in the Catostomidae family 
of fish. This species is endemic to Inyo and Mono Counties and is commonly 
found in the Owens River, Bishop Creek, Crowley Reservoir, Convict Lake, 
and Lake Sabrina. They have also been found in tributaries to the Owens 
River and off-channel habitats. The population of Owens sucker may be 
limited by habitat degradation from water diversion and predation by invasive 
trout and bass species. 

Owens sucker and Owens speckled dace are both considered a California 
Department of Fish and Wildlife Species of Special Concern and are 
considered under the CEQA. Owens sucker surveys were not performed for 
this project due to personal communication with California Department of Fish 
and Wildlife staff indicating the confirmed presence of Owens sucker in 
Matlick Ditch and the North Fork of Bishop Creek. 

Environmental Consequences
a) d) The proposed project may have temporary impacts to Owens speckled 
dace and Owens sucker individuals (and associated habitat) during the 
relocation and diversion of Harry Matlick Ditch, and during culvert extension 
work at B-1 Drain and Noble Ditch. The B-1 Drain and Noble Ditch extension 
work will require the implementation of temporary water diversion systems. 
During the above-mentioned work activities, potential impacts to Owens 
speckled dace and Owens sucker individuals may include injury and/or 
mortality.

The proposed project may temporarily interfere with movement of Owens 
speckled dace and Owens sucker individuals during the relocation and 
diversion of Harry Matlick Ditch, and during culvert extension work at B-1 
Drain and Noble Ditch. Work at the three (3) locations will require the 
implementation of temporary water diversion systems, and mesh fish screens 
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will be installed on the water intake pumps. As a result, downstream and 
upstream fish movement will be temporarily restricted at the work sites during 
water diversion activities. 

b) Temporary impacts to jurisdictional waters will occur at Harry Matlick ditch 
from a temporary water diversion and ditch relocation (approximately 992 
linear feet of the ditch will be relocated 20 feet to the south). Based on current 
project design, an estimated 3,310 square feet of jurisdictional waters will be 
temporarily impacted from this work.

The extension of both the B-1 Drain and Noble Ditch culverts will result in an 
estimated 75 square feet of permanent impacts, and 450 square feet of 
temporary impacts, to jurisdictional waters. In addition, a total of 28 trees will 
be removed to incorporate the new multiuse path on U.S. Route 395. The 
trees are associated with Harry Matlick ditch, and therefore deemed 
jurisdictional riparian habitat. Of the 28 trees, twelve (12) Chinese elm trees 
with a diameter-at-breast height of 4 inches or greater will be removed from 
the Biological study area to accommodate the new bike path; the remaining 
16 trees are less than 4 inches diameter-at-breast height. One (1) full grown 
willow (Salix species.) will be removed with a diameter-at-breast height of 10 
inches. Also, approximately 745 square feet of wild wood rose will be 
permanently impacted.

In total, the project will result in 3,760 square feet of temporary impacts, and 
75 square feet of permanent impacts, to jurisdictional waters.

Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures

With avoidance, minimization and mitigation measures in place, the project 
will have a less than significant impact on: special status animal species 
(Owens speckled dace and Owens sucker); jurisdictional waters; riparian 
habitat; nesting birds; and special-status plant species.

a) b) d) As noted above, Owens speckled dace and Owens sucker are found 
in Inyo (both species) and Mono (Owens sucker) counties, and nowhere else 
in the world. Although impacts to both species will be temporary, some methods 
of work could cause instances of mortality, which would cause a significant 
impact to the species as defined by CEQA.  However, with implementation of 
the measures described below fish mortality would be avoided and the impacts 
would be reduced to less than significant. 

The following avoidance and minimization measures will be implemented 
during construction to avoid direct impacts to the following:

1. Special-status animal species (Owens speckled dace and Owens 
sucker).

a. If water is present during the ditch relocation or the culvert 
extensions, a temporary water diversion will be necessary, 
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and a qualified biological monitor will be present on-site prior 
to and during all temporary water diversion activities.

b. Pump screens of the appropriate size will be used during 
water diversion and will follow Caltrans Standard 
Specifications for Species Protection as well as Fish 
Protection.

c. The monitor will ensure appropriate water intake velocities 
and will monitor water quality downstream of the project site 
to minimize siltation.

d. A ‘De-Watering and Diversion Plan’ will be prepared and 
submitted to California Department of Fish and Wildlife for 
approval.

e. A pre-construction survey will be conducted by dip-netting to 
determine if Owens speckled dace or Owens sucker are 
present within all the water ways impacted (Harry Matlick 
Ditch, B-1 Drain and Noble Ditch).

f. If dace or sucker are present within the ditches, then the 
qualified biological monitor will rescue, document, and 
inventory the number and type of fish in the ditch during de-
watering activities. The rescued fish will be immediately 
relocated downstream and out of the project area.

2. Riparian habitat and jurisdictional waters.
a. Design features will minimize effects to waters and erosion.
b. Vegetation removal will be minimal and will be limited to the 

minimum necessary to accomplish the work.
c. The project sediment controls during construction will adhere 

to the Caltrans January 2008 “Construction Site Best 
Management Practice Field Manual and Troubleshooting 
Guide” as well as the National Pollutant Discharge 
Elimination System permit requirements. Best management 
practices will include erosion and sediment control 
measures, and methods of permanent soil stabilization.

d. Fiber rolls and/or silt fencing (with no plastic mesh) must be 
used to protect water resources and delineate the edge of 
the permanent impact area.

e. A qualified biologist will be present on-site prior to and during 
construction and temporary clear water diversion activities to 
monitor implementation of avoidance and minimization 
measures.

f. Pump screens will be used during clear water diversion and 
will follow Caltrans Standard Specifications for Species 
Protection.

g. Compensatory mitigation:
i. Trees with a diameter-at-breast height of 4 inches or 

more will be mitigated by planting native trees within 
the project impact area or representative habitat 
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areas nearby in consultation with the Resource 
Agencies and permit conditions in the Regional Water 
Quality Control Board Waste Discharge Requirement 
permit and California Department of Fish and Wildlife 
1600 Lake and Streambed Agreement. A Habitat 
Mitigation and Monitoring Plan will be drafted for 
approval by California Department of Fish and Wildlife 
and Regional Water Quality Control Board.

2.1.5 Cultural Resources

Considering the information included in the Archaeological Survey Report, 
Historic Resource Evaluation Report, Area of Potential Effects and Historic 
Properties Survey Report dated June 25, 2021, with State Historic 
Preservation Officer and Tribal Historic Preservation Officer concurrences on 
eligibility received on June 25, 2021, the following significance determinations 
have been made: 

Question—Would the project:
CEQA Significance Determinations 

for Cultural Resources

a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of a historical resource pursuant to 
§15064.5? 

No Impact

b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of an archaeological resource 
pursuant to §15064.5? 

No Impact

c) Disturb any human remains, including those 
interred outside of dedicated cemeteries? No Impact

No Impact: As detailed in the documents noted above, no archaeological, 
historical, or built-environment resources were identified as being present 
within the proposed project area as a result of archival research, Native 
American consultation (including Assembly Bill 52 consultation), other local 
society and individual consultation, or pedestrian survey. The proposed 
project is in a mixed-use setting with significant above-ground and below-
ground development. As such, it is unlikely intact significant and/or unique 
archaeological resources will be encountered by project actions.

Standard construction specifications for inadvertent finding of human remains 
will be in place, and construction work will cease in the area if remains are 
discovered. Work will not continue until the area has been assessed by the 
County Coroner and cleared by qualified archaeological staff. If the remains 
are determined to be prehistoric in origin, coordination with the appropriate 
Tribal representatives will occur.
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2.1.6 Energy

For this project, a brief, qualitative analysis of energy impacts was performed. 
The proposed project will not increase highway capacity and therefore will not 
induce additional energy (fuel) consumption. All applicable Caltrans standard 
provisions for energy resources required for construction will be implemented 
on this project.

Question—Would the project:
CEQA Significance Determinations 

for Energy

a) Result in potentially significant environmental 
impact due to wasteful, inefficient, or 
unnecessary consumption of energy resources 
during project construction or operation?

No Impact.

b) Conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan 
for renewable energy or energy efficiency?

No Impact.

2.1.7 Geology and Soils

Considering the information included in the Air/Noise/Hazardous 
Waste/Water/Paleontology Study Memo dated March 3, 2021, the following 
significance determinations have been made:

Question—Would the project:
CEQA Significance Determinations  

for Geology and Soils

a) Directly or indirectly cause potential 
substantial adverse effects, including the 
risk of loss, injury, or death involving:

i) Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as 
delineated on the most recent Alquist-
Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map 
issued by the State Geologist for the area 
or based on other substantial evidence of 
a known fault? Refer to Division of Mines 
and Geology Special Publication 42.

No Impact

a) Directly or indirectly cause potential 
substantial adverse effects, including the 
risk of loss, injury, or death involving:

ii) Strong seismic ground shaking?

No Impact
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Question—Would the project:
CEQA Significance Determinations  

for Geology and Soils

a) Directly or indirectly cause potential 
substantial adverse effects, including the 
risk of loss, injury, or death involving:

iii) Seismic-related ground failure, 
including liquefaction?

No Impact

a) Directly or indirectly cause potential 
substantial adverse effects, including the 
risk of loss, injury, or death involving:

iv) Landslides?

No Impact

b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss 
of topsoil?

No Impact

c) Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is 
unstable, or that would become unstable as a 
result of the project, and potentially result in on- 
or off-site landslide, lateral spreading, 
subsidence, liquefaction, or collapse?

No Impact

d) Be located on expansive soil, as defined in 
Table 18-1-B of the Uniform Building Code 
(1994), creating substantial risks to life or 
property?

No Impact

e) Have soils incapable of adequately 
supporting the use of septic tanks or alternative 
wastewater disposal systems where sewers 
are not available for the disposal of 
wastewater?

No Impact

f) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique 
paleontological resource or site or unique 
geologic feature?

No Impact

2.1.8 Greenhouse Gas Emissions

Considering the information included in the Bishop Pavement: Climate 
Change Analysis dated June 2, 2021, the following significance 
determinations have been made: 
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Question—Would the project:
CEQA Significance Determinations  

for Greenhouse Gas Emissions

a) Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either 
directly or indirectly, that may have a 
significant impact on the environment?

Less Than Significant Impact

b) Conflict with an applicable plan, policy or 
regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing 
the emissions of greenhouse gases?

Less Than Significant Impact

Affected Environment

The proposed project is in a mixed suburban and rural area, with a primarily 
natural resources based agricultural and tourism economy. U.S. Route 395 is 
the main transportation route to and through the area for both passenger and 
commercial vehicles. Traffic counts are low, with daily traffic volumes on U.S. 
Route 395 through the project segment at 15,800 vehicles per day in 2015 
and 17,000 vehicles per day in 2017, and U.S. Route 395 is rarely congested.  

