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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
The Mariposa County Local Transportation Commission (LTC) is required by California law to adopt and
submit an approved Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) to the California Transportation Commission
(CTC) every five years. The 2012 Regional Transportation Plan will serve as the guide to planning
transportation investments in Mariposa County involving federal, state and local funding over the next 25
years (2012-2035). The development of the RTP is a cooperative effort between the LTC, county, Caltrans,
tribal governments, and residents of Mariposa County. The 2012 RTP is constrained to the projected
revenues and costs for all RTP projects.
The Mariposa County Board of Supervisors serves as the LTC for transportation related agenda items. The
LTC is composed of five county Supervisors representing five districts in the county. The LTC promotes a
dynamic view of planning within the county by encouraging and supporting a variety of planning projects
and programs.

REGIONAL SETTING
Mariposa County is located in the western foothills of the Sierra Nevada. It lies north of Fresno, east of
Merced, and southeast of Stockton.
Bordering counties include Stanislaus, Tuolumne, Madera, and
Merced. A significant portion of Yosemite National Park lies within Mariposa County, including Yosemite
Valley, which receives the majority of park visitors.

RTP CONSISTENCY
Transportation improvements proposed in the 2012 RTP employ a system planning approach that covers
all modes of transportation including auto, transit, bicycling, walking, aviation, and commercial trucking.
Recommended transportation improvements are categorized as short-term (0-10 years) or long-term (1125 years). The 2012 RTP focuses on developing a financially constrained transportation system that
ensures projected revenues cover all transportation improvement costs over the life of the plan (2035).
This update is consistent with the 2010 California Regional Transportation Plan Guidelines (California
Transportation Commission, 2010), which requires inclusion of program-level outcome-based
performance measures, an open public involvement process, and close ties to the Regional Transportation
Improvement Program (RTIP), the Interregional Transportation Improvement Program (ITIP), the Federal
Transportation Improvement Program (FTIP), the Coordinated Public Transit/Human Services
Transportation Plan (CHSTP), the California Transportation Plan (CTP), the California Interregional
Blueprint being developed by Caltrans, and the California Wildlife Action Plan.
The 2012 RTP is also consistent with federal requirements. Chief amongst those federal requirements are
that RTPs must:
 Cover a minimum of 20 years
 Be fiscally constrained
 Meet state and federal air quality constraints in air quality non-attainment areas
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PUBLIC WORKSHOP
A public workshop and open house was held at the Mariposa Government Center on June 13, 2012. The
purpose of the meeting was to review the 2012 RTP update process, review existing and proposed RTP
projects, and solicit input from the public on new and/or revised project improvements for incorporation
into the RTP document.

POPULATION TRENDS
A key factor regarding future growth trends for housing, employment, transit, and transportation
infrastructure is change in population. In January 2010, the California Department of Finance (DOF)
reported the county population at 18,116 – a 5.8 percent increase over 2000 (17,130). Table 2.1 shows the
most recent distribution of population for the county between January 1, 2010 and January 1, 2012.
TABLE E 2.1
TOTAL POPULATION DISTRIBUTION
Location

Total Population

January 2000
January 2010
January 2011
17,130
18,116
17,942
Source: California Department of Finance (DOF) E-1 City/County Population
Mariposa County

January 2012
17,716

As shown, the DOF reported a slight decrease (1.0 percent) in population from 2010 to 2011, and 1.3
percent reduction between 2011 and 2012. This trend is not anticipated to continue from year to year as
the economy and jobs continue to gradually increase.

POPULATION FORECASTS
The DOF projects Mariposa County will grow approximately 22 percent between 2010 and 2035. This
averages approximately 0.9 percent per year. Table 2.4 shows specific increases for each 10 year period,
and the five years between 2030 and 2035. During these same periods, the senior population (over age
65) will grow three to four percent through 2030 and then slow to less than one percent between 2030
and 2035. Overall the senior population is projected to almost double by 2035 reflecting an average of
3.9 percent per year over the 25 year period.
TABLE E 2.4
PROJECTED POPULATION GROWTH FOR MARIPOSA COUNTY
2010 - 2035
% Change
% Change
% Change
2030
2035
2010-2020
2020-2030
2030-2035
Mariposa County
18,116
20,359
12.4%
21,741
6.8%
22,105
1.7%
Population 65+
4,178
6,052
4.5%
8,030
3.3%
8,273
0.6%
Source: California Department of Finance (DOF), Interim Population Projections for California and Its Counties 20102050
2010

2020
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EMPLOYMENT
The California Employment Development Department (EDD) produces employment data based on the
number of individuals living and working during a given year based on survey information. The latest
information for Mariposa county reports the number of employed persons was 9,070 in March 2012.
Table 2.5 provides a 4½ year summary of the total labor force, number employed, the number
unemployed and the unemployment rate for the county since 2008.
The table shows a small increase in the labor force through 2011, but a decline in the number employed
since 2008. Through March 2012, the labor force has decreased by approximately 400 workers. The
unemployment rate has increased significantly since 2008 and is now reported at approximately 14
percent.
TABLE E 2.5
MARIPOSA COUNTY EMPLOYMENT
(ANNUAL AVERAGE)
Year
2012
2011
2010
2009
2008

Labor
Force
9,070
9,440
9,520
9,400
9,280

Number
Employed
7,790
8,300
8,370
8,410
8,590

Number
Unemployed
1,280
1,150
1,150
990
690

Unemployment
Rate
14.1%
12.1%
12.1%
10.5%
7.5%

Source: California Employment Development Department (EDD)

TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM DESCRIPTION
The transportation network in Mariposa County is made up of state, county and local facilities.
Descriptions for the major routes are provided below.
State Routes 49 and 140 form the backbone of Mariposa County’s transportation system; most of their
length through the county is unparalleled by local roadways due to topography constraints. SR 120 and
SR 132 also access Mariposa County. Only approximately two miles of SR 120 pass through northern
Mariposa County and SR 132’s eastern terminus is in Coulterville.
Mariposa County maintains approximately 560 miles of roadways. State highways account for 14 percent
of the county’s road system. County roads comprise 65 percent and federally maintained facilities
account for 21 percent. A further review of the data shows that approximately 19 percent of the county
roads are major collectors, 27 percent are minor collectors, and 54 percent are classified as local roads.
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EXISTING TRAFFIC VOLUMES AND LEVEL OF SERVICE
Table E 2.12 provides a summary of traffic volumes on state highways (data from 2011) and select county
roadways (data from 2005-2008) in Mariposa County. The recordation of annual average daily traffic
(AADT) is necessary for presenting a statewide picture of traffic flow, evaluating traffic trends, computing
accident rates, planning and designing highways and other purposes.
Level of service (LOS) D is shown in three locations on state highways. All other facilities operate at the
desired LOS (LOS C or better).

TABLE E 2.12
EXISTING TRAFFIC VOLUMES AND LOS
Roadway
State Highway: Class I
SR 49
SR 49
State Highway Class II
SR 140
County Roadways: Major Collector
Merced Falls Rd.
Hornitos Rd.
Bear Valley Rd.
Bear Valley Rd.
Greeley Hill Rd.
Greeley Hill Rd.
Ben Hur. Dr.
Ben Hur. Dr.
Carleton Rd.
Darrah Rd.
Darrah Rd.
County Roadways: Minor Collectors
Boneyard Rd./ Dexter Rd./ Fiske Rd.
Hotzel Rd.
Ranchito Dr.
Old Highway Rd.
Old Highway Rd.
Old Highway Rd.
Yaqui Gulch Rd.
Whitlock Rd.
Whitlock Rd.
Indian Peak Rd.
Indian Peak Rd.
Hirsch Rd.

Mile
Post

Location

Peak

Peak

Hour

Month

1

AADT

2

LOS

16.7
18.5

Mormon Bar, Ben Hur Rd.
Mariposa, JCT SR 140

830
840

9,200
8,500

8,700
7,900

D
D

21.2

Mariposa S. JCT SR 49

960

11,500

10,600

D

N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A

Tuolumne County Line
SR 140
SR 49
Hornitos Rd.
Priest-Coulterville Rd.
Smith Station
SR 49
Silver Bar Rd.
Triangle Rd.
SR 49
Snow Creek Rd.

N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A

N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A

820
820
290
200
990
570
1,115
400
435
3,535
1,810

A
A
A
A
B
A
B
A
A
C
B

N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A

Fiske/Converse
Greeley Ln.
Merced Falls Rd.
SR 49
(Old Highway E.) Marshal
(Old Highway W.) Marshal
SR 140
SR 140
Colorado Rd.
SR 49
(Indian Peak S.) Sebastopol Rd.
SR 49

N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A

N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A

500
775
630
855
970
605
790
935
510
795
730
880

A
A
A
A
B
A
A
B
A
A
A
A
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TABLE E 2.12
EXISTING TRAFFIC VOLUMES AND LOS
Roadway
Hirsch Rd.
Usona Rd.
Triangle Rd.
Triangle Rd.
Triangle Rd.
Triangle Rd.
Triangle Rd.
Chowchilla Mountain Rd.
Notes:

Mile
Post
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A

Location
Indian Peak Rd.
SR 49
SR 140
(Triangle N.) Tip Top Rd.
E. Westfall
SR 49
(Triangle S.) Tip Top Rd.
SR 49

Peak

Peak

Hour

Month

N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A

N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A

1

AADT

2

LOS

435
610
1,165
1,115
945
775
785
1,240

A
A
B
B
B
A
A
B

1

Peak Month represents the average daily traffic volume for the peak month
AADT = Average annual daily traffic volume
3
LOS is based on the AADT
Source: Caltrans Traffic Data Branch (2011), Mariposa County Public Works
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FUTURE TRAFFIC VOLUMES AND LEVEL OF SERVICE
Several data sources were reviewed to determine the future traffic volume forecasts including historical
population growth, population forecasts and Yosemite National Park visitor information. Figure 2.3 shows
the location of future traffic volumes on state highways.
The three state highway segments that were identified as operating at LOS D in Table 2.12 are projected
to operate at LOS D in 2035. Two locations are on SR 49 and one is on SR 140 in Mariposa.

REGIONAL AND LOCAL ISSUES
The primary local and regional issues continue to revolve around deteriorating levels of service on most
state highways and some regionally significant local roads, with many constraints to be addressed before
improvements can be implemented. Increased growth, increasing recreational traffic, lack of adequate
funding for highway improvements, and a backlog of deferred maintenance are among the most
important issues. Other important issues include:
 Restricted travel on SR 140. SR 140 is the all weather route into Yosemite National Park. Since
the Ferguson rockslide on May 1, 2006, SR 140 has been closed or has vehicle length restrictions
prohibiting any vehicle longer than 45 feet from using this route. This length restriction applies to
most tour buses as well that want to use SR 140 to access the park. Caltrans has a State Highway
Operation and Protection Program (SHOPP) project in place to repair the slide area.
 Improve the accuracy of internet mapping programs for SR 132. Currently SR 132 to
Coulterville continues on County Road J132 to SR 120 to Yosemite National Park. Both SR 132
and J132 need to be recognized by the software as legitimate routes to the park to improve
circulation and help avoid congestion on SR 140 and SR 120.
 Lack of ample parking within Mariposa activity centers and communities. Inadequate
parking and limited staging areas are a challenge for motorists. Ample parking for recreational
vehicles and trucks, along with parking options that allow four hour parking windows are needed
to attract tourists and consumers.
9
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Lack of private tour companies domiciled in Mariposa County. The possibility of electric
buses should be explored in cooperation with park planning stakeholders. The county can assist
potential entrepreneurs develop business plans, identify funding, and explore opportunities for
bus and van center facilities that accommodate storage, repair and fueling.
Lack of staging areas in Yosemite National Park. This represents a long-term strategy for
Mariposa County to create a vision for the county’s role in identifying potential sites and staging
areas. The installation electric charging stations for auto and buses should be explored.
Lack of consistent sign ordinances and guidelines. Signs with a consistent appearance will
compliment and extend the Mariposa County brand and community identity. The county has an
important goal to upgrade “gateway” and “wayfinding” signs to introduce visitors to the
community. The Board of Supervisors passed a sign ordinance on October 9, 2012 to upgrade
signage. Implementation is anticipated in the very near future.

REGIONAL GOALS
The following regional transportation goals are consistent with the Mariposa County General Plan
Circulation Element:
Regional Goal 1: Enhance the life style, while maintaining the rural character of Mariposa County through
an adequate, safe, efficient, and economically feasible regional transportation system.
Regional Goal 2: Develop a regional transportation system that is consistent and responsive to the social,
cultural, economic and environmental needs of the county.
Regional Goal 3: Employ comprehensive planning in developing the county’s regional transportation
system, focusing on the circulation impacts associated with development of existing parcels, and interregional trips.
Regional Goal 4: Implement system planning that includes a detailed assessment of inter-regional
transit, bicycle, pedestrian, equestrian, parking, aviation, and freight transportation needs.

SUMMARY OF REVENUES AND COSTS
The following information summarizes revenue projections from all available sources for the 2012 RTP and
provides a recap of RTP project costs.
RTP REVENUES
Table E 5.1 summarizes the short-range and long-range revenue estimates from local, state, and federal
sources for the 2012 RTP through the horizon year (2035). The LTC anticipates approximately $151.3
million through 2035 for all sources. The distribution is 10 percent local, 25 percent state, and 65 percent
federal.
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TABLE E 5.1
MAJOR REVENUE SOURCES
Estimated Revenues

Revenue Sources

Short-Range

Long-Range

Total

Airport Income

$297,000

$160,000

$457,000

Transit Income (Fares)

$107,096

$206,606

$313,702

Transportation Development Act (TDA) Administration;
Planning, Programming, and Monitoring (PPM)

$480,000

$615,354

$1,095,354

Local Transportation Fund (LTF)

$4,492,351

$9,480,023

$13,972,374

Subtotal

$5,376,447

$10,461,983

$15,838,430

$11,772,860

$19,810,063

$31,582,922

$941,103

$1,937,978

$2,879,081

$1,270,718

$1,418,282

$2,689,000

$13,984,681

$23,166,323

$37,151,003

$727,125

$1,342,558

$2,069,683

Surface Transportation Program (STP)

$3,074,179

$6,311,993

$9,386,172

Highway Bridge Program (HBP)

$3,051,000

$17,840,000

$20,891,000

Highway Users Tax (HUT) (operations and maintenance)

$11,903,170

$24,028,255

$35,931,425

Highway Users Tax (HUT 2103)

$10,085,832

$19,979,972

$30,065,804

Subtotal

$28,841,306

$69,502,778

$98,344,084

GRAND TOTAL ALL REVENUE SOURCES

$48,202,434

$103,131,084

$151,333,517

Local

State
Regional Improvement Program (RIP)
State Transit Assistance (STA)
Proposition 1B (Transit)
Subtotal
Federal
Federal Transit 5311 (Formula)

Source: Fehr & Peers, 2012

TOTAL PROJECT COSTS
Table E 5.2 provides a summary of total project costs for the RTP. In line with Year of Expenditure (YOE)
requirements, the LTC has escalated all project costs to the appropriate Tier of completion at 2.2 percent
per year consistent with Consumer Price Index (CPI) forecasts from the Bureau of Economic Analysis. The
YOE ensures that “total” project costs account for inflation. Short-range project costs for the 2012 RTP
with operations and maintenance total approximately $40.1 million, while long-range costs are estimated
at $111.2 million. The total for all RTP projects is approximately $151.3 million through 2035.

11

TABLE E 5.2
RTP PROJECT COST ESTIMATES FOR ALL PROJECTS

County Road and Bridge
Transit
Aviation
Bicycle
Pedestrian
TDA Administration
Total

Short-Range Costs
(2012-2022)
$18,817,000
$276,700
$1,125,000
$15,563,000
$3,886,000
$480,000
$40,147,700

Long-Range Costs
(2023-2035)
$64,930,000
$415,050
$0
$41,620,000
$3,601,000
$615,354
$111,181,404

Total
$83,747,000
$691,750
$1,125,000
$57,183,000
$7,487,000
$1,095,354
$151,329,104

Source: Fehr & Peers, 2012

FISCAL CONSTRAINT – PROJECT COSTS VERSUS TOTAL REVENUES
The 2012 Mariposa County RTP is fiscally constrained to the total revenue and cost assumptions in this
chapter considering the uncertainty in future revenues from federal and state sources. Table 5.3 provides
a comparison of total costs and revenues through 2035. Overall, the RTP shows a total project cost of
$151.3 million in capital and operating costs for all modes, and total revenues of $151.3 million to pay for
those capital costs. The slight surplus ($4,413) of costs compared to revenues (comparing Table E 5.1 to E
5.2) may change as projects are prioritized for actual construction, more projects are added or deleted,
and actual revenue and cost sources are refined through federal and state budget allocations and
authorization.
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION
The 2012 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) serves as the planning blueprint for transportation
investments in Mariposa County involving local, state, and federal funding over the next 25 years. The
2010 California Regional Transportation Plan Guidelines (California Transportation Commission, 2010) ask
counties in development of their RTPs to develop plans for more efficient land use and development to
help reduce vehicles miles traveled (VMT). The Mariposa County Local Transportation Commission (LTC)
embraces this objective.
The state and the county are committed to providing a stronger connection between transportation and
land use planning. A closer connection will help reduce congestion, commute times, and VMT and
ultimately greenhouse gases (GHG) with its direct correlation to an improvement in air quality. Although
Mariposa County is generally considered a slow growth county (less than one percent growth per year),
the LTC sees an opportunity in this and future RTP updates to more strategically invest available funding
in the transportation system with the goal of achieving a balanced and multi-modal transportation
system.
As a Regional Transportation Planning Agency (RTPA), the LTC is the designated planning and
administrative agency for transportation projects and programs in Mariposa County. Section 29535 of the
Government Code establishes the responsibilities of the LTC which include:
 Administration and management
 Transportation planning and regional coordination
 Transit alternatives and improved air quality
 Claimant funding
 Grant applications and management
The LTC is required by California law to adopt and submit an approved RTP to the California
Transportation Commission (CTC) every five years. The 2012 RTP will serve as the guide to planning
transportation investments in Mariposa County involving federal, state and local funding over the next 25
years (2010 – 2035). The development of the RTP is a cooperative effort between the LTC, county,
Caltrans, tribal governments, and residents of Mariposa County.
The Mariposa County Board of Supervisors serves as the LTC for transportation related agenda items. The
LTC is composed of five county Supervisors representing five districts in the county. The LTC promotes a
dynamic view of planning within the county by encouraging and supporting a variety of planning projects
and programs.
The stakeholder agencies involved in transportation planning are committed to providing a stronger
connection between transportation and land use planning so that the size and function of the
transportation system reflects the growth goals and community values and vision established by the LTC.
The Regional Transportation Improvement Program (RTIP) is comprised of the first five years of RTP
projects and is described later in the document. The 2012 RTP planning effort focuses on developing a
financially constrained transportation system that ensures projected revenues cover all transportation
improvement costs over the life of the plan (2035). The 2012 update is consistent with the 2010 Regional
Transportation Plan Guidelines by incorporating the following:
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Following the latest revised RTP Checklist (2010)
Strengthening public involvement by including public involvement procedures and guidelines as a
separate appendix (Appendix 1B)
Providing better coordination with Mariposa County tribal governments through formal
consultation and collaboration with the California Valley Miwok Tribe, and regular contact with
the Mariposa Miwuk Tribe
Documenting efforts to involve the trucking, business, and stakeholder interests in the planning
process
Documenting efforts to involve the local and regional resource agencies in the planning process
Evaluating different funding strategies relative to the adopted “program level” performance
measures, and the goals and policies established for the RTP in Chapter 3

CONSISTENCY REQUIREMENTS
Transportation improvements proposed in the 2012 RTP employ a system planning approach that covers
all modes of transportation including auto, transit, bicycle and pedestrian, aviation, and commercial
trucking. Recommended transportation improvements are categorized as short-term (0-10 years) or
long-term (11-25 years). The 2012 RTP focuses on developing a financially constrained transportation
system that ensures projected revenues cover all transportation improvement costs over the life of the
plan (2035). This update is consistent with the 2010 Regional Transportation Plan Guidelines, which
requires inclusion of program-level outcome-based performance measures, an open public involvement
process, and close ties to the Regional Transportation Improvement Program (RTIP), the Interregional
Transportation Improvement Program (ITIP), and the Federal Transportation Improvement Program (FTIP),
the Overall Work Program (OWP), the Coordinated Public Transit/Human Services Transportation Plan
(CHSTP), the California Transportation Plan (CTP), the California Interregional Blueprint being developed
by Caltrans, and the California Wildlife Action Plan.
The RTIP is a five year program of projects prepared by the LTC. The RTIP is based on the RTP and a
regional wide assessment of transportation needs and deficiencies. The ITIP is a five year list of projects
that is prepared by Caltrans, in consultation with RTPAs. Projects included in the ITIP must be consistent
with the RTP for Mariposa County. The CHSTP focuses on the transportation needs of the region’s lowincome, elderly and disabled populations. The OWP lists the transportation planning studies and tasks to
be carried out by the MCLTC during the current fiscal year.

REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION PLANNING PROCESS
A brief history of transportation planning in Mariposa County is provided below.
 The Mariposa County LTC was formed as the RTPA in 1971 as a result of the Transportation
Development Act (TDA) and California Senate Bill 325, which created the Local Transportation
Fund (LTF). LTF revenues are derived from ¼ cent of the retail sales tax in California.
 In 1972, Assembly Bill No. 69, Chapter 1253 created the California Department of Transportation.
The bill provided for multimodal responsibilities, established a Division of Transportation
Planning, and specified a planning process for the preparation of regional plans and a state
transportation plan by January 1, 1976. The law required citizen participation throughout.
Preparation of systems-level environmental plans were to include goals, objectives and policies;
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forecasts of 20 year needs; plans and programs for general transportation systems, including land,
air, and water with appropriate public and private terminals; and plans for goods movement.
In 1977, Alquist-Ingalls Act AB 402 required the preparation of a five year transportation
improvement program. It also required the RTP to contain a transportation policy element, an
action element and financial element. The development of the RTP is the responsibility of the
RTPA, in this case, the Mariposa County LTC.
In 1979, Senate Bill 620 created the State Transit Assistance (STA) Program to aid regions in
developing transit systems to transport a large number of public passengers on a regular and
continuing basis. STA funds are derived from a statewide sales tax on gasoline and diesel fuel.
In 1997, Senate Bill 45 created the “Procedures for Administering Local Grant Projects in the State
Transportation Improvement Program (STIP)” and responsibilities of RTPAs. Funding for this
program is primarily from the State Highway Account and includes various federal and state
transportation programs. This sweeping legislation overhauled the STIP, providing a greater level
of regional choice, with 75 percent of the program’s funds to be divided by formula among the
regions. For each two year cycle, the RTPA selects projects to be funded from its STIP share and
adopts projects as the RTIP. Every RTIP must be consistent with the RTP. Rural regions may
adopt and submit an RTP every five years.
California government code 14522 requires the CTC develop RTP Guidelines to facilitate the
preparation, consistency, and utilization of RTPs throughout the state. The Guidelines have been
updated for 1999, 2001, and 2003. The current adopted Guidelines were adopted by the CTC in
April 12, 2010.

REGIONAL SETTING
Mariposa County is located in the western foothills of the Sierra Nevada. It lies north of Fresno, east of
Merced, and southeast of Stockton.
Bordering counties include Stanislaus, Tuolumne, Madera, and
Merced. A significant portion of Yosemite National Park lies within Mariposa County, including Yosemite
Valley, which receives the majority of park visitors. A map of Mariposa County is displayed on Figure 1.1.
As of the 2010 census, the population was 18,251. The county seat is located in Mariposa. The 2010
census indicated that Mariposa’s population was 2,173 (a 58 percent increase over the 2000 census).
There are no incorporated cities in the county; however, there are three census-designated places (CDPs).
Mariposa (formerly known as Logtown) is a CDP. In addition, the community of Bootjack and Yosemite
Valley are CDPs. A CDP is a concentration of population identified by the U.S. Census Bureau for
statistical purposes. CDPs are delineated for each decennial census as the statistical counterparts of
incorporated places such as cities, towns and villages. CDPs are populated areas that lack separate
municipal government, but which otherwise physically resemble incorporated places.
The county includes other smaller communities including the following:
 Buck Meadows
 Greeley Hill
 Catheys Valley
 Hornitos
 Coulterville
 Midpines
 El Portal
 Wawona
 Fish Camp
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Figure 1.1 - Mariposa County Map
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Mariposa County’s diverse geography includes the
eastern Central Valley, oak-covered foothills, and the high
mountains of Yosemite National Park. Its natural beauty
makes it a desirable place to live and visit. Transportation
is a key fixture in the local economy. Residents depend
on county roadways and state highways, mostly State
Route (SR) 49 and SR 140, for local and regional travel.
Additionally, state highways in Mariposa County carry a
significant volume of tourist traffic. According to the
Yosemite National Park Visitor Study (Yosemite National
Park, Summer 2009), 21 percent of Yosemite National
Park visitors enter the park from the Arch Rock entrance
on SR 140. The majority of these visitors drive through
Mariposa County and many contribute to the local
economy.
Source: Yosemite National Park Visitor Study
(Yosemite National Park, Summer 2009)

LAND USE

The General Plan land use element indicates there are three broad areas of land use that characterize the
existing land use pattern in Mariposa County. In the eastern portion of the county, public lands that are
oriented to recreation and resource uses dominate the land pattern. In the west, agricultural uses are
primary. The remainder of the county to the north and south, contain rural residential areas, as well as
smaller town and village communities that contain the majority of commercial and industrial uses and
higher-density housing. Yosemite National Park occupies approximately 57 percent of the total land area
of 931,200 acres (1,451 square miles) in the county. The county contains 11.7 square miles of water.

WILLIAMSON ACT
Mariposa County established several new policies concerning Williamson Act lands in the county. The
following information summarizes policy changes but does not take the place of a full evaluation by the
county for implementing the Williamson Act.
 Lands under contract must be used for commercial agricultural production and therefore must be
used for commercial purposes.
 Parcels of at least 40 acres and less than 160 acres must generate income of at least $3,000 per
acre.
 Parcels of 160 acres or larger are automatically deemed viable for rangeland and pasture for
livestock production.
 A mandatory biennial report must be prepared that provides information about the commercial
agricultural production uses on each parcel.
 Residential structures must be occupied by persons directly engaged in commercial agricultural
operation on-site.
 Landowners who lease their land may reside on a permanent or temporary basis on contracted
land to monitor lease arrangements.
 A residential permit may be issued to a contracted parcel unless the parcel is in full compliance
with state law and county policy and contract requirements.
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COMMUNITY PLANNING AREAS
The General Plan creates the land use classification “planning area.” Planning areas identify “towns,”
“communities,” and “special” planning areas. Planning areas are implemented by area plans adopted by
the Board of Supervisors. “Area plans” are mini-General Plans adopted to meet the needs of each town,
community, or uniquely identified special area of the county.
The towns of Mariposa, Coulterville, Fish Camp and Wawona have adopted “town planning area specific
plans”. These plans will remain in effect and are incorporated in Volume II of the General Plan as the
community’s area plans, though modifications or updates may be necessary to consider Planning Study
Areas adjacent to the communities or address new policies. For Mariposa and Coulterville, the name of
the plan changed from “specific plan” to “town plan”. For Fish Camp and Wawona, the name of the plan
remained “town planning area specific plan”.
Town planning areas represent the rural scale “urban” development centers for the county. Town
planning areas are specifically designated as locations in the county where policy mandates a broad and
comprehensive mixture of land uses and zoning. A mixture of housing types and styles for all economic
segments of the county are disbursed throughout the town planning areas.
Community planning areas represent separate policy approaches. A planning area’s character and
values are generally based in the character of the General Plan land use classifications in which it is
situated. At the policy level, area plans are developed specifically to reflect community values.
An adopted area plan establishes the extent of land uses for each land use classification in that planning
area. Generally, area plans address residential, commercial, industrial, public, and other land use
classifications. However, depending on the guiding principles of an area plan, not all classifications may
be included.

COORDINATION
OTHER PLANS AND STUDIES
Development of this 2012 RTP update included a review of regional and local plans, policy documents,
and studies including:
 2008 RTP (online)
 2012 Overall Work Program (OWP)
 2006 Adopted General Plan and Environmental Impact Report (EIR)
 2012 Annual Report on the General Plan
 2011 Annual Report on the General Plan
 2010 Bicycle and Pedestrian Transportation Plan
 2012 Regional Transportation Improvement Program (RTIP)
 2012/13 Unmet Transit Needs Memorandum and Resolution
 2012 State Highway Operation and Protection Program (SHOPP)
 Past Accomplishments since 2008 RTP
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INDIAN TRIBAL GOVERNMENTS
The CTC 2010 Guidelines require the RTP process to meet the federal and state requirement to consult
with and consider the interests of American Indian tribal governments in the development of
transportation plans and programs, including funding of transportation projects accessing tribal lands
through state and local transportation programs. Table 1.1 provides contact information for the official
tribal interests in the county.
TABLE 1.1
MARIPOSA COUNTY FEDERALLY RECOGNIZED TRIBAL GOVERNMENTS
REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION PLAN CONTACT
Tribal Government

Contact Person

Telephone

California Valley Miwok Tribe (CVMT)

Silvia Burley

(209) 931-4567

Source: American Tribal Heritage Commission; Caltrans 2012

Silvia Burley was contacted by telephone to discuss tribal transportation interests within Mariposa County.
Ms. Burley expressed interest in the RTP process and was complementary about the initial contact. Ms.
Burley provided an email and then a formal letter (dated December 20, 2011) updating the status of the
California Valley Miwok Tribe and their interests in the 2012 RTP. The following summarizes the
information provided by Ms. Burley concerning the federally recognized California Valley Miwok Tribe:
 The California Valley Miwok Tribe (CVMT) is a federally recognized tribe that is located in San
Joaquin County. Being a landless Miwok Tribe, CVMT oversees 10 counties; Mariposa County is
included in those 10 counties.
 Prior to 2001, CVMT was known as the Sheep Ranch Rancheria of Me-Wuk Indians of California.
On June 7th, 2001, the tribe officially changed its name to the California Valley Miwok Tribe and
has been listed in the federal register as the California Valley Miwok Tribe since.
Ms. Burley also provided contact information for the new Chairperson for the Mariposa Miwuk Tribe in
Mariposa County. Sandra L. Vasquez replaced the previous chairperson in March 2012. Ms. Vasquez is
located at P.O. Box 1200, Mariposa California 95338. Her telephone is (209) 742-2244.
Ms. Vasquez was left a voice mail message on August 13, 2012 and also sent an email message to solicit
input from the tribe on transportation issues or projects for the RTP update. Any information provided by
the Miwuk Tribe will be incorporated into the RTP document when received.
RESOURCE AGENCIES
The 2010 RTP Guidelines require that an RTPA coordinate and consult with resource agencies on data or
information sharing, if available. The purpose is to obtain timely response and comments to the RTP, its
programs and projects. For the Mariposa 2012 RTP, two avenues were used to inform the federal and
state Departments of Fish and Game, the U.S. Forest Service, and the Mariposa Resource Conservation
District on the RTP process. First, notices were sent to each department informing them of the update
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process and providing information on the public workshop conducted in June 2012. In addition, the Draft
RTP was made available to these agencies for review and comment as part of the environmental
documentation and public hearing process. Comments received were reviewed and where appropriate,
incorporated into the Draft RTP document and/or environmental document for final presentation to the
LTC.
STAKEHOLDERS
In preparation for the public workshop held on the 2012 RTP process and project lists, formal notification
was made to various stakeholder groups within the county. These stakeholders were informed about the
workshop, process for obtaining their input, and afforded an opportunity to attend LTC meetings to
comment. The contacts included:
 Adjacent counties
 Aviation interests
 Bicyclist and pedestrian interests
 Business community
 Caltrans
 Commercial interests
 Education entities (Mariposa County Unified School District)
 Major employers
 Tribal Governments (California Valley Miwok Tribe; Mariposa Miwuk Tribe)

PUBLIC WORKSHOP
A public workshop and open house was held at the Mariposa Government Center on June 13, 2012. The
purpose of the meeting was to review the 2012 RTP update process, review existing and proposed RTP
projects, and solicit input from the public on new and/or revised project improvements for incorporation
into the Draft RTP document. The following were in attendance:
COMMUNITY INTERESTS


In-Home Supportive Services (IHSS)/Human Services (1 person)



Behavioral Health and Recovery Services (BHRS)/Human Services (2 persons)



Mariposa County Economic Development (Director)



Bootjack (1 person)

MARIPOSA COUNTY STAFF


Executive Director of the Local Transportation Commission



Assistant Director of Support Services

CONSULTANT STAFF


Fehr & Peers (Project Manager)



Fehr & Peers (Project Engineer)
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GENERAL COMMENTS


SR 26 needs maintenance



SR 49 near Stumpfield Road needs paving



Install crosswalk on SR 49 at Lemel Lane



Ben Hur Road near Raymond needs maintenance

MODAL SPECIFIC COMMENTS
Short Range Highway Improvements (desired improvements)


Don Pedro Subdivision – road rehabilitation on Mueller Road



Old Highway (MP 23.9 to 24.8) – road rehabilitation



Old Highway (MP 21.0 to 23.9) – road rehabilitation



Triangle Road at Snow Creek – replace bridge

Short Range Highway Projects (improvements not desired near term)


Triangle Road (MP 15.1 to 16.4) – road rehabilitation and widening

Long Range Highway Projects (desired improvements)


Yaqui Gulch Road (SR 140 to Old Highway) – realign, widen and pave



Colorado Road (SR 140 to Sherlock) – realign, widen and pave



Old Highway (SR 49 to Yaqui Gulch Road) – realign, widen and pave



Harris Road (SR 49 to Ponderosa) – resurface



SR 132 at Greeley Hill Road – realign



SR 49 at Triangle Road – add left turn lane



SR 140 at Smith Road – add left turn lane

Transit Improvements (desired improvements)


More frequent bus service throughout the system



Need more frequent transit service from north county to Mariposa and south county



Acquire new vehicle for dial-a-ride service



Provide dial-a-ride two days a week with phasing for five days a week over time



Update the short-range transit development plan (TDP)



Veterans bus needs to be more consistent



Delaware North Company bus needs to start earlier in the morning
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Bicycle Improvements (desired improvements)


Extend the trail along Mariposa Creek south 1.7 miles to Mariposa County Fairgrounds



Extend the trail along Mariposa Creek north 1.3 miles to SR 49

Pedestrian Improvements (desired improvements)


Continue creek walkway to Idlewheel (three favorable comments)



SR 49 between Mari Way and SR 140 (both sides) – complete sidewalks



SR 49/SR 140 – complete crosswalk improvements and provide for traffic calming



Hospital Road between the hospital and Smith Road (both sides) – complete sidewalks



Smith Road between Sprigs Lane and Hospital Road (both sides) – complete sidewalks

Pedestrian Improvements (not desired near term)


Do not install sidewalks on Bootjack Lane, Cole Road and Darrah Road in downtown Bootjack

PRESENTATION TO THE LTC
On November 13, 2012, county staff and Fehr & Peers’ staff presented an overview of the 2012 Draft RTP
to the Mariposa County LTC. Commissioners provided comment on the 2012 Draft RTP and authorized
the 30-day public review period for the 2012 Draft RTP and Mitigated Negative Declaration and Initial
Study.

REPORT ORGANIZATION
This report is divided into six Chapters plus appendices as described below.
Chapter 1 - Introduction
This chapter describes demographic changes that have occurred in the county since the 2008 RTP update
and the new requirements contained in the 2010 RTP Guidelines. The section also includes a discussion of
the public process used during plan development and preparation.
Chapter 2 - Assessment of Needs
Chapter 2 identifies the existing and future deficiencies of the Mariposa County transportation system by
mode. It includes a description of the methodology used to develop future traffic projections and to
analyze traffic operations and level of service (LOS) under existing and future conditions.
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Chapter 3 - Policy Element
This chapter contains the goals, objectives, and policies that address transportation issues by mode.
Statewide and regional issues are discussed based on the financial constraints facing the county and the
goals and vision of the region. The policy element addresses short-term (0-10 year) and long-term (11-25
year) objectives.
Chapter 4 - Action Element
This chapter describes the state and regional transportation planning processes, as well as the process
undertaken to evaluate various improvement options. The Action Element summarizes plan assumptions,
past accomplishments, modal alternatives, and the purpose, need, and implementation timeframe of
recommended projects. Specific improvements are identified by mode for short-range and long-range
capital programs designed to meet the anticipated needs of the county’s regional circulation system. RTP
transportation performance measures are included to assess how the RTP data contributes to the plans
success. Project cost estimates and sponsoring agencies are also identified.
Chapter 5 - Financial Element
This chapter lists the costs, revenues, deficits, and surpluses for each transportation mode. The 2012 RTP
must be financially constrained through 2035. This means that all project costs must be covered by the
anticipated revenues through this period. Projects that are needed and desired, but for which no
revenues have been identified, will be placed on the “unconstrained” list. These projects can be elevated
to implementation status through future RTP updates, or at the decision of the LTC, the county, and/or
Caltrans.
The Financial Element must show consistency with: the STIP fund estimate adopted by the California
Transportation Commission; the RTP goals, policies, and objectives; and the projects included in the RTIP
and ITIP for Mariposa County.
Chapter 6 - Environmental Review
The environmental chapter describes the environmental review processes and procedures, the
consultation process, and an assessment of the program level environmental impacts of the RTP .
Appendices
The appendices include additional information and technical data including a complete public
involvement plan and process used by the LTC to prepare the 2012 RTP and other planning documents.
Appendix 1A includes a glossary of terms use throughout the RTP.
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CHAPTER 2: NEEDS ASSESSMENT
The transportation needs for the various travel modes in Mariposa County are discussed in this chapter.

DEMOGRAPHICS
The key socio-economic factors (demographics) affecting the transportation system in Mariposa County
are discussed and updated from the 2008 RTP.
POPULATION TRENDS
A key factor regarding future growth trends for housing, employment, transit, and transportation
infrastructure is change in population. In January 2010, the California Department of Finance (DOF)
reported the county population at 18,116 – a 5.8 percent increase over 2000 (17,130). Table 2.1 shows the
most recent distribution of population for the county between January 1, 2010 and January 1, 2012.
TABLE 2.1
TOTAL POPULATION DISTRIBUTION
Location

Total Population

January 2000
January 2010
January 2011
Mariposa County
17,130
18,116
17,942
Source: California Department of Finance (DOF) E-1 City/County Population

January 2012
17,716

As shown, the DOF reported a slight decrease (1.0 percent) in population from 2010 to 2011, and 1.3
percent reduction between 2011 and 2012. This trend is not anticipated to continue from year to year as
the economy and jobs continue to gradually increase. It is insightful to look at population trends in the
Mariposa County and adjacent counties over the past decade. Table 2.2 and Table 2.3 provide population
numbers from two different sources estimated as of July each year. Table 2.2 is based on the 2010 Census
figures and provides estimates through 2009. Table 2.3 is based on DOF estimates and includes estimates
between 2000 and 2010. The Department of Public Works has generally agreed that although the data is
fairly consistent, the DOF estimates should be used for the 2012 RTP for ease of access and replication.
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TABLE 2.2
2010 CENSUS POPULATION ESTIMATES FOR MARIPOSA COUNTY
2000 - 2009
County

July 2000

July 2001

July 2002

July 2003

July 2004

July 2005

July 2006

July 2007

July 2008

July 2009

Mariposa
Madera
Merced
Stanislaus
Tuolumne

17,143
123,566
212,122
449,702
54,651

17,106
125,423
217,937
463,783
55,162

17,202
127,841
223,666
477,197
55,681

17,585
132,017
228,993
486,512
56,213

17,656
136,516
233,529
491,558
56,185

17,714
139,672
237,901
498,592
56,267

17,896
142,865
240,516
502,989
56,068

17,963
145,223
243,083
506,411
55,681

17,960
147,577
244,356
507,450
55,616

17,792
148,362
245,321
510,385
55,175

Average Annual
Growth Rate
0.42%
2.23%
1.74%
1.50%
0.11%

Source: 2010 Census GCT-T1-R Population Estimates

TABLE 2.3
CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF FINANCE (DOF) POPULATION ESTIMATES FOR MARIPOSA COUNTY
2000 - 2010

County
Mariposa
Madera
Merced
Stanislaus
Tuolumne

July
2000

July
2001

July
2002

July
2003

July
2004

July
2005

July
2006

July
2007

July
2008

July
2009

July
2010

17,056
124,265
211,109
449,767
54,587

17,269
126,456
217,319
463,128
55,326

17,461
128,484
222,723
473,580
55,910

17,764
132,814
229,182
483,007
56,442

17,872
136,488
235,549
490,283
56,369

18,057
139,868
240,600
498,020
56,452

18,244
143,528
245,555
503,548
56,558

18,376
146,806
249,538
508,372
56,133

18,385
149,114
251,932
510,396
56,060

18,281
150,151
254,123
512,052
55,258

18,116
151,160
256,386
515,954
55,324

Source: California Department of Finance (DOF) Report E2 State and County Historical Population July 1, 2000 - 2010
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Average
Annual
Growth Rate
0.62%
2.16%
2.14%
1.47%
0.14%

POPULATION FORECASTS
The DOF projects Mariposa County will grow approximately 22 percent between 2010 and 2035. This
averages approximately 0.9 percent per year. Table 2.4 shows specific increases for each 10 year period,
and the five years between 2030 and 2035. During these same periods, the senior population (over age
65) will grow three to four percent through 2030 and then slow to less than one percent between 2030
and 2035. Overall the senior population is projected to almost double by 2035 reflecting an average of
3.9 percent per year over the 25 year period.
TABLE 2.4
PROJECTED POPULATION GROWTH FOR MARIPOSA COUNTY
2010 - 2035

Mariposa County
Population 65+

2010

2020

% Change
2010-2020

2030

% Change
2020-2030

2035

% Change
2030-2035

18,116
4,178

20,359
6,052

12.4%
4.5%

21,741
8,030

6.8%
3.3%

22,105
8,273

1.7%
0.6%

Source: California Department of Finance (DOF), Interim Population Projections for California and Its Counties 20102050

EMPLOYMENT
The California State Employment Development Department (EDD) produces employment data based on
the number of individuals living and working during a given year based on survey information. The latest
information for Mariposa County reports the number of employed persons was 9,070 in March 2012.
Table 2.5 provides a 4½ year summary of the total labor force, number employed, the number
unemployed and the unemployment rate for the county since 2008.
The table shows a small increase in the labor force through 2011, but a decline in the number employed
since 2008. Through March 2012, the labor force has decreased approximately 400 workers. The
unemployment rate has increased significantly since 2008 and is now reported at approximately 14
percent.
TABLE 2.5
MARIPOSA COUNTY EMPLOYMENT
(ANNUAL AVERAGE)
Year
2012
2011
2010
2009
2008

Labor
Force
9,070
9,440
9,520
9,400
9,280

Number
Employed
7,790
8,300
8,370
8,410
8,590

Source: California Employment Development Department (EDD)
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Number
Unemployed
1,280
1,150
1,150
990
690

Unemployment
Rate
14.1%
12.1%
12.1%
10.5%
7.5%

The EDD also lists the fastest growing occupations which include teachers, computer analysts, mental
health counselors, fitness trainers, and veterinary assistants. The largest employers are shown in Table 2.6.
along with the range of employees on an annual basis.
TABLE 2.6
LARGEST EMPLOYERS IN MARIPOSA COUNTY
Employer (Employees)

Job Category

Mariposa County (250 – 499)
Wawona Hotel (100 – 249)
Ahwahnee Hotel (100 – 249)
Yosemite View Lodge (50 – 99)
Department of Forestry (500 – 999)
Mariposa High School (50 – 99)
Pioneer Market (50 – 99)
John C. Freemont Health Care (100 – 249)
Triple D. Corporation (50 – 99)

Government Services
Food/Hospitality
Food/Hospitality
Resort
Fire Protection
Education
Food
Health Care Distributor
Groceries

City/Community
Mariposa County
Yosemite National Park
Yosemite National Park
Yosemite National Park
Mariposa County
Mariposa
Mariposa
Mariposa
Mariposa

Source: California Employment Development Department (EDD) 2010

The EDD provides industry employment projections for the “Mother Lode Region” (Amador, Mariposa,
Mariposa, and Tuolumne counties) between 2008 and 2018. During this time period, total employment in
the region is projected to increase by 2,000 workers or four percent. The largest increases are projected
for the transportation sector, professional and business sector, education and health care sector, and local
government.
Mariposa County has five active mines that will be listed in the CEQA Mitigated Negative Declaration and
Initial Study. The list of mines is shown in Table 2.7.
TABLE 2.7
MARIPOSA COUNTY MINE INVENTORY
ID Number
91-22-0004
91-22-0007
91-22-0008
91-22-0009
91-22-0010

Name

Owner

Colorado Quartz Mine
Yosemite Slate Quarry
Mt. Gaines
Fremont Long Consolidated
Iron Springs Consolidated

Colorado Quartz Mine Gold Corp.
Mariposa Flagstone/Yosemite Slate
Mt. Gaines Rock
Mark Long
Mark Long

Source: California Division of Mines; U.S. Department of Interior

COUNTY TO COUNTY COMMUTE PATTERNS
The most recent information on place of resident and place of employment is provided in the 2000
Census. This information is not available for the 2010 Census. The 2000 Census provides journey-to-work
data, which reports the number of persons commuting on a county-by-county basis. Table 2.8 shows that
people who live and work in Mariposa County account for approximately 74 percent of journey-to-work
trips. The second largest commute shed (eight percent) is between Madera County and Mariposa County.
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TABLE 2.8
COUNTY-TO-COUNTY COMMUTE PATTERNS
Area of Residence
Mariposa County
Madera County
Mariposa County
Mariposa County
Mariposa County

Area of Workplace
Mariposa County
Mariposa County
Merced County
Madera County
Stanislaus County

Number of Workers/Percent
4,810 (74%)
519 (8%)
419 (7%)
402 (6%)
311 (5%)

Source: 2010 Census; California Employment Development Department (EDD) 2010

MEANS OF TRANSPORTATION TO WORK (MODE SPLIT)
The 2005-2007 American Community Survey conducted by the U.S. Census Bureau provides updated
journey-to-work data as shown in Table 2.9. Almost 90 percent of workers use the automobile to get to
work.
TABLE 2.9
MODE SPLIT FOR JOURNEY-TO-WORK
Drove Alone
Carpooled
Public Transit
Walked
Other (includes motorcycle)
Worked at Home

63.5%
16.6%
1.4%
10.2%
1.7%
5.4%

Source: 2005-2007 American Community Survey – U.S. Census Bureau

HOUSING
According to the General Plan, the Census Bureau reported a total of 8,991 housing units in the county in
2002. Between 2000 and 2009 there have been 795 building permits issued in the county. Of this number,
only 58 were issued in 2008 and 26 in 2009. The 2010 Census reports there are currently 10,188 housing
units in the county which reflects a 70 percent homeownership rate. The median value of owner-occupied
housing units between 2006 and 2010 is $278,500. Total persons per household are reported at 2.28. The
General Plan shows a total of 162,509 acres of vacant land. Some of the vacant land has several building
constraints in its topography and may not be suitable for building additional housing units. Sub-dividable
land for the purposes of building structures is limited throughout the county.
VEHICLE REGISTRATIONS
The most recent data from the Department of Motor Vehicles (DMV) shows that Mariposa County had a
total of 22,229 registered vehicles in 2009. Of this total, 983 (4.4 percent) were registered as motorcycles.
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TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM DESCRIPTION
The transportation network in Mariposa County is made up of state, county and local facilities.
Descriptions for the major routes are provided below.
STATE HIGHWAYS
State Routes 49 and 140 form the backbone of Mariposa County’s transportation system; most of their
length through the county is unparalleled by local roadways due to topography constrains. SR 120 and
SR 132 also access Mariposa County. Only approximately two miles of SR 120 pass through northern
Mariposa County and SR 132’s eastern terminus is in Coulterville. The following information provides a
more complete description based on the General Plan Circulation Element and Transportation Concept
Reports (TCRs) for each facility.
State Route 140 – SR 140 is the major east-west route through the county and is approximately 52 miles
in length. It extends from the Merced County line in the west to Yosemite Valley in the east passing
through the communities of Catheys Valley, Mariposa, and El Portal. SR 140 provides a connection to
State Route 99 in the Central Valley. SR 140 and SR 49 are an integral part of the transportation system
for the central portion of the county. The section of State Route 140 from the junction of State Route 49
in the town of Mariposa to the Yosemite National Park entrance is officially designated as a State Scenic
Highway. The TCR for SR 140 classifies it as a two lane conventional facility. The concept level of service
(LOS) for SR 140 is “LOS C.” In the future (2020), four lane upgrades are planned for SR 140 near the
Merced County line and near its junction with SR 49. In June 2006, the Ferguson Slide blocked a portion of
SR 140 west of El Portal. Caltrans has a State Highway Operation and Protection Program (SHOPP) project
in place to repair the slide area. Appendix 2C includes a fact sheet for the Ferguson Slide project
State Route 49 – SR 49 is the major north-south route through the western half of the county and is
approximately 49 miles in length. SR 49 travels along the western slope of the Sierra Nevada connecting
Mother Lode communities from Oakhurst to Nevada City. Within Mariposa County, this route extends
from the Madera County line in the south to the Tuolumne County line in the north. SR 49 provides a
critical link between the northern and southern areas of the county. The route between the communities
of Bear Valley and Coulterville has steep grades. As a result, this section of the roadway significantly
increases the travel time between the northern and southern regions of the county. Between Bear Valley
and the southern county line, SR 49 is an important part of the sub-regional and local roadway network.
The section of SR 49 within Mariposa County is eligible for designation as a State Scenic Highway. The
TCR for SR 49 shows a concept LOS of “LOS C” in rural areas and “LOS D” in more urban areas.
State Route 41 - SR 41 is a major north-south route located in the eastern portion of the county that
extends from the Madera County line to the Yosemite Valley. SR 41 connects to State Route 49 in
Oakhurst and to State Route 140 in Yosemite Valley. SR 41 is one of three highways serving Yosemite
National Park and also provides access to the Mariposa County communities of Fish Camp and Yosemite
West. SR 41 has become and important access alternative to Yosemite National Park since the Ferguson
Slide on SR 140. Approximately five miles of SR 41 are maintained by the California Department of
Transportation between the Madera County line and the south entrance to Yosemite National Park. The
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section of SR 41 from Route 49 in Oakhurst to Yosemite National Park is eligible for designation as a State
Scenic Highway.
State Route 120 - SR 120 serves as an important east-west route for residents in the northern portion of
Mariposa County and provides regional access to Yosemite National Park. One section of SR 120 passes
through Mariposa County at Buck Meadows. The other section of SR 120 within Mariposa County extends
from the Tuolumne County line to its junction with SR 140 in Yosemite Valley. The TCR for SR 120 has a
concept LOS of “LOS C”; however, the current facility is rated at “LOS D.” Caltrans is placing special
emphasis on identifying lower cost improvements such as left turn lanes, and channelization as
appropriate in lieu of recommending an expressway.
State Route 132 - SR 132 is a major east-west route located in northwest Mariposa County. SR 132
extends from the Tuolumne County line in the west to the junction with SR 49 in Coulterville and is
approximately 19 miles in length. SR 132 serves the communities of Lake Don Pedro and Coulterville as
well as the recreational areas around Lake McClure. At Coulterville, State Route 132 connects with County
Route 132 that extends to the east and north to connect with State Route 120 passing through the
community of Greeley Hills. The TCR shows SR 132 as a two lane conventional facility with “LOS A and B”
in various locations. The 2020 concept LOS is “LOS D.”
COUNTY ROADWAYS
Mariposa County maintains approximately 862 miles of roadways. Table 2.10 provides a summary of the
various classes of roadways in the county as reported in the California Highway Performance Monitoring
System (HPMS 2010), and the 2008 RTP. The table further segments county facilities into major collector,
minor collector, and local roadway. The functional classification map is displayed on Figure 2.1.

TABLE 2.10
2010 ROAD MILES BY FUNCTIONAL CLASSIFICATION
Functional Classification
Mariposa County
State Highway
County Roads
Federal Agencies
Total County
County Roads
Major Collector
Minor Collector
Local Roadway
TOTAL

Total Miles of Road

Unpaved

Paved

117
560
185
862

0
199
N/A
199

117
361
185
663

106
152
302
560

14
47
138
199

92
105
164
361

Source: 2008 Mariposa RTP; 2010 Highway Performance Monitoring System (HPMS)
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State highways account for 14 percent of the county’s roads. County roads comprise 65 percent and
federally maintained facilities account for 21 percent. A further review of the data shows that
approximately 19 percent of the county roads are major collectors, 27 percent are minor collectors, and
54 percent are classified as local roadways.
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Figure 2.1 - Roadway Functional Classification
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The following section provides the definition of each functional classification found in the county.
State Highways - are maintained by Caltrans and constitute routes of interregional significance whose
design provides for relatively high overall travel speeds, with minimum interference to through
movement. These routes provide for travel in, out of, and through the county.
Major Collectors - provide access to more localized destinations for regional traffic. These roads are
designed to provide access for regional traffic between state routes. Narrow lanes and shoulders limit the
carrying capacity of some collectors. Major collectors are “on-system” facilities that are eligible for federal
aid.
County roads that are designated as major collectors are:
 Bear Valley Road
 Merced Falls Road
 Hornitos Road (access to Hornitos)
 Darrah Road
 Greeley Hill Road (access to Greeley Hill)
 Carleton Road
 Ben Hur Drive
Minor Collectors - are similar in character to major collectors, but are generally more rural with less
traffic. Minor collectors are not eligible for federal aid, but the Highway Bridge Program (HBP) will replace
or repair bridges, and rehabilitation can be funded through the State Transportation Improvement
Program (STIP).
Local Roads - consists of all roads not designated otherwise.
MARIPOSA COUNTY BRIDGE INVENTORY
According to Caltrans, the transportation system in Mariposa County includes 52 bridges on local
roadways and 32 bridges on state highways. Appendix 2A includes the inventory of bridges. The list
includes the year built and the Caltrans sufficiency rating. The Highway Bridge Program (HBP)
improvements for fiscal year 2010/2011 through fiscal year 2015/2016 include twelve bridges as shown in
Appendix 4A (Short-Range Highway and Bridge Projects) and Appendix 4B (Long-Range Highway and
Bridge Projects).
Functionally Obsolete (FO) refers to bridges with access limits (single lane, clearance restrictions, lacking
bridge rails, et cetera). Structurally Deficient (SD) bridges may have load limits and some types of vehicles
with loads require a permit to cross. Bridges with sufficiency ratings below 50 are candidates for
replacement. Twelve of Mariposa County’s bridges on local roadways are Structurally Deficient; 13 bridges
on local roadways are Functionally Obsolete.
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ROADWAY OPERATIONS
LEVEL OF SERVICE
Roadway operations are measured in terms of level of service (LOS). Level of service is a qualitative
measure describing operational conditions within a traffic stream, based on service measures such as
speed and travel time, freedom to maneuver, traffic interruptions, comfort, and convenience. LOS is
defined for each type of facility that has analysis procedures available in the Highway Capacity Manual
2000 (HCM 2000). Letters designate each LOS from A to F, with LOS A representing free flow operating
conditions and LOS F representing congested conditions.
LOS A (free flow) - Individual users are virtually unaffected by the presence of others in the traffic stream.
Freedom to select desired speeds and to maneuver within the traffic stream is extremely high. The general
level of comfort and convenience provided to the motorist, passenger, or pedestrian is excellent.
LOS B (stable flow) - The presence of other users in the traffic stream begins to be noticeable. Freedom
to select desired speeds is relatively unaffected, but there is a slight decline in the freedom to maneuver
within the traffic stream from LOS A. The level of comfort and convenience provided is somewhat less
than at LOS A, because the presence of others in the traffic stream begins to affect individual behavior.
LOS C (stable flow hindered) - Marks the beginning of the range of flow in which the operation of
individual users becomes significantly affected by interactions with others in the traffic stream. The
selection of speed is now affected by the presence of others, and maneuvering within the traffic stream
requires substantial vigilance on the part of the user. The general level of comfort and convenience
declines noticeably at this level.
LOS D (high density but stable) - Speed and freedom to maneuver are severely restricted, and the driver
experiences a generally poor level of comfort and convenience. Small increases in traffic flow will generally
cause operational problems at this level.
LOS E (operating conditions at or near the capacity level) - All speeds are reduced to a low, but
relatively uniform value. Freedom to maneuver within the traffic stream is extremely difficult, and it is
generally accomplished by forcing a vehicle to "give way" to accommodate such maneuvers. Comfort and
convenience levels are extremely poor, and driver frustration is generally high. Operations at this level are
usually unstable, because small increases in flow or minor perturbations within the traffic stream will cause
breakdowns.
LOS F (forced breakdown) - This condition exists wherever the amount of traffic approaching a point
exceeds the amount which can traverse the point. Queues form behind such locations. Operations within
the queue are characterized by stop-and-go waves, and they are extremely unstable. Vehicles may
progress at reasonable speeds for several hundred feet or more, and then be required to stop in a cyclic
fashion. Level of service F is used to describe the operating conditions within the queue, as well as the
point of the breakdown.
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Note: The Highway Capacity Manual categorizes two lane highways as either Class I or Class II. The
definitions are as follows:
 Class I – Two lane highways with relatively high speeds and that are major intercity routes,
primary arterials connecting major traffic generators, daily commuter routes, or primary links in
state or national highway networks. They often serve long-distance trips or provide connecting
links between facilities that serve long-distance trips.
 Class II – Two lane highways with lower expected travel speeds that function as access routes to
Class I facilities, serve as scenic or recreational routes that are not primary arterials, or pass
through rugged terrain. They most often serve relatively short trips, the beginning and ending
portions of longer trips, or trips for which sightseeing plays a significant role.
Note: On Class I highways, LOS is defined in terms of both percent time-spent-following
and average travel speed. On Class II highways, LOS is defined only in terms of percent
time-spent-following, without consideration of average travel speed (HCM 2000, Page 203).
Table 2.11 displays the LOS criteria thresholds developed using the HCM 2000 methodology for typical
two lane highway and county roadway segments. These tables provide daily volume thresholds for each
level of service and provide ease in estimating level of service. Since the thresholds are based on typical
conditions, they should be used cautiously for a roadway segment that has extreme characteristics.
TABLE 2.11
ROADWAY SEGMENT LEVEL OF SERVICE THRESHOLDS
Facility Type
Class I Two Lane Highway
(SR 49, SR 120, SR 140 west of Mariposa)
Class II Two Lane Highway
(SR 41, SR 132, SR 140 east of Mariposa
and in town)
County Roadways (Two Lane)
(Major and Minor Collectors)

Upper Limit Daily Traffic Volume Threshold
LOS A

LOS B

LOS C

LOS D

LOS E

1,200

2,900

7,900

16,000

20,500

900

2,000

6,800

14,100

17,400

900

2,000

4,000

7,000

10,000

Notes: LOS F applies whenever the flow rate exceeds the segment capacity (the upper limit for LOS E)
Source: HCM 2000, Chapter 20, Two Lane Highways; Fehr & Peers, 2010

EXISTING TRAFFIC VOLUMES AND LEVEL OF SERVICE
Table 2.12 provides a summary of the latest traffic volumes on state highways (2011) and select county
roadways (2005-2008) in Mariposa County. Caltrans collects traffic volume data on state highways in
Mariposa County. Traffic counting is generally performed by Caltrans using electronic counting
instruments at consistent locations throughout the state in a program of traffic count sampling. The
resulting counts are adjusted to reflect an estimate of annual average daily traffic by compensating for
seasonal fluctuation, weekly variation and other variables that may be present. Annual average daily
traffic (AADT) volumes are defined as the total two-way traffic volume on a roadway over the year divided
by 365 days. Figure 2.2 shows the location of select traffic volumes on state highways. The recordation of
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AADT is necessary for presenting a statewide picture of traffic flow, evaluating traffic trends, computing
accident rates, planning and designing highways and other purposes.
In addition to AADT, Caltrans provides a summary of the peak month average daily traffic (ADT), which is
the highest monthly traffic volume divided by the number of days in the month. Caltrans data indicates
that the peak traffic season in Mariposa County is in summertime, with the peak month fluctuating
between May, June, July, August, and September depending on the roadway segment.
Mariposa County collects traffic volume data on county roadways. SR 140 near the south junction of SR 49
carries the majority of the average daily traffic in the peak month and throughout the year. The second
busiest facility is SR 120 in Buck Meadows and near the Tuolumne County line during the peak month.
LOS D is shown in three locations on state highways. All other facilities operate at the desired LOS.
TABLE 2.12
EXISTING TRAFFIC VOLUMES AND LOS
Roadway
State Highway: Class I
SR 49
SR 49
State Highway Class II
SR 140
County Roadways: Major Collector
Merced Falls Rd.
Hornitos Rd.
Bear Valley Rd.
Bear Valley Rd.
Greeley Hill Rd.
Greeley Hill Rd.
Ben Hur. Dr.
Ben Hur. Dr.
Carleton Rd.
Darrah Rd.
Darrah Rd.
County Roadways: Minor Collectors
Boneyard Rd./ Dexter Rd./ Fiske Rd.
Hotzel Rd.
Ranchito Dr.
Old Highway Rd.
Old Highway Rd.
Old Highway Rd.
Yaqui Gulch Rd.
Whitlock Rd.
Whitlock Rd.
Indian Peak Rd.
Indian Peak Rd.
Hirsch Rd.