Environmental Consequences
The purpose of the proposed project is to rehabilitate existing pavement and 
bring highway facilities (curbs, sidewalks, gutters, and driveways) to current 
Americans with Disabilities Act standards and will not increase the vehicle 
capacity of the roadway. This type of project generally causes minimal or no 
increase in operational greenhouse gas emissions. Because the project will 
not increase the number of travel lanes on U.S. Route 395 or State Route 
168, no increase in vehicle miles traveled would occur as result of project 
implementation. Construction greenhouse gas emissions were estimated 
using the Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District Road 
Construction Emissions Model. Project construction is estimated to generate 
486 U.S. tons of carbon dioxide over a 6-month construction period. While 
some greenhouse gas emissions during the construction period would be 
unavoidable, no increase in operational greenhouse gas emissions is 
expected. 

After the project has been constructed, either build alternative would provide 
increased pedestrian and multi-modal access throughout the corridor which 
may result in a net reduction of greenhouse gas emissions from vehicles. The 
project will not increase vehicular capacity or induce additional travel which 
would lead to increased greenhouse gas emissions or vehicle miles traveled.
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Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures

In addition to all applicable Caltrans Standard Specifications (refer to the 
second paragraph on page 2), the following measures will be implemented in 
the project to reduce greenhouse gas emissions and potential climate change 
impacts from the project:

1. The Contractor will be instructed to use material source and borrow 
sites close to the project location to the extent feasible. This will reduce 
the number of haul trips and distance traveled per trip.

2. Removed trees with a diameter at breast height of 4 inches or more 
will be mitigated by planting native trees within the project impact area. 
Trees sequester carbon.

The proposed project will enhance pedestrian facilities within the community 
of Bishop with the introduction of a new multiuse path, pedestrian-activated 
beacon, upgraded sidewalks and curb ramps, and possibly bike lanes. Upon 
completion, the project has the potential to lower greenhouse gas emissions 
within the community over time if more travelers choose to use the new and 
upgraded facilities in lieu of motorized travel.

2.1.9 Hazards and Hazardous Materials

Considering the information included in the Air/Noise/Hazardous 
Waste/Water/Paleontology Study Memo, dated March 3, 2021, the following 
significance determinations have been made: 

Question—Would the project:
CEQA Significance Determinations  

for Hazards and  
Hazardous Materials

a) Create a significant hazard to the public or 
the environment through the routine transport, 
use, or disposal of hazardous materials?

Less Than Significant Impact

b) Create a significant hazard to the public or 
the environment through reasonably 
foreseeable upset and accident conditions 
involving the release of hazardous materials 
into the environment?

Less Than Significant Impact

c) Emit hazardous emissions or handle 
hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, 
substances, or waste within one-quarter mile of 
an existing or proposed school?

Less Than Significant Impact
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Question—Would the project:
CEQA Significance Determinations  

for Hazards and  
Hazardous Materials

d) Be located on a site which is included on a 
list of hazardous materials sites compiled 
pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5 
and, as a result, would it create a significant 
hazard to the public or the environment? 

No Impact

e) For a project located within an airport land 
use plan or, where such a plan has not been 
adopted, within two miles of a public airport or 
public use airport, would the project result in a 
safety hazard or excessive noise for people 
residing or working in the project area?

No Impact

f) Impair implementation of or physically 
interfere with an adopted emergency response 
plan or emergency evacuation plan?

No Impact

g) Expose people or structures, either directly or 
indirectly, to a significant risk of loss, injury or 
death involving wildland fires?

No Impact

Affected Environment

An initial site assessment was performed in February 2021, which included 
the entire project area and included extensive records searches of historic 
plans, photos, and pedestrian site surveys to identify potential sources of 
hazardous materials, historic hazardous waste generators, and inform the 
locations where future soil sampling and imaging are needed. The initial site 
assessment identified 34 low to medium risk parcels (former and existing 
gasoline stations or cleanup facilities) adjacent to U.S. Route 395 within the 
project area. Additionally, there is a potential for one to four historic 
underground storage tanks to occur in or near Caltrans' right-of-way within the 
project limits.

A preliminary site investigation will be performed during the design phase of 
the project and will include laboratory analysis of soil and groundwater where 
construction activities could encounter impacted soils. If construction activities 
will be performed in the proximity of underground storage tanks, a 
geophysical survey will be included in the preliminary site investigation to 
determine the exact locations. 
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Environmental Consequences

As project design details are finalized, the anticipated extent and depth of 
disturbance areas will be determined and cross-referenced with the locations 
of the risk parcels. For the 34 parcels identified, soil contamination might 
include hydrocarbons. Hydrocarbons refer to petroleum products including 
gasoline, diesel fuel, and motor oil. Any potential underground tanks could be 
hydrocarbon tanks, or also could be old heater fuel oil tanks that likely had 
kerosene. At this point there is no evidence there is any soil or water 
contamination anywhere within the project limits, but there are multiple 
historic properties that could have leaked and caused soil contamination. The 
preliminary site investigation will sample potential areas where contamination 
could exist as well as use ground-penetrating radar to locate underground 
tanks within the right-of-way.

Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures

a) b) c) There have been no reported issues with local water quality and no 
known reports of soil contamination from any of the sites identified in the 
initial site assessment. To minimize the risk to human health and safety and 
the environment from encountering contaminated soils and underground 
materials, a preliminary site investigation will be performed before 
construction. The preliminary site investigation will include soil sampling and 
analytical testing to quantify any potentially hazardous waste within soils 
within the project area. The preliminary site investigation will also include 
geophysical investigations (likely using ground-penetrating radar) to identify 
any subsurface tanks, pipes or other materials which could be encountered 
during construction. If elevated levels of soil contaminants are found during 
the preliminary site investigation, the areas of contamination will be identified 
on project plans and the soils will be excavated, transported, and disposed of 
in accordance with all applicable health and safety and waste disposal 
ordinances. If underground facilities (tanks, piping, etc.) are found through 
geophysical investigation, each will be evaluated individually for potential 
contamination and risk of encountering during construction. If required, 
removal of these facilities will occur during construction. The removal, 
transport and disposal of any potentially hazardous materials will occur in 
accordance with all applicable federal, state, and local ordinances. One 
school is located directly adjacent to the project footprint (Home Street Middle 
School, 201 Home Street, Bishop, California 93514), however the only work 
planned to occur in the vicinity of school property is pavement replacement. 
Removal of any hazardous wastes will occur at the project site, transportation 
of wastes will not use routes near schools, and disposal will occur at licensed 
facilities in accordance with all applicable laws. Because of these avoidance 
and minimization measures, the project will have a less than significant 
impact on hazardous materials.



Chapter 2  �  CEQA Evaluation 

Bishop Pavement  �  22 

2.1.10 Hydrology and Water Quality

Considering the information included in the Air/Noise/Hazardous 
Waste/Water/Paleontology Study Memo (dated March 3, 2021) and the 
Natural Environment Study (dated February 2021), the following significance 
determinations have been made: 

Question—Would the project: CEQA Significance Determinations 
 for Hydrology and Water Quality

a) Violate any water quality standards or waste 
discharge requirements or otherwise 
substantially degrade surface or ground water 
quality?

Less Than Significant Impact 

b) Substantially decrease groundwater supplies 
or interfere substantially with groundwater 
recharge such that the project may impede 
sustainable groundwater management of the 
basin?

No Impact

c) Substantially alter the existing drainage 
pattern of the site or area, including through the 
alteration of the course of a stream or river or 
through the addition of impervious surfaces, in a 
manner which would: 

(i) result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or 
off-site;

Less Than Significant Impact

(ii) substantially increase the rate or amount of 
surface runoff in a manner which would result in 
flooding on- or offsite;

Less Than Significant Impact

(iii) create or contribute runoff water which 
would exceed the capacity of existing or 
planned stormwater drainage systems or 
provide substantial additional sources of 
polluted runoff; or

Less Than Significant Impact 

(iv) impede or redirect flood flows? Less Than Significant Impact

d) In flood hazard, tsunami, or seiche zones, 
risk release of pollutants due to project 
inundation?

No Impact

e) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of a 
water quality control plan or sustainable 
groundwater management plan?

No Impact
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Affected Environment

The proposed project will rehabilitate existing pavement, base, and sub-base, 
and will introduce new impervious surfaces to the project with the construction 
of a multiuse path.

During wetlands and water resource surveys in January 2021, three 
resources were identified within the project limits and determined to be State 
jurisdictional waters (Harry Matlick Ditch, B-1 Drain, Noble Ditch). The 
proposed project, as currently designed, will impact the three jurisdictional 
waters. Harry Matlick Ditch will be dewatered and relocated to construct a 
new multiuse path between See Vee Lane and the Tri-County Fairgrounds 
along the southbound shoulder of U.S. Route 395. The construction of this 
multiuse path will also require culvert extensions where the Noble Ditch and 
B-1 Drain cross U.S. Route 395.

Environmental Consequences

The proposed project will require a Regional Water Quality Control Board 
Waste Discharge Requirement permit and a California Department of Fish 
and Wildlife 1600 permit in order to work within Harry Matlick Ditch, B-1 Drain 
and Noble Ditch. Work within the three jurisdictional resources may result in 
temporarily degraded water quality. Approximately 990 linear feet of Harry 
Matlick Ditch will be realigned approximately 20 feet to the south, which 
affects the water course of the ditch.

The project will remove and replace existing pavement, base, and sub-base, 
and will disturb approximately 2.81 acres of soil. A new multiuse path will 
introduce approximately 0.16 acre of new impervious surfaces to the project 
limits, which currently has 27.68 acres of existing impervious area 
(Stormwater Data Report, Caltrans. February 2021). The project will construct 
two drainage inlets to capture stormwater that is directed by new curb and 
gutter adjacent to the multiuse path, which will drain to the B-1 Drain and 
Noble Ditch. Storm water currently drains off the southbound lanes of U.S. 
Route 395 to Harry Matlick Ditch, which drains to Noble Ditch. It has been 
determined during review of the proposed project that Noble Ditch and B-1 
Drain have the capacity to receive stormwater flows. Additionally, the 
dimensions of the realigned Harry Matlick Ditch will remain the same as the 
existing alignment. 

Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures

a) c) Specific minimization measures will be outlined in the California 
Department of Fish and Wildlife and Regional Water Quality Control Board 
permits, which will be obtained prior to construction. The permits are likely to 
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include permanent erosion control, construction protections for water quality, 
and a dewatering plan to be developed prior to construction. All permit 
provisions as well as Caltrans standard construction specifications to prevent 
pollution of waterways will be implemented and adhered to. In addition, it is 
possible that the permit conditions outlined in the California Department of 
Fish and Wildlife 1600 permit will require an on-site biological monitor during 
construction activities taking place in Harry Matlick Ditch, Noble Ditch and B-1 
Drain. The monitor will ensure that all avoidance and minimization measures 
are complied with.

Construction of the multiuse path will introduce impervious surface to the 
project area and alter the course of Matlick Ditch. Stormwater capture and 
drainage devices will be included in the project to meet the requirements of 
Caltrans’ Construction General Permit and National Pollutant Discharge 
Elimination System requirements. Permanent soil stabilization techniques will 
be implemented to ensure that no disturbed soils are prone to erosion once 
construction is complete. It is also anticipated that trees will be planted for 
California Department of Fish and Wildlife compensatory mitigation 
requirements (see Section 2.1.4, Biological Resources) at the location of the 
new ditch realignment, which will also serve to provide permanent erosion 
treatment. As a result of the above measures, the project will have a less than 
significant impact on hydrology and water quality.

2.1.11 Land Use and Planning

Considering the information included in the Community Impacts: Memo to file 
dated March 10, 2021, the following significance determinations have been 
made: 

Question—Would the project: CEQA Significance Determinations  
for Land Use and Planning

a) Physically divide an established community? No Impact

b) Cause a significant environmental impact 
due to a conflict with any land use plan, policy, 
or regulation adopted for the purpose of 
avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect?

No Impact

2.1.12 Mineral Resources

Considering the information included in the Air/Noise/Hazardous 
Waste/Water/Paleontology Study Memo dated March 3, 2021, the following 
significance determinations have been made: 
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Question—Would the project: CEQA Significance Determinations  
for Mineral Resources

a) Result in the loss of availability of a known 
mineral resource that would be of value to the 
region and the residents of the state?

No Impact

b) Result in the loss of availability of a locally-
important mineral resource recovery site 
delineated on a local general plan, specific plan 
or other land use plan?

No Impact

2.1.13 Noise

Considering the information included in the Air/Noise/Hazardous 
Waste/Water/Paleontology Study Memo dated March 3, 2021, the following 
significance determinations have been made:

Question—Would the project result in: CEQA Significance Determinations 
for Noise

a) Generation of a substantial temporary or 
permanent increase in ambient noise levels in 
the vicinity of the project in excess of standards 
established in the local general plan or noise 
ordinance, or applicable standards of other 
agencies?

Less Than Significant Impact

b) Generation of excessive ground borne 
vibration or ground borne noise levels?

Less Than Significant Impact 

c) For a project located within the vicinity of a 
private airstrip or an airport land use plan or, 
where such a plan has not been adopted, within 
two miles of a public airport or public use 
airport, would the project expose people 
residing or working in the project area to 
excessive noise levels?

No Impact

Affected Environment

During construction noise levels will be elevated for the community of Bishop, 
however the project setting is a commercialized highway corridor with no 
residential receptors directly adjacent to the project. Multiple motels are 
located within two city blocks on either side of the highway, and various hotels 
and motels are located on the highway within the project limits. At least one 
church is located on U.S. Route 395 within the project limits, but it is unknown 
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if church services occur during weekday daylight hours when construction 
could be occurring.

Environmental Consequences

Short term limited impacts during construction will occur as noise levels will 
be elevated. The project would not generate excessive ground borne vibration 
or ground borne noise levels; however, the degree of construction noise 
impacts may vary for different areas of the project site depending on the 
construction activities. Some of the sensitive receptors that are close to the 
U.S. Route 395 or State Route 168 corridor may be impacted.

Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures

a) b) During construction, Caltrans will require the use of construction 
methods that would provide the lowest level of noise and ground vibration 
impact such as alternative low-noise pile installation methods. It may also be 
suggested that the Caltrans Public Information Office send notifications to all 
local businesses prior to construction, especially to hotels, motels, and 
churches whose occupants could be affected by elevated noise levels during 
construction. It is not anticipated that construction activities will occur during 
nighttime hours (9:00p.m. to 6:00a.m.) at this time. Through implementation 
of Caltrans standard specifications for noise levels and advanced community 
notification, impacts are anticipated to be less than significant.

2.1.14 Population and Housing

Considering the information included in the Community Impacts: Memo to file 
dated March 10, 2021, the following significance determinations have been 
made: 

Question—Would the project: CEQA Significance Determinations  
for Population and Housing

a) Induce substantial unplanned population 
growth in an area, either directly (for example, 
by proposing new homes and businesses) or 
indirectly (for example, through extension of 
roads or other infrastructure)?

No Impact

b) Displace substantial numbers of existing 
people or housing, necessitating the 
construction of replacement housing 
elsewhere?

No Impact
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2.1.15 Public Services

Considering the information included in the Community Impacts: Memo to file 
dated March 10, 2021 the following significance determinations have been 
made: 

Question: CEQA Significance Determinations  
for Public Services

a) Would the project result in substantial 
adverse physical impacts associated with the 
provision of new or physically altered 
governmental facilities, need for new or 
physically altered governmental facilities, the 
construction of which could cause significant 
environmental impacts, in order to maintain 
acceptable service ratios, response times or 
other performance objectives for any of the 
public services:

Fire protection?

No Impact

Police protection? No Impact

Schools? No Impact

Parks? No Impact

Other public facilities? No Impact

2.1.16 Recreation

Considering the information included in the Community Impacts: Memo to file 
dated March 10, 2021 the following significance determinations have been 
made: 

Question—Would the project: CEQA Significance Determinations 
for Recreation

a) Would the project increase the use of 
existing neighborhood and regional parks or 
other recreational facilities such that substantial 
physical deterioration of the facility would occur 
or be accelerated?

No Impact
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Question—Would the project: CEQA Significance Determinations 
for Recreation

b) Does the project include recreational facilities 
or require the construction or expansion of 
recreational facilities which might have an 
adverse physical effect on the environment?

No Impact

2.1.17 Transportation

Considering the information included in the Community Impacts: Memo to file 
dated March 10, 2021, the following significance determinations have been 
made: 

Question—Would the project: CEQA Significance 
Determinations for Transportation

a) Conflict with a program, plan, ordinance, or 
policy addressing the circulation system, 
including transit, roadway, bicycle and 
pedestrian facilities?

No Impact

b) Conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA 
Guidelines section 15064.3, subdivision (b)?

No Impact

c) Substantially increase hazards due to a 
geometric design feature (e.g., sharp curves or 
dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses 
(e.g., farm equipment)?

No Impact

d) Result in inadequate emergency access? No Impact

2.1.18 Tribal Cultural Resources

Considering the information included in the Archaeological Survey Report 
dated June 25, 2021, the following significance determinations have been 
made: 
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Question: CEQA Significance Determinations  
for Tribal Cultural Resources

Would the project cause a substantial adverse 
change in the significance of a tribal cultural 
resource, defined in Public Resources Code 
section 21074 as either a site, feature, place, 
cultural landscape that is geographically 
defined in terms of the size and scope of the 
landscape, sacred place, or object with cultural 
value to a California Native American tribe, and 
that is:

a) Listed or eligible for listing in the California 
Register of Historical Resources, or in a local 
register of historical resources as defined in 
Public Resources Code Section 5020.1(k), or

No Impact

b) A resource determined by the lead agency, in 
its discretion and supported by substantial 
evidence, to be significant pursuant to criteria 
set forth in subdivision (c) of Public Resources 
Code Section 5024.1. In applying the criteria set 
forth in subdivision (c) of Public Resource Code 
Section 5024.1, the lead agency shall consider 
the significance of the resource to a California 
Native American tribe.

No Impact

There are no tribal cultural resources identified within the project impact area. 
Letters pursuant to Assembly Bill 52 were sent on September 10, 2020 to two 
tribes which had previously identified affiliation with the project area (Bishop 
Paiute Tribe and Big Pine Paiute Tribe). On October 24, 2020, a response 
was received from Gloriana Bailey (Tribal Administrator, Bishop Paiute Tribe) 
confirming the tribe’s interest in consulting on the project. Consultation with 
the Native American Heritage Commission was completed on September 15, 
2020.

2.1.19 Utilities and Service Systems

Considering the information included in the Community Impacts: Memo to file 
dated March 10, 2021, the following significance determinations have been 
made: 
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Question—Would the project: CEQA Significance Determinations  
for Utilities and Service Systems

a) Require or result in the relocation or 
construction of new or expanded water, 
wastewater treatment or storm water drainage, 
electric power, natural gas, or 
telecommunications facilities, the construction 
or relocation of which could cause significant 
environmental effects?

No Impact

b) Have sufficient water supplies available to 
serve the project and reasonably foreseeable 
future development during normal, dry and 
multiple dry years?

No Impact

c) Result in a determination by the wastewater 
treatment provider which serves or may serve 
the project that it has adequate capacity to 
serve the project’s projected demand in addition 
to the provider’s existing commitments?

No Impact

d) Generate solid waste in excess of State or 
local standards, or in excess of the capacity of 
local infrastructure, or otherwise impair the 
attainment of solid waste reduction goals?

No Impact

e) Comply with federal, state, and local 
management and reduction statutes and 
regulations related to solid waste?

No Impact

2.1.20 Wildfire

Considering the information included in the Community Impacts: Memo to file 
dated March 10, 2021, the following significance determinations have been 
made: 

If located in or near state responsibility areas or lands classified as very high 
fire hazard severity zones:

Question—Would the project: CEQA Significance Determinations 
for Wildfire

a) Substantially impair an adopted emergency 
response plan or emergency evacuation plan? No Impact
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Question—Would the project: CEQA Significance Determinations 
for Wildfire

b) Due to slope, prevailing winds, and other 
factors, exacerbate wildfire risks, and thereby 
expose project occupants to pollutant 
concentrations from a wildfire or the 
uncontrolled spread of a wildfire?

No Impact

c) Require the installation or maintenance of 
associated infrastructure (such as roads, fuel 
breaks, emergency water sources, power lines 
or other utilities) that may exacerbate fire risk or 
that may result in temporary or ongoing impacts 
to the environment?

No Impact

d) Expose people or structures to significant 
risks, including downslope or downstream 
flooding or landslides, as a result of runoff, post-
fire slope instability, or drainage changes?

No Impact

2.1.21 Mandatory Findings of Significance

Question:
CEQA Significance Determinations  

for Mandatory Findings of 
Significance

a) Does the project have the potential to 
substantially degrade the quality of the 
environment, substantially reduce the habitat of 
a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife 
population to drop below self-sustaining levels, 
threaten to eliminate a plant or animal 
community, substantially reduce the number or 
restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant 
or animal or eliminate important examples of 
the major periods of California history or 
prehistory?