Mile
Post

Location

Peak

Peak

Hour

Month

1

AADT

2

LOS

16.7
18.5

Mormon Bar, Ben Hur Rd.
Mariposa, JCT SR 140

830
840

9,200
8,500

8,700
7,900

D
D

21.2

Mariposa S. JCT SR 49

960

11,500

10,600

D

N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A

Tuolumne County Line
SR 140
SR 49
Hornitos Rd.
Priest-Coulterville Rd.
Smith Station
SR 49
Silver Bar Rd.
Triangle Rd.
SR 49
Snow Creek Rd.

N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A

N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A

820
820
290
200
990
570
1,115
400
435
3,535
1,810

A
A
A
A
B
A
B
A
A
C
B

N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A

Fiske/Converse
Greeley Ln.
Merced Falls Rd.
SR 49
(Old Highway E.) Marshal
(Old Highway W.) Marshal
SR 140
SR 140
Colorado Rd.
SR 49
(Indian Peak S.) Sebastopol Rd.
SR 49

N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A

N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A

500
775
630
855
970
605
790
935
510
795
730
880

A
A
A
A
B
A
A
B
A
A
A
A
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TABLE 2.12
EXISTING TRAFFIC VOLUMES AND LOS
Roadway
Hirsch Rd.
Usona Rd.
Triangle Rd.
Triangle Rd.
Triangle Rd.
Triangle Rd.
Triangle Rd.
Chowchilla Mountain Rd.
Notes:

Mile
Post
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A

Location
Indian Peak Rd.
SR 49
SR 140
(Triangle N.) Tip Top Rd.
E. Westfall
SR 49
(Triangle S.) Tip Top Rd.
SR 49

Peak

Peak

Hour

Month

N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A

N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A

1

AADT
435
610
1,165
1,115
945
775
785
1,240

2

LOS
A
A
B
B
B
A
A
B

1

Peak Month represents the average daily traffic volume for the peak month
AADT = Average annual daily traffic volume
3
LOS is based on the AADT
Source: Caltrans Traffic Data Branch (2011), Mariposa County Public Works
2

As shown in Table 2.13, traffic volumes on the majority of state highways decreased over the last decade.
In general, the biggest reduction in traffic occurred between 2007 and 2008, which could be partially
attributed to declines in the economy and rising fuel costs. Since 2008, traffic volumes have remained
fairly steady. As the economy recovers and visitation at Yosemite National Park increases, traffic volumes
are expected to increase as well. To account for a small but steady growth in county population, visitation
to Yosemite National Park, and visitation to other recreational destinations in the county, a 0.5 percent
traffic volume growth rate was applied to existing daily volumes (shown in Table 2.12) to determine the
2035 forecast traffic volumes. This rate is consistent with historical population and traffic volume growth
in the county.
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Figure 2.2 - Existing Daily Traffic Volumes
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FUTURE TRAFFIC VOLUMES AND LEVEL OF SERVICE
Several data sources were reviewed to determine the future traffic volume forecasts (Table 2.14) including
historical population growth, population forecasts and Yosemite National Park visitor information. Figure
2.3 shows the location of future traffic volumes on state highways.
TABLE 2.14
FUTURE TRAFFIC VOLUMES AND LOS 2035
Roadway

2035

Mile

Location

Post

Daily

LOS

Volume

State Highway: Class I
SR 49
SR 49
SR 49
SR 49
SR 49
SR 49

0.3
6.0
9.7
12.5
16.7
18.5

Madera/Mariposa Co. Line
Triangle Rd.
Woodland/Hirsch Rd.
Bootjack Rd.
Mormon Bar, Ben Hur Rd.
Mariposa, JCT SR 140

4,370
3,920
5,260
7,730
9,740
8,850

SR 49

22.9

Mount Bullion, Cathway Way

2,070

B

SR 49
SR 49
SR 120
SR 120
SR 120
SR 140
SR 140
State Highway: Class II
SR 41
SR 132
SR 132
SR 140
SR 140
SR 140
SR 140
County Roadways: Major Collector
Merced Falls Rd.
Hornitos Rd.
Bear Valley Rd.
Bear Valley Rd.
Greeley Hill Rd.
Greeley Hill Rd.
Ben Hur. Dr.
Ben Hur. Dr.
Carleton Rd.
Darrah Rd.

44,6
48.8
41.5
43.0
43.7
0.0
9.5

Coulterville, JCT SR 132 W.
Mariposa/Tuolumne Co. Line
Tuolumne/Mariposa Co. Line
Buck Meadows
Mariposa/Tuolumne Co. Line
Merced/Mariposa Co. Line
Hornitos Rd.

840
710
4,200
4,200
4,140
4,700
5,490

A
A
C
C
C
C
C

4.9
7.6
18.7
21.2
26.2
50.3
51.8

Fish Camp, Yosemite National Park
Tuolumne/Mariposa Co. Line
Coulterville/JCT SR 49
Mariposa S. JCT SR 49
Triangle Rd.
El Portal Rd.
Yosemite National Park

1,850
1,850
930
11,870
2,460
1,340
1,570

B
B
A
D
C
B
B

N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A

Tuolumne County Line
SR 140
SR 49
Hornitos Rd.
Priest-Coulterville Rd.
Smith Station
SR 49
Silver Bar Rd.
Triangle Rd.
SR 49

920
920
320
220
1,110
640
1,250
450
490
3,960

B
B
A
A
B
A
B
A
A
C

41

C
C
C
C
D
D

TABLE 2.14
FUTURE TRAFFIC VOLUMES AND LOS 2035
Roadway
Darrah Rd.
Boneyard Rd. – Dexter Rd. – Fiske Rd.
Hotzel Rd.
Ranchito Dr.
Old Highway Rd.
Old Highway Rd.
Old Highway Rd.
Yaqui Gulch Rd.
Whitlock Rd.
Whitlock Rd.
Indian Peak Rd.
Indian Peak Rd.
Hirsch Rd.
Hirsch Rd.
Usona Rd.
Triangle Rd.
Triangle Rd.
Triangle Rd.
Triangle Rd.
Triangle Rd.
Chowchilla Mountain Rd.

2035

Mile

Location

Post
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A

Daily

LOS

Volume
Snow Creek Rd.
Fiske/Converse
Greeley Ln.
Merced Falls Rd.
SR 49
(Old Highway E.) Marshal
(Old Highway W.) Marshal
SR 140
SR 140
Colorado Rd.
SR 49
(Indian Peak S.) Sebastopol Rd.
SR 49
Indian Peak Rd.
SR 49
SR 140
(Triangle N.) Tip Top Rd.
E. Westfall
SR 49
(Triangle S.) Tip Top Rd.
SR 49

2,030
560
870
710
960
1,090
680
880
1,050
570
890
820
990
490
680
1,300
1,250
1,060
870
880
1,390

C
A
A
A
B
B
A
A
B
A
A
A
B
A
A
B
B
B
A
A
B

Notes: Bolded LOS Values indicate deficient operations
Source: Fehr & Peers, 2012

As shown in Table 2.14, the three state highway segments that were identified as operating at LOS D in
existing conditions are projected to operate at LOS D in 2035. The locations are: SR 49 at Mormon Bar and
in Mariposa, and SR 140 in Mariposa.
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Figure 2.3 - Future Daily Traffic Volumes
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SAFETY
Table 2.15 provides a summary of collisions by facility type and primary vehicle code violation. The pie
charts below provide a percentage break down for primary vehicle code violation and type of collision.

Vehicle Code Violation
Right of Way

Turning

Alcohol

Other
10%

1%

Type of Collision

Speed

Fatality

Injury

PDO

2%
17%

45%
53%

30%
42%

TABLE 2.15
3-YEAR COLLISION SUMMARY
Collision Summary
Total Collisions
Number of Fatalities
Number of Injuries
Property Damage Only (PDO)
Facility
State Highways
Local Roads
Roadway
SR 140
SR 41
SR 49
SR 132
SR 120
Local
Primary Vehicle Code Violation
Wrong Side of Road
Right-of-Way Violation
Unsafe Starting or Backing
Unsafe Turning Movement
Unsafe Speed for Conditions
Alcohol Related
Other
No Vehicle Code Violation Identified

2008

2009

2010

3-Year
Total

Percent

292
4
138
150

246
6
145
95

236
6
129
101

774
16
412
346

N/A
2.0%
53.2%
44.7%

180
112

149
97

149
87

478
296

61.8%
38.2%

96
16
68
0
0
112

65
18
61
5
0
97

78
15
50
3
3
87

239
49
179
8
3
296

30.9%
6.3%
23.1%
1.0%
0.4%
38.2%

13
25
12
101
73
17
1
50

7
18
8
81
65
28
6
33

23
25
4
65
61
22
4
32

43
68
24
247
199
67
11
115

5.6%
8.8%
3.1%
31.9%
25.7%
8.7%
1.4%
14.9%

Source: Statewide Integrated Traffic Records System (SWITRS), California Highway Patrol 2008 - 2010
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Over half of the collisions in Mariposa County resulted in injuries. This can partially be attributed to the
type of vehicle code violation with 35 percent involving turning movements (includes starting and
backing). This is typical of two lane facilities with significant mainline traffic flows and numerous access
points along the facility. The motor vehicle accident rate (collisions per million vehicle miles) is calculated
at 1.10 for 2008, 1.09 for 2009 and 1.16 for 2010. This compares with a statewide average of 1.04, 0.95,
and 0.84 respectively. The overall rate in California has gone down slightly between 2008 and 2010 while
the rate in Mariposa has increased.
VEHICLE MILES OF TRAVEL (VMT)
Total annual vehicle miles traveled (VMT) for Mariposa County is shown in Table 2.16. Annual VMT has
remained fairly constant since 2000 with the highest historical VMT recorded in 2005. The percentage
distribution between state facilities and county facilities also has remained fairly constant and is projected
to continue through 2035 and should maintain this trend during the life of the RTP (2035).

TABLE 2.16
ANNUAL VEHICLE MILES TRAVELED
(MILLIONS)
Year
2000
2005
2006
2007
2008
2010
2020
2035

Total
261
275
258
262
264
274
346
422

State Facility
122 (47%)
133 (48%)
124 (48%)
128 (49%)
129 (49%)
134 (49%)
170 (49%)
207 (49%)

County Road
139 (53%)
142 (52%)
134 (52%)
133 (51%)
134 (51%)
139 (51%)
176 (51%)
215 (51%)

Source: Caltrans VMT Report; Caltrans Highway Performance Monitoring System 2010

TRANSPORTATION SYSTEMS MAINTENANCE
Streets and highways Code Section 164.6 requires Caltrans to prepare a five year maintenance plan that
addresses the maintenance needs of the State Highway System (SHS). The 2011 Five-Year Maintenance
Plan addresses the current maintenance needs and activities for the SHS. Information for individual
districts and/or counties was not available at the time of this report preparation.
Caltrans is responsible for maintaining approximately 50,000 lane miles of pavement in California.
Caltrans met the goal for pavement maintenance to repair 2,700 lane miles annually. The 2009
Maintenance Plan was accomplished by reducing the backlog by 25 percent, from 5,941 lane miles in
fiscal year 2008/09 to 4,463 lane miles in fiscal year 2010/11. This accomplishment was aided by an
additional $57 million being authorized for the American Reinvestment and Recovery Act (ARRA) funding.
The 2011 Maintenance Plan is recommending that funding levels remain unchanged at $412 million
annual for pavement, bridge and drainage major maintenance.
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The Governor’s 2008 Strategic Growth Plan proposes to divert a quarter of excise tax and weight fee
revenues to debt service on revenue bonds to support non-maintenance and non-rehabilitation activities
for 30 years beginning in 2015. Because these revenues represent the primary funding source for highway
maintenance and rehabilitation, the plan would result in the state falling further behind in the
maintenance and rehabilitation of the SHS.
Without the identification of a stable funding source, the maintenance backlog and funding gap will
continue to widen. Table 2.17 provides historical data for the percent of distressed lane miles for the state
and Caltrans District 10 counties from their 2007 State of the Pavement Report.
TABLE 2.17
DISTRESSED LANE MILES BY SURVEY YEAR
Caltrans District 10
California

2002
28%
23%

2003
29%
24%

2004
28%
26%

2005
35%
28%

2007
35%
26%

Source: Caltrans 2007 State of the Pavement Report

LOCAL ROADWAY MAINTENANCE
In 2007-08, the League of Cities, in conjunction with Caltrans, conducted a comprehensive statewide study
of California’s local street and road system. The study’s objective was to assess the condition of the local
system to determine:
1. What are the pavement conditions of local streets and roads?
2. What will it cost to bring pavements to a Best Management Practices (BMP) or most cost-effective
condition?
3. What are the needs for the essential components to a function system? And,
4. Is there a funding shortfall and how can it be reduced or eliminated?
The study surveyed all 58 California counties and 478 cities. The response rate was 93 percent, and
because the majority of the data came from recognized pavement management systems, the accuracy of
the data was considered high. The results showed that California’s local streets and roads are in critical
condition. On a scale of zero (failed) to 100 (excellent) the statewide average pavement condition index
(PCI) is 68, which is considered “at risk category.” Without additional funding, the PCI is projected to
decrease to 58 within 10 years. The total maintenance need in the state is approximately $67.6 billion over
10 years. The amount needed to just bring the PCI to an acceptable level is approximately $51.7 billion.
Based on the study findings, the funding need for local streets and roads within Mariposa County is
approximately $388.3 million over 10 years.
PAVEMENT MANAGEMENT SYSTEM (PMS)
The Pavement Management System (PMS) was completed for Mariposa County in fiscal year 2008. The
purpose of the PMS is to inventory the current condition of the roadway system and identify funding
needs to bring the system to an acceptable condition. The pavement condition index (PCI), is a
measurement of pavement grade or condition and ranges from zero (failed) to 100 (excellent). A recently
constructed road would have a PCI of 100, while a failed road would have a PCI of 10 or less. The average
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2008 PCI of the road network of the county is 50, which is in “fair” condition. The score for major
collectors is 64; minor collectors 56; and residential/local roads 38.
Table 2.18 illustrates the level of expenditures required to raise the pavement condition in Mariposa
County to a network PCI goal of 83 and eliminate the current maintenance backlog over five years (20092013). Of the $83.4 million in maintenance needs shown, approximately $1.3 million (1.6 percent) is
earmarked for preventive maintenance or life-extending treatments and system preservation. The rest
(98.4 percent) of the cost is allocated to more costly rehabilitation and reconstruction treatments. If these
needs are not addressed, the quality of the road network will continue to decline. In order to correct these
deficiencies, a cost-effective funding and maintenance and rehabilitation strategy should be identified and
implemented as funding allows.
TABLE 2.18
EXPENDITURES TO REACH MARIPOSA PCI GOAL BY 2013
PCI if Untreated
PCI if Treated
Total Cost to Increase PCI ($millions)

2009
47
79
$50

2010
43
78
$8

2011
40
78
$4

2012
37
82
$14

2013
35
83
$7

Source: Mariposa County Pavement Management System Final Report, 2009

NON-AUTO TRANSPORTATION
Non-auto transportation modes are of increasing
importance in Mariposa County. Mariposa Public
Transit and the Yosemite Area Regional Transportation
System (YARTS) are the primary public transportation
providers serving Mariposa County. State Route 140
(SR 140) is designated an AMTRAK Route to Yosemite
National Park with rail service 35 miles away in Merced.
The county recently completed its Bicycle and
Pedestrian Transportation Plan which established goals,
policies, implementation actions, and priorities for the
development of bicycle and pedestrian facilities in
Mariposa County. This information is incorporated into
the 2012 RTP in Chapter 2 Needs Assessment, and
Chapter 4 – Action Element.

SR 140 west of the Merced River Canyon

EXISTING BICYCLE FACILITIES
Mariposa County is mostly rural, but does have developed communities such as Mariposa, Coulterville,
and El Portal. A Class I bike path exists on the west side of the town of Mariposa. The bike path runs
parallel to SR 140, beginning at Stroming Road, near Jessie Street and terminating just south of Sixth
Street. The total length of the existing bike path is approximately 0.2 miles. A map of the existing bicycle
routes and the recommended future facilities for the county are discussed in the 2011 Bicycle and
Pedestrian Transportation Plan.
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Mariposa County does not have any existing Class II bike lanes or Class III bike routes; however, it is legal
to bicycle on all public roads in Mariposa County. Many of the county’s rural roads are popular for
bicycling, including:







Bear Valley Road
Ben Hur Road
Buckeye Road
Carleton Road
Greeley Hill Road
Guadalupe Fire Road








Hornitos Road
Indian Gulch Road
Old Highway
Silva Road
Triangle Road
Yaqui Gulch Road

State highways are also popular for bicycling, especially where no alternative roads exist (for example,
State Route 140 between Mariposa, El Portal, and Yosemite National Park).
EXISTING PEDESTRIAN FACILITIES
Marked crosswalks are provided at several locations in Mariposa both at intersections and at mid-block
locations; however, many marked crosswalks need maintenance. Curb ramps are typically provided only
on newer sidewalk segments.
TRANSIT
The primary public transportation providers serving Mariposa County are Mariposa Public Transit and
YARTS. Mariposa Public Transit is a General Public dial-a-ride service with designated area routes. Transit
routes are shown in Figure 2.4. Vehicle operation is provided weekdays from 8:00 AM to 4:00 PM except
on holidays. Riders must call in advance to schedule rides. All buses are equipped with tie-down straps
for wheelchair passengers.
Medical transportation is available for Seniors 60 and older for scheduled medical appointments and/or
procedures in Merced and Fresno. Medical caregivers are allowed to ride along at no additional charge.
Fares for these medical trips are:
 Fresno/Merced roundtrip fare - $15.00
 Two mile radius to Mariposa clinics - $5.00
 All outlying areas to Mariposa clinics - $10.00
YARTS - provides fixed route service between Merced and Yosemite National
Park with multiple stops in Mariposa County. YARTS allows bicycles on buses,
provided there is space to accommodate them.
North County Mari-Go (Tuesday Transit) - provides Tuesday trips to Sonora
for shopping and medical appointments. The service starts at 9:15 AM with
returning trips leaving Sonora at 2:00 PM. The fare to Sonora is $4.00 one-way. Transportation between
the Coulterville/Greeley Hill areas and Mariposa can be arranged by calling the Mariposa Transit Office.
Mari-Go also provides curb-to-curb service in the following locations:
 Monday – SR 49 North – Hornitos – Catheys Valley
48






Tuesday – Mariposa to Merced
Wednesday – SR 49 South – Ben Hur – Indian Peak – Usona –Ponderosa Basin – Lush Meadows
Thursday – Two mile radius of Mariposa Transit Office
Friday – SR 140 East – Midpines – Carter Road
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Figure 2.4 - Transit
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Social Services Transportation Advisory Council
The purpose of the Social Services Transportation Advisory Council (SSTAC) is to provide broad
representation of social services and transit providers representing the elderly, disabled and persons of
limited means. Section 99238 of the Transit Development Act (TDA), requires the following representation
on the SSTAC:
 One representative of potential transit users who are 60 year of age or older.
 One representative of potential transit users who have a disability.
 Two representatives of a local social service provider for seniors, including one representative who
provides transportation.
 Two representatives of local social service providers for persons with disabilities, including one
representative of a social service transportation provider, if one exists.
 One representative of a local social service provider for persons of limited means.
 Two representatives from the local consolidated transportation service agency, if one exists,
including one representative from an operator, if one exists.
The LTC may appoint additional members in accordance with the following TDA procedures:
Members of the SSTAC shall be appointed by the LTC, which shall recruit candidates for
appointment from a broad representation of social service and transportation providers representing
the elderly, persons with disabilities and persons of limited means. In appointing SSTAC members,
the LTC shall strive to attain geographic and minority representation among SSTAC members.
The responsibilities of the Social Services Transportation Advisory Council are as follows:
 To annually participate in the identification of transit needs in Mariposa County, including
unmet transit needs that may exist and may be reasonable to meet by establishing or
contracting for new public transportation or specialized transportation services or by
expanding existing services.
 To annually review and recommend action by the LTC, which finds by resolution that, a) there
are no unmet transit needs, b) there are no unmet transit needs that are reasonable to meet,
or c) there are unmet transit needs including needs that are reasonable to meet.
 To advise the LTC on any other major transit issues.
Unmet Transit Needs
Unmet Transit Needs are those public transportation services which have not been funded or
implemented but have been identified through public input, including the annual Unmet Transit Needs
public hearing, transit needs studies or other methods approved by the Commission. For Mariposa
County, Unmet Transit Needs specifically include the following:
 Public transit services not currently provided for persons to who rely on public transit to reach:
employment, medical assistance, shop for food or clothing, to obtain social services such as
health care, county welfare programs and educational programs.


Trips requested by the transit dependent or transit disadvantaged persons, for which there is no
other available means of transportation. Transit dependent or transit disadvantaged persons shall
include but are not limited to, the elderly, the disabled, youth and persons of limited means.
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Reasonable to Meet
The Mariposa County Local Transportation Commission (LTC) has defined an Unmet Transit Need as
“reasonable to meet” if the following conditions prevail:
 New, expanded, or revised transit service, if implemented or funded, would not cause the
operator to incur expenditures in excess of the maximum amount of Transportation
Development Act (TDA) funds available to the County of Mariposa.


The proposed transit service does not duplicate transit services currently provided by either
public or private operators.



Support exists as demonstrated through the public hearing process or other means of
communication for the proposed service.



New, expanded, or revised transit service, if implemented or funded, would allow the
responsible operator to meet the TDA required rural area farebox and revenue ratio of 10
percent (or higher percentage as determined by the LTC) for the overall system. In addition,
service will be considered reasonable if the projected average cost per ride, by type of service
can be provided at a cost no higher than 10 percent above the average cost per passenger by
type of service within Mariposa County for a period no longer than a year.



There is supporting data to indicate sufficient ridership potential for the new, expanded, or
revised service.



The proposed transit service shall have a reasonable expectation of future demand and
available funding on a long-term basis to maintain the service.



Is needed and would benefit either the general public or the elderly and disabled population
as a whole.