Less Than Significant Impact with 
mitigation

b) Does the project have impacts that are 
individually limited, but cumulatively 
considerable? ("Cumulatively considerable" 
means that the incremental effects of a project 
are considerable when viewed in connection 
with the effects of past projects, the effects of 
other current projects, and the effects of 
probable future projects)?

No Impact
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Question:
CEQA Significance Determinations  

for Mandatory Findings of 
Significance

c) Does the project have environmental effects 
which will cause substantial adverse effects on 
human beings, either directly or indirectly?

No Impact

Affected Environment

As stated in the “Biological Resources” section of this document, the 
proposed project may result in temporary and permanent impacts to three 
jurisdictional water resources (Harry Matlick Ditch, B-1 Drain and Noble Ditch) 
within the project impact area. Communications with California Department of 
Fish and Wildlife Bishop Field Office (Nick Buckmaster, Environmental 
Scientist) confirmed that two Species of Special Concern (Owens speckled 
dace, Owens sucker) may also be present in the three waterways noted 
above. 

Environmental Consequences
Construction activities may result in temporary impacts to Owens speckled 
dace and Owens sucker individuals during the relocation of Harry Matlick 
Ditch and culvert extensions at B-1 Drain and Noble Ditch. The relocation of 
Harry Matlick Ditch may also result in permanent impacts to associated 
riparian vegetation (mature trees and wild wood rose habitat).

Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures

a) The project will be constructed under permits issued by the California 
Department of Fish and Wildlife and the Lahontan Regional Water Quality 
Control Board. Multiple avoidance and minimization measures, outlined in the 
“Biological Resources” section as well as those which may be included in 
future permits, will be implemented before, during and after construction. 
Furthermore, with implementation of a mitigation measure of planting native 
trees in place of impacted trees, the project impacts would be less than 
significant. Natural Environment Study – Minimal Impacts; February 2021. 
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Appendix B    Species Lists
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Appendix C    Public Comments and 
Responses

This appendix contains the comments received during the public circulation 
and comment period from June 28 to July 27, 2021, retyped for readability. A 
Caltrans response follows each comment presented. The entirety of this 
appendix (Appendix C) is new to this document since the draft Initial Study 
with Proposed Mitigated Negative Declaration circulated for thirty days for 
public comment on June 28, 2021.

The Initial Study with Proposed Mitigated Negative Declaration was posted to 
the State Clearinghouse for the thirty-day public comment period, which 
occurred from June 28, 2021 and ended on July 27, 2021. In addition to 
public availability of the document via the State Clearinghouse online portal, 
the Proposed Mitigation Declaration was available for download from the 
Caltrans District 9 website and available to view in hard copy format at the 
Inyo County Library (Bishop Branch) and the Caltrans District 9 Office during 
business hours. 

Caltrans received thirty-three comments in total during the thirty-day comment 
and circulation period, including letters from the agencies stated in the first 
paragraph of this appendix. In addition, Caltrans held a virtual public outreach 
meeting for the project on July 13, 2021, which was available in both English 
and Spanish. After a review of all comments received, the Project Delivery 
Team decided to add additional design features for investigation and 
consideration during the design phase based on public and agency input. The 
design features added for future consideration during the design phase can 
be found on page 4 of this document (Chapter 1; please refer to the table 
titled “Common Design Features of the Build Alternatives” found in section 
titled “Project Alternatives”).

Caltrans District 9 would like to thank the City of Bishop Council, City of 
Bishop Public Works Department, Inyo County Local Transportation 
Commission, Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board, and all 
members of the public for providing input on the Bishop Pavement project.
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Comments from: Mayor Stephen Muchovej, City of Bishop.
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Response: Thank you for your input on the Bishop Pavement project, Mayor 
Muchovej and City Councilmembers. Caltrans District 9 would like to offer the 
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following responses to your comments outlined above: 1) Caltrans is open to 
a discussion with the City of Bishop on providing future broadband expansion 
by placement of conduit during the design phase of this project. Regarding 
the undergrounding of utilities, The utilities and streetlights on State Route 
168 and U.S. Route 395 are not owned by Caltrans, and the utility companies 
will create utility plans based on their discretion and any corresponding city 
beautification plans; 2) a multi-use path on the south-bound side of U.S. 
Route 395 from Wye Road to See Vee Lane is being designed as a part of 
this project, and will connect with the multi-use path being constructed on the 
same side of U.S. Route 395 from See Vee Lane to Barlow Lane (during the 
Meadow Farms ADA project, scheduled for construction in 2024). Pedestrian 
scale lighting is a possible enhancement for the Bishop Pavement project 
should the City of Bishop and Inyo County be willing to maintain and operate 
the lights. Caltrans is open to a discussion with the City during the design 
phase of this project regarding continuity, landscaping, streetscaping, and 
pedestrian enhancements throughout the project limits; 3) the potential for the 
removal of driveways along U.S. Route 395 will be investigated during the 
design phase in the areas where sidewalk will be replaced; 3) Caltrans is 
open to a discussion with the City during the design phase of this project 
regarding streetscaping and landscaping options at these potential locations; 
4) landscaped centered medians on State Route 168 are currently not part of 
the project scope, but the feasibility of adding them will be investigated further 
and discussed with local jurisdictions during the design phase. It should be 
noted that the proposed bike lanes on State Route 168 would separate 
existing sidewalks from the edge of the live lanes by eight feet; 5) as noted 
above, Caltrans is open to a discussion with the City during the design phase 
of this project regarding streetscaping and landscaping options within the 
project limits; 6) adding a two-way bike lane on one side of State Route 168, 
while retaining parking spaces on the opposite side, is currently not feasible 
given the existing widths on State Route 168 and may result in connectivity 
issues; 7) due to existing widths at the northeast corner of the U.S. Route 395 
and State Route 168 intersection, a design to adjust the turning radius is not 
feasible at this time; 8) enhanced pedestrian crosswalks are being designed 
as a part of this project on U.S. Route 395 at Mac Iver Street, Academy 
Avenue, and Clark Street. The treatment may vary at each location 
depending on the specific needs at each intersection. In addition, a 
pedestrian hybrid beacon is being designed on U.S. Route 395 at the Sierra 
Street bike path crossing; 9) Caltrans has the capability to program traffic 
signals to perform a pedestrian crossing only movement, but Caltrans will 
need to perform studies to determine impacts on traffic operations. This can 
be done in the design phase; 10) Caltrans is open to a discussion with the 
City of Bishop regarding blocking off side streets; 11) Caltrans has 
determined that it may be feasible to install radar speed feedback signs at the 
northern and southern limits of Bishop on U.S. Route 395 and will further 
investigate adding them in to the project scope during the design phase.
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Lastly, thank you for providing additional guidance on the Draft Bishop 
Downtown Plan. Caltrans is looking forward to future discussions with the City 
regarding the Bishop Pavement project and future projects in and near the 
community of Bishop.

Comment from: Executive Director Michael Errante, Inyo County Local 
Transportation Commission.

Response: Thank you for the letter of support and input on the Bishop 
Pavement project, Executive Director Errante and Commissioners. Caltrans’ 
Mission is to Provide a safe and reliable transportation network that serves all 
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people and respects the environment. The Bishop Pavement project will 
provide the community of Bishop with enhanced pedestrian and bicyclist 
safety features along U.S. Route 395 and State Route 168. In addition, 
Caltrans looks forward to future discussions with the City of Bishop and the 
Inyo County Local Transportation Commission regarding this project and 
future projects in Inyo County. 

It should be noted that providing a bike lane on U.S Route 395 through the 
downtown corridor is beyond the scope of this project and currently not 
feasible due to existing roadway and sidewalk widths. Speed limits are set 
according to Statute and corresponding engineering and traffic survey in 
accordance with the California Vehicle Code. Caltrans will be investigating the 
feasibility of installing radar speed feedback signs at the northern and 
southern City of Bishop limits on U.S. Route 395 during the design phase. 

Caltrans once again thanks the Inyo County Local Transportation 
Commission for the input and letter of support. 

Comment from: Director Deston Dishion, City of Bishop Public Works 
Department (see the next page for the start of the comment).
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Response: 

Thank you for your input on the Bishop Pavement project, Director Dishion. 
Caltrans would like to offer the following responses to your comments above: 
1) The Caltrans Project Delivery Team has selected Alternative A1 as the 
Preferred Alternative, and Alternative A2 has been eliminated from future 
consideration for this project; 2) due to existing widths at the northeast corner 
of the U.S. Route 395 and State Route 168 intersection, a design to adjust 
the turning radius is not feasible at this time; 3) Caltrans has determined that 
it may be feasible to install radar speed feedback signs at the northern and 
southern limits of Bishop on U.S. Route 395 and will further investigate 
adding them in to the project scope during the design phase; 4) a hydraulics 
study will be completed during the design phase, however the drainage 
improvements planned for U.S. Route 395 (from Grove Street to Bishop City 
Park, along the northbound side of the highway) are intended to address 
nuisance flow and ponding issues. Caltrans design staff currently do not 
anticipate that this work will affect peak flow in the interceptor in question; 5) 
potholing has not been conducted in areas of proposed storm drains within 
the project limits, however the Project Delivery Team is aware of the potential 
to locate shallow utilities and will provide a design solution that does not affect 
those utilities.

Comment from: Tiffany Steinert, Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control 
Board.
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Response: 

Caltrans would like to thank Lahontan Regional Water Quality Board with 
providing input on the Bishop Pavement project. Caltrans has the following 
responses to your comments as noted above: 1) potential project-related 
impacts to waters have been evaluated pursuant to all applicable water 
quality standards. After consideration of potential impacts to water quality 
parameters and the inclusion of project features to protect water quality, 
Caltrans has determined any impacts to waters will be less than significant; 2) 
as stated in Sections 2.1.10 and 2.1.4 (measures 1C and 1D), a dewatering 
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and diversion plan will be prepared prior to construction for approval by both 
the Lahontan Water Quality Control Board and the California Department of 
Fish and Wildlife as part of the permit acquisition process during the design 
phase. Section 2.1.4, Measure 1D, specifically identifies a qualified water 
quality monitor to be present during all dewatering and diversion activities that 
occur during construction. Both the diversion plan and the monitor are 
considered avoidance and minimization measures and therefore are not 
mitigation under the California Environmental Quality Act; 3) Thank you for 
your comment. Beneficial uses of all waters as defined in the current Water 
Board Basin Plan will be included in all permit applications; 4) as discussed in 
Section 2.1.10 of this document, the project is estimated to have 
approximately 2.81 acres of disturbed soil area and the multi-use path will 
convert approximately 0.16 acre of soil to impervious surface. Multi-use paths 
are exempt from treatment considerations in the Construction General Permit 
for the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System and the project is not 
expected to require Construction General Permit coverage. Stormwater is not 
intended to be concentrated or channeled in any way which could lead to 
increased erosion; however, your comments will be considered during final 
design of the project drainage system.