Note that comparing unmet transit needs with the need for streets and roads shall not make the
determination of whether an unmet transit need is reasonable to meet.
Unmet Transit Needs Findings
The Social Services Transportation Advisory Council met on July 13, 2011, October 12, 2011, February 15,
2012 and April 4, 2012. Based on the adopted definition and criteria for Unmet Transit Needs it was
determined that there were no reasonable to meet Unmet Transit Needs to bring before the LTC. The LTC
therefore adopted Resolution No. 12.11 “A Resolution Regarding Unmet Needs for Public Transportation”
stating that previously identified needs will continue to be met with the existing transit services, and that
there are no reasonable to meet Unmet Transit Needs for fiscal year 2012/13.
Transit Performance
A three year summary of Mariposa Transit operating statistics is shown in Table 2.19. Passengers per
vehicle hour and per vehicle mile have remained fairly constant. The fare recovery rose to 13 percent in
fiscal year 2011/12. Ten percent is required by the TDA. Fare revenues have increased over the past three
years and operating costs of declined.
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TABLE 2.19
MARIPOSA PUBLIC TRANSIT PERFORMANCE INDICATORS
Performance Category

FY 09/10

FY 10/11

FY 11/12

7,203

5,941

5,993

Total Fares

$22,183

$24,373

$33,082

Operating Cost

$255,054

$270,465

$248,857

Vehicle Service Hours

2,932

2,502

2,224

Vehicle Miles

87,421

77,178

61,989

Passenger/Vehicle Hour

2.4

2.4

2.7

Passenger/Vehicle Mile

0.08

0.08

0.1

Fare Recovery

8.7%

9.0%

13.3%

Cost/Revenue Mile

$2.91

$3.50

$4.02

Total Passengers

Source: Mariposa Public Transit, 2012

AVIATION FACILITIES
The Mariposa-Yosemite Airport is a public general aviation airport located at 5020 MacCready Way,
Mariposa, California 95338 (NPIAS # 06-0147). The airport is owned by the County of Mariposa. The
airport covers an area of approximately 100 acres and contains one runway that is 3,306 feet long and 60
feet wide. The number of based aircraft and annual flight operations are shown in Table 2.20. The
Airport Master Record (9/20/2012) is included in Appendix 2B.
TABLE 2.20
MARIPOSA-YOSEMITE AIRPORT
Based Aircraft
Mariposa-Yosemite Airport

23 Single Engine
2 Multi-Engine
1 Helicopter

Aircraft Operations
(Take Offs and Landings)
Annual
Average Daily
34,200

93

Source: U.S. Department of Transportation Airport Master Records, September 20, 2012

Federal and State Classification Systems
Both the state and federal governments classify airports by function in relation to other airports. The
federal system is based on two broad categories, commercial airports and general aviation (GA) airports.
Commercial airports must have scheduled air carrier service, and are further broken down by the
passenger volume moving through the airport. All non-commercial and non-military airports fall into the
category of reliever or GA airports. Mariposa-Yosemite Airport is a public GA airport. The California
Aviation System Plan (CASP) also has a functional classification system that describes how an airport
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functions in relationship to other airports in California. The General Aviation System Needs Assessment
Element of the CASP depicts recommended standards by airport functional classification.
National Plan of Integrated Airport Systems Status and Significance
Mariposa-Yosemite Airport is in the Federal Aviation Administration’s (FAA) National Plan of Integrated
Airports System (NPIAS). This designation is significant because, it makes the airport eligible to apply for
federal grants for airport projects. Only a portion of all U.S. airports are enrolled in the NPIAS. Public use
airports in the U.S. are typically owned and managed by local government entities such as cities, counties,
and special districts. Mariposa-Yosemite Airport is owned by the County of Mariposa. All public use
airports are part of a national system of airports, similar to the federal interstate highway system.
The FAA grants NPIAS status to airports it feels have significance to this national system of airports.
Because of their value to the system, the FAA provides federal grants to NPIAS airports to maintain and
upgrade their facilities. Only NPIAS airports can apply for and receive FAA grants. The FAA has several
grant programs that cover a wide variety of projects including capital development, routine maintenance,
facility upgrades, and airport planning documents. The FAA’s Airport Improvement Program (AIP) grant
program pays 95 percent of a project’s cost. The remaining five percent of a project’s cost is split between
the state and airport owner. All federal grants come with a grant assurance requiring repayment in full for
all federal grants given to an airport, should the airport be closed. The FAA NPIAS web site is
http://www.faa.gov/airports/planning-_capacity/npias.
Airport Land Use Planning Process
The State Aeronautics Act, Public Utilities Code Section 21670 et seq., requires counties with public use
airports to conduct airport land use compatibility planning. This function is typically handled by an airport
land use commission (ALUC), but counties have the flexibility to develop an alternative process. Counties
have the option of designating a single purpose entity, or another existing governing body to serve as the
ALUC. ALUCs have two functions: to prepare an airport land use compatibility plan (ALUCP) for each
public use airport for its county and to review local agency land use actions and airport master plans.
The ALUC’s authority is limited to land use compatibility and safety concerns within the airport influence
area. Each airport’s influence area is defined by the ALUCP or a default two mile radius around the airport.
Every public use airport regardless of size must have an ALUCP. Guidance for airport land use
compatibility planning and ALUC formation and function can be found in Caltrans Division of Aeronautics
California Airport Land Use Planning Handbook, October 2011. The Handbook is available online at:
http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/planning/aeronaut/documents/alucp/AirportLandUsePlanningHandbook.pdf
An update to the current Mariposa-Yosemite Airport Land Use Plan has been recommended by the
Mariposa County Public Works Department and the county Counsel in accordance with Section 500 of the
FAA/AIP guide. The current airport land use plan is approximately 18 years old and the Airport Master
Plan is five years old and do not reflect significant changes at the airport since 2008. Mariposa County
considers the update and coordination between both plans very important to accommodate future
growth in the county in a planned and orderly expansion.
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GOODS MOVEMENT
Goods movement in Mariposa County is mostly concentrated on state highways and some county roads
to reach the desired location. Table 2.21 shows the most recent (2011) truck volumes for selected state
highway segments in Mariposa. Each of the state facilities carries significant truck volumes at various
locations. The highest percent of truck traffic occurs on SR 140 and SR 49.
TABLE 2.21
MARIPOSA COUNTY 2011 TRUCK VOLUMES ON STATE HIGHWAYS
Route
SR 49
SR 49
SR 49
SR 49
SR 49
SR 132
SR 140
SR 140
SR 140
SR 140
SR 140
SR 140
SR 140

Location (PM)
Madera/Mariposa County Line (0.332 O)
Mariposa Jct. SR 140 (18.5 B)
Mariposa Jct. SR 140 (18.51 A)
Coulterville, Jct. SR 132 West (44.67 B)
Coulterville, Jct. SR 132 West (44.67 A)
Coulterville, Jct. SR 49 (18.746 B)
Hornitos Road (9.5 B)
Mariposa, South Jct. SR 49 (21.224 B)
Mariposa, South Jct. SR 49 (21.224 A)
Mariposa, Jct. SR 49 North (22.001 B)
Mariposa, Jct. SR 49 North (22.001 A)
Briceburg Station (34.07 B)
Yosemite National Park (51.803 B)

Total Vehicle AADT (Percent Trucks)
3,950 (4.4%)
7,900 (1.3%)
6,600 (3.0%)
680 (4.9%)
750 (7.2%)
830 (4.0%)
4,900 (4.7%)
5,000 (2.8)
10,600 (2.4%)
8,300 (3.9%
4,700 (4.5%)
1,250 (11.1%)
1,400 (5.1%)

Source: Caltrans Traffic Data Branch, 2011

Caltrans records truck traffic volumes annually; however, not all count locations are updated annually.
Seasonal variations and short-term truck volume increases due to construction may not be reflected. Like
most rural areas, truck travel is the primary source of roadway degradation for local facilities. Therefore,
truck traffic will continue to drive the need for roadway restoration and maintenance, as evidenced by the
large number of reconstruction and rehabilitation projects recommended by the county for inclusion in
the 2012 RTP.
The use of Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS) technologies and communication software by carriers
and truck terminals can help drivers plan for the most appropriate routes through the county. Fleet
management centers or contracted service providers can now electronically provide route plans,
regulatory clearances, and weight fees. These types of technological advances have increased the
efficiency of commercial operations. In addition, high truck volumes, especially on two lane roads such as
SR 140, SR 41 and SR 49, contribute to travel delay by slowing traffic to less than desired speeds. The
addition of truck climbing lanes, turn-outs and/or passing lanes helps to reduce delays on these facilities.
STATE HIGHWAY TRUCK NETWORKS
In 1982, the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) passed the Surface Transportation Assistance Act
(STAA). This STAA required states to allow larger trucks on the "National Network," which is comprised of
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the Interstate system plus the non-Interstate Federal-aid Primary System. Typical truck sizes to be
accommodated include:
 STAA Truck with Single Trailer – 48 feet maximum or 53 feet maximum with kingpin-to rear-axle
(KPRA) of 40 feet maximum.




STAA Truck with Double Trailer – 28 feet, six inch maximum for semi-trailer and trailer.
California Legal Truck with Single Trailer – KPRA of 40 feet maximum (if two axles in rear); KPRA of
38 feet maximum (if one axle in rear); combination length is 65 feet maximum.



California Legal Truck with Double Trailer – 28 feet, six inch maximum for semi-trailer and trailer
with combination length of 75 feet maximum or; either trailer or semi-trailer 28 feet, six inch
maximum and the other trailer has no limit with combination length of 65 feet maximum.

All state highways are assigned route classifications which designate the permissible truck size for the
route. In Mariposa County, SR 120, SR 49 and SR 132 are designated as California Legal Advisory Routes.
SR 140 to Yosemite National Park has been closed temporarily due to a landslide. A temporary detour
was constructed; however, vehicles more than 45 feet in length must use SR 120 or SR 41 to access
Yosemite National Park.
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CHAPTER 3: POLICY ELEMENT
The Policy Element identifies transportation issues in the Mariposa County region, describes the goals,
objectives, and policies for each of the transportation modes, and the implementation strategies within
the Plan to meet the identified goals. The Performance Measures in the RTP (Chapter 4) will serve as a
guide to monitor the transportation system in Mariposa County.
State and regional transportation issues in Mariposa County are summarized below, providing the basis
for the recommended goals, objectives, and policies identified for the 2012 RTP. The LTC will need to
consider current and continued funding shortfalls at both the state and Federal levels when formulating
policies and evaluating new policy directions for the 2012 RTP update.

STATEWIDE ISSUES
The following have been identified by the California Transportation Commission as important statewide
issues for 2012 and beyond.
 Preservation of the state’s transportation system. California’s current transportation system is
deteriorating while demand is increasing, adversely affecting the operational efficiency of key
transportation assets, hindering mobility, commerce, quality of life, and the environment.
California lacks sufficient funding to preserve and maintain this asset, and the cost of maintaining
and preserving this asset is increasing due to the cumulative effects of an aging system, growing
traffic demands, and rising costs. The state’s existing transportation system, consisting of state
highways, local streets and roads, aeronautics, and public transit and rail, is critical to the safety,
mobility, and economic vitality of California. However, without sufficient funding, these assets are
currently deteriorating.



On the state highway system, more than 26 percent of the pavement is distressed and needs
rehabilitation or reconstruction. Over the next 10 years, the level of distressed pavement on the
state highway system is expected to increase to 60 percent. Caltrans estimates that the cost of
rehabilitating the state highway system is more than $6 billion annually, but less than $2 billion is
available. Without sufficient funding, the condition of the state highway system will continue to
deteriorate and the costs to maintain and rehabilitate will increase.
Implementation of Senate Bill (SB) 375. SB 375, which requires coordination of planning
decisions and investments in transportation with land use and housing, will require key legislation
and dedicated funding for successful implementation. As California is leading the nation in
addressing the issues of climate change, the Commission is closely working with other state
agencies and the Legislature to promote a coordinated approach to strategic infrastructure
decisions. The Commission supports the Strategic Growth Council created by Senate Bill (SB) 732
(Chapter 729).
Recognizing that the transportation sector is the largest contributor to GHG emissions, the
Commission has moved quickly to develop early action and long term strategies to reduce GHG
emissions in transportation decisions. In 2008, after passage of the Global Warming Solutions Act
of 2006 (Chapter 488, Statutes of 2006), the Commission adopted an addendum to the 2007
Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) Guidelines. This addendum addressed climate change and
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GHG emissions during the RTP process by promoting smart growth/land use and modeling
strategies to be considered in the preparation of RTPs. Separate approaches are outlined for
MPOs and RTPAs, depending on their population and growth patterns.
Federal Re-Authorization in California. SAFETEA-LU lapsed on September 30, 2009. In 2010,
Congress will have the opportunity to pass re-authorization legislation that can affect much of
what Americans care about most: economy and jobs, national security, energy policy, gas prices,
environmental stewardship, and climate change. Under the leadership of Governor Arnold
Schwarzenegger, the following groups agreed on principles for the California Congressional
Delegation in Washington, D.C. to consider in the upcoming debate on the future of America’s
transportation policies: the Business, Transportation and Housing Agency, Caltrans, and
transportation officials from across California. The CTC has embraced these principles and asked
the Legislature to refer to these principles as opportunities to enhance transportation funding:
 Ensure the financial integrity of the Highway and Transit Trust Funds
 Rebuild and maintain transportation infrastructure
 Establish goods movement as a national economic priority
 Enhance mobility through congestion relief within and between metropolitan areas
 Strengthen the federal commitment to safety and security, particularly with respect to rural
roads
 Strengthen comprehensive environmental stewardship
 Streamline project delivery
Innovative Financing. The impact of debt service on future transportation resources is critical.
The lack of adequate public funding for transportation projects has increased the urgency to
borrow against future state revenues. Although borrowing of expected future revenues can
accelerate the delivery of priority projects, the resulting debt service must be kept at a level so as
not to jeopardize future transportation programs.
Innovative Project Delivery Methods. Authorizing projects for design-build procurement and
approving projects for public private partnership agreements have been a central element of the
Commission’s agenda for 2010. The Commission will employ lessons learned from its
accomplishments for the successful application of these procurement options in the future.
Reliable Transportation Funding. California’s current transportation funding system is based
primarily on user fees such as fuel excise tax, sales tax on fuel, weight fees, bridge tolls, and transit
fares. For many years, the motor vehicle fuel excise tax was an adequate user fee proxy for a
driver’s road usage. However, increased automobile fuel efficiency, the emergence of alternate
technologies, and fixed taxation rates have eroded the fuel excise tax’s ability to approximate
road usage and fund critical improvements and rehabilitation. In addition, the state’s repeated
diversions of transportation funds to meet General Fund shortfalls create even greater funding
gaps and chronic instability.

These principles will help form the final language for the proposed MAP 21 Transportation Bill that will be
considered for implementation by the congress in 2013.

REGIONAL AND LOCAL ISSUES
The primary local and regional issues continue to revolve around deteriorating levels of service on most
state highways and some regionally significant local roads, with many constraints to be addressed before
improvements can be implemented. Increased growth, increasing recreational traffic, lack of adequate
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funding for highway improvements, and a backlog of deferred maintenance are among the most
important issues. In addition, the Mariposa County Economic Vitality Strategy and Implementation Plan
developed in 2007 set forth a vision for transportation and parking in the county to “expand and fix
transportation and parking issues for better access to the Mariposa County experience.” The provision of
positive transportation and parking options will enhance the visitors and residents experience in the
county.
 Restricted travel on SR 140. SR 140 is the “all weather” route into Yosemite National Park.
Since the rockslide on May 1, 2006, SR 140 has been closed or has vehicle length restrictions
prohibiting any vehicle longer than 45 feet from using this route. This length restriction applies to
most tour buses that want to use SR 140 to access the park.
 Internet Mapping Program for SR 132. Currently, SR 132 to Coulterville continues on County
Road J132 to SR 120 to Yosemite National Park. Both SR 132 and J132 need to be recognized by
the software as legitimate routes to the park to improve circulation and help avoid congestion on
SR 140 and SR 120. SR 132 is the preferred route to the park.
 Lack of ample parking within Mariposa activity centers and communities. Inadequate
parking and limited staging areas are a challenge for motorists. Ample parking for recreational
vehicles and trucks, along with parking options that allow four hour parking windows are needed
to attract tourists and consumers.
 Lack of private tour companies domiciled in Mariposa County. The possibility of electric
buses should be explored in cooperation with Yosemite National Park planning stakeholders. The
county can assist potential entrepreneurs develop business plans, identify funding, and explore
opportunities for bus and van center facilities that accommodate storage, repair and fueling.
 Lack of staging areas in Yosemite National Park. This represents a long-term strategy for
Mariposa County to create a vision for the county’s role in identifying potential sites and staging
areas. The installation electric charging stations for auto and buses should be explored.
 Lack of consistent sign ordinances and guidelines. The issue is to develop a consistent look
for signs to compliment and extend the Mariposa County brand and community identity.
Upgraded “gateway” and “wayfinding” signs to introduce visitors to the community is an
important goal for the county. The Board of Supervisors passed an ordinance in October to
upgrade signage in the county.
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GOALS, OBJECTIVES, AND POLICIES
The RTP goals, policies and objectives are intended to guide the development of the transportation
system and improve the quality of life for citizens in Mariposa County. The following definitions help
differentiate the planning focus of a goal, objective and policy.
A goal is the end toward which effort is directed; it is general and timeless.
An objective is a specific end, condition or state toward attaining a goal. It is achievable, measurable and
time specific.
A policy is a direction statement that guides actions for use in determining present and future decisions.
A policy is based on RTP goals and objectives as well as the analysis of data.
GENERAL PLAN TRANSPORTATION GOALS AND LOS POLICIES
The following information was taken from the 2006 General Plan, Chapter 9.
Goal 9-1

All development shall have safe and adequate access

Policy 9-1a:
arterial roads.

Level of service (LOS) shall be used as a measure of capacity for major collector and

Implementation Measure 9-1a (1): A publicly-maintained road with an LOS of “A” through “D” shall be
deemed to have adequate capacity to serve the needs of the road system.
Regional Goals
The following regional transportation goals are consistent with the Mariposa County General Plan
Circulation Element:
Regional Goal 1: Enhance the life style, while maintaining the rural character of Mariposa County through
an adequate, safe, efficient, and economically feasible regional transportation system.
Regional Goal 2: Develop a regional transportation system that is consistent and responsive to the social,
cultural, economic and environmental needs of the county.
Regional Goal 3: Employ comprehensive planning in developing the county’s regional transportation
system, focusing on the circulation impacts associated with development of existing parcels, and interregional trips.
Regional Goal 4: Implement system planning that includes a detailed assessment of inter-regional transit,
bicycle, pedestrian, equestrian, parking, aviation, and freight transportation needs.
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The following specific goals, objectives and policies for each travel mode have been formulated to ensure
consistency with the regional goals listed above:
Goal 1 – Highways
Develop an adequate, safe and efficient regional roadway system to accommodate vehicular travel
demand for at least a 20 year time frame, while maintaining the rural character of Mariposa County.
Policy 1.1 - Monitor, maintain and improve, as necessary, roadway and intersection safety conditions.
Objective 1.1.1 – Maintain detailed countywide roadway accident database.
Objective 1.1.2 – Prepare countywide summary reports of accident data on a yearly basis. Monitor and
improve high accident roadways and intersection locations.
Objective 1.1.3 – Prepare and adopt detailed vehicular access management standards.
Objective 1.1.4 – Prepare and maintain transportation land use databases for determining future travel
demand on the regional road system.
Policy 1.2 – Develop tourist transportation corridors and routes to provide high capacity and safety
standards, for both vehicles and pedestrians.
Objective 1.2.1 – Prepare and adopt specific roadway capacity standards that include quantified
assessment of tourist bus traffic, and related travel times.
Policy 1.3 – Identify and improve substandard roadway and intersection alignments throughout the
county.
Objective 1.3.1 – Prepare preliminary roadway alignment studies as necessary, to identify needed
alignments and right-of-way requirements.
Objective 1.3.2 – Adopt preliminary roadway alignments prior to approval of adjacent developments.
Objective 1.3.3 – Identify and acquire, as necessary, adequate right-of-way for all adopted roadway
alignments.
Policy 1.4 – Maintain and improve existing transportation facility roadway surfaces, consistent with
available funding and engineering study findings.
Objective 1.4.1 – Prepare feasible roadway maintenance programs, matched to available funding.
Objective 1.4.2 – Prepare timely updates to the countywide pavement management system reports and
database.
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Policy 1.5 – Design and implement the circulation system to protect historic and natural features within
the county.
Objective 1.5.1 – Undertake and approve plan line studies for the realignment of existing roadways to
establish precise alignments to preserve and protect existing historic structures and scenic areas.
Objective 1.5.2 – Maintain the integrity and function of local scenic and historical routes.
Objective 1.6.3 – Review and revise right-of-way and pavement standards to permit modified right-of-way
dimensions where necessary and feasible to maintain natural, historic or scenic character.
Goal 2: Transit
Provide an efficient and coordinated regional and local transit system that serves both urban and rural
areas, including transportation opportunities to disadvantaged and elderly persons.
Policy 2.1 – Maintain and improve the existing regional transit system.
Objective 2.1.1 – Maintain active participation in the Yosemite Area Regional Transportation System
(YARTS).
Policy 2.2 – Maintain and improve the existing local transit system.
Objective 2.2.1 – Plan for and finance continued development and expansion of local transit to
accommodate local demand and service needs.
Objective 2.2.2 – Provide demand responsive transit services for disabled and senior citizen residents not
served by fixed route service.
Goal 3: Aviation
Develop a fully functional and integrated air service and airport system to compliment the regional
transportation system within Mariposa County.
Policy 3.1 – Maintain efficient, accessible and affordable air service in a safe and convenient manner.
Objective 3.1.1 – Develop an efficient system of roadways and non-motorized travel modes to serve the
Mariposa-Yosemite Airport for both normal usage and disaster response.
Objective 3.1.2 – Ensure that the development of new and/or expansion of existing airport facilities is
consistent with the Airport Land Use Plan.
Goal 4: Non-Motorized
Develop an adequate, safe and efficient regional system of bicycle, pedestrian and equestrian facilities to
accommodate, encourage and increase non-motorized travel
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Policy 4.1 – Develop and construct a regional bicycle, pedestrian and equestrian system to complement
existing transportation facilities.
Objective 4.1.1 – Update the Mariposa County Bicycle and Pedestrian Transportation Plan on a periodic
basis.
Objective 4.1.2 – In Town Planning Areas, construct, improve and maintain the pedestrian circulation
system to provide safety and drainage control.
Goal 5: Air Quality
Achieve and maintain air quality standards as established for Mariposa County by the Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA), and the California Air Resources Board (CARB).
Policy 5.1 – Mariposa County will assist the local air pollution district in developing the transportation
related portions of the State Implementation Plan, if requested.
Objective 5.1.1- Coordinate regional transportation planning activities with regional air quality planning at
both the technical and policy level
Objective 5.1.2 – Evaluate and assist in the implementation of appropriate regional and inter-regional air
quality improvement measures.
Goal 6: Transportation Financing
Develop and support regional transportation financing strategies that provide for a continuous
implementation of Regional Transportation Plan projects and strategies.
Policy 6.1 – Develop and adopt policies that provide adequate twenty year funding resources for all
regional transportation improvements.
Objective 6.1.1 – Foster cooperative relationships with state and federal agencies responsible for
transportation funding programs.
Objective 6.1.2 – Dedicate transportation and planning staff to monitor and participate in state and
federal transportation financing programs and meetings.
Objective 6.1.3 – Identify and allocate funding resources for building, operating, and maintaining the
existing and future transportation system in Mariposa County.
Goal 7: Road Maintenance
Maintain existing local roads in good condition.
Policy 7.1 - Representatives from the LTC should be invited to attend meetings with the Rural Counties
Task Force, and the CTC to help identify and promote new sources of maintenance funding.
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Objective 7.1.1 -Direct the limited maintenance funding to local roads with the most severe safety
problems and high traffic volumes, as identified by the various departments of public works within the
county.
Objective 7.1.2 - Pursue new funding sources to help reduce the “backlog” of deferred maintenance by 20
percent over the next 20 years.
Goal 8: Goods Movement
Promote the continued and expanded use of air, rail, and trucks for the transport of suitable products and
materials while minimizing negative impacts on the local road system.
Policy 8.1- Promote the efficient utilization of truck transport through transportation and land use
decisions that minimize impacts to the local road system.
Objective 8.1.1 - Install passing lanes, turnouts, and other lower-cost improvements to minimize adverse
traffic impacts from truck traffic.
Objective 8.1.2 - Periodically review road standards and pavement conditions to ensure planned
infrastructure is consistent with truck volumes.
Goal 9: Management Of The Transportation System
Minimize traffic congestion by increasing the efficiency of the existing transportation system through
Transportation System Management (TSM) techniques and Transportation Demand Management (TDM)
techniques.
Policy 9.1 - Promote signal timing, access management, transit priority treatments, and accident scene
management measures to increase traffic flow.
Objective 9.1.1 - Periodically review traffic operations along state highways and major county roads and
implement cost effective solutions to reduce local congestion.
Policy 9.2 - Where feasible, reduce the demand for travel by single-occupant vehicles through
Transportation Demand Management (TDM) techniques.
Objective 9.2.1- Increase the mode share for public transit by 10 percent by 2035.
Objective 9.2.2 - Establish a formal ride share program within the county as funding allows.
Objective 9.2.3 - Where feasible, integrate access to alternative modes of travel to make it easier for
people to travel different destinations.
Objective 9.2.4 - Promote public awareness of Mariposa County Transit services and rideshare
opportunities through media and promotional events.
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Policy 9.3 - Employ new technologies for Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS) to improve traffic
operations within the county.
Objective 9.3.1 - Implement updated Caltrans ITS recommendations for local streets and roads.
Objective 9.3.2 – Create and maintain an accurate database (mapping) of all transportation facilities within
the county. The Sierra Nevada ITS Strategic Deployment Plan (SDP) and Intelligent Transportation
Systems (ITS) strategies from Caltrans District 10, should be incorporated into planning actions whenever
feasible.
Objective 9.3.3 – Incorporate as feasible, remote sensing and GIS techniques into the pavement
management system (PMS) as funding allows.
Goal 10: Land Use
Improve livability in the county through land use and transportation decisions that encourage walking,
transit, and bicycling.
Policy 10.1: Design the transportation system to accommodate land uses and circulation at a regional
level as well as accommodating local circulation.
Objective 10.1.1 - Assist local communities in taking a regional approach in land use decisions during their
community plan process, and developing a road network that supports the RTP goals and objectives, and
that will contribute to the objectives of AB 32 and SB 375.
Objective 10.1.2 - Encourage all jurisdictions to actively participate in the Regional Transportation Plan
(RTP) Update process.

2030 CALIFORNIA TRANSPORTATION PLAN (CTP) AND INTERREGIONAL BLUEPRINT
The CTP and Blueprint provides a “vision,” goals, and strategies for improving transportation in California.
The vision is to provide a transportation system that is safe, effective, reliable, interconnected, and
equitable all users. The plan focuses on safety and increased
travel choices for California residents and embodies the three
Three E’s of Sustainability:
E’s for a sustainable statewide transportation system
Environmental Quality
(environmental quality, economic vitality, and social equity.
The
implementation
strategies
involve
education,
Economic Vitality
collaboration, incentives and promotion, use of advanced
Social Equity
technologies, a reexamination of design standards and
integration of all modes, and a political presence.
The following concepts and issues are important to Mariposa County and are reflected in the 2012 RTP
update:
 The volume of truck transport for commercial and commodity products will likely continue to
grow on state highways. The county is impacted by this growth, and the need for improved truck
routes, truck parking facilities, and truck access to commercial land uses is an important
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component of goods movement especially along SR 49 and SR 140 where truck volumes are the
highest (see Table 2.13).
The cost of transportation for disabled and low-income groups will likely continue to increase.
The RTP recognizes that a more extensive mix of flexible transportation choices and services will
improve accessibility for both groups. The transportation system in Mariposa County is striving
through its RTP goals and policies and Coordinated Transit/Human Services Transportation Plan
to be more equitable for disadvantaged groups. This coordination is emphasized through the
unmet transit needs process, coordination with SSTAC, and coordination with the MariposaYosemite Airport.
The CTP summarizes three land use practices that have influenced urban design and have had a
profound impact on travel behavior. These practices include the lack of coordinated decisionmaking at the county and state level, single-use zoning, and low-density growth patterns.
Mariposa County is experiencing some of these effects through increased traffic congestion and
delays in the SR 49 corridor, particularly in Mariposa. The RTP is proposing several projects to
improve and monitor LOS to help increase the positive effects of good land use planning and
decisions and to incorporate “smart growth” principles to the degree possible. These principles
focus on the appropriate sizing of transportation infrastructure. In addition, future compliance
with AB 32 and SB 375, if mandated, will move the county toward a smaller carbon footprint by
reducing VMT through integrated land use planning and decision making.
The Mariposa County LTC recognizes that TDM and alternative mobility options, including
walking, biking, and transit, require coordinated land use decisions and improved infrastructure.
To this degree, the goals and policies in the RTP are consistent with the county’s general plan to
provide a balanced multimodal transportation system that includes non-auto choices for access
and mobility, contribute to environmental quality, and promote social equity (environmental
justice) for all residents. The county is committed to implementing policies and strategies to help
reduce reliance on the automobile.

The county will continue to monitor population and employment and VMT growth consistent with the
RTP, RTP performance measures, and the county’s general plan.

CALIFORNIA STRATEGIC HIGHWAY SAFETY PLAN (SHSP) (2010 UPDATE)
The California Strategic Highway Safety Plan (SHSP) requires that the RTP show a strong link between the
SHSP planning processes described in Title 23 U.S. Code 148 and the regional planning process. The SHSP
addresses 17 challenge areas. The 2012 RTP will review the SHSP in conjunction with the goals and
policies developed in Section 3.
The RTP includes several goals, policies, and objectives to improve the overall safety for all modes in
Mariposa County. Regional Goals 1, 2, 3, 4 provide for the development of a safe and efficient system for
all modes that expands choices and strengthens the relationship between transportation and land use.
Specific objectives are included to protect the region’s investment by preserving the condition of the
existing system; applying new technologies to make travel more reliable, convenient and accessible; and
maximizing safety for all modes. Other RTP policies and objectives that are relevant to the SHSP are:
 Assist local communities in taking a regional approach in land use decisions during their
community plan process and develop a road network that support the RTP goals and objectives.
 Maintain the integrity and function of local scenic and historical routes.
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Monitor, maintain and improve roadway and intersection safety
Pursue new funding sources to help reduce the “backlog” of deferred maintenance of county
facilities
Promote non-auto modes of transportation by promoting development that is transit-oriented,
bicycle friendly, and walkable.
Support public transit programs and maximize county-wide transportation services and intercounty connections. Provide demand responsive transit services for disabled and senior citizen
residents not served by fixed route transit.
Increase total mileage of safe pedestrian walkways and sidewalks.
Support goods movement throughout the county by periodically reviewing road standards and
pavement conditions to ensure safe truck travel.