Comment from: Jose Garcia

I would like Caltrans to consider a diagonal crosswalk at the intersection of 
Main, and Line streets. Having a moment where all traffic is stopped would be 
must safer for all pedestrians. Thank you

Response: 

Thank you for your input on the Bishop Pavement project. Caltrans has the 
capability to program the signals to perform a pedestrian crossing only 
movement, but the Department will need to perform studies to determine the 
feasibility of adding diagonal crosswalks at the Intersection of U.S. Route 395 
and State Route 168. This will be done in the design phase.

Comment from: Tricia Lew

It would be great to see sidewalks and streets in line with walkability and 
cyclability goals for the City of Bishop. Toward that end, it would be nice to 
have 1) truck traffic diverted away from Main Street, 2)   bike lanes where 
possible,  3)pedestrian activated crosswalk lights, and 4) 
planters/trees/shade/seating. Thanks!

Response: 

Thank you for your input on the Bishop Pavement project. 1) A bypass or 
alternative route falls outside of the environmental study area, scope, and 
funding available for this project. Comments on a Bishop bypass or 
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alternative routes should be directed to the Inyo County Local Transportation 
Commission and the City of Bishop as the sponsoring agencies for such a 
project; 2) A bicycle lane is being considered on State Route 168 as a part of 
this project. During the design phase a thorough review of existing signage 
and pavement markings will be completed with a focus on reducing the 
number of signs and increasing the driver’s awareness of the presence of 
pedestrian and bicyclists on U.S. Route 395/ Main Street; 3) Enhanced 
Pedestrian crosswalks are being designed as a part of this project on U.S. 
Route 395 at Mac Iver Street, Academy Avenue, and Clark Street. The 
treatment may vary at each location depending on the specific needs at each 
intersection. A pedestrian hybrid beacon is being designed on U.S. Route 395 
at the Sierra Street bike path. Pedestrian hybrid Beacons are being installed 
summer 2021 on U.S. Route 395 at Elm Street and State Route 168 at 
Edwards Street (Ped Safety Project); 4) The ongoing maintenance and 
operational costs of street scape such as planters, trees, shade  structures 
and seating is being discussed with local municipalities in areas were the 
sidewalk widths are adequate.

Comment from: Max Silver

Its super dangerous to ride a bike on 395/main street. I got hit by 17 year old 
girl on my bike last July and broke 6 bones in my arm, knee, and mouth (on 
main street). Theres too much traffic people are coming and going, its terrible 
for bikers. death!  1)I say  build mandatory truck bypass around main street, 
2) get rid of the center lane, make it one direction each way with few exits to 
turn around, 3) Blinking crosswalks, and 3) parking. Maybe it will be such nice 
slow part of town that people would choose to go around. 4) Trees would help 
so much, summer sucks here, pavement just reflects 105 degree heat to your 
face! Maybe mainstreet parking will help some business survive...

Response: 

Thank you for your input on the Bishop Pavement project. 1) A bypass or 
alternative route falls outside of the environmental study area, scope, and 
funding available for this project. Comments on a Bishop bypass or 
alternative routes should be directed to the Inyo County Local Transportation 
Commission and the City of Bishop as the sponsoring agencies for such a 
project; 2) removal of the center two-way left turn lane is not feasible with 
current traffic volumes; 3) enhanced pedestrian crosswalks are being 
designed as a part of this project on U.S. Route 395 at Mac Iver Street, 
Academy Avenue, and Clark Street. The treatment may vary at each location 
depending on the specific needs at each intersection. A pedestrian hybrid 
beacon is being designed on U.S. Route 395 at the Sierra Street Bike Path; 
4) the ongoing maintenance and operational costs of streetscape such as 
planters, trees, and shade structures are being discussed with local 
municipalities in areas where sidewalk widths are adequate.
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Comment from: Alisha McMurtrie

Extremely concerned about traffic congestion and would like relief and 
maximum flow prioritized.  100% AGAINST the removal of traffic lanes within 
the City limits.  Traffic is already backed up during peak times and does not 
require “funneling” to compound the problem. Congestion on W Line Street 
has compounded due to the decision to reduce automobile traffic to one lane.  
We have obvious water issues in the region so any beautification efforts need 
to be restrained to drought resistant vegetation, if any.  As one who drives 
Main Street several times a day commuting, we are desperate for high 
visibility crosswalk signage, preferably flashing.  Pedestrian safety on these 
roads is paramount.  A truck bypass of Bishop is probably unrealistic so any 
effort dedicated to making 395 through Bishop safer and easier for tractor 
trailer vehicles would be appreciated.  More specifically the power/cable lines 
and lighting structures along the route be re-routed or heightened.  Support 
transitioning to energy efficient lighting along both routes.  I thank you for the 
opportunity to comment.

Response: 

Thank you for your input on the Bishop Pavement project. The Removal of 
the center two-way left turn lane on U.S. Route 395 is not feasible with 
current traffic volumes. Additionally, the removal of travel lanes on U.S. Route 
395 is not being considered. Enhanced pedestrian crosswalks are being 
designed as a part of this project on U.S. Route 395 at Mac Iver Street, 
Academy Avenue, and Clark Street. The treatment may vary at each location 
depending on the specific needs at each intersection. A pedestrian hybrid 
beacon is being designed on U.S. Route 395 at the Sierra Street bike path. A 
bypass or alternative route falls outside of the environmental study area, 
scope, and funding available for this project. Comments on a Bishop bypass 
or alternative routes should be directed to the Inyo County Local 
Transportation Commission and the City of Bishop as the sponsoring 
agencies for such a project. The utilities and streetlights on State Route 168 
and U.S. Route 395 are not owned by Caltrans, and the utility companies will 
create utility plans based on their discretion and any corresponding city 
beautification plans.

Comment from: Gary Stoutenburg

Seriously none of the construction options should/can be considered as long 
as Bishop is a truck route. That basically is all it is, a truck route. Try taking a 
walk up Main St say from Lagoon street to Grove on a nice afternoon. Do it 
on the west side of the street so you can get the full affect. Absolutely insane 
to waste tax payers monies trying to put a band aid on something that could 
have been treated decades ago. Do the same distance walk thru Carson City. 
Zero comparison.  Thanks for listening....
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Response: 

Thank you for your input on the Bishop Pavement project. A bypass or 
alternative route falls outside of the environmental study area, scope, and 
funding available for this project. Comments on a Bishop bypass or 
alternative routes should be directed to the Inyo County Local Transportation 
Commission and the City of Bishop as the sponsoring agencies for such a 
project.

Comment from: Lisa Cavyell

1) Trees would be great, none that will cause damage by roots.2)  No median 
no room it’s congested  enough, trucks can serve as a traffic calming, to 
many motorists speed through Main Street. But our Main Street is small, if 
there would be a 3) reroute start maybe from the sunland around beyond 
west Bishop housing then out to Ed powers to 395 there are multiple ways. 
Truckers need break areas and places to get food etc as well keep in mind 
that they bring us what we need. We need preserve our rivers etc…. for 
wildlife, fishing outdoor activities for needed nature and our revenue, and 
hope others would not reroute and take away revenue. 4) Better crossing 
lights pedestrians seem to ignore the red hand often.  5) As for bikes there’s 
is a problem a majority of bicycle riders cause traffic issues everywhere 
causing drivers to break rules to get around them because some of the 
bicyclers have a don’t care attitude.6)  West line needs work south side 
walkway, 7) a traffic light at pioneer lane for the hospital and clinics. It already 
has been improved by lane reduction and adding of bicycles lanes.8)  Needs 
in city beautification though. We need more business to come in for jobs, we 
need more variety in restaurants. As well like a Kmart but not Kmart we need 
better. We have plenty empty buildings to accommodate.9) Better 
accessibility for handicapped in many areas. 10) We need a indoor activity 
recreation such as arts, crafts, games, skating, mini golf, rides, etc….for 
families and kids. The possibilities are limitless. I have been a Bishop local 
since 1964 our Bishop and surrounding areas are amazing with much to offer, 
but we need preserve our nature as well. Thank you, Sincerely Lisa Cavyell.

Response: 

Thank you for your input on the Bishop Pavement project. 1) The ongoing 
maintenance and operational costs of streetscape such as planters, trees, 
shade structures, and seating is being discussed with local municipalities; 2) 
Caltrans recognizes the narrow width of U.S. Route 395 in town and is 
considering all modes of transportation; 3) A bypass or alternative route falls 
outside of the environmental study area, scope, and funding available for this 
project. Comments on a Bishop bypass or alternative routes should be 
directed to the Inyo County Local Transportation Commission and the City of 
Bishop as the sponsoring agencies for such a project; 4) enhanced 
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pedestrian crosswalks are being designed as a part of this project on U.S. 
Route 395 at Mac Iver Street, Academy Avenue, and Clark Street. The 
treatment may vary at each location depending on the specific needs at each 
intersection. A pedestrian hybrid beacon is being designed on U.S. Route 395 
at the Sierra Street bike path; 5) a bicycle lane is being considered on State 
Route 168 as a part of this project; 6) sidewalk adjustments on State Route 
168 fall outside of the scope of work for this project; 7) Caltrans will complete 
a study of this area during the design phase to determine if additional 
enhancements, such as traffic signals, are feasible on this project; 8) efforts 
to promote new businesses and job opportunities within Bishop is outside the 
scope of a Caltrans pavement rehabilitation project; 9) this project will provide 
Americans with Disabilities Act-compliant sidewalks on U.S. Route 395 from 
State Route 168 to Academy Avenue and replace the sidewalk to Americans 
with Disabilities Act standards in areas where drainage work will be 
performed; 10) providing for indoor recreation opportunities falls outside of the 
scope of work for a pavement rehabilitation project. 

Comment from: Bob Klug

Please do not alter the lanes as you did west of the hospital to Manor Market.  
What a waste of space!  Thank you....Bob Klug

Response: 

Thank you for your input on the Bishop Pavement project. The addition of a 
bike lane on State Route 168 between Main Street and Pioneer Lane will not 
alter the drive lane capacity. 

Comment from: Michael Peterka

I would like to recommend a truck route that avoids Main Street in order to 
reduce the amount of traffic along main street so it can be redesigned to 
make it friendly to other modes, specifically pedestrians and bicycles. I would 
also like to recommend traffic calming along main street, wider sidewalks, and 
bicycle facilities.

Response: 

Thank you for your input on the Bishop Pavement project. A bypass or 
alternative route falls outside of the environmental study area, scope, and 
funding available for this project. Comments on a Bishop bypass or 
alternative routes should be directed to the Inyo County Local Transportation 
Commission and the City of Bishop as the sponsoring agencies for such a 
project. During the design phase a thorough review of existing signage and 
pavement markings will be completed with a focus on reducing the number of 
signs and increasing the driver’s awareness of the presence of pedestrian 
and bicyclists on U.S. Route 395.
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Comment from: No name provided

PLEEEASE return West Line to 2 lanes in each direction, and fire whoever 
came up with the bright idea.  There is NO need for parking lanes in the 
middle of nowhere.  The congestion that was caused by adding parking lanes 
is ridiculous and counter to CalTrans' mission of moving traffic.

Response: 

Thank you for your input on the Bishop Pavement project. This area falls 
outside of the project limits of this project. 

Comment from: Evangelene Clarkson

In regards to this project I'd like to see: 1) utilities along main street put 
underground. 2) More bike lanes along West Line Street in the town area. In 
fact bike lanes on Main St. would be great too. 3)  Adding more crosswalks in 
town, and flashing lights for safety. 4)Finally build a mandatory truck route 
and return Main Street to the City of Bishop. The amount of trucks coming 
through town at this point is likely keeping people from stopping, as getting 
back onto Main St is becoming impossible due to high traffic. 5) Install multi-
use paths along North Sierra Highway which will allow locals to get around 
without driving. 6) Fix the hazard that is the intersection of Wye road. The 
amount of accidents and near misses there is unacceptable. How about a 2 
lane roundabout? They have been effective in many cities to curb traffic 
hazards and to keep traffic flowing in a safe way.

Response: 

Thank you for your input on the Bishop Pavement project. 1) The utilities and 
streetlights on State Route 168 and U.S. Route 395 are not owned by 
Caltrans, and the utility companies will create utility plans based on their 
discretion and any corresponding city beautification plans; 2) a bicycle lane 
design is being considered on State Route 168 as a part of this project; 3) 
enhanced pedestrian crosswalks are being designed as a part of this project 
on U.S. Route 395 at Mac Iver Street, Academy Avenue, and Clark Street. 
The treatment may vary at each location depending on the specific needs at 
each intersection. A pedestrian hybrid beacon is being designed on U.S. 
Route 395 at the Sierra Street bike path; 4) A bypass or alternative route falls 
outside of the environmental study area, scope, and funding available for this 
project. Comments on a Bishop bypass or alternative routes should be 
directed to the Inyo County Local Transportation Commission and the City of 
Bishop as the sponsoring agencies for such a project; 5) a multi-use path on 
the south-bound side of U.S. Route 395 from Wye Road to See Vee Lane is 
being designed as a part of this project; 6) The area of Wye Road and U.S. 
Route 6 falls outside of the scope of this project.
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Comment from: Susanne Rizo

I would like more trees and  sidewalks along BOTH SIDES of  W Line Street. 
Utilities belong underground. No bike lanes on Main Street due to danger and 
thoroughfare. I would like more trees on main street. Trees are proven to 
have a calming effect on traffic. We need more trees and trees sequester 
carbon! I would like more flashing signals for pedestrian crossing.

Response: 

Thank you for your input on the Bishop Pavement project. The ongoing 
maintenance and operational costs of streetscape such as planters, trees, 
shade structures, and seating are being discussed with local municipalities. 
The utilities and streetlights on State Route 168 and U.S. Route 395 are not 
owned by Caltrans, and the utility companies will create utility plans based on 
their discretion and any corresponding city beautification plans. The addition 
of a painted bike lane on U.S. Route 395 is not being considered for this 
project. Enhanced pedestrian crosswalks are being designed as a part of this 
project on U.S. Route 395 at Mac Iver Street, Academy Avenue, and Clark 
Street. The treatment may vary at each location depending on the specific 
needs at each intersection. A pedestrian hybrid beacon is being designed on 
U.S. Route 395 at the Sierra Street Bike Path.

Comment from: Petr Pchelko

Commercial traffic must be moved away from Main Street, it is killing the 
downtown and is dangerous for locals and visitors.

Response: 

Thank you for your input on the Bishop Pavement project. A bypass or 
alternative route falls outside of the environmental study area, scope, and 
funding available for this project. Comments on a Bishop bypass or 
alternative routes should be directed to the Inyo County Local Transportation 
Commission and the City of Bishop as the sponsoring agencies for such a 
project.

Comment from: Julie Faber

Priorities for Bishop; Paint ALL cross streets with cross walks that abut Main 
Street. Put utilities along main street and West Line Street underground. 12' 
tree-lined sidewalks on Main street. A Roundabout at Line/Main Street. Bike 
Lanes continue as wide as the rest of West Line Street - No Parking. Flashing 
Light Pedestrian Crossing at south end by Perry Motors. Create a mandatory 
truck route that goes out by the airport and north onto Hwy 6.

Response: 
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Thank you for your input on the Bishop Pavement project. Enhanced 
pedestrian crosswalks are being designed as a part of this project on U.S. 
Route 395 at Mac Iver Street, Academy Avenue, and Clark Street. The 
treatment may vary at each location depending on the specific needs at each 
intersection. A pedestrian hybrid beacon is being designed on U.S. Route 395 
at the Sierra Street bike path. Caltrans has determined that adding 
crosswalks at every intersection on U.S. Route 395 in downtown Bishop is not 
feasible at this time, but Caltrans will continually assess those locations for 
future consideration. The utilities and streetlights on State Route 168 and 
U.S. Route 395 are not owned by Caltrans, and the utility companies will 
create utility plans based on their discretion and any corresponding city 
beautification plans. The current width of U.S. Route 395 will not allow for 
twelve-foot sidewalks. A roundabout is beyond the scope of this project, 
which has a primary need of pavement rehabilitation. A bike lane on State 
Route 168, which includes the removal of parking, is being considered for this 
project. An enhanced pedestrian crosswalk is being designed as a part of this 
project on U.S. Route 395 at Clark Street. Traffic Safety is assessing the 
treatment that will be most effective at that location. A bypass or alternative 
route falls outside of the environmental study area, scope, and funding 
available for this project. Comments on a Bishop bypass or alternative routes 
should be directed to the Inyo County Local Transportation Commission and 
the City of Bishop as the sponsoring agencies for such a project.

Comment from: Marsha Harrington

I would like to see a truck bypass route around downtown Bishop. Thank you

Response: 

Thank you for your input on the Bishop Pavement project. A bypass or 
alternative route falls outside of the environmental study area, scope, and 
funding available for this project. Comments on a Bishop bypass or 
alternative routes should be directed to the Inyo County Local Transportation 
Commission and the City of Bishop as the sponsoring agencies for such a 
project.

Comment from: Jack Reynolds

ABSOLUTELY MAKE A TRUCK BYPASS TO RETURN MAIN STREET TO A 
BUSY BUT MUCH QUIETER PASSAGEWAY. Also, on West Line street 
create a 2 way bike lane on one side and retain parking on the other

Response: 

Thank you for your input on the Bishop Pavement project. A bypass or 
alternative route falls outside of the environmental study area, scope, and 
funding available for this project. Comments on a Bishop bypass or 
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alternative routes should be directed to the Inyo County Local Transportation 
Commission and the City of Bishop as the sponsoring agencies for such a 
project. Additionally, adding a two-way bike lane, while retaining parking 
spaces on the opposite side, is currently not feasible given the existing widths 
on State Route 168 and connectivity issues. 

Comment from: Louella Benninger

As it's great as far as safety precautions at crosswalks. Only two are recieving 
cautions ! The main problem is the crosswalk at Main st. And McIver in front 
of KFC and Motel 6.I was struck while in crosswalk in 1995,And I've worked 
motel 6 past two years witnessed others being hit.The speeding cars ignoring 
people wanting to cross,As well as getting struck.Is a real issue for many 
years have gone ignored.A signal stop light,or signal for pedestrian needs to 
be implemented. Get the big rigs off main st.build separate route,detour 
whatever it takes.the safety of our main st.locals,children's safety.. Inforce 
speed limits thru town on main st. Possible detour for semi's up around laws 
back of porleta rd around to warm springs back onto 395.saving our 
downtown. Of course widening these roads to accommodate semi traffic,no 
over night truck parking along route.

Response: 

Thank you for your input on the Bishop Pavement project. An enhanced 
pedestrian crosswalk is being designed as a part of this project on U.S. Route 
395 at Mac Iver Street. Caltrans’ Traffic Safety team is assessing different 
design options that will be the most effective at this intersection and that will 
meet current State safety standards. A bypass or alternative route falls 
outside of the environmental study area, scope, and funding available for this 
project. Comments on a Bishop bypass or alternative routes should be 
directed to the Inyo County Local Transportation Commission and the City of 
Bishop as the sponsoring agencies for such a project.  

Comment from: Chris Wickham

CROSSWALKS THAT DONT KILL PEDESTRIANS. PUT A FEW STOP 
LIGHTS UP WHEN CROSSWALKS ARE BEING USED.

Response: 

Thank you for your input on the Bishop Pavement project. Enhanced 
pedestrian crosswalks are being designed as a part of this project on U.S. 
Route 395 at Mac Iver Street, Academy Avenue, and Clark Street.  The 
treatment may vary at each location depending on the specific needs at each 
intersection.  A pedestrian hybrid beacon is being designed on U.S. Route 
395 at the Sierra Street bike path. 
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Comment from: Daryl Niewalf

1) We definitely need a real crosswalk with lights for night's at the Motel 
6/KFC crosswalk! So many people have been hit there! 2)More Trees along 
Main Street would be nice but do NOT make a3)  truck bypass. That would 
spell death to our small town. Just like happened to all the other small towns 
with bypasses. They all die off! Keep the truckers going through town and that 
will keep the dollars flowing in to us through tourism.

Response: 

Thank you for your input on the Bishop Pavement project. 1) An enhanced 
pedestrian crosswalk is being designed as a part of this project on U.S. Route 
395 at Mac Iver Street. The Caltrans Traffic Safety team is assessing the 
treatment that will be the most effective at this intersection and that will meet 
current State design and safety standards; 2) the ongoing maintenance and 
operational costs of streetscape such as planters, trees, shade structures, 
and seating are being discussed with local municipalities; 3) a bypass or 
alternative route falls outside of the environmental study area, scope, and 
funding available for this project. Comments on a Bishop bypass or 
alternative routes should be directed to the Inyo County Local Transportation 
Commission and the City of Bishop as the sponsoring agencies for such a 
project. 