CLIMATE CHANGE AND GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS
In 2006, the California State Legislature adopted Assembly Bill (AB) 32 known as the California global
Warming Solutions Act (Section 38560.5 of the Health and Safety Code). The bill establishes a cap on
statewide greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions and sets forth the regulatory framework to achieve the
corresponding reduction in statewide emissions levels.
The passage of AB 32 was an important step given emissions from the transportation sector is the second
largest contributor to GHG. According to the EPA, transportation accounts for approximately 27 percent
of GHG emission nationwide.
In January 2007, the CTC was requested to review the RTP Guidelines in order to incorporate climate
change emission reduction measures. The request emphasized that RTPs should utilize models that
accurately measure the benefits of land use strategies aimed at reducing vehicle trips. Commission staff
established an RTP guidelines work group to assist in the development of best practices for inclusion in
the RTP Guidelines. The 2010 RTP Guidelines provides several recommendations for consideration by
rural RTPAs to address GHG. The following strategies from the guidelines have specific application to
Mariposa County:
 Emphasize transportation investments in areas where desired land uses as indicated in the county
general plan may result in vehicle miles traveled (VMT) reduction or other lower impact use.
 Recognize the rural contribution towards GHG reduction for counties that have policies that
support development within their regions, and protect agricultural and resource lands.
 Consider transportation projects that increase connectivity or provide other non-auto means to
reduce VMT.
The transportation planning literature recognizes three interrelated components that contribute to
transportation emissions reductions. Those components include changes in vehicle technology (cleaner
burning engines), alternative fuel sources, and vehicle use. The first two components are typically the
responsibility of industry and national governmental interests. Regional and local governments have the
ability to affect vehicle use by promoting transportation alternatives to the automobile, managing the
speed of travel, and managing the demand for transportation. These efforts typically involve goals and
policies and/or projects and programs focused on getting people out of their cars and into alternative
modes of travel (mode shifting). The following RTP goals have been established for Mariposa County to
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lessen dependence on the automobile and to promote mode shifting to alternative forms of
transportation:
Regional Goal 3: Employ comprehensive planning in developing the county’s regional transportation
system, focusing on the circulation impacts associated with development of existing parcels, and interregional trips.
Regional Goal 4: Implement system planning that includes a detailed assessment of inter-regional transit,
bicycle, pedestrian, equestrian, parking, aviation, and freight transportation needs.
GOAL 2: TRANSIT
Provide an efficient and coordinated regional and local transit system that serves both urban and rural
areas, including transportation opportunities to disadvantaged and elderly persons.
GOAL 4: NON-MOTORIZED
Develop an adequate, safe and efficient regional system of bicycle, pedestrian and equestrian facilities to
accommodate, encourage and increase non-motorized travel.
GOAL 9: MANAGEMENT OF THE TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM
Minimize traffic congestion by increasing the efficiency of the existing transportation system through
Transportation System Management (TSM) techniques and Transportation Demand Management (TDM)
techniques.
GOAL 10: LAND USE
Improve livability in the county through land use and transportation decisions that encourage walking,
transit, and bicycling.
The effectiveness of efforts by the LTC to provide transportation alternatives and to implement TDM and
TSM policies and strategies can be measured in terms of reductions in vehicle miles traveled (VMT) or
expected growth in VMT. VMT reductions correlate directly with reductions in GHG emissions. Caltrans
reports VMT by county on an annual basis. This tends to be a limited data source because it is based on a
small sampling of vehicle counts at specific locations and then extrapolated to reflect the entire county.
The county is encouraged to work with Caltrans to refine the VMT counting program.
A summary report (Vehicle Miles of Travel on State Highway System) for Mariposa County was reviewed
to determine past trends in VMT. The Caltrans report covers the years 2000 through 2035). The data
shows that between 2000 and 2010 the county has experienced only a 0.5 percent annual growth in VMT.
Future growth between 2010 and 2035 is projected to increase modestly at two percent per year.
The LTC and county will continue to monitor population and employment and VMT growth consistent
with the RTP and county General Plan. Because of the county’s rural nature and low growth projections,
the vast majority of transportation projects focus on system preservation and capacity enhancements
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necessary to facilitate existing traffic flows. A system with more free flow has a positive effect on GHG
assuming travel speeds do not increase significantly.
Finally, the Mariposa County LTC recognizes that alternative mobility options, including walking, biking
and transit require coordinated land use decisions and improved infrastructure. To this degree, the goals
and policies in the RTP are consistent with the county General Plan to provide a balanced multimodal
transportation system that includes non-auto choices for access and mobility. The LTC is committed to
implementing policies and strategies to reduce reliance on the automobile. Existing and future
development is concentrated within the county’s more developed communities and community centers,
and is not spread out to envelop large amounts of existing agricultural lands. As such, the Mariposa
County 2012 RTP supports the 2010 RTP guidelines to help reduce GHG emissions by trying to reduce trip
length to reach activity centers and destinations as funding allows.
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CHAPTER 4: ACTION ELEMENT
The Action Element of the 2012 RTP consists of short and long-term activities that address regional
transportation issues and needs. The Action Element addresses all mode of travel important to Mariposa
County including auto, transit, bike, pedestrian, goods movement, and aviation. The Action Element
identifies RTP performance measures and project selection criteria used to recommend projects for
funding. Finally, the Action Element summarizes investment approaches for the LTC to consider in
allocating limited RTP funding. The result of the “constraints analysis” is discussed in Chapter 5.

ACTION ELEMENT ASSUMPTIONS
The following general assumptions help guide the development of the 2012 Mariposa RTP Action
Element:
 The population of Mariposa County will continue to grow at less than one percent annually
through the life of the RTP. It is recognized that the county did lose some population between
2010 and 2012 but this trend is not anticipated to continue. No large infusion of commercial or
residential development is anticipated over the next 25 years.
 The population of the surrounding counties of Stanislaus, Madera, Merced, and Tuolumne will
increase at a rate generally consistent with the State Department of Finance (DOF) estimates, at
least in the short-term.
 The automobile will continue to be the primary choice for travel by residents of Mariposa County
due to the rural nature of the county and low development density (12.5 persons per square
mile).
 Recreation-oriented travel will continue to affect state highways and major county roadways
particularly on SR 41, SR 49, SR 120 and SR 140.
 Transit service demand will continue to grow, primarily due to the number of elderly, retirees, and
disabled persons residing in the county.
 Local road maintenance will continue to be a major issue if a new reliable source of maintenance
funding is not identified. The continued use of STIP dollars is uncertain.
 Available transportation financing for projects at the local, state and federal levels will not keep
pace with the transportation needs of the county or Caltrans District 10.
 The county’s natural resources and open space, Yosemite National Park, and rural beauty will
continue to be the tourist magnate for travelers and visitors.

PROJECT PURPOSE AND NEED
The RTP guidelines require an RTP to “provide a clearly defined justification for transportation projects
and programs proposed in the plan.” This requirement is often referred to as the Project Intent Statement
or Project Purpose and Need. Caltrans’ Deputy Directive 83 describes a project’s “Need” as an identified
transportation deficiency or problem, and its “Purpose” is the set of objectives that will be met to address
the transportation deficiency. For Mariposa County, each project listed in the RTP project lists includes a
qualitative assessment of purpose and need indicating the project’s contribution to system preservation,
capacity enhancement, safety, and/or multimodal enhancements. These broader categories capture the
intended outcome for projects during the life of the RTP and serve to enhance and protect the “livability”
of residents in the county. The 2012 RTP uses the following definitions:
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SYSTEM PRESERVATION
This improvement category indicates a project that serves to maintain the integrity of the existing system
so that traveler access and mobility are not hindered. Improvements may include repairs to bridges,
airport runways and access roads, as well as upgrades to transit routes and signage, traffic control devices,
and roadway striping. In addition, because Mariposa County is rural and contains several small
communities, the lack of maintenance funding has resulted in a large amount of “deferred maintenance”
that has actually lapsed into a serious need to “rehabilitate” roadways to maintain system preservation.
Rehabilitation entails primarily overlay and/or chip seal work that can also be considered a safety
improvement. A significant number of road projects listed indicate either “rehabilitation” or
“reconstruction” to maintain system preservation.
CAPACITY ENHANCEMENT
A capacity enhancement indicates a project that serves to increase traffic flows and help alleviate
congestion and improve level of service (LOS). This result may be achieved by adding a traffic lane
(widening), a passing lane, two-way turn lane, replacing a bridge, or a turnout for slow-moving vehicles.
Because Mariposa County experiences significant volumes of truck and recreational traffic on many of its
roadways vehicles cannot always travel at desired speeds. Capacity enhancement projects are designed
to increase travel speeds and provide opportunities to pass slower vehicles safely. Additional capacity can
also apply to airport projects for new or extended runways and access roads, or transit capacity. The
desired outcome is to maintain acceptable LOS on state and regionally significant roads, and adequate
capacity at the county’s airport and transit system to meet existing and future demand.
SAFETY ENHANCEMENT
Safety improvements are intended to reduce the chance of conflicts between modes, prevent injury to
motorists using the transportation system, and ensure that motorists can efficiently travel to their
destinations. Safety improvements may include the following:
 Roadway and intersection realignments to improve sight-distance
 Pavement or runway resurfacing to provide for a smooth travel surface
 Signage to clarify traffic and aviation operations
 Congestion relief on state and county facilities particularly at intersections
 Obstacle removal so that traffic flows are not hindered
 Improvements to pedestrian, bicycle and equestrian facilities
 Bridge repairs and reinforcement
 Maintenance and tree trimming to improve sight distances for aircraft
The desired outcome for the RTP is to reduce collisions and incidents on state and county facilities, and
the societal costs in terms of injury, death, and/or property damage.
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MULTIMODAL ENHANCEMENT
This type of improvement focuses on non-auto modes of travel such as bicycling, walking, equestrian, and
transit. Projects designated as multimodal are designed to enhance travel by one or more of these modes,
provide for better connectivity between modes, reduce modal conflicts, and improve non-auto access to
major destinations and activity centers. Typical projects include bike lanes, bike routes, sidewalks, transit
amenities, improved parking, street furniture, and signage, and trail and staging area enhancements for
bicyclists and equestrians.

PROJECT PROGRAMMING AND SELECTION CRITERIA
In addition to general system considerations for purpose and need as described above, RTP projects
recommended for inclusion in the RTP in Mariposa County consider the following criteria:
 Cost effectiveness
 Operational efficiency/safety
 Congestion relief
 LTC, county, and/or Caltrans District 10 priority
 Pavement conditions (PMI)
 Emergency, commercial, agricultural and recreational importance of the road
 Average daily traffic volumes and LOS
 Funding constraints
 Percent of heavy trucks and goods movement circulation
Projects selected for STIP funding as part of the RTIP emphasize the following additional criteria:
 Consistency with the adopted Regional Transportation Plan
 Ability to leverage new funds
 Regional congestion relief benefits
 Full funding for the project is considered likely during the first 10 years of the RTP
COMPLETED PROJECTS
The list of projects that have been completed since the 2008 RTP, or are currently in progress as a result
of committed funds, are listed in Appendix 4H.
PROGRAM-LEVEL PERFORMANCE MEASURES
Caltrans has identified four broad goals for performance measurement in RTPs:
1. To understand the role the transportation system plays in society.
2. To focus on outcomes at the system level rather than projects and process.
3. To build transportation system partner relationships with clearly defined roles, adequate
communication channels, and accountability at all levels.
4. To better illuminate and integrate transportation system impacts of non-transportation decisions.
Performance measurement should involve the existing transportation system as well as the future
transportation system.
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Table 4.1 shows the program-level performance measures recommended for Mariposa County. These
performance measures are based on data that is available for future evaluation and monitoring by the
LTC.
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TABLE 4.1
RTP PROGRAM LEVEL PERFORMANCE MEASURES
Performance Measure*

Data Source

RTP Measure

1. Mobility/Accessibility
on State Highways

Caltrans’ Traffic Volumes,
Historical Growth Rates,
Transportation Concept
Reports (TCRs)

LOS on State
Highways

2A. Safety on State
Highways

Caltrans Collision Reports,
Statewide Integrate Traffic
Records System (SWITRS),
California Highway Patrol

Collision rate* on
state highways
compared to similar
facilities statewide

Number of Fatal
Collisions
2B. Safety on County
and Local Roads

3. Maintenance

4. Equity

Mariposa County Department
of Public Works; Statewide
Integrated Traffic Records
System (SWITRS), California
Highway Patrol

Caltrans Average Daily Traffic
Volumes (ADTs); Traffic
Counts on local roads;
Pavement Management

System (PMS) and Pavement

Condition Index (PCI)

CTC, LTC, Caltrans

Number of Injury
Collisions
Number of Property
Damage Only
(PDOs)

Number of lane
miles that need
rehabilitation
and/or resurfacing
Changes in the PMI

Environmental
Justice
Farebox Recovery
Ratio

5. Transit Effectiveness

6. Environmental Quality

Monthly/Quarterly transit
operations reports

Cost per passenger

Environmental thresholds or
significance criteria adopted

Transit frequency
Avoid or minimize
significant impacts
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RTP Objective/Desired Outcome
Work with Caltrans through the
ITIP TCR process to maintain
Caltrans Concept LOS for
Mariposa County state highways
consistent with funding levels
Work with Caltrans to reduce the
number of collisions on Mariposa
County state highways.
Completion of project identified in
TCRs and the 2012 RTP as funding
allows.
Support Caltrans efforts to
complete the Ferguson Slide
project in a timely manner.
Establish baseline for the number
of fatal collisions and injuries per
ADT on select roadways over the
past three years.
Monitor the number, location, and
severity of collisions. Recommend
improvements to reduce their
incidence and severity.
Coordinate with Caltrans on state
highway projects to maintain state
highways at acceptable
maintenance levels and reduce
lane miles needing rehabilitation
or resurfacing.
Recommend RTP projects to
maintain the condition of roads at
or above the minimum acceptable
maintenance condition as set by
the county.
Increase the distribution of
transportation funding to better
match transportation needs and
promote geographical equity.
Achieve and maintain at least a 10
percent farebox recovery ratio.
Reduce the cost per passenger.
Analyze the potential short-term
and long-term environmental

TABLE 4.1
RTP PROGRAM LEVEL PERFORMANCE MEASURES
Performance Measure*

Data Source
in General Plans and/or
independently for application
in CEQA documents

RTP Measure

Minimum
acceptable LOS in
peak month

7. Economic Well Being

Connectivity and
accessibility for
agricultural and
goods transport
vehicles

Caltrans traffic volumes and
volumes listed per Project
Study Reports (PSRs)

Acceptable LOS in
tourist corridors

RTP Objective/Desired Outcome
impacts of transportation
decisions and mitigate adverse
impacts to “less than significant”
wherever possible.
Comply with federal and state air
quality standards, including
strategies to reduce VMT and
GHG.
Provide acceptable LOS by 2035
on state highways during peak
months within funding constraints.
Monitor goods movement to
maintain transport efficiency and
access.
Coordinate with commercial
interests during RTP updates.
Plan for adequate parking in
commercial and retail areas.

* Collisions or fatalities per million vehicle miles of travel
Source: Fehr & Peers 2012

APPLICATION OF PERFORMANCE MEASURES
The program level performance measures in Table 4.1 are used to help select RTP project priorities and to
monitor how well the transportation system is functioning, both now and in the future. The intent of each
performance measure and their location within the RTP are identified below:
Performance Measure 1 – Mobility/Accessibility
This performance measure monitors how well state and county roads are functioning based on LOS and
condition. The acceptable 20 year LOS for state highways is LOS D. The county establishes an acceptable
LOS threshold of LOS C or better for county facilities. Table 2.12 shows the existing traffic volumes on
state and local facilities. The historical daily traffic volumes for state facilities and local roads are shown in
Table 2.13., Table 2.12 shows facilities that currently exceed the policy LOS. Three locations on state
highways exceed the concept LOS. Table 2.14 shows the future traffic volumes and LOS for Mariposa
County state highways. Two locations are on SR 49 and one is on SR 140 in Mariposa. These locations will
be monitored for future RTP updates. (RTP Goals: 1,7,8,9)
Performance Measure 2A – Safety on State Highways
Safety is monitored through the number of collisions and the collision rate (collisions per million vehicle
miles) for state highways. Table 2.15 provides a three and half year summary of collisions that occurred on
state highways. The pie graphs in the safety section provide a percentage breakdown of the types of
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collisions. Property damage–only collisions accounted for 66 percent of collisions. Over half of the total
collisions involved were classified as resulting in injury. Two percent resulted in a fatality. This data will be
updated during each RTP update. Specific projects that are intended to improve safety will be supported
through Caltrans and the LTC. The county will continue to work with Caltrans to recommend and monitor
safety improvements to reduce collisions in the county. (RTP Goals: 1,7)
Performance Measure 2B – Safety on County and Local Roads
Mariposa County does not track VMT on its county roads; therefore, a comparison with the collision rate
(collisions per million vehicle miles) for Caltrans District 10 and the state on similar facilities does not exist.
However, the county does track the number of collisions on local roads, and these will be monitored to
identify locations that need safety improvements. SWITRS data will be used to monitor the number of fatal
and injury collisions by location to determine if improvements are needed. Table 2.15 shows a three and half
year summary of collisions on select facility segments in both incorporated and unincorporated locations
within the county. (RTP Goals: 1, 7)
Performance Measure 3 – Transit Effectiveness
The RTP will continue to emphasize projects and programs that maintain the TDA required fare box ratio
of 10 percent or higher. Transit frequency is monitored and increased as funding allows. (RTP Goals: 2)
Performance Measure 4 – Equity
This measure is intended to recommend funding where it is needed, not just based on populated locations
or LOS measures. The LTC recognizes that in rural areas, some degree of geographical equity is necessary so
that the majority of transportation improvement concerns are addressed countywide and not just in
population centers. The recommended projects within the county attempt to reflect this geographical equity
and minimize the funding gap between need and funding allocations. The LTC will work with Caltrans and
the CTC on the location of STIP and SHOPP projects within the county. The measure will help ensure that all
roadways are considered, including the state highway system, county roads, and tribal roads when RTP and
RTIP projects are recommended. It will also help monitor the state’s policy for “Context Sensitive Solutions”
that focus on projects and approaches that integrate and balance community, aesthetic, historic, and
environmental values with transportation goals and policies. Environmental justice issues are reviewed when
projects are recommended within communities using census data to ensure an equitable distribution of
benefit and impacts. (RTP Goals: 1, 3, 4, 7)
Performance Measure 5 – Environmental Quality
This measure is applied before construction of a project. Each project must comply with environmental
criteria from the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and/or the National Environmental
Protection Act (NEPA) depending on whether the funding source is a federal or state program. In addition,
the RTP is subject to CEQA and treated accordingly. Policies and programs within the RTP must meet the
intent of environmental and air quality regulations as they apply to transportation improvements. The
2010 RTP guidelines now require that jurisdictions address climate change and GHGs during the RTP
process. A new section to the RTP addresses policies and measures that Mariposa County either has in
place or will consider in the future to help reduce VMT and ultimately GHG levels as required by statute.
(RTP Goals: 5)
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Performance Measure 6 – Cost Effectiveness
This measure compares the construction cost to implement the project relative to the number of new trips
that will benefit from the project. It provides a quantitative means to rank highway projects relative to
each other. The cost effectiveness measure can be applied to county roads, and tribal roads where future
traffic volumes are estimated. The comparison will show an order of magnitude and can be used to help
identify the anticipated benefits from each project recommended in the RTP and RTIP. (RTP Goals: 1, 6, 8)
Performance Measure 7 – Economic Well Being
Mariposa County experiences significant through traffic on state highways (SR 49 and SR 140). As a result,
the LOS during peak periods has the potential to reach unacceptable levels (LOS E or higher). This measure
monitors the LOS during the peak months. In addition, agricultural and goods movement commodity flows
are very important to the county to maintain its economic status. Transportation improvements that
maintain agricultural, farming, and range access and connectivity will help maintain and/or improve the
overall economic well-being of Mariposa County residents. (RTP Goals: 1, 7, 8, 9)
REGIONAL AND LOCAL ACTION PROGRAMS
The regional and local action programs for the 2012 Mariposa RTP are a compilation of projects and/or
programs already proposed or planned for the county. It also contains new projects deemed necessary to
provide adequate operation of the transportation system consistent with the county’s goals and policies. To
provide acceptable operations along the regional road system, Mariposa County proposes a series of
improvements to be sponsored by the state, the county, tribal governments, or local communities. The
highest priority improvements are linked to the system deficiencies identified in Chapter 2, previous
deficiencies identified in relevant planning documents, and the Goals and Objectives from Chapter 3. The
type of improvement (purpose and need), implementation cost, proposed construction Tier, and potential
sources of funding are identified in the project tables in Appendices 4A – 4F.
Construction Tier
All projects listed in the Action Element fall into one of three construction tier designations (Tier 1, Tier 2,
or Tier 3). Projects within each tier are generally listed in random order unless otherwise stated to allow
for added flexibility by the LTC. Consequently, the LTC, county, and/or Caltrans may change the priority
ranking or project scope during the RTP approval process.
It should be noted that the fiscal constraint analysis for the 2012 RTP resulted in several long-range projects
being moved to the “unfunded” list of projects in Appendix 4G. As more funding becomes available, and
program level funding amounts are known, some of these projects can be moved to the constrained list at
the discretion of the LTC or during future updates to the RTP.
Tier 1 – These RTP improvements represent short-range projects that are fully fundable from anticipated
revenue sources and are normally programmed during the first 10 years (2012 – 2022) of the RTP. The first
five years of projects (RTIP) are consistent with the most recent STIP fund estimate.
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Tier 2 – These RTP improvements represent long-range projects that are likely fundable from anticipated
revenue sources and are planned for programming in the 11-25 (2023 – 2035) year timeframe. If the funds
cannot be identified, these projects are moved to the “unfunded” list until future funds are identified.
Tier 3 – These RTP improvements represent projects that are longer-term and would not have full funding
during the life of the RTP (by 2035) given current revenue projections. However, many of these projects
do represent desired long-term projects for state, county, and tribal interests, and are included on the
“unfunded” list of projects in Appendix 4G. At the discretion of the LTC, some of these “unconstrained”
projects can be included in the RTP constrained financial plan if additional funding becomes available.
The recommended improvements for the transit system, aviation facilities, bikeway and pedestrian
facilities, and goods movement complement the highway improvements and serve to implement a
balanced multimodal circulation system. These non-auto improvements are intended to improve air
quality by reducing VMT and GHG emissions, and accommodating future travel demand in the county.
The Action Element also addresses recommended action programs for Transportation Systems
Management (TSM), Transportation Demand Management (TDM), and Intelligent Transportation Systems
(ITS).
IMPROVEMENT STRATEGIES
The LTC recognizes that the STIP program will probably not be providing any significant amounts of
funding for maintenance and system preservation due to the ongoing funding shortfall for transportation
in California. Therefore, the LTC staff considered four funding strategies for selecting RTP projects in the
Action Element. The prioritization of projects for future RTIP funding will depend on which strategy is
considered the most important by the LTC, county, Miwok Tribe, and Caltrans District 10.

Strategy 1 – Primary focus on the state highway system
The RTP is required to address “regionally significant” projects as defined in SAFETEA-LU (23 CFR 450.104).
Regionally significant projects are defined as “projects that serve regional transportation needs both
inside and outside of the county, involve major planned activity centers and/or developments, or involve
transportation terminals.” An example is the Ferguson Slide project that is focused on reopening and
restoring full access to the section of SR 140 damaged by the slide. Various alternatives are currently
being considered with construction costs ranging from $18 million to $378 million.

Strategy 2 – Primary focus on the county and community road systems, focusing mostly on system
preservation and capacity enhancements
The short-range project list includes approximately $19 million in improvements including installation of
passing lanes on SR 140, realignment and widening of SR 132, and preliminary engineering for 12 bridge
projects. All remaining projects in the short-range list are system preservation projects at the county
level. Under this strategy, funding for non-auto modes assumes a low priority.
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Strategy 3 – Balanced spending on state highway improvements and county road improvements
This strategy will provide local road funding only for the most critical preservation and safety projects, so
that some funds can be shifted to non-auto modes. Bicycle, transit and pedestrian improvements receive
a higher priority than many road projects. Capacity projects will include a bike/pedestrian component.
Strategy 4 – Increase local revenues
This strategy would consider efforts to increase local funding through lobbying the CTC or implementing
development impact fees. A new source of maintenance funding is critical to maintain the integrity of the
transportation system. This strategy is considered difficult in Mariposa County due to it rural nature, low
development densities, and slow growth.
REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM (RTIP)
The current RTIP for Mariposa County is shown in Table 4.2. Projects in bold indicate a change from the
existing program in scope and/or cost. Total RTIP cost is $9.7 million.
TABLE 4.2
CURRENT REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM (RTIP)
Location
Chowchilla Mountain Rd.
Old Highway

PM

Total Cost ($1,000s)

Type of Improvement

10.0 – 10.86
23.94 – 24.88

$440

Road Rehabilitation

$300

Road Rehabilitation

10.0 - 13.87

$870

Road Rehabilitation

23.86 – 25.93

$660

Road Rehabilitation

Triangle Rd.

14.11 – 15.11

$208

Road Rehabilitation

Chowchilla Mountain Rd.

Harris Cut Off

$563

Road Rehabilitation

East Whitlock

15.6 – 17.88

$20

Road Rehabilitation

Old Highway

21.0 – 23.94

$20

Road Rehabilitation

Triangle Rd.

11.8 – 14.11

$578

Road Rehabilitation

Triangle Rd.

16.55 – 20.06

$176

Road Rehabilitation

Triangle Rd.

20.06 – 21.62

$1,125

Road Rehabilitation

Mt. Bullion Cutoff Rd.

10.0 – 13.11

$3,147

Road Rehabilitation

Silva Rd.

10.0 – 11.09

$978

Road Rehabilitation

$699

TDA Administration

Smith Station Rd.
Ben Hur Rd.

PPM
Total RTIP

$9,784

Source: Fehr & Peers, 2012

STATE HIGHWAY OPERATIONS AND PROTECTION PROGRAM (SHOPP)
The approved SHOPP for Mariposa for 2012 includes a major damage restoration project near El Portal
and Yosemite National Park, 0.5 miles west of South Fork of the Merced River. The programmed project
repairs the slide damage caused by the Ferguson Slide. The public circulation of the DEIS/EIR ended in
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January 2011. The actual repair and construction is estimated to be $129.1 million. This includes $110.3
million in capital and $18.8 million in support. Note: These funds are not counted against county revenues.

INTELLIGENT TRANSPORTATION SYSTEMS (ITS)
ITS, as defined in law, refers to the employment of “electronics, communications, or information
processing used singly or in combination to improve the efficiency or safety of a surface transportation
system.” The implementation of ITS measures is a priority for the U.S. Department of Transportation. A key
component of that nationwide implementation is the National ITS Architecture, a framework devised to
encourage functional harmony, interoperability, and integration among local, regional, state and federal
ITS applications: Key ITS applications existing or recommended for Mariposa County include: transit and
traveler information (e.g. telephonic and Web-based travel information access), highway advisory radio,
and automatic vehicle location for transit vehicles.
Transportation Systems Management (TSM) is a term used to describe low-cost actions that maximize the
efficiency of existing transportation facilities and systems. Strategies can include striping, parking
improvements, signalization timing, and circulation alternatives to reduce congestion.
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RTP CAPITAL PROJECTS
The projects recommended for short-range and long-range funding in the RTP are presented below.
Projects lists are provided by mode (Appendix 4A through 4F).
Short-Range Highway and Bridge Projects (Appendix 4A)
Appendix 4A lists the short-range (Tier 1) road and bridge projects for Mariposa County. The list includes
preliminary engineering and right-of-way acquisition for 12 bridges funded through the Highway Bridge
Program (HBP). The remaining projects focus on road rehabilitation. The installation of a passing lane on
SR 140 and a re-alignment and widening of a portion of SR 132 is also included.
The total for Short-Range Highway and Bridge Projects is estimated at $18.8 million.
Long-Range Highway and Bridge Projects (Appendix 4B)
Appendix 4B lists the long-range (Tier 2) road and bridge projects for Mariposa County. The list includes
bridge replacement and construction for 12 bridges funded through HBP. Several improvements to state
highways are proposed as part of future STIP funding. The remaining projects involve realignments,
repaving and resealing of local roads, and some widening to meet county road standards. Twenty-seven
percent of costs are allocated to bridges, 42 percent to local roads, and the remaining 31 percent to state
highways.
The total for Long-Range Highway and Bridge Projects is estimated at $64.9 million.
Transit Projects (Appendix 4C)
Appendix 4C lists the recommended transit projects for the county. The project lists includes vehicle
replacement, dial-a-ride service, update to the short-range transit plan, and improvements to reporting
requirements.
The total for transit capital projects is $692,550.
Aviation Projects (Appendix 4D)
Appendix 4D lists the aviation improvements for the Mariposa-Yosemite Airport. The projects are
coordinated with the Caltrans Division of Aeronautics. Projects include an update to the Airport Master
Plan, safety and system preservation improvements, and improvements to the airport’s runway and access
roads.
The total for aviation improvements is $1.1 million.
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Non-Motorized Bicycle Facilities (Appendix 4E)
Appendix 4E lists the short-range (Tier 1) and long-range (Tier 2) bicycle improvements. Projects are
categorized by Class I Bike Paths, Class II Bike Lanes, and Class III Bike Routes. Many of these
improvements were recommended in the recently adopted Bicycle and Pedestrian Transportation Plan
(2010). It should be noted that the Class III Bike Routes (share the road) that include signage and possible
shoulder improvements also involve some very long distances which contribute to the rather large cost
estimate; implementation of Class III Bike Route projects on state highways will require appropriate
Caltrans coordination. The constraint analysis moved some of the long-term projects to the “unfunded”
list in Appendix 4G.
The total for Class I Bike Paths is $12.7 million
The total for Class II Bike Lanes is $8.9 million
The total for Class III Bike Routes is $35.6 million
The total for all bicycle improvements is $57.2 million
Non-Motorized Pedestrian Facilities (Appendix 4F)
Appendix 4F lists the short-rang (Tier 1) and long-range (Tier 2) pedestrian facility improvements. All of
the improvements involve sidewalk construction adjacent to local roads except for proposed
improvements at the SR 49/SR 140 junction that recommends sidewalks on both sides between Jones
rd
Street and 3 Street.
The total for all pedestrian improvements is $7.5 million
Unconstrained (Unfunded) RTP Projects (Appendix 4G)
The RTP recognizes that transportation needs exist beyond available revenues. These “unfunded”
projects, associated operations, and maintenance, are desired by the county even though funding has not
been identified through the life of the RTP (by 2035).
Total estimated cost of unconstrained projects is approximately $113.9 million
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CHAPTER 5: FINANCIAL ELEMENT
Fiscal constraint is one of the foundational concepts of the Mariposa County 2012 RTP. Fiscal constraint is
the demonstration of sufficient funding to operate and maintain the transportation system and to
implement planned and programmed transportation system improvements. Given the nature of the
current economy at both the national and state level, fiscal
constraint is exceptionally important to maximizing
Primary Funding Sources:
transportation funding in the RTP process. As part of the
2012 RTP effort, the LTC, in cooperation with the county has
Federal Programs
taken a stricter approach on this issue than in the past. The
State Programs
LTC recognizes that while needs will always exceed available
Local Programs
funding, it is smart planning to maximize the benefit of each
available dollar and to prioritize projects based on the
funding availability, not strictly on desire or a wish list of
projects.