Comment from: Erin Gilpin

I am a resident of Bishop who commonly bikes around town with my children 
on a cargo bike with a trailer (so I am LONG and SLOW). I ride in from the 
Manor Market neighborhood and I use the bike lanes that are on West Line 
(which are awesome!! Thank you!!). *I would like to see the bike lanes on 
168/West Line continued all the way east (into town) so that cyclists can 
safely ride into town. Parking along West Line could be removed for additional 
safety (so cyclists don't have to worry about a car pulling out or opening a 
door into them)*I would like the traffic lights to recognize cyclists waiting at the 
light. I have had to wait multiple light cycles to cross 395 when I have been on 
my bike and the camera (?) didn't realize a vehicle (me! on my bike!) was 
waiting. It isn't practical for me to take my longtail cargo bike (with kids and a 
trailer!) onto the sidewalk so I can push the crosswalk button. *I would like to 
see a bike lane on Main St/395 through downtown. Currently it is unsafe and 
impractical to use 395 on a bike (given the speeding, large vehicle/trailer 
sizes, and multiple lanes of cars). It is impossible for a bike to safely switch 
lanes in order to make a left hand turn. It is also terrifying to share lanes with 
semis and huge pickup trucks pulling trailers. *I would like the pedestrian 
crossings along Main street to incorporate flashing lights and/or stoplights.  
*Truck and trailer traffic should be re-routed around downtown. I'd love for 
Main street to become more walkable and crossable for pedestrians. Bike 
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lanes, a median, and wider sidewalks would be a wonderful way to improve 
our downtown!!*This is probably not your department, but bike parking! 
Secure places to lock up bikes! Thank you so much for reading my 
comments, please don't hesitate to contact me if you have any questions or 
need any help. Erin Gilpin

Response: 

Thank you for your input on the Bishop Pavement project. A bicycle lane 
design and the removal of parking is being considered on State Route 168 as 
a part of this project; 2) Programming existing traffic lights to recognize 
cyclists is feasible and will be considered with this project during the design 
phase. A thorough review of existing signage and pavement markings will be 
completed with a focus on reducing the number of signs and increasing the 
driver’s awareness of the presence of pedestrians and bicyclists on U.S. 
Route 395. Providing a bike lane on U.S Route 395 is beyond the scope of 
this project. Enhanced pedestrian crosswalks are being designed as a part of 
this project on U.S. Route 395 at Mac Iver Street, Academy Avenue, and 
Clark Street. The treatment may vary at each location depending on the 
specific needs at each intersection. A pedestrian hybrid beacon is being 
designed on U.S. Route 395 at the Sierra Street bike path. A bypass or 
alternative route falls outside of the environmental study area, scope, and 
funding available for this project. Comments on a Bishop bypass or 
alternative routes should be directed to the Inyo County Local Transportation 
Commission and the City of Bishop as the sponsoring agencies for such a 
project. Bike racks fall outside of the scope of this project, and these 
amenities typically fall under the responsibility of the local jurisdiction.

Comment from: Laurine Scarbrough

1) Fix the 2 way stop by the Y at Grocery Outlet FIRST! Too many accidents 
there. You can’t see well with big rigs parking on the west side. 2)Main Street 
and Line St are more beautification projects. Safety is needed first!

Response: 

Thank you for your input on the Bishop Pavement project. 1) The intersection 
of Wye Road and U.S. Route 6 falls outside of the project limits; 2) The 
ongoing maintenance and operational costs of streetscape such as planters, 
trees, shade structures, and seating are being discussed with local 
municipalities. Multiple safety enhancements for pedestrian and bicycles are 
planned with this project.

Comment from: Barb B

I am very excited about potential improvements to Main St and West Line St. I 
like the plan for a multi-use path along the south side of 395, as well as 
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updates to pedestrian crossings on Main St. I would love to see flashing lights 
on the pedestrian crossings, as well as lights in the street along the crossing if 
that were possible. If there could be a better bike lane/bike path along Main 
St, I love to see it. I avoid biking on Main St because the shoulder is so 
narrow. It would be great if trucks/traffic were rerouted around Main St, and 
we could have larger walkways and bike paths through downtown. There are 
so many shops along Main St that would be more accessible and enjoyable if 
there weren't the traffic and there were wider sidewalks, bike lanes, and 
treed/shaded outdoor spaces. Thank you for your consideration and I look 
forward to seeing what improvements are to come!

Response: 

Thank you for your input on the Bishop Pavement project. Enhanced 
pedestrian crosswalks are being designed as a part of this project on U.S. 
Route 395 at Mac Iver Street, Academy Avenue, and Clark Street. The 
treatment may vary at each location depending on the specific needs at each 
intersection. In addition, a pedestrian hybrid beacon is being designed on 
U.S. Route 395 at the Sierra Street bike path. During the design phase a 
thorough review of existing signage and pavement markings will be 
completed with a focus on reducing the number of signs and increasing the 
driver’s awareness of the presence of pedestrians and bicyclists on U.S. 
Route 395. A bypass or alternative route falls outside of the environmental 
study area, scope, and funding available for this project. Comments on a 
Bishop bypass or alternative routes should be directed to the Inyo County 
Local Transportation Commission and the City of Bishop as the sponsoring 
agencies for such a project.

Comment from: Daniel Goodwin

Here are a few suggestions: 1) Begin planning and building a truck route 
around Bishop to get heavy truck traffic out of downtown Bishop. 2) Improve 
cross walks on Bishop Main Street and on West St. Consider adding flashing 
lights and also flashing lights in the asphalt.  Define cross walks with 
contrasting color brick pavers etc.  Consider glowing the dark paint stripes or 
glow in the dark asphalt mix for bike lanes? 3) Define bike paths with lines 
and arrows bicycle traffic direction. 4) CHP should enforce traffic violations 
when pedestrians and bicyclist break the rules. 5) Add landscaped center 
medians on West Line St. where possible to control turning locations. 6) 
Improve turn lane into hospital an Yuhubi Nobi gas station on West Line St. 
Improve signage and turn lanes at 395 and Hwy 6

Response: 

Thank you for your input on the Bishop Pavement project. 1) A bypass or 
alternative route falls outside of the environmental study area, scope, and 
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funding available for this project. Comments on a Bishop bypass or 
alternative routes should be directed to the Inyo County Local Transportation 
Commission and the City of Bishop as the sponsoring agencies for such a 
project; 2) enhanced pedestrian crosswalks are being designed as a part of 
this project on U.S. Route 395 at Mac Iver Street, Academy Avenue, and 
Clark Street.  The treatment may vary at each location depending on the 
specific needs at each intersection. A pedestrian hybrid beacon is being 
designed on U.S. Route 395 at the Sierra Street bike path; 3) all bicycle 
facilities will be identified with reflective pavement markings and signage; 5) 
landscaped centered medians on State Route 168 are currently not part of 
the project scope, but the feasibility of adding them will be investigated further 
and discussed with local jurisdictions during the design phase; 6) the striped 
turn lanes on State Route 168 and U.S. Route 395 have been maximized 
within the space available. Enhancements at the intersection of U.S. Route 
395 and U.S. Route 6 will be investigated during the design phase.

Comment from: Kyle Gilpin

Desires: * Flashing pedestrian cross-walks with dedicated stop lights at all 
pedestrian crossing of Main St in downtown. * Protected bike lanes on both 
sides Main St in downtown (to protect pedestrians from cyclists and to protect 
cyclists from cars and big rigs).  Free-up necessary space by eliminating 
center turn lane and prohibiting left turns with a landscaped center median. * 
Extend the proposed multi-use path on the south side of 395 past See Vee all 
the way to Barlow St, (with sidewalk at the very least) * New sidewalk on 
*south* side of West Line St from Barlow to Izaak Walton park.

Response: 

Thank you for your input on the Bishop Pavement project. 1) Enhanced 
pedestrian crosswalks are being designed as a part of this project on U.S. 
Route 395 at Mac Iver Street, Academy Avenue, and Clark Street.  The 
treatment may vary at each location depending on the specific needs at each 
intersection. A pedestrian hybrid beacon is being designed on U.S. Route 395 
at the Sierra Street bike path; 2) removal of the two-way left turn lane on U.S. 
Route 395 is not feasible with current traffic volumes, and current widths do 
not allow for striped bicycle lanes; 3) the “Meadow Farms ADA” project will 
construct a multi-use path on U.S. Route 395 from See Vee Lane to Barlow 
Lane, and this project is scheduled for construction in 2024; 4) State Route 
168 from Barlow Lane to Izaak Walton park is outside of the project limits.

Comment from: Jeremy Freeman

Re-route 395 for trucks around Bishop. Update main street with more trees 
and flashing crosswalks. Don't reduce traffic lanes on main street for 
"aesthetics" like on Warren street.
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Response: 

Thank you for your input on the Bishop Pavement project. 1) A bypass or 
alternative route falls outside of the environmental study area, scope, and 
funding available for this project. Comments on a Bishop bypass or 
alternative routes should be directed to the Inyo County Local Transportation 
Commission and the City of Bishop as the sponsoring agencies for such a 
project. In addition, multiple pedestrian enhancements are planned for this 
project on U.S. Route 395 and State Route 168. The ongoing maintenance 
and operational costs of streetscape such as planters, trees, shade 
structures, and seating are being discussed with local municipalities. It should 
also be noted that this project does not plan to reduce any live traffic lanes on 
U.S. Route 395 and State Route 168.

Comment from: Karen Schwartz

Thanks for the opportunity to comment on the Bishop Pavement Project. 
There are a few things I hope CalTrans will do while working on this project: 
1. Make sure there is continuity between the North Sierra Highway Project 
and the Bishop Pavement Project. For instance, all landscaping and lighting 
should look seamless. 2. Please remove all unnecessary driveways in front of 
businesses. It creates a terrible pedestrian environment when there are so 
many driveways with vehicular traffic constantly moving across the sidewalks. 
Obviously, driveways are essential, however, some businesses have multiple 
driveways which could be removed. 3. More trees! 4. In conjunction with the 
City of Bishop, Caltrans should look at streets they could potentially block off 
and create cul de sacs. For instance, West Elm street could be a cul de sac 
and the City of Bishop could create a small pocket park right there. It would 
create a nice pedestrian environment and help eliminate congestion in that 
part of downtown.

Response: 

Thank you for your input on the Bishop Pavement project. 1) It is Caltrans' 
intent to provide continuity on the multi-use path between the Meadow Farms 
ADA and Bishop Pavement projects. Pedestrian scale lighting is a possible 
enhancement for the Bishop Pavement project should the City of Bishop and 
Inyo County be willing to maintain and operate the lights; 2) removal of 
driveways will be investigated during the design phase in the areas where 
sidewalk will be replaced; 3) the ongoing maintenance and operational costs 
of streetscape such as planters, trees, shade structures, and seating are 
being discussed with local municipalities; 4)  Caltrans is open to discussion 
with the City of Bishop regarding blocking off side streets. 

Comment from: Gaye Mueller
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I would very much like to see the utility poles along Main Street and Line 
Street put underground. I feel it is a real eye-sore to our City and a big draw 
back to Downtown Beautification. If you drive through Lone Pine, you don't 
see this problem, just the cuteness and charm of Lone Pine! 
 
Every time I am stopped at the corner of Line and Main, I look at all those 
ugly poles of which there are way too many!

Response: 

Thank you for your input on the Bishop Pavement project. The utilities and 
streetlights on State Route 168 and U.S. Route 395 are not owned by 
Caltrans, and the utility companies will create utility plans based on their 
discretion and any corresponding city beautification plans.

Comment from: Rick F

Graphic shows a 10.5' sidewalk and an 8.0' bike lane??? This seems 
backwards. People on bikes are moving faster and are much closer to the 
cars than the pedestrians are. Bicyclists would benefit more from the extra 
space than pedestrians. Additional space should be given to the bike lanes 
for the purpose of safety. Please consider widening the bike lanes by 
narrowing the sidewalks. Thank you.

Response: 

Thank you for your input on the Bishop Pavement project. The existing 
sidewalk width varies throughout the project limits. It is beyond the scope, 
purpose, need and budget of this project to decrease the width of existing 
sidewalks, and no sidewalk work is currently proposed on State Route 168.

Comment from: Jessica Johnson

Hi, I’m a Bishop resident and had a question for the pavement project 
meeting. Could you please repaint the bike lanes on Main Street to make 
them safer? Much of what is considered the bike lane is a gutter, which is not 
rideable, forcing you to the far left of the lane inches from traffic. Currently the 
drainage grates take up more than half the lane at times forcing you to 
swerve into traffic on the main road, or I more often see people just riding on 
the sidewalk, which is illegal in the business district, because the bike lanes 
aren’t safe. Bishop has lots of active residents and visitors who would ride 
more often if it were safer, reducing traffic and emissions. Please also 
consider extending the lane to Line Street for effective commuting purposes 
to the local businesses. Thanks. Jessica Johnson

Response: 
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Thank you for your input on the Bishop Pavement project. Providing 
additional width to provide a bike lane on U.S. Route 395 is beyond the scope 
and budget of this project. Additionally, traffic volumes do not warrant the 
removal of lanes. A bicycle lane design is being considered on State Route 
168 as part of this project.

Comment from: Andrea Pucci

Hello, My comments regarding Bishop Main street redo. Please  get   trucks  
off of Main Street!   Dangerous, polluting, noisy, discourages tourists walking 
and spending money in shops. Build  a bypass road for trucks Then we could 
have wider Main Street that is lined with trees and flowers, so tourists can 
walk to restaurants, cafe’s and stores Bishop town should not be a highway. 
Thank you, Andrea Pucci, Tax Paying Resident of  Bishop CA

Response: 

Thank you for your input on the Bishop Pavement project. A bypass or 
alternative route falls outside of the environmental study area, scope, and 
funding available for this project. Comments on a Bishop bypass or 
alternative routes should be directed to the Inyo County Local Transportation 
Commission and the City of Bishop as the sponsoring agencies for such a 
project. 

Comment from: Denise Yavas

Requesting recording of the public outreach meeting held. 

Response: 

Thank you for your interest in obtaining a recording of the Bishop Pavement 
public outreach meeting held on July 13, 2021. A recording of the meeting 
can be accessed via the following link: 

https://cadot.webex.com/recordingservice/sites/cadot/recording/playback/471
0777cc6711039bdf10050568187d8 

Recording password: vU6JpxNM

Comment from: John Klusmire

To help Main Street, pave paradise and put up a parking lot. By Jon Klusmire

“Pave paradise and put up a parking lot.” 

That, in a nutshell is the first bit of advice I offered to Caltrans about how to 
“improve” Bishop’s Main Street, which is actually US 395. And no, that catchy 

https://cadot.webex.com/recordingservice/sites/cadot/recording/playback/4710777cc6711039bdf10050568187d8
https://cadot.webex.com/recordingservice/sites/cadot/recording/playback/4710777cc6711039bdf10050568187d8
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little lyric by Joni Mitchell does not refer to the rather pedestrian Bishop 
Paving Project that Caltrans begged people to comment on. Repaving 395 
through downtown and north Bishop is a maintenance project. Routine. 
Boring. Yawn. Comments were due this past week, but since work won’t start 
until 2023, methinks there is plenty of time for suggestions and changes and 
doing something that would really make a difference instead of just putting 
lipstick on a pig. 

So, I want to keep these ideas handy since I’m guessing at some point in the 
next two years, Caltrans will have yet another public comment period. 

Let’s start with paving some paradise, shall we? 

The little patch of paradise that needs to be paved is a swath of land east of 
Bishop. A nice, wide, two-lane road would be great. That new road would loop 
around Bishop, hit the new Airport, then head down an extended Wye Road 
(behind Vons and in front of Grocery Outlet), before hitting Highway 6. And 
the parking lot? Somewhere along that route, a nice big parking lot should be 
installed, complete with trash cans, permanent bathrooms and wi-fi. 

That would allow our truck driving friends to stop, sleep, refresh and get some 
food without clogging up downtown.

All of that, of course, is a description of an alternate truck route that would 
take semi-trucks and trailers off Main Street and send them to US 6. 

A bypass or alternate route is the only way to truly “improve” the street and 
transportation situation in Bishop. As long as semis can scream through town 
there will never be a pleasant, bike, business and pedestrian experience in 
downtown or north Bishop. 

There is one change that could improve the downtown experience right now: 
Ban semi-trucks, pickups towing trailers and RVs from using the right lane 
through town. Putting all the big rigs in the left lane only will alleviate the 
abject terror of walking on a sidewalk while a semi-truck and trailer roars past 
within three feet of you. 

While waiting for a bypass, the bright folks at Caltrans can deploy all their 
“traffic calming” tricks in downtown and West Line Street: bulb out the 
sidewalks at intersections (“elephant ears,” like on Willow Street); crank down 
the speed limit; take out most of the turn lanes and allow some on-street 
parking, like on West Line, so Main Street doesn’t look like a drag strip; put in 
crosswalks at all intersections, not just a few; install more trees and shrubs 
along the sidewalks to create a bit of a “tunnel” feel that makes people slow 
down and shields pedestrians from passing vehicles. 
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By making Main Street a bit of a chore to drive down, residents will resort to 
getting around using side streets. So include upgraded side streets in the plan 
to accommodate drivers “bypassing” Main Street (Home Street is a great 
example). Those side streets are where the new bike lanes should go, by the 
way, to create a safe, pleasant ride through tree-lined neighborhoods instead 
of the current death dash around cars, trucks and RVs on Main Street. 

North Bishop has enough shoulders and turn lanes and room to do all of the 
above and install bike lanes and place planters in the median. It should be a 
traffic engineer’s dream job. To really have some fun, create a design contest 
for graduate students in engineering, planning and landscape architecture 
and see what they come up for the North Main Street section. 

All that would be an improvement, but it will just be a transportation band-aide 
until the bypass/alternate route cures Bishop’s truck trauma. 

Jon Klusmire of Bishop is looking forward to repeating these comments for 
years to come. 

Response: 

Thank you for your input on the Bishop Pavement project. The primary need 
of the project scope calls for the rehabilitation of pavement on U.S Route 395 
and State Route 168, which was determined by a pavement condition survey 
conducted by the Caltrans pavement branch from Sacramento.

The purpose is to extend the life of the pavement and reduce maintenance 
costs. A bypass or alternative route falls outside of the environmental study 
area, scope, and funding available for this project. Comments on a Bishop 
bypass or alternative routes should be directed to the Inyo County Local 
Transportation Commission and the City of Bishop as the sponsoring 
agencies for such a project. 

We also wish to thank you on your input regarding pedestrian safety 
enhancements throughout the community. Caltrans is open to future 
discussions with the City of Bishop regarding pedestrian enhancements such 
as bulb-outs. Caltrans is also open to a discussion with the City regarding the 
planting of trees and installation of other landscaping features, but it should 
be noted that Caltrans maintenance crews do not maintain or tend to 
vegetation within Caltrans owned right-of-way unless for removal of safety or 
fire hazards. Speed limits are set according to Statute and corresponding 
engineering and traffic survey in accordance with the California Vehicle Code. 
Regarding crosswalks, Caltrans has determined that adding crosswalks at 
every intersection on U.S. Route 395 in downtown Bishop is not feasible at 
this time, but Caltrans will continually assess those locations for consideration 
of future pedestrian enhancements. This project is also proposing a multi-use 
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path (bicycle and pedestrian) along the southbound side of U.S. Route 395 
from the Tri-County Fairgrounds to North See Vee Lane.  The proposed 
Meadow Farms ADA project will further extend this path to Barlow Lane once 
completed. Caltrans is also open to a discussion with the Inyo County Local 
Transportation Commission and the City of Bishop regarding Complete 
Streets features in north Bishop along U.S. Route 395.

Lastly, it should be noted that upgrading city streets outside of Caltrans-
owned right of way is beyond the scope of this project.
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List of Technical Studies 

Archaeological Survey Report (attachment of the Historic Properties Survey 
Report). Caltrans. June 25, 2021.
Air, Noise, Hazardous Waste, Water Quality and Paleontology Study Memo. 
Caltrans. March 2021.
Climate Change Analysis: Bishop Pavement. June 2021.
Community Impacts: Memo to file. Caltrans. April 2021.
Historic Properties Survey Report (attachment of the Historic Properties 
Survey Report). Caltrans. June 25, 2021.
Historic Resource Evaluation Report. Caltrans. June 25, 2021.
Initial Site Assessment. Prepared for Caltrans by Geocon Consultants, Inc. 
February 2021.
Natural Environment Study (Minimal Impacts). Caltrans. March 2021.
Short Form- Stormwater Data Report. Caltrans. February 2021.
Visual Impact Assessment Questionnaire. Caltrans. March 2021.

To obtain a copy of one or more of these technical studies/reports or the 
Initial Study, please send your request to:

Angela Calloway
Senior Environmental Planner, California Department of Transportation
500 S. Main St, Bishop, CA 93514

Or send your request via email to: Angie.Calloway@dot.ca.gov 
Or call: 760-920-2059

Please provide the following information in your request:

Bishop Pavement
On US 395 and SR 168, in the community of Bishop, CA.
09-INY-395-114.90/117.80
09-INY-168-17.6/18.3
0918000019

mailto:Angie.Calloway@dot.ca.gov
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