PLANNING APPROACH
The typical RTP process is to determine transportation improvement needs based on an analysis of travel
demand and level of service (LOS), identification of needed projects that meet the demand and
operational constraints, and then a determination of available funding that will pay for the improvements
once they have been selected. In addition, projects carried over from past planning efforts are included
because of their perceived past importance. This approach typically results in a fiscal deficit, as needs and
desires generally outweigh projected revenues. This has been the case with past RTPs in Mariposa and
other rural counties.
The approach for the 2012 RTP is to determine the available revenues by funding source, prioritize and
arrange recommended improvements based on the projected funding, and make decisions based on
projected surpluses or shortages. Past historical trends for the LTC and county as well as the latest
Mariposa County Economic Forecast from Caltrans, were used to establish baseline and future revenue
projections and totals. The revenues from each source were inflated to reflect the inflation rate from the
Consumer Price Index (CPI). For the 2012 RTP the inflation rate assumed between 2012 and 2035 is 2.2
percent per year. For some sources, the inflation factor was reduced based on local knowledge and past
funding trends. (Source: California Department of Transportation, Economic Analysis Branch, Division of
Transportation Planning, 2011 Economic Forecast for Mariposa County).
The 2012 RTP emphasizes operation and system preservation projects (maintain the existing system) to be
important along with capacity projects that add to or expand the circulation and safety needs of the
system and existing traffic. In addition, the implementation of non-auto improvements to bike,
pedestrian, transit, aviation and equestrian facilities are considered important to the success of the 2012
RTP.
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REVENUE ASSUMPTIONS
The RTP embodies investment priorities for local, state, and federal funds. The RTP describes both the
short-term and the long-term investment strategy in the region’s transportation system, indicating how all
funding sources are to be utilized to meet the needs identified in Chapter 2 and the goals and objectives
from Chapter 3. The financial plan further provides a summary of the projected transportation-related
revenues for the Mariposa region over the life of the plan and an accounting of the project costs
necessary to implement the goals of the RTP.
As a necessary condition of fiscal constraint, the financial plan contains assumptions about the availability
of future funding from identified and new sources. The identified federal and state funding sources are
assumed available over the life of the RTP, even if at reduced levels. The LTC has used the “reasonably
anticipated” barometer to identify and estimate revenues. No new funding source, or existing funding
source has been included that is not “reasonably anticipated. “ Key assumptions have been made as part
of the revenue projections process, as summarized below:
 The state and federal gas taxes are assumed to continue near today’s levels through 2035.
 A specified level of state and federal discretionary funding will be available for RTP improvements.
At a minimum, these programs include the State Transportation Improvement Program (STIP),
Surface Transportation Program (STP), Congestion Management and Air Quality (CMAQ), and
Local Transportation Funds (LTF). The appropriate match requirements for each program will be
available from local funds. These revenues will remain fairly flat in the short-term (through 2022)
and then increase slightly in the long-term (through 2035).
 The availability of local funds is limited. The county and its communities will rely on state and
federal revenues to complete the majority of RTP projects.

SUMMARY OF REVENUES AND COSTS
The following information summarizes revenue projections from all available sources and provides a recap
of RTP project costs. A discussion of individual revenue sources and programs, and modal cost categories
is also in this section.
RTP REVENUES
Table 5.1 summarizes the short-range and long-range revenue estimates from local, state, and federal
sources for the 2012 RTP through the horizon year (2035). The LTC anticipates approximately $151.3
million through 2035 for all sources. The distribution is 10 percent local, 25 percent state, and 65 percent
federal.
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TABLE 5.1
MAJOR REVENUE SOURCES
Estimated Revenues

Revenue Sources

Short-Range

Long-Range

Total

Airport Income

$297,000

$160,000

$457,000

Transit Income (Fares)

$107,096

$206,606

$313,702

Transportation Development Act (TDA) Administration;
Planning, Programming, and Monitoring (PPM)

$480,000

$615,354

$1,095,354

Local Transportation Fund (LTF)

$4,492,351

$9,480,023

$13,972,374

Subtotal

$5,376,447

$10,461,983

$15,838,430

$11,772,860

$19,810,063

$31,582,922

$941,103

$1,937,978

$2,879,081

$1,270,718

$1,418,282

$2,689,000

$13,984,681

$23,166,323

$37,151,003

$727,125

$1,342,558

$2,069,683

Surface Transportation Program (STP)

$3,074,179

$6,311,993

$9,386,172

Highway Bridge Program (HBP)

$3,051,000

$17,840,000

$20,891,000

Highway Users Tax (HUT) (operations and maintenance)

$11,903,170

$24,028,255

$35,931,425

Highway Users Tax (HUT 2103)

$10,085,832

$19,979,972

$30,065,804

Subtotal

$28,841,306

$69,502,778

$98,344,084

GRAND TOTAL ALL REVENUE SOURCES

$48,202,434

$103,131,084

$151,333,517

Local

State
Regional Improvement Program (RIP)
State Transit Assistance (STA)
Proposition 1B (Transit)
Subtotal
Federal
Federal Transit 5311 (Formula)

Source: Fehr & Peers, 2012

TOTAL PROJECT COSTS
Table 5.2 provides a summary of total project costs for the RTP. In line with Year of Expenditure (YOE)
requirements, the LTC has escalated all project costs to the appropriate tier of completion at 2.2 percent
per year consistent with CPI forecasts from the Bureau of Economic Analysis. The YOE ensures that “total”
project costs account for inflation. Short-range project costs for the 2012 RTP with operations and
maintenance total approximately $40.1 million, while long-range costs are estimated at $111.2 million.
The total for all RTP projects is approximately $151.3 million through 2035.
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TABLE 5.2
RTP PROJECT COST ESTIMATES FOR ALL PROJECTS ($1,000S)

County Road and Bridge
Transit
Aviation
Bicycle
Pedestrian
TDA Administration
Total

Short-Range Costs
(2012-2022)
$18,817,000
$276,700
$1,125,000
$15,563,000
$3,886,000
$480,000
$40,147,700

Long-Range Costs
(2023-2035)
$64,930,000
$415,050
$0
$41,620,000
$3,601,000
$615,354
$111,181,404

Total
$83,747,000
$691,750
$1,125,000
$57,183,000
$7,487,000
$1,095,354
$151,329,104

Source: Fehr & Peers, 2012

FEDERAL REVENUES
The LTC anticipates approximately $98.3 million from all federal sources through 2035.
Federal Transportation Authorization Bill, SAFETEA-LU
The current federal transportation authorization bill, SAFETEA-LU (Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient,
Transportation Equity Act – A Legacy for Users) was signed into law on August 10, 2005. The Bill authorized
$286.5 billion in transportation-related spending in federal fiscal years (FFY) 2004-2009. The total national
funding in SAFETEA-LU provides a spending increase (inflation-adjusted) of approximately five percent for
highways and 16 percent for transit over the previous bill, TEA-21.
Federal funding is divided into two funding types: highway (FHWA) and transit (FTA). The Highway Trust
Fund (HTF) is the funding source for most of the programs in MAP-21. The HTF is comprised of the Highway
Account – which funds highway and inter-modal programs – and the Mass Transit Account. Federal motor
fuel taxes are the major source of income into the HTF. In Mariposa County, fuel tax monies are used
primarily for state highway projects and county roads. They are also used for emergency repairs and bridge
replacement. Federal funds are available for most rural collectors in the county road system and for rural
portions of the state highway system. The Federal Highway Administration (FHA) administers the Highway
Trust Fund. The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) processes these funds through the
State Transportation Improvement Program (STIP) as outlined by Senate Bill 45. The remaining funds are
split 25 percent for the State Interregional Transportation Improvement Program (ITIP) and 75 percent for
the Regional Transportation Improvement Program (RTIP). The federal highway funds matched with state
highway funds are used to pay for the Caltrans State Highway Operation and Protection Program
(SHOPP).
The RTPA is responsible to program projects for the RTIP based upon the amount of funding allocated to
Mariposa County that is consistent with the RTP. The RTPA will program funding for the state highway
and local road system, transit and other transportation needs. All state highway and road projects are
required to have a Caltrans’ Project Study Report (PSR) that identifies scope, schedule and cost prior to
the project being programmed in the STIP. The PSR can be prepared using Planning, Programming, and
Monitoring (PPM) STIP funds.
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Subject to an agreement with the Office of Local Assistance, local agencies can also have their Planning,
Programming, and Monitoring (PPM) funds included in the OWP work elements. Per Assembly Bill 608,
effective January 1, 2002, Section 14527(g) of the Government Code was amended to permit rural RTPAs
to use up to five percent of their Regional Improvement Program (RIP) funds toward PPM funding.
Highway Safety Improvement Program (HSIP)
This new program, introduced in SAFETEA-LU and continued in MAP 21, replaces the previous Hazard
Elimination Safety Program (HES). This program allows states to target funds to their most critical safety
needs. A total of $5.1 billion was provided nationally for federal fiscal year 2006 – 2009. There is a current
call for projects for the HSIP program with applications due in July 2012. The Mariposa region does not
anticipate HSIP funds to be used for Tier 1 projects in this RTP. Application for HSIP in future RTP updates
is to be determined based on need.
Highway Bridge Program (HBP)
HBP provides for construction and maintenance of bridges that are not on the state highway system, such
as bridges on rural minor collectors and local roads. The range of HBP funds available to the region is
typically between $4 and $7 million annually, when funding is available. The county has proposed $20.9
million in HBP projects. The county anticipates approximately $20.9 million in HBP funds over the life of
the RTP to cover these projects.
Federal Transit Administration Section 5311 (Non-Urbanized Formula)
Under this section, funds are provided to non-urbanized transit systems on a formula basis for capital and
operating expenses. Twenty percent of Section 5311 funds are distributed through a new tier-based
formula based on land area. The remaining 80 percent of funds is allocated by the existing formula based
on population. The Rural Transit Assistance Program (RTAP) is funded with a two percent set-aside of the
Section 5311 grant funds. During the life of the RTP, it is anticipated that the region will receive
approximately $2.1 million in formula funds through 2035.
Match Exchange Surface Transportation Program (STP)
The STP guarantees counties 110 percent of their allocation under the old Federal Aid Urban/Federal Aid
Secondary (FAU/FAS) program. Jurisdictions may spend these fund on streets and roads or for bikeway
and pedestrian, transit, safety, ridesharing, traffic management, parking, environmental enhancements,
and transportation control measures (TCMs). Mariposa County has historically exchanged its STP funds for
use on local facilities. The region expects to receive approximately $9.4 million in STP (exchange funds)
through 2035.
Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality Program (CMAQ)
The purpose of CMAQ is to fund transportation projects or programs that will contribute to attainment or
maintenance of the National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) for ozone and carbon monoxide.
Project types typically considered for CMAQ include traffic flow improvements, transit projects, bike and
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pedestrian improvements, outreach and rideshare activities, and planning and project development. The
LTC does anticipate applying for CMAQ funds during the life of the RTP.
Highway Trust Fund (HTF) – Federal Highways Users Tax (HUT and HUT Section 2103)
The Highway Trust Fund includes a Highway Account and a Mass Transit Account. The Highway account is
the primary source of revenues for federal-aid funding returned to the states for carrying out various
highway programs and maintenance. The region anticipates approximately $66.0 million in HUT
operations and maintenance funding over the life of the RTP.
National Scenic Byways Program (SBP)
The SBP recognizes roads having outstanding scenic, historic, cultural, national, recreational, and
archaeological qualities and provides for designation as National Scenic Byways. Candidate expenditures
can include:
 Planning, design, or development of a state or tribal scenic byway program.
 Development and implementation of byway corridor management plans.
 Safety improvements for increased traffic; improvements that enhance access and protection of
resources.
 Development and provision of bicycle and pedestrian facilities, interpretive centers, and other
traveler amenities.
Mariposa County does not anticipate receiving any SBP funds during the life of the RTP.
STATE FUNDING PROGRAMS
The LTC anticipates approximately $37.2 million from all state sources through 2035.
State Highway Operations and Protection Program (SHOPP)
Biennially, Caltrans is required to prepare a SHOPP for the cost of major capital improvements necessary
to preserve and protect the state highway system. Projects included in the SHOPP are limited to capital
improvements that do not increase capacity, relative to maintenance, safety, and bridges. Projects can also
include bridge replacement and seismic retrofitting. RTPAs are encouraged to coordinate with Caltrans on
the SHOPP before submission to the CTC. The current SHOPP for Mariposa County provides for $129.1
million in the short-range to repair the Ferguson Slide area on SR 140. Long-range SHOPP for Mariposa
County is to be determined. Note: These funds have not match requirement and are not counted as part of
the fiscal constraint analysis for Mariposa.
State Transportation Improvement Program (STIP)
The STIP is a four year planning document adopted every two years that lists commitments of
transportation funds for improving rail, mass transportation, local road, and the state highway system
operations. Seventy-five percent of STIP funding goes to the Regional Improvement Program (RIP) and 25
percent goes to the state discretionary account the Interregional Transportation Improvement Program
(ITIP).
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Under the RIP, the Mariposa County region has the discretion to select and program transportation
improvement projects on state highways, local roads, and transit and bike facilities. Projects for RIP
funding in the short-range are identified in the Regional Transportation Improvement Program (RTIP $9.1
million including PPM). The region anticipates approximately $31.6 million in RIP through 2035.
State Transit Assistance (STA)
State Transit Assistance (STA) funds are derived from the Public Transportation Account (PTA). Half of the
funds (50 percent) are allocated to Caltrans, and the other half to RTPAs. Of the RTPA allocation, half is
allocated to mass-transit projects for such needs as vehicles, equipment, and terminals, and the other half
is allocated to transit operators, based on fare revenues. The region typically receives approximately
$115,000 in STA funds annually. Over the life of the RTP the county anticipates approximately $2.9 million
in STA funding.
Proposition 1B (Transit)
The California bond program for transit is estimated to provide approximately $2.7 million to Mariposa
County through 2035 based on past authorization and amounts.
LOCAL REVENUES
The LTC anticipates approximately $15.8 million from all local sources for roads, transit, non-auto modes,
and administration through 2035.
Airport Income
The Mariposa-Yosemite Airport receives approximately $10,000 annually for airport operations and
maintenance. The total income through 2035 is estimated at $457,000.
Transit Income (Fares)
Mariposa Transit receives revenues from various subsidies, vendor services, as well as transit fares. The LTC
estimates future revenues from all transit income is approximately $313,702 through 2035. These funds
will be used for both operating and capital expenditures.
Local Transportation Fund (LTF)
Existing law requires that one quarter percent of statewide sales and use tax money be transferred to the
local transportation fund of the county for allocation, as directed by the LTC, to various transit projects
and programs. The LTF also provides limited funds (two percent set aside) for the construction and
maintenance of pedestrian or bicycle facilities. The LTC must designate the two percent to any eligible
entity for such purposes. Each local claimant may use any portion of its respective apportionment for nonmotorized facilities.
The TDA also allows local agencies to use LTF funds on local streets and roads, if all unmet transit needs
that are found “reasonable to meet” are funded. Any remaining funds can be used for local road projects.
Under current law, the LTC anticipates approximately $14.0 million for LTF.
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DISTRIBUTION OF PROJECT COSTS AND
REVENUES
Mariposa County has allocated the cost share for
non-auto (bike and pedestrian) projects to 43
percent. Transit and aviation projects account for
two percent of project costs. Both categories will
help the county in its efforts to reduce VMT and
GHG. Roads/Bridges account for 55 percent of
costs so that the integrity of the transportation
system in Mariposa remains intact.

Distribution of Project Costs
Roads/Bridges

Transit

Bike/Ped

Admin

Aviation

1%
43%
55%

1% -1%
FISCAL CONSTRAINT – PROJECT COSTSVERSUS TOTAL REVENUES
The 2012 Mariposa County RTP is fiscally constrained to the total revenue and cost assumptions in this
chapter considering the uncertainty in future revenues from federal and state sources. Table 5.3 provides
a comparison of total costs and revenues through 2035. Overall, the RTP shows a total project cost of
$151.3 million in capital and operating costs for all modes, and total revenues of $151.3 million to pay for
those capital costs. The amount of funding available for operations and maintenance of the system
(operations and maintenance) is estimated from various sources, including HUT and Match Exchange. The
slight surplus ($4,413) of costs compared to revenues (comparing Table 5.1 to 5.2) may change as projects
are prioritized for actual construction, more projects are added or deleted, and actual revenue and cost
sources are refined through federal and state budget allocations and authorization.
FUNDING PLAN
The RTP for Mariposa County identifies key short-range (0-10 years) and long-term (11-25 years) road
improvements and maintenance for the county’s transportation system. These projects are categorized as
Tier 1, Tier 2, or Tier 3. Funding sources for these projects come from various federal, state, and local
sources, including STP, STIP, HBP, HSIP, grants, and limited local funding from gas taxes and highway users
tax. The RTP also identifies a series of multimodal projects and programs, such as transit improvements,
aviation improvements, bicycle improvements, and pedestrian improvements. To achieve the RTP goals
established by the LTC, the following questions remain critical to the county’s transportation system:

How should limited transportation funds continue to be prioritized to meet the needs of motorists, transit
riders, goods movement, bicyclists, pedestrians, and visitors over the next 20 years while maintaining fiscal
constraint?
What should the share to federal versus state dollars be for transportation projects? Should local
governments assume a greater role in funding local projects?

90

What type of funding strategy should Mariposa County adopt to provide the needed transportation
improvements to its transportation system while maintaining the existing system?
Support Actions to Maximize Limited Funds
The following actions are recommended to help maximize the use of limited transportation funds,
regardless of the specific funding strategy preferred by the LTC:
 Transportation funds in Mariposa County should be used to develop a balanced-multimodal
system for all modes. A balanced approach for state highways, local roads, transit, and non-auto
modes should be pursued. The 2012 RTP reflects the balanced approach.
 The LTC should implement the highest priority projects from the Action Element based on
purpose and need, consistent with the policy direction decided by the LTC and input by the
county. The LTC should pursue all discretionary and grant-based programs available so they can
implement non-road projects such as transit, aviation, bike, and pedestrian.
 RTP projects that have been moved to the unconstrained list (Appendix 4G) should be reviewed
periodically as additional funding becomes available. Priority projects that can be funded should
be moved to the constrained list in the appropriate appendix in the RTP.
 A new source of maintenance funding should be pursued at the state level as opportunity arises.
The LTC and county should partner with Caltrans and neighboring Regional Transportation
Planning Agencies, wherever possible, to attract additional SHOPP projects in the county. Even
though the SHOPP is a Caltrans managed program earmarked for non-capacity–increasing
projects on the state highway system, local agencies should be encouraged to partner with
Caltrans on important SHOPP-funded projects that have regional significance to their local areas.

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW
Appendix 5A provides a Mitigated Negative Declaration and Initial Study for the Mariposa County 2012
RTP. For the purpose of this assessment, the project is the plan itself, not the improvements identified in
the Action Element – Chapter 4. Each improvement listed in the Action Element will have a full
environmental analysis conducted to determine potential impacts to the environment before
implementation.
The environmental assessment of this RTP is based on the CEQA guidelines for initial studies/negative
declarations. All projects listed in this RTP that fall under CEQA’s definition of a “project” will undergo
independent environmental review when each project is proposed for construction.
The environmental document is consistent with the California Wildlife Action Plan by incorporating
mitigation to integrate wildlife conservation into local land-use decisions, restoring and protecting
riparian habitats, protecting essential water sources for wildlife, and controlling for invasive species. The
LTC will continue to consider FHA guidance on Planning and Environmental Linkages (PEL) when
advancing projects to construction.
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GLOSSARY OF RTP TERMS

ADA
Americans with Disabilities Act
ADT
Average Daily Traffic:
Air Cargo
Revenue producing items in domestic or international commerce, composed of
freight, express, and mail, but excluding passenger baggage.
Air Carrier
An aviation operator who provides regular round-trips per week between two or more points and
publishes flight schedules that specify the times, days of the week, and places between which such flights
are performed.
Alternative Fuels
Low-polluting fuels that are used to propel a vehicle instead of high-sulfur diesel or gasoline. Examples
include methanol, ethanol, propane, compressed natural gas, liquid natural gas, low-sulfur or “clean”
diesel, and electricity.
Amtrak
A federal governmental agency that provides intercity railroad passenger service Amtrak also provides
commuter rail passenger service by contract.
Annual Service Miles
The number of miles that all transit vehicles travel each year in scheduled transit service operations, or
when carrying passengers in door-to-door (or demandresponsive) transit service.
ArcInfo
A geographic information system (GIS) which can be used to maintain, manipulate, and display
transportation, land use, and demographic data.
AVL
Automated Vehicle Location. A transportation device that uses the coordinates from earth-orbit satellites
to determine the precise location of a vehicle on the earth’s surface.
Bikeway Classifications
As defined by the Caltrans Highway Design Manual:
Class I Bike Path: A paved path within an exclusive right-of-way.
Class II Bike Lane: Signed and striped lanes within a street right-of-way.
Class III Bike Route: Preferred routes on existing streets identified by signs only.
CAAA
Clean Air Act Amendments of 1990. Federal legislation which establishes criteria for attaining and
maintaining the federal air quality standards for allowable concentrations and exposure limits for

various air pollutants. The legislation also provides emission standards for specific vehicles and fuels.
Caltrans
California Department of Transportation:
CARB
California Air Resources Board:
Carpool
Two or more people sharing the use and cost of privately owned automobiles.
CCAA
California Clean Air Act passed in 1988 that provides the basis for air quality planning and regulation
independent of federal regulations.
CCI
Construction Cost Index measures the inflation rate in the cost of major construction projects.
CHP
California Highway Patrol:
.
CMAQ
Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality Program. A category of funds contained in TEA-21 for projects and
activities that reduce congestion and improve air quality in regions not yet attaining federal air quality
standards.
Community Plan
More specific versions of the General Plans, generally dealing with smaller geographical areas, but having
the same force of law. See General Plan.
Conformity
A demonstration of whether a federally-supported activity is consistent with the
State Implementation Plan (SIP) — per Section 176 (c) of the Clean Air Act.
Congestion
Congestion is usually defined as travel time or delay in excess of that normally experienced under freeflow traffic conditions.

Corridor
A broad geographical band that follows a general directional flow connecting major trip origins and
destinations. A corridor may contain a number of streets, highways and transit route alignments.

CPI
Consumer Price Index developed by the Bureau of Labor Statistics of the U.S. Department of Labor to
provide a measurement of the inflation rate in the general economy of a given

metropolitan area.
CTC
California Transportation Commission:
CVO
Commercial Vehicle Operations
Deficient Segment
As used in the RTP, a portion of freeway experiencing LOS F where demand
exceeds capacity.
Demand- Responsive Service
Transit service that is provided in response to a pre-ordered or telephone reservation.
Development Impact Fee
A fee charged to private developers, usually on a per-dwelling unit or per square foot basis, to help pay
for infrastructure improvements necessitated as a result of the development.
DOT
Department of Transportation:
EIR
Environmental Impact Report. A detailed statement prepared under the California Environmental Quality
Act (CEQA) describing and analyzing the significant environmental effects of a project
and discussing ways to mitigate or avoid the effects.
.
EMP
Environmental Mitigation Program. Provides funding for the mitigation of local and regional
transportation projects and additional funding for activities that help implement the region’s habitat
preservation plans
Environmental Justice
The fair treatment of people of all races, cultures, and incomes with respect to the development, adoption,
implementation, and enforcement of environmental laws and policies.
Expressway
Similar to a freeway but with some signal-controlled intersections.
FAA
Federal Aviation Administration:
Farebox Recovery Ratio
Measure of the proportion of operating expenses covered by passenger fares. The ratio divides the
farebox revenue by the total operating expenses.
Farebox Revenue
Value of cash, tickets, and pass receipts given by passengers for payment for rides on public transit.

Fare Structure
The various fees charged to use transit typically delineated by age, type of service, trip length and/or time
of day.
FHWA
Federal Highway Administration:
Fixed-Route Service
Service provided on a regular, fixed-schedule basis along a specific route with vehicles stopping to pick up
and deliver passengers to specific locations.
Freeway
Multilane divided roadway, grade separated from other roadways, with fully controled access and egress.
FTA
Federal Transit Administration:
Gas Tax
The tax applied on each gallon of fuel sold. Currently, the federal tax is18.3 cents per gallon and the state
tax is 18 cents per gallon tax.
General Plan
A policy document required of cities and counties by state law which describes a jurisdiction’s future
development in text and map form. All land use decisions must derive from the GP. The General Plan
must contain seven mandatory elements: Land Use, Circulation, Housing, Conservation, Open Space,
Noise, and Safety.
GHG Emissions
Gases that effect global climate change. They include: carbon dioxide, methane, nitrous oxide,
hydrofluorocarbons, perfluorocarbons, and sulfur hexafluoride.
GIS
Geographic Information System.
Grade Separation
A vertical separation between intersecting roads and or railway tracks.

GRH
Guaranteed Ride Home Program which provides a free taxicab ride or 24-hour car rental to those who
carpool, vanpool, use premium bus service or bike to work
HCM
Highway Capacity Manual:
Heavy Rail
Railroad services that operate in a mixed-user environment on conventional railroad tracks.

Household
All people living in a housing unit, regardless of whether they are related to each other. Housing units
include houses, apartments, and mobile homes.
HOV
High Occupancy Vehicle that carries more than one passenger. Examples include carpools,vanpools,
shuttles, and buses.
HOV Lane
Exclusive road or traffic lane limited to HOVs that typically has a higher operating
speed and lower traffic volumes than a general purpose or mixed flow lane.
Inter-city Rail
Railroad passenger service which primarily serves longer trips such as those between major cities or
regions.
Intermodal
Passenger or freight transportation services which involve or use more than one
type of transportation facility (or mode).
ITS
Intelligent Transportation Systems use transportation technologies, management tools, and electronic
services to improve operational efficiencies.
JARC
Jobs Access Reverse Commute. The SAFETEA-LU formula fund program which provides support for capital
or operating costs for transportation services and facilities designed to facilitate reverse commute
employment related travel for persons of limited means.
LOS
Level of Service. A qualitative measure describing operational conditions within a traffic stream and
motorists’ perception of those conditions. LOS ratings typically range from LOS A, which represents free
flow conditions, to LOS F, which is characterized by forced flow, heavy congestion, stop and go traffic, and
long queues.
LTC
Local Transportation Commission. The commission serves as the transportation planning agency in many
rural counties and is staffed by elected officials.
Mixed-Use
The combining of commercial, office, and residential land uses to provide easy
pedestrian access and reduce the public’s dependence on the automobile.
Mode
One of various forms of transportation, including automobile, transit, bicycle, and
walking.

MCAB
Mariposa County is located within the Mountain Counties Air Basin (MCAB), which includes Nevada,
Sierra, Plumas, Amador, Calaveras, Tuolumne, Mariposa counties and a portion of El Dorado and Placer
County. California air basin boundary designations generally cover areas that share similar meteorological
and geographic conditions. The MCAB includes both the western and eastern slopes of the Sierra Nevada
Mountains including much of the Sierra foothills. The area covered is approximately 11,000 square miles.
MIS
Major Investment Study. A feasibility study and resulting document which is required for major surface
transportation projects involving significant federal funds.
Mode Split
The percent of trips that use each of the various travel modes.
MPO
Metropolitan Planning Organization is the federally-designated agency that is responsible for regional
transportation planning in each metropolitan area.
Non-attainment Area
A geographic area identified by the U.S. EPA and/or the California Air Resources Board (CARB) as not
meeting either the national or California Ambient Air Quality Standards for a given pollutant.
Paratransit
The range of demand-responsive (or on-request) transit providing service from a trip origin to trip
destination.
Park and Ride
A travel option where commuters park their personal vehicles in a publicly provided lot or other location,
and continue their trip via carpool, vanpool, or transit.
Park and Ride Lot
Facilities where individuals can rendezvous to utilize carpools, vanpools, and transit for group travel to
their destinations.
Performance Measures
Objective, quantifiable criteria used to evaluate the performance of the transportation system and to
determine how well planned improvements to the system are achieving the established objectives.
PSR
Project Study Report. A preliminary engineering report which documents agreement on the scope, a set
of reasonable and feasible alternatives, schedule, and estimated cost of a project so that the project can
be included in a future State Transportation Improvement Program (STIP).
Public Transportation
Travel by bus, rail, or other vehicle, either publicly or privately owned, which provides general or
specialized service on a regular or continuing basis.

Reverse Commute
Travel in the direction opposite to the main flow of peak period commute traffic.
ROW
Right-of-Way. The land required for the construction and operation of a transportation facility.
RTIP
Regional Transportation Improvement Program (RTIP). A listing of major highway and transit projects
including project costs, funding sources, and development schedules.
RTP
Regional Transportation Plan. A minimum 20-year plan that is required by state and federal law to guide
the development of the region's transportation system.
RTPA
Regional Transportation Planning Agency. A state-designated agency responsible for preparing the RTP
and the RTIP and administering state transportation funds. The Mariposa County Local Transportation
Commission is the RTPA for Mariposa County.
Safe Routes to School
A state and federal program which funds education, encouragement campaigns, and infrastructure
improvements to help reduce the amount of traffic congestion around schools.
SAFETEA-LU
Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient Transportation Equity Act: A Legacy for Users. Federal legislation
signed into law on August 10, 2005 authorizing $244.1 billion for Federal surface transportation programs
for highways, highway safety, and transit for the 5-year period 2005-2009. Extensions have been
completed through 2012.
SIP
State Implementation Plan.
standards.

A document that shows the steps planned to meet federal air quality

SHOPP
State Highway Operation and Protection Program. Caltrans’ three-year program to address traffic safety,
roadway rehabilitation, roadside rehabilitation, or operations needs on the state highway system.
Smart Growth
A compact, efficient, and environmentally-sensitive pattern of development that provides people with
additional travel, housing, and employment choices by focusing future growth away from rural areas and
closer to existing and planned job centers and public facilities, while preserving open space and natural
resources.
SOV
Single occupant vehicle

STIP
State Transportation Improvement Program. A multi-year program of major transportation projects to be
funded by the state. The CTC adopts the STIP every two years based on projects proposed in RTIPs and
from Caltrans.
STP
Surface Transportation Program. A federal program originally established in the federal ISTEA legislation
which provides flexible funding allocated by regional agencies like CCOG for a range of projects including
highways, transit, local streets and roads, and bicycles.
TCM
Transportation Control Measure. A transportation strategy intended both to reduce vehicle miles traveled
(VMT) and to make VMT more efficient. TCMs include transportation system management (TSM) and
transportation demand management (TDM) elements. Examples include carpooling, transit, and
computer-optimized traffic signals.
TDA
Transportation Development Act. TDA funds are generated from a tax of one-quarter of one percent on
all retail sales in each county and are used for transit, specialized transit for disabled persons, and bicycle
and pedestrian purposes.

TCRP
Transportation Congestion Relief Program
TDM
Transportation Demand Management. Programs to reduce demand by automobiles on the transportation
system, such as telecommuting, flextime, bicycling, walking, transit use, staggered work hours, and
ridesharing.
TSM
Transportation System Management. Strategies that maximize the number of persons traveling in a
corridor or facility. These strategies include traffic flow improvements, ramp metering, and park-and-ride
lots.
U.S. EPA
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency:
Vanpool
A vehicle operating as a ridesharing arrangement, providing transportation to a group of individuals
traveling directly between their homes and a regular destination within the same geographic area.
V/C Ratio
Volume to Capacity Ratio. The volume of traffic divided by the capacity of a transportation facility.
VMT
Vehicle Miles Traveled. The total number of miles traveled on all roadways by all vehicles.
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INTRODUCTION
BACKGROUND
The Mariposa County Local Transportation Commission is designated as the Regional
Transportation Planning Agency (RTPA). The Commission consists of the five County Board
Members, and the Public Works Director is the designated Executive Director.
REGION
Mariposa County is located in central California on the western slope of the Sierra Nevada, has
an area of approximately 931,200 acres of which 514,033 acres is in public ownership (Yosemite
National Park, the Bureau of Land Management, and the Sierra and Stanislaus National Forests).
Transportation options within Mariposa County consists of a fixed route service provided as part
of the Yosemite Area Regional Transportation System (YARTS) and demand response to dial-aride services provided by Mari-Go.
The 2006 Census reported the population of Mariposa County to be 18,401. This population is
not congregated within any specific region, but dispersed throughout the County; the County’s
population density is approximately 237 persons per square mile. Only 8% of the County’s
population resides within the town of Mariposa.
SAFETEA-LU REQUIREMENTS
The Federal Transportation Bill, Safe, Accountable, Flexible and Efficient Transportation Equity
Act – A Legacy for Users (SAFETEA-LU), emphasizes the importance of public participation as
part of the transportation planning process. The bill established the requirement for a public
participation plan to be used by Regional Transportation Planning Agencies in their planning
processes.
PURPOSE OF THIS PLAN
The Mariposa County LTC recognizes the importance of public participation as well as
interagency participation. Without input and involvement from members of the public, affected
agencies, community groups, and other interested parties it would be difficult to develop a
transportation program that effectively meets the needs of the county and its communities.
This plan will provide a clear directive for the public participation activities of Mariposa County
LTC, particularly as they pertain to the agency’s primary responsibilities, which include
development and implementation of the following:
•
•
•
•
•

Regional Transportation Plan (RTP)
Regional Transportation Improvement Program (RTIP)
Annual Overall Work Program (OWP)
Administration of Transit Development Act (TDA) funds
Federal and State grant programs
2
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Coordinated Human Transportation Plan
Transit Studies
Area transportation plans
Special Projects

ADVISORY COMMITTEES
There are two committees that aid the Mariposa County LTC in performing its transportation
planning functions.
The Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) is composed of Planning and Public Works
representatives, along with two LTC Commissioners and a Caltrans transportation planner. The
committee makes recommendations to the LTC on matters of a technical nature. The TAC meets
on an as needed basis.
The Social Services Transportation Advisory Council (SSTAC) was established by the
approval of Senate Bill 498 in 1987. The council represents interests of the elderly,
handicapped, and persons of limited means. The SSTAC member consists of a potential
transportation transit user 60 years of age or older, a potential transit user who is handicapped,
two representatives of the local social service providers for seniors, including one representative
of a social service transportation provider, if one exists, two representatives of the local social
service providers for the handicapped, including one representative of a social service
transportation provider, if one exist, one representative of a local social service provider for
persons of limited means, and two representatives from the Local Consolidated Transportation
Service Agency, designated pursuant to subdivision (a) Section 15975 of the Government Code,
if one exists, including one representative from an operator, if one exists. The LTC may appoint
additional members from a broad representation of social service and transit providers
representing the elderly, the handicapped, and persons of limited means. The SSTAC’s main
function is to determine if there are any unmet transit needs to be brought before the LTC during
their annual unmet needs public hearing.

PUBLIC PARTICIPATION GOALS AND STRATEGIES
Goal 1: Provide all interested parties and agencies reasonable opportunities for involvement in
the transportation planning process.
Strategy 1.1: Provide adequate public notice of public participation opportunities and
activities and time for public involvement in the transportation planning
process when appropriate.
Strategy 1.2: Evaluate plans, programs, and projects to determine the most appropriate
and effective tools and strategies for public and agency involvement and
outreach.
Strategy 1.3: Provide the opportunity to comment on draft planning documents to
affected local, state and federal agencies.
3
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Make transportation planning documents available for viewing on the
Public Works and Transportation Planning websites. Regionally
significant documents, such as the RTP, shall also be made available at
key locations throughout the County.

Strategy 1.5: In developing the RTP and other regionally significant plans, Mariposa
County LTC will consult with state, federal and local agencies and
officials that may be affected by proposed planning activities, including
planning, transportation, environmental, economic development, housing,
private industry, and resource agencies, as appropriate.
Strategy 1.6: Prior to adoption, provide additional opportunity for public review and
comment if a regionally significant plan, including the RTP, differs
significantly from the draft that was made available for public review and
raises new material issues which could not reasonably have been foreseen
from the public involvement efforts.
Strategy 1.7: Agendas for all Mariposa County LTC board meetings and meetings of
standing advisory committees shall be posted a minimum of 72 hours prior
to the meeting.
Goal 2:

Increase public awareness and understanding of the transportation planning
process in Mariposa County.

Strategy 2.1: Utilize the Mariposa County website to post current transportation
planning activities, including reports and plans, as well as agendas and
minutes for Mariposa County Local Transportation Commission meetings.
Strategy 2.2: Utilize visualization techniques as part of public involvement when
appropriate.
Strategy 2.3: When appropriate, present information about specific plans and projects at
Local Transportation Commission meetings and Board of Supervisor
meetings.
Goal 3:

Ensure accessibility to the transportation planning process and information for all
members of the community.

Strategy 3.1: Hold public meetings when appropriate at locations that are convenient
and accessible to the public.
Strategy 3.2: When selecting meeting locations for community outreach activities,
prioritize those locations that are accessible by means of public transit.
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Strategy 3.3: Make transportation planning documents available for viewing on the
Mariposa County Public Works / Transportation Planning website.
Regionally significant documents, such as the RTP, shall also be made
available at key locations throughout the County including public libraries.
Strategy 3.4: Make every effort to accommodate requests for accessibility opportunities,
including physical accessibility to public meetings as well as accessibility
to information.
Goal 4:

Maintain contact with interested individuals and agencies throughout the process
of developing plans and projects.

Strategy 4.1: Encourage early involvement in the transportation planning process by
providing timely notification and access to information regarding the
development of plans and projects.
Strategy 4.2: Utilize citizen and/or agency advisory groups as a means of providing
input to the transportation planning process.
Strategy 4.3: Maintain a contact list of individuals and agencies that may be interested
in a specific project or plan.
Strategy 4.4: Prior to adoption, provide additional opportunity for public review and
comment if a regionally significant plan, including the RTP, differs
significantly from the draft that was made available for public review and
raises new material issues which could not reasonably have been foreseen
from the public involvement efforts.
Goal 5:

Increase opportunities for those traditionally under-served, including the elderly,
low income, disabled, and minority households, to participate in the transportation
planning process.

Strategy 5.1: Utilize the Social Services Transportation Advisory Council (SSTAC) as a
means of obtaining input and recommendations for plans and programs
impacting the elderly, disabled and low income households, including the
RTP and Coordinated Human Services Transportation Plan.
Strategy 5.2: Attempt to offer key information, such as notices and announcements, in
alternative languages when appropriate or requested.
Strategy 5.3: Provide the opportunity for alternative forms of public input (website,
email, etc.) for individuals who are unable to be physically present at
public meetings or workshops.
Strategy 5.4: When appropriate, utilize alternative media outlets that may target
minority or underserved households in the county.
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Consider public input and comments as an integral part of the Mariposa County
Local Transportation Commission’s decision making process.

Strategy 6.1: Utilize citizen and/or agency advisory groups as a means of providing
input to the transportation process.
Strategy 6.2: Conduct public opinion surveys to help identify the needs, interests and
concerns of the population when appropriate.
Strategy 6.3: Consider the input of federal, state and local agencies during the decision
making process.
Goal 7:

Consult with tribal governments within Mariposa County and provide
opportunities for tribal government input into the transportation planning process.

Strategy 7.1: Provide early notice of the development of transportation plans and
programs to all tribal governments within Mariposa County.
Strategy 7.2: Provide the opportunity for direct consultation with tribal councils and/or
administrators as part of the transportation planning process.
Strategy 7.3: Provide the opportunity for tribal governments and the tribal community
to review significant plans and programs, including the Regional
Transportation Plan and the Regional Transportation Improvement
Program.

PUBLIC PARTICIPATION TOOLS
This section contains descriptions of public participation tools currently used by Mariposa
County LTC.
Most Common Public Participation Tools:
Mariposa County Public Works / Transportation Planning Website: Mariposa County
Public Works website, www.mariposacounty.org, provides information about Mariposa County
Public Works contact information, public notices, meeting agendas and minutes. The site also
includes transportation plans and programs, local transportation studies, and documents for
public review and comment.
Contact List: The Mariposa County LTC staff maintains a master list of all contacts, including
public agencies, businesses, community groups, and members of the public. This list is used to
establish and maintain a list of e-mail and regular mail contacts for general communications, and
electronic meeting notifications, and announcements.
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Legal Advertisements: Legal notices are required to be published in a newspaper of
countywide circulation. Mariposa County LTC typically publishes notices in the Mariposa
Gazette. Notices for items that may be of greater regional concern may also be published in the
Foothill Express and the Yosemite Highway Herald. Notices may advertise meetings, agendas,
or public comment periods on proposed plans, programs, or documents. The time frame required
for publication of legal notices relating to transportation planning is generally 30 days.
Project Workshops / Open Houses: Public workshops are often held during development of
various transportation plans. Workshops may be held at the initial stage of plan development
and later on in the process to allow the public opportunity to comment on a draft plan or project
concept. These are typically casual, open meeting formats. Notices of workshops may be
advertised in the newspaper and the website.
Public Hearings: Public hearings are used to solicit public comments on a project or issue
being considered by the Mariposa County LTC. Hearings provide a formal setting for citizens to
provide comments to the Mariposa County LTC or other decision making body. The
requirement for a formal public hearing is usually 30 days prior to the hearing.
Availability of Plans and Documents: Documents at all stages will be available for review by
the public at the Mariposa County Public Works Department and on the Mariposa County Public
Works website. A copy of key regional draft documents, such as the RTP, may also be made
available at other locations throughout the County, such as the public libraries.
Other Possible tools for Public Outreach
Display Ads: Display ads in newspapers may be used to promote meetings that are not regularly
scheduled or agenda items that may be of wide public interest. They are used to reach a larger
audience than those that typically read legal ads. Display ads may also be used to advertise
public comment periods on proposed plans, programs, or documents.
Direct Mailings: Letters or announcements may be mailed to lists of individuals or agencies
regarding a specific project. The mailing list will be customized for each project.
Posters and Flyers: Typically used to promote public workshops or meetings. The posters
and/or flyers would be distributed at public places, such as county offices, libraries, etc. The
announcement may contain a brief description of the purpose of the meeting / workshop, the
time, location and contact information. Posters and flyers may be used to reach a larger group of
individuals that can not usually be reached by direct mailings.

PUBLIC PARTICIPATION PERFORMANCE MEASURES
The strategies and goals contained in this plan will be reviewed periodically to analyze
their effectiveness and determine if modifications to this plan are necessary. Strategies may be
modified and additional strategies may be added to improve the public participation process.
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The following may be used as indicators in reviewing and determining the effectiveness of this
plan:
Public Awareness:
• Number of newspaper advertisements, and/or public notices.
• Number of posters / flyers distributed.
• Number of respondents on any surveys released.
Opportunities for Public Participation
• Number of public meetings and workshops.
• Number of participants at public meetings and workshops.
• Number of comments received during the public comment period for projects and
programs.
Result of Public and Agency Input:
• Revisions to plans or projects based on citizen and agency input.

REVIEW OF PUBLIC PARTICIPATION PLAN
As required by SAFETEA-LU, this public participation plan will be made available for public
review and comment for 45 days prior to adoption at a public hearing. Please address written
comments to the Mariposa County LTC, Mariposa County Public Works, 4639 Ben Hur Rd,
Mariposa, CA 95338, Attn: Barbara Carrier. Comments may also be emailed to
bcarrier@mariposacounty.org. If there are any oral questions or comments they can be provided
at the Mariposa County LTC public hearing or by telephone at 209-966-5356.

8

Appendix 2A

Mariposa County Bridge Inventory

94

Structure Maintenance &
Investigations

SM&I
January
2012
January,
2012

Bridge List Item Descriptions
BRIDGE NUMBER: The official structure number assigned by CalTrans.

STR TYP: Second & Third characters (Design):

DIST: CalTrans state highway district number.

01 = Slab
02 = Stringer/Multi-beam or Girder
03 = Girder and Floorbeam System
04 = Tee Beam
05 = Box Beam or Girders - Multiple
06 = Box Beam or Girders - Single or Spread
07 = Frame (except frame culverts)
08 = Orthotropic
09 = Truss - Deck
10 = Truss - Thru
11 = Arch - Deck
12 = Arch - Thru
13 = Suspension
14 = Stayed Girder
15 = Movable - Lift
16 = Movable - Bascule
17 = Movable - Swing
18 = Tunnel
19 = Culvert
21 = Segmental Box Girder
22 = Channel Beam
00 = Other

BRIDGE NAME: The name assigned to the structure by CalTrans
FACILITY CARRIED: A description of the facility carried by the structure.
CITY: CalTrans alphabetic code for the city within whose limits the bridge exists. This
field is blank if the bridge is not within city limits.
BYPASS LENGTH: The total additional travel for a vehicle which would result from
closing the bridge. (kilometers)
LANES ONUN: The first two characters show the number of lanes on the structure. The
second two characters show the total number of lanes for all roadways under the
structure.
AADT: Average daily traffic.
APPRD WIDTH: Width of the approach roadway, shoulders included, in meters.
STR TYP: First character (Material):
1 = Concrete
2 = Concrete continuous
3 = Steel
4 = Steel continuous
5 = Prestressed concrete
6 = Prestressed concrete continuous
7 = Wood or timber
8 = Masonry
9 = Aluminum, wrought iron, or cast iron
0 = Other

RDWAY WIDTH: Bridge roadway width curb-to-curb (meters)
YEAR BUILT: Year of original construction
SD/FO: Indicates whether the bridge is structurally deficient (SD) or functionally obsolete (FO)
according to FHWA criteria.
LENGTH: Length of structure (meters)
SUFF RATE: FHWA/AASHTO Bridge sufficiency rating. If the structure does not carry highway
traffic it will not have a sufficiency rating.
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MARIPOSA COUNTY
County of Mariposa
Bridge
Number

Dist Bridge Name

Facility Carried

40C0003

10 AGUA FRIA CREEK

40C0008

10 BEAR CREEK

40C0010
40C0013

City

Bypass
Length

Lanes
ONUN

AADT Appr
Str
Width Type

Road
Width

Year
Built

SD/FO

OLD HIGHWAY

40

0200

180

5.5

HORNITOS ROAD

29

0200

350

7.3

10 CORBET CREEK

HORNITOS ROAD

29

0200

150

10 TURNER CREEK

HORNITOS ROAD

19

0200

150

40C0014

10 ELDORADO CREEK

HORNITOS ROAD

18

0200

40C0015

10 BURNS CREEK

HORNITOS ROAD

85

0200

40C0016

10 BEAN CREEK

GREELEY HILL ROAD

21

0200

40C0017

10 SMITH CREEK

GREELEY HILL ROAD

21

40C0020

10 CUNEO CREEK

GREELEY HILL ROAD

27

201

6.4

1919

SD

54

56.1

201

6.7

1948

16

71.0

6.4

201

6.7

1947

16

75.9

6.4

119

7.3

1956

8

89.4

130

6.7

119

7.3

1956

12

91.4

560

7.0

119

7.3

1956

20

75.2

1120

6.4

119

0.0

1956

11

95.9

0200

610

6.4

119

6.4

1956

8

77.2

0200

1040

6.7

101

7.9

1961

10

40C0021

10 JORDAN CREEK

BUCK MEADOWS ROAD

82.2

32

0200

610

6.4

101

7.9

1961

10

90.5

40C0022

10 MOORE CREEK

40C0023

10 BURNS CREEK

BUCK MEADOWS ROAD

31

0200

610

6.1

204

7.9

1937

23

68.9

BEAR VALLEY ROAD

18

0200

190

7.0

101

7.9

1961

10

95.8

40C0024
40C0025

10 BURNS CREEK

BEAR VALLEY ROAD

16

0200

190

6.7

201

6.8

1951

10

77.3

10 BURNS CREEK

BEAR VALLEY ROAD

16

0200

190

7.3

101

7.9

1961

10

95.9

40C0026

10 NO NAME CREEK

BEAR VALLEY ROAD

16

0200

190

7.0

119

7.9

1961

8

98.9

40C0027

10 BURNS CREEK

BEAR VALLEY ROAD

40C0028

10 STRIPED ROCK CREEK

OAK GROVE ROAD

40C0029

10 CHAPMAN CREEK

BEN HUR ROAD

40C0030

10 BEAR CREEK

COLORADO ROAD

40C0031

10 MAXWELL CREEK

MARY HARRISON MINE

40C0032

10 MARIPOSA CREEK

40C0033

10 WEST FORK CHOWCHILLA RIVER

40C0034

16

0200

190

7.0

119

7.9

1961

199

0100

50

5.2

310

5.6

1912

31

0200

90

6.1

201

8.5

1967

FO

SD

Length Suff
Rating

8

95.9

32

39.0

24

96.9

24

96.8

10

32.9

14

0200

330

6.7

201

8.5

1966

199

0100

10

4.6

303

5.0

1926

WHITE ROCK ROAD

19

0100

20

5.2

303

4.3

1968

23

48.1

DARRAH ROAD

21

0200

1460

7.3

201

6.6

1948

FO

15

54.0

10 SNOW CREEK

TRIANGLE ROAD

24

0100

360

6.1

204

5.4

1935

SD

31

56.8

40C0035

10 WEST FORK CHOWCHILLA RIVER

INDIAN PEAK ROAD

14

0200

120

5.5

502

8.4

1978

24

96.9

40C0036

10 MARIPOSA CREEK

BUCKEYE ROAD

19

0200

200

5.2

302

6.0

1947

SD

13

61.7

40C0037

10 DUTCH CREEK

HOLTZEL ROAD

8

0100

180

3.4

302

3.7

1955

FO

13

77.9

40C0038

10 MAXWELL CREEK

DOGTOWN ROAD

19

0100

120

4.0

310

4.4

1958

FO

20

41.5

40C0039

10 MAXWELL CREEK

DOGTOWN ROAD

19

0100

120

4.6

702

4.9

1944

FO

13

57.0

40C0041

10 MIDDLE FORK CHOWCHILLA RIVER INDIAN PEAK ROAD

60

0200

140

8.2

105

7.3

1993

26

88.9

40C0042

10 SAXON CREEK

SHERLOCK ROAD

14

0200

50

6.1

201

7.5

1972

17

97.0

40C0043

10 BULL CREEK

BULL CREEK ROAD

199

0100

100

4.3

402

3.7

1950

31

55.1

Data presented here is for information only. It should not be used to determine the official status of a bridge's eligibilityfor HBRR money
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Bridge
Number

Dist Bridge Name

Facility Carried

40C0044

10 NORTH FORK MERCED RIVER

OLD YOSEMITE ROAD

40C0045

10 MAXWELL CREEK

FERRY ROAD

40C0047

10 MIDDLE FORK CHOWCHILLA RIVER TIP TOP ROAD

40C0048

10 DELONG CREEK

TRIANGLE ROAD

40C0050

10 MARIPOSA CREEK

6TH STREET

40C0051

10 STOCKTON CREEK

SLAUGHTERHOUSE RD

40C0052

10 BUCKEYE CREEK

BUCKEYE ROAD

40C0053

10 OWENS CREEK

SCHOOL HOUSE ROAD

40C0054

10 CRANE CREEK

FORESTA ROAD

40C0055

10 CRANE CREEK

FORESTA ROAD

40C0056

10 LITTLE CREEK

40C0057

10 BEAR CREEK

40C0058
40C0059

City

Bypass
Length

Lanes
ONUN

AADT Appr
Str
Width Type

Road
Width

Year
Built

SD/FO
SD

64

0100

190

4.3

302

4.3

1950

145

0200

90

7.0

201

7.3

1987

10

0100

310

5.5

101

4.3

1945

8

0200

550

5.5

101

6.6

1948

199

0200

1080

7.3

201

6.1

1950

10

0100

8

4.3

302

4.8

1940

16

0200

200

6.7

219

8.4

1960

8

0200

380

6.1

101

6.1

1936

137

0100

10

3.7

302

3.2

1959

21

0100

10

3.7

302

3.9

FORESTA ROAD

21

0100

10

3.7

302

OLD TOLL ROAD

27

0100

130

6.1

702

10 OWENS CREEK

OLD HIGHWAY

10

0200

100

5.5

10 BEAR CREEK

INDIAN GULCH ROAD

26

0100

30

3.7

40C0060

10 BEAR CREEK

OAK ROAD

8

0100

130

40C0061

10 DRY CREEK

INCLINE ROAD

199

0100

40C0062

10 DEADMAN CREEK

WHITE ROCK ROAD

29

0100

40C0063

10 DEADMAN CREEK

WHITE ROCK ROAD

11

40C0064

10 MOSS CANYON

INCLINE ROAD

40C0065

10 SUMMIT CREEK

TRIANGLE ROAD

40C0066

10 MIDDLE FORK CHOWCHILLA RIVER USONA ROAD

18

52.8

17

93.9

FO

7

55.5

FO

7

54.4

FO

20

49.6

8

64.4

8

95.8

SD

8

61.4

FO

28

51.3

1959

SD

9

26.5

3.4

1967

FO

20

56.6

4.2

1948

SD

22

48.1

204

5.6

1920

15

61.7

302

3.7

1938

SD

20

23.7

4.9

302

4.9

1985

FO

7

74.4

150

3.4

302

3.6

1970

FO

16

55.8

20

3.4

702

3.7

1960

SD

9

42.1

0100

20

7.0

319

6.5

1992

8

96.0

199

0100

150

3.7

302

4.2

1965

20

48.1

2

0200

960

6.4

119

8.2

1935

9

61.6

19

0100

190

4.3

201

4.1

1970

13

46.6
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APPENDIX 4A
2012 RTP CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS
SHORT-RANGE COUNTY ROAD AND BRIDGE PROJECTS
Purpose and Need
Funding Source Road
Priority
Mariposa County
Dogtown Rd.
HBP
Br#40C0038
Darrah Rd.
HBP
Br#40C0033
Old Toll Rd.
HBP
Br#40C0057
Indian Gulch Rd.
HBP
Br#40C0059
Oak Grove Rd.
HBP
Br#40C0028
Dogtown Rd.
HBP
Br.#40C0039
White Rock Rd.
HBP
Br#40C0062
Usona Rd.
HBP
Br#40C0066
School House Rd.
HBP
Br#40C0053
Incline Rd.
HBP
Br#40C0064
White Rock Rd.
HBP
Br#40C0044
Tip Top Rd.
HBP
Br#40X0047
RIP
RIP
RIP

Location/Mile Post

11.6

Description

Construction Tier

Capacity
Enhancement

Safety

Preliminary Engeering/ROW

$260

1

x

x

Preliminary Engeering/ROW

$265

1

x

x

Preliminary Engeering/ROW

$260

1

x

x

Preliminary Engeering/ROW

$260

1

x

x

Preliminary Engeering/ROW

$400

1

x

x

10.19

Preliminary Engeering/ROW

$230

1

x

x

21.3

Preliminary Engeering/ROW

$180

1

x

x

Preliminary Engeering/ROW

$160

1

x

x

Preliminary Engeering/ROW

$180

1

x

x

Preliminary Engeering/ROW

$300

1

x

x

Preliminary Engeering/ROW

$400

1

x

x

$156
$3,051
$455
$365
$1,020

1

x

x

1
1
1

x
x
x

Road rehabilitation

$563

1

x

$175
$176
$166

1
1
1

x
x
x

$1,200
$735
$650
$578
$85
$15
$100
$25
$508

1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1

x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x

27.85

Preliminary Engeering/ROW
Total Bridge
Realign, widen and pave
Road rehabilitation
Road rehabilitation

10.0 to 11.0
19.0 to 20.2
20.0 to 21.6
10.8 to 11.8; 10.0
to 11.2

RIP
RIP
RIP

East Westfall Rd.
East Whitlock Rd.
Triangle Rd.
Chowchilla Mtn/
Harris Cutoff
Don Pedero
Subdivision II
Triangle Rd.
Silver Bar Rd.

Multiple Roads
16.5 to 20.0
11.5 to 12.0

Road rehabilitation
Road rehabilitation
Road rehabilitation

RIP
RIP
RIP
RIP
RIP
RIP
RIP
RIP
RIP

Mt. Bullion Cutoff
Old Highway
Silva Rd.
Triangle Rd.
Bullion St.
Incline Rd.
Piney Creek Rd.
Colorado Rd.
Triangle Rd.

10.0 to 13.1
21.0 to 23.9
10.0 to 11.0
11.8 to 14.1
10.0 to 10.9
10.0 to 12.0
10.0 to 10.7
12.6 to 14.6
15.1 to 16.4

Road rehabilitation and widen
Road rehabilitation
Road rehabilitation
Road rehabilitation
Road rehabilitation
Road rehabilitation
Road rehabilitation
Road rehabilitation
Road rehabilitation and widen

RIP

1

Total Cost ($1,000)

System
Preservation

Multi-Modal

x

x

x

APPENDIX 4A
2012 RTP CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS
SHORT-RANGE COUNTY ROAD AND BRIDGE PROJECTS
ITIP

1
2

SR 140

ITIP

SR 132

ITIP

SR 49

County Line to
Catheys Valley (0.0
to 5.8)
Install Passing Lane
Tuolumne County
Line to 3.9 miles
East (.5 to 4.4)
Old Highway (KP
27.5 to 28.2

Total Cost Based on Year of Expenditure inflation rate of 2.2%.
Short-Range Tier 1 is 2012 - 2022; Long Range Tier 2 is 2023 - 2035

Reasling, Widen & Pave
Obtain bridge right of way
Total Road
Total County Road/Bridge Costs

$2,900

1

$1,950

1

$4,100
$15,766
$18,817

1

x
x

x
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APPENDIX 4B
2012 RTP CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS
LONG RANGE HIGHWAY/BRIDGE PROJECTS
Purpose and Need
1

Funding Source Road
Priority
Mariposa County
Bridges
Dogtown Rd.
HBP
Br#40C0038
Darrah Rd.
HBP
Br#40C0033
Old Toll Rd.
HBP
Br#40C0057
Indian Gulch Rd.
HBP
Br#40C0059
Oak Grove Rd.
HBP
Br#40C0028
Dogtown Rd.
HBP
Br.#40C0039
White Rock Rd.
HBP
Br#40C0062
Usona Rd.
HBP
Br#40C0066
School House Rd.
HBP
Br#40C0053
Incline Rd.
HBP
Br#40C0064
White Rock Rd.
HBP
Br#40C0044
Tip Top Rd.
HBP
Br#40X0047

Location/Mile Post

PM 11.60

Description

Total Cost
($1,000)

Construction Tier

System
Preservation

Capacity
Enhancement

Safety

Replace bridge/construction

$2,000

2

x

x

Replace bridge/construction

$1,216

2

x

x

Replace bridge/construction

$2,000

2

x

x

Replace bridge/construction

$2,000

2

x

x

Replace bridge/construction

$2,070

2

x

x

PM 10.19

Replace bridge/construction

$1,120

2

x

x

PM 21.30

Replace bridge/construction

$952

2

x

x

Replace bridge/construction

$840

2

x

x

Replace bridge/construction

$868

2

x

x

Replace bridge/construction

$1,960

2

x

x

Replace bridge/construction

$2,030

2

x

x

$784
$17,840

2

x

x

27.85

Replace bridge/construction
Total Bridge

RIP
RIP
RIP
RIP
RIP
RIP
RIP
RIP
RIP
RIP
RIP
RIP

Local Roads
Triangle Rd.
Triangle Rd.
Triangle Rd.
Triangle Rd.
Triangle Rd.
Triangle Rd.
Buckeye Rd.
Yaqui Gulch Rd.
Colorado Rd.
La Paloma Rd.
Ashworth Rd.
Penon Blanco

Darrah to East Westfall
East Westfall to Tiptop
Carter Rd. to Darrah Rd.
Tiptop to SR 49
SR 140 to Carter Curve
Carleton to Carter Curve
Ben Hur to Buckeye Cr.
SR 140 to Old Highway
SR 140 to Sherlock
Hornitos to CL
Silver Ln to Silverbar
SR 49 to Granite Springs

Realign, widen and pave
Realign, widen and pave
Realign, widen and pave
Realign, widen and pave
Realign, widen and pave
Realign, widen and pave
Realign, widen and pave
Realign, widen and pave
Realign, widen and pave
Realign, widen and pave
Realign, widen and pave
Realign, widen and pave

$1,500
$750
$750
$1,000
$925
$544
$500
$1,610
$2,000
$820
$1,125
$2,285

2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2

x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x

RIP
RIP
RIP
RIP
RIP
RIP
RIP

Granite Springs Rd.
Banderilla Dr.
East Westfall
Leonoard Rd.
Old Toll Rd.
Old Highway
Indian Peak

10.0 - 14.8
10.0 - 14.4
12.6 - 13.6
10.0 - 11.0
10.0 - 16.8
SR 49 to Yaqui Gulch
Bronco Hollow to Bronco Rd.

Seal
Seal
Realign, widen and pave
Realign, widen and pave
Realign, widen and pave
Realign, widen and pave
Resurface

$50
$50
$370
$180
$1,200
$1,500
$480

2
2
2
2
2
2
2

x
x
x
x
x
x
x

x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x

x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x

x
x
x
x

x
x
x
x

Multi-Modal

APPENDIX 4B
2012 RTP CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS
LONG RANGE HIGHWAY/BRIDGE PROJECTS
RIP
RIP
RIP
RIP
RIP
RIP
RIP
RIP
RIP
RIP
RIP
RIP
RIP
RIP
RIP
RIP
RIP

Merced Falls Rd.
Merced Falls Rd.
Indian Peak
Merced Falls Rd.
Ranchito Rd.
Harris Cutoff
Converse Rd.
Dogtown Rd.
Ben Hur Rd.
Old Highway
Woodland Dr.
Harris Rd.
Indian Peak
Villareal Dr.
Hunters Valley Rd.
Hildalgo
Ernst Rd.

10.5 - 15.4
16.7 - 18.1
Oak Grove to Hirsch
10.0 - 10.5
11.0 - 13.9
10.0 - 11.9
10.0 - 10.8
Wampum Hill to Texas Hill
20.4 - 23.8
SR 140 to Wilburs Way
10.0 - 10.8
SR 49 to Ponderosa
SR 49 to Oakgrove Rd.
10.0 - 11.5
10.0 - 17.0
10.0 10.5
10.4 - 12.9

Seal
Seal
Resurface
Seal
Seal
Seal
Resurface
Resurface
Seal
Resurface
Resurface
Resurface
Resurface
Seal
Resurface
Seal
Resurface
Total Local Roads

$1,235
$513
$250
$125
$730
$230
$218
$500
$370
$1,000
$200
$625
$750
$380
$1,750
$135
$640
$27,290

State Highways
STIP
STIP
STIP
STIP

SR 132
SR 49/140
SR 49/140
SR 49

STIP
STIP

SR 49
SR 49

STIP

SR 140

STIP
STIP
STIP
STIP
STIP
STIP
STIP
STIP
STIP
STIP
STIP

SR 140
SR 49
SR 49
SR 49
SR 49
SR 49
SR 49
SR 49
SR 140
SR 140
SR 140

STIP

SR 140

2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2

x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x

2
Greeley Hill Rd. (18.2; 31.2)
South intersection
North intersection
Silva to Indian Peak
Hell Hollow to Coulterville
(32.9 - 43.8)
Stockton Cr.
Agua Fria to Martin Rd. (16.6 19.1)
Mariposa Town to Midpines
Summit (22.0 - 25.1)
Mount Bullion Cutoff
Triangle Rd.
Chowchilla Rd.
Usona
Old Toll Rd.
Bear Valley Rd.
Mariposa Cr. To Landill
Smith Rd.
Yaqui Gulch Rd.
Mount Builion Cutoff
Bear Cr. To Briceburg (31.5 34.1)

Realign
Intersection improvement
Intersection improvement
Left turn lane

$6,200
$1,000
$1,000
$50

2
2
2
2

x

x
x
x
x

realign
Bridge, left turn lane

$5,450
$1,000

2
2

x

x
x

Passing lane

$1,300

2

x

x

Passing lane
Left turn lane
Left turn lane
Left turn lane
Left turn lane
Left turn lane
Left turn lane
Widen
Left turn lane
Left turn lane
Left turn lane

$1,550
$50
$50
$50
$50
$50
$50
$500
$50
$50
$50

2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2

x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x

x
x
x
x
x
x
x

$1,300
$19,800

2

Realign
Total State highways
Total Long Range County
Road/Bridge Costs

1

Total Cost Based on Year of Expenditure inflation rate of 2.2%.

2

Short-Range Tier 1 is 2012 - 2022; Long Range Tier 2 is 2023 - 2035

$64,930

x
x
x
x
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APPENDIX 4C
2012 RTP CAPITAL AND PROGRAM IMPROVEMENTS
TRANSIT
Purpose and Need

Priority

Project
Number/
Funding Source Proponent

5311/STA

Location

Description

Construction
2
Tier

System
Preservation

Capacity
Enhancement

Safety

MultiModal/
Ammenity

County

Systemwide

Acquire new vehicle for Dial-a-Ride.

$70

1

x

County

Systemwide

Provide Dial-a-Ride service two days a week with
phasing to five days a week over time

TBD

1

x

County

Systemwide

$517

1

County

Systemwide

$45

1

x

County

Systemwide

$60

2

x

Replace dial-a-Ride vehicles every five to seven
years
Develop a comprehensive Monthly Contractor
Report
Update the short-range Transit Development Plan

Total Transit Costs
1

Total Cost1
($1,000)

Total Cost Based on Year of Expenditure inflation rate of 2.2%.
2
Short-Range Tier 1 is 2012 - 2022; Long Range Tier 2 is 2023 - 2035

$692

x

x
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APPENDIX 4D
2012 RTP CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS
AVIATION
Purpose/Need

Priority

Project
Number/
Funding Source Proponent

AIP/Local
AIP/Local

Location
Mariposa-Yosemite
Airport
Mariposa-Yosemite
Airport

AIP/Local

Mariposa-Yosemite
Airport
Mariposa-Yosemite
Airport

AIP/Local

Mariposa-Yosemite
Airport

AIP/Local

AIP/Local
AIP/Local

Mariposa-Yosemite
Airport
Mariposa-Yosemite
Airport

Total Cost
($1,000)

Description
Design seal coast, and apply seal coat to
entrance/access roads and aprons

$250

Design and extend electrical service to hangars

$100

Prepare Cat Exemption for new hangar-taxilane

$100

Prepare 5-year update to the Airport Master Plan
Purchase and install emergency generator for
operations of airport safety. Purchase and install solar
panels as a redundant power source

$300

Place 3" of asphalt concrete and 6" aggregate base on
the runway safety areas, approximately 34,000 sq. ft.

$250

Purchase and install lighted wind tetrahedron

Total Aviation Costs
1

Total Cost Based on Year of Expenditure inflation rate of 2.2%.
2
Short-Range Tier 1 is 2012 - 2022; Long Range Tier 2 is 2023 - 2035

1

$75

Construction
2
Tier

System
Preservation

1

x

1

Multi-Modal

x
x

x

x

1

1

$1,125

Safety

1

x

1

$50

Capacity
Enhancement

x

x

x

x

x

x
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APPENDIX 4E
2012 RTP CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS
NON-MOTORIZED BIKE
Priority

Funding
Source

Location
Class 1 Bike Paths
Mariposa Cr. (1.7 miles)
Mariposa Cr. (1.3 miles)
Catheys Valley (1.4 miles)
Merced River (17.2 miles)
Merced River (13.4 miles)
Indian Gulch Rd. (13.7 miles)

Total Cost1 ($1,000)

Description

Extend trail south of existing trail to Mariposa County Fairgrounds
Extend Mariposa Creek Trail north of existing trail to SR 49
Class I bike path between Catheys Valley Elementary School and Catheys
Valley Park
Class I bike path between Yosemite National Park SR 140 entrance and SR
140 / Bull Creek Road intersection
Class I bike path or trail between SR 140 / Bull Creek Road intersection and
SR 49
Class I bike path from Indian Gulch Rd. to Merced
Sub-Total Class I Bike Paths

Construction
Tier2

SR 49 (0.7 miles)
SR 140 (1.0 miles)
SR 49 (1.8 miles)
SR 132 (1.9 miles)
SR 49 (1.6 miles)
SR 49 (1.0 mile)
SR 140 (0.8 miles)
SR 140 (1.4 miles)

Capacity
Enhancement

Safety

MultiModal/
Ammenity

$1,958
$1,497

1
1

x
x

$1,613

1

x

$2,972

2

x

$2,315

2
2

x
x
x

$2,367
$12,722

x

Class II Bike Lanes
SR 49 (0.8 miles)

System
Preservation

SR 49 in Mariposa between SR 140 (south junction) and SR 140 (north
junction)
Class II bike lanes on SR 49 in Mariposa between SR 140 (north junction)
and Mari Way
Class II bike lanes on SR 140 in Mariposa between Spring Hill School and
SR 49 (south junction)
Class II bike lanes on SR 49 in Mariposa between Ben Hur Road and SR 140
(south junction)
Class II bike lanes on SR 132 in Coulterville
Class II bike lanes on SR 49 in Coulterville
Class II bike lanes on SR 49 in Bootjack
Class II bike lanes on SR 140 in Mariposa between SR 49 (north junction)
and Old Highway
Class II bike lanes on SR 140 in Catheys Valley
Sub-Total Class II Bike Lanes

$852

1

x

$373

1

x

$533

1

x

$959
$2,025
$1,705
$533

1
2
2
1

x
x
x

$426
$1,492

2

x

$1,172

1

x

$1,758

1

x

$1,918

1

x

$8,898

Class III Bike Routes
Foresta Rd. (2.2 miles)

Class III bike route with multiuse shoulder on Foresta Road between
Yosemite National Park maintenance facility and El Portal Road

SR 41 (3.6 miles)

Class III bike route with multiuse shoulder on SR 49 between Ben Hur Road
and Bootjack
Class III bike route with multiuse shoulder on SR 41 between Madera County
line and Yosemite National Park SR 41 entrance

SR 49 (3.4 miles)

Class III bike route with multiuse shoulder on SR 49 between Tuolumne
County line and Coulterville

$1,811

1

x

SR 132 (7.1 miles)

Class III bike route with multiuse shoulder on SR 132 between Tuolumne
County line and Coultervile

$3,783

2

x

SR 140 (8.7 miles)

Class III bike route with multiuse shoulder on SR 140 between Merced
County line and Catheys Valley

$4,635

2

x

Silva Rd. (1.1 miles)

Class III bike route with multiuse shoulder on Silva Road between SR 49 and
Carleton Road

$586

1

x

$3,180

2

x

$2,790

2

x

SR 49 (3.3 miles)

Buckeye Rd. (2.4 miles)

Class III bike route with signage only on Yaqui Gulch Road between SR 140
and Old Highway
Class III bike route with signage only on Buckeye Road between Old
Highway and Ben Hur Road

Mt. Bullion Cut Off Rd. (3.1
miles)

Class III bike route with signage only on Mt. Bullion Cut Off Road between
SR 49 and SR 140

$3,140

2

x

Aqua Fria Rd. (2.3 miles)

Class III bike route with signage only on Agua Fria Road between SR 49 and
SR 140

$2,750

2

x

Yaqui Gulch Rd. (3.2 miles)

APPENDIX 4E
2012 RTP CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS
NON-MOTORIZED BIKE
Priority

1

Funding
Source

Location

Total Cost1 ($1,000)

Description

Construction
Tier2

System
Preservation

Capacity
Enhancement

Safety

MultiModal/
Ammenity

Old Highway (1.2 miles)

Class III bike route with signage only on Old Highway between downtown
Mariposa and SR 140

$2,200

2

x

Carleton Rd. (2.8 miles)

Class III bike route with signage only on Carleton Road between Silva Road
and Triangle Road

$3,000

2

x

Tip Top Rd. (2.5 miles)

Class III bike route with signage only on Tip Top Road between SR 49 and
Triangle Road

$2,840

2

x

Total Cost Based on Year of Expenditure inflation rate of 2.2%.
2
Short-Range Tier 1 is 2012 - 2022; Long Range Tier 2 is 2023 - 2035

Subtotal Class III Bike Routes

$35,563

Total Non-Motorized Bike

$57,183
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APPENDIX 4F
2012 RTP CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS
NON-MOTORIZED PEDESTRIAN
Priority

Funding
Source

Location

Description

Total Cost1 ($1,000)

Construction
Tier2

Distance

Complete

Proposed

MultiModal/
Ammenity

SR 49/SR 140

Sidewalks on SR 49 / SR 140 between Jones Street and 3rd Street (both
sides)

$498

1

4,610

46%

54%

x

Jones St.

Sidewalks on Jones Street between SR 140 and 6th Street (both sides)

$639

1

3,950

20%

80%

x

Bullion St.

$820

1

4,330

6%

94%

x

$84

1

850

51%

49%

x

$25

1

250

50%

50%

x

Rancheria Flat Rd.

Sidewalks on Bullion Street between Jones Street and 1st Street (both sides)
Sidewalks on 8th Street between Jessie Street and Mariposa High School
(both sides)
Sidewalks on 10th Street between Bullion Street and Jones Street (both
sides)
Sidewalks on Rancheria Flat Road between Foresta Road and Barium Mine
Road (both sides)

$136

1

870

22%

78%

x

Rancheria Flat Rd.

Sidewalks on Rancheria Flat Road north of Barium Mine Road (east side
only)

$117
$128

2

1,160

0%

100%

x

2

1,270

0%

100%

x

$30

2

300

0%

100%

x

$214
$741
$117

2
1
2

2,120
3,840
1,160

0%
4%
0%

100%
96%
100%

x
x
x

$226

2

1,120

0%

100%

x

$165
$159

2
2

1,640
--

0%
--

100%
--

x
x

$217
$241

1
1

1,850
1,590

42%
25%

58%
75%

x
x

$71

2

700

0%

100%

x

$42

2

420

0%

100%

x

$230

1

1,760

35%

65%

x

$151
$123
$81

1

1,270

41%

59%

x

2

610

0%

100%

x

2

400

0%

100%

x

8th St.
10th St.

Barium Mine Rd.
Foresta Rd.
Fiske Rd.
SR 49
County Park Rd.

Sidewalks on Barium Mine Road (south side only)
Sidewalks on Foresta Road at YARTS stop near Barium Mine Road (side
side only)
Sidewalks on Fiske Road between Greeley Hill Road and Shy Fox Lane
(east side only)
Sidewalks on SR 49 between Mari Way and SR 140 (both sides)
Sidewalks on County Park Road (east side only)

El Portal Rd.

Sidewalks on Broadway between SR 49 and Cemetery Road (both sides)
Sidewalks on Greeley Hill Road between Holtzel Road and Fiske Road
(south side only)
SR 49 / SR 140 crosswalk improvements and traffic calming
Sidewalks on Joe Howard Street between SR 49 and Coakley Circle (both
sides)
Sidewalks on Main Street between SR 49 and Broadway (both sides)
Sidewalks on Cemetery Road between Main Street and Coulterville High
School (west side only)
Sidewalks on El Portal Road between Foresta Road and SR 140 (east side
only)

Jessie St.

Sidewalks on Jessie Street between SR 49 / SR 140 and 8th Street (both
sides)

Stroming Rd.

Sidewalks on Stroming Road between Jessie Street and 6th Street (both
sides)

SR 49

Sidewalks on SR 49 between Broadway and SR 132 (both sides)

Foresta Rd.

Sidewalks on Foresta Road at NPS Maintenance Facility (both sides)

Foresta Rd.

Sidewalks on Foresta Road between railroad exhibit and Chapel Lane (south
side only)

$62

2

620

0%

100%

x

SR 140

Sidewalks on SR 140 between El Portal Road and El Portal Market (north
side only)

$40

2

400

0%

100%

x

Hospital Rd.

Sidewalks on Hospital Road between hospital and Smith Road (both sides)

2

760

0%

100%

x

SR 140

Sidewalks on SR 140 between Smith Road and SR 49 (west side only)

2

1,170

0%

100%

x

3rd St.

Sidewalks on 3rd Street between SR 49 and Bullion Street (both sides)

$153
$118
$46

2

230

0%

100%

x

4th St.

Sidewalks on 4th Street between SR 49 / SR 140 and Bullion Street (both
sides)

$52

2

260

0%

100%

x

Broadway
Greeley Hill Rd.
SR 49/SR 140
Joe Howard St.
Main St.
Cemetery Rd.

APPENDIX 4F
2012 RTP CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS
NON-MOTORIZED PEDESTRIAN
Priority

Funding
Source

Location

Description
Sidewalks on 5th Street between SR 49 / SR 140 and Bullion Street (both
sides)

5th St.

2

Distance

Complete

Proposed

MultiModal/
Ammenity

$42

1

270

22%

78%

x

Total Cost1 ($1,000)

6th St.

Sidewalks on 6th Street between Stroming Road and Mariposa Street (both
sides)

$272

2

1,480

9%

91%

x

7th St.

Sidewalks on 7th Street between SR 49 / SR 140 and Jones Street (both
sides)

$115

2

570

0%

100%

x

11th St.

Sidewalks on 11th Street between SR 49 / SR 140 and Bullion Street (both
sides)

$50

1

400

38%

63%

x

12th St.

Sidewalks on 12th Street between Jessie Street and Jones Street (both
sides)

$173

2

860

0%

100%

x

13th St.

Sidewalks on 13th Street between Charles Street and Jones Street (both
sides)

$117

2

580

0%

100%

x

10th St.

Sidewalks on 10th Street between SR 49 / SR 140 and Jessie Street (both
sides)

$12
$40
$40
$97

1

120

50%

50%

x

2

200

0%

100%

x

2

200

0%

100%

x

2

480

0%

100%

x

Bootjack Lane

Sidewalks on Bootjack Lane in downtown Bootjack (both sides)

Cole Rd.

Sidewalks on Cole Road in downtown Bootjack (both sides)

Darrah Rd.

Sidewalks on Darrah Road in downtown Bootjack (both sides)

Bear Valley Rd.

Sidewalks on Bear Valley Road between High Street and Hornitos Road
(east side only)

$110

2

1,090

0%

100%

x

High St.

Sidewalks on High Street between Bear Valley Road and Hornitos Road
(west side only)

$113

2

1,120

0%

100%

x

Hornitos Rd.

Sidewalks on Hornitos Road between Bear Valley Road and High Street
(north side only)

$16

2

160

0%

100%

x

Spriggs Lane

Sidewalks on Spriggs Lane between Mari Way and Smith Road (north side
only)

$139

2

1,380

0%

100%

x

Smith Rd.

Sidewalks on Smith Road between SR 49 and Spriggs Lane (north side only)

$107

2

1,060

0%

100%

x

Smith Rd.

Sidewalks on Smith Road between Spriggs Lane and Hospital Road (both
sides)

$105

2

520

0%

100%

x

Smith Rd.

Sidewalks on Smith Road between Hospital Road and SR 140 (south side
only)

1,500

0%

100%

x

Sidewalks on Boulder Lane (south side only)

2

270

0%

100%

x

Red Bud Lane

Sidewalks on Red Bud Lane (south side only)

$151
$27
$35

2

Boulder Lane

2

350

0%

100%

x

Total Pedestrian Improvements
1

Construction
Tier2

Total Cost Based on Year of Expenditure inflation rate of 2.2%.
Short-Range Tier 1 is 2012 - 2022; Long Range Tier 2 is 2023 - 2035

$7,487
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APPENDIX 4G
2012 RTP UNCONSTRAINED PROJECTS
(UNFUNDED)
Purpose/Need
Total Cost1

Project Number/
Priority

Funding Source

Proponent

Location

Description

($1,000)

Merced River (31.7 miles) Class I bike path or trail between SR 49 and Merced County
$5,478
line

SR 140 (17.3)

Class III bike route with multiuse shoulder on SR
140 between Catheys Valley and Mariposa
Class III bike route with multiuse shoulder on SR
140 between Bull Creek Road and Yosemite
National Park SR 140 entrance

SR 49 (13.7 miles)

Class III bike route with multiuse shoulder on SR
49 between Coulterville and Bear Valley Road

$7,299

SR 49 (10.1 miles)

Class III bike route with multiuse shoulder on SR
49 between Bear Valley Road and Mari Way

$5,381

SR 49 (11.6 miles)

Class III bike route with multiuse shoulder on SR
49 between Bootjack and Madera County line

$6,180

SR 140 (10.9 miles)

Class III bike route with multiuse shoulder on SR
140 between Mariposa and Bull Creek Road

$5,808

SR 140 (10.1 miles)

Greeley Hill Rd. (6.2
miles)
Smith Station Rd. (7.6
miles)

Class III bike route with signage only on Greeley
Hill Road between Coulterville and Fiske Road
Class III bike route with signage only on Smith
Station Road between Greeley Hill Road and
Tuolumne County line

$5,381

$9,217

$4,650

$5,340

Hidalgo St, Banderilla Dr., Class III bike route with signage only on Hidalgo
Villareal Dr., and
Street, Banderilla Drive, Villareal Drive, and
Ranchito Dr. (7.8 miles) Ranchito Drive

$5,440

Bear Valley Rd. (10.4
miles)

$6,710

Horritos Rd. (16.5 miles)

Class III bike route with signage only on Bear
Valley Road between Hornitos Road and SR 49
Class III bike route with signage only on Hornitos
Road between Merced County line and Catheys
Valley

Indian Gulch Rd. (9.0
miles)

Class III bike route with signage only on Indian
Gulch Road between Hornitos Road and SR 140
Class III bike route with signage only on Old
Old Highway (14.9 miles) Highway between SR 140 and SR 49
Class III bike route with signage only on Ben Hur
Ben Hur Rd. (17.7 miles) Road between SR 49 and Madera County line
Class III bike route with signage only on Triangle
Traingle Rd. (11.6 miles) Road between SR 49 and SR 140

Old Toll Rd. (6.7 miles)

Class III bike route with signage only on Old Toll
Road between Hornitos Road and SR 49

3

These projects are desired and/or needed but not funding has been identified through 2035.

1

Total Cost Based on Year of Expenditure inflation rate of 2.2%.

Total Unfunded Cost

$9,690

$6,020
$8,910

$10,280
$7,300

$4,900

$113,984

Construction
3

Tier

System

Capacity

Preservation

Enhancement

MultiSafety

Modal

Appendix 4H
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APPENDIX H
COMPLETED PROJECTS OR IN PROGRESS
Purpose/Need
Total Cost
Road

Location

Description

1

($1,000)

Don Pedero
Subdivision
Multiple Roads
Ben Hur Rd.
23.8 to 25.9
Chowchilla Mtn

Road rehabilitation
Road rehabilitation

$460
$570

Rd.
Hornitos Rd.
Old Highway
Smith Station

10.0 to 10.8
10.0 to 18.1
23.9 to 24.8

Road rehabilitation
Road rehabilitation
Road rehabilitation

$460
$358
$315

Rd.
Triangle Rd.

10.0 to 13.8
14.1 to 15.1

Road rehabilitation
Road rehabilitation

$870
$223

Greeley Hill Rd. 10.4 to 16.5

Road rehabilitation

$304

Bear Valley Rd. 17.5 to 18.5
Coakley Circle 10.0 to 10.2
Cole Rd.
10.0 to 10.8
East Whitlock

Road rehabilitation
Road rehabilitation
Road rehabilitation and widen

$40
$150
$702

Rd.
Ashworth Rd.
Ben Hur Rd.
Indian Peak
Rd.
Main Street
Woodland
Drive
Colorado Rd.

15.6 to 17.8
13.8 to 14.8
25.9 to 28.3

Road rehabilitation
Road rehabilitation
Road rehabilitation

$570
$60
$508

18.6 to 19.6
10.0 to 10.4

Road rehabilitation
Road rehabilitation

$65
$30

10.0 to 10.3
12.6 to 14.6

Road rehabilitation
Road rehabilitation

$50
$25

Total Completed Projects or In Progress

$5,760

Construction
Year

2

System

Capacity

Preservation

Enhancement

Completed

x

Completed

x

Completed

x

Completed
Completed

x
x

Completed

x

Completed

x

Completed

x

Completed

x

Completed
Completed

x
x

Completed

x

Completed
Completed

x
x

In-Progress

x

In-Progress

x

Completed

x

In-Progress

x

x

MultiModal/
Safety

Ammenity
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MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION
AND INITIAL STUDY
FOR THE

MARIPOSA COUNTY 2012
REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION PLAN
NOVEMBER 2012

Prepared for:

Mariposa Local Transportation Commission
4639 Ben Hur Rd
Mariposa, CA 95338
(209) 966-5356

Prepared by:

De Novo Planning Group
4630 Brand Way
Sacramento, CA 95819
(916) 580-9818

D e

N o v o

P l a n n i n g

G r o u p

A Land Use Planning, Design, and Environmental Firm

MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION
AND INITIAL STUDY
FOR THE

MARIPOSA COUNTY 2012
REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION PLAN

OCTOBER 2012

Prepared for:

Mariposa Local Transportation Commission
4639 Ben Hur Rd
Mariposa, CA 95338
(209) 966-5356

Prepared by:

De Novo Planning Group
4630 Brand Way
Sacramento, CA 95819
(916) 580-9818

Proposed Mitigated Negative Declaration for the
Mariposa County 2012 Regional Transportation Plan
Lead Agency:

Mariposa Local Transportation Commission
4639 Ben Hur Rd
Mariposa, CA 95338

Project Title:

Mariposa County 2012 Regional Transportation Plan

Project Location:

Mariposa County is located in the western foothills of the Sierra Nevada
Mountains. It lies north of Fresno, east of Merced, and southeast of Stockton.
Bordering counties include Stanislaus, Tuolumne, Madera, and Merced. A
significant portion of Yosemite National Park lies within Mariposa County,
including Yosemite Valley, which receives the majority of park visitors.

Project Description:

The proposed project is the adoption and implementation of the Mariposa
County 2012 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP). The Mariposa Local
Transportation Commission (LTC), which serves as the Regional Transportation
Planning Agency (RTPA) for the County of Mariposa, is required by law to adopt
and submit an approved Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) to the California
Transportation Commission (CTC) every five years. The RTP will serve as the
guide to planning transportation investments in Mariposa County involving
federal, state and local funding through 2035. The development of the RTP is a
cooperative effort between the LTC, the County, Caltrans, tribal governments,
and residents of Mariposa County.

Findings:
In accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act, LTC has prepared an Initial Study to determine
whether the Mariposa County 2012 Regional Transportation Plan may have a significant adverse effect on the
environment. The Initial Study and Proposed Mitigated Negative Declaration reflect the independent judgment of
LTC staff. On the basis of the Initial Study, LTC hereby finds:
Although the proposed project could have a significant adverse effect on the environment, there will not be a
significant adverse effect in this case because the project has incorporated specific provisions to reduce
impacts to a less than significant level and/or the mitigation measures described herein have been added to
the project. A Mitigated Negative Declaration has thus been prepared.
The Initial Study, which provides the basis and reasons for this determination, is attached and/or referenced
herein and is hereby made a part of this document. The funding shortfall for transportation improvements
within Mariposa County is considered the major impact of the 2012 RTP. The result is that all of the
transportation improvements that are needed to maintain acceptable Level of Service (LOS) on State and County,
roads are not included in the plan. However, the RTP projects that are included, and that meet the “fiscal
constraint” criteria are considered priorities for the LTC and the County for meeting RTP goals and policies
established for the 2012 RTP.

Peter Rei, Executive Director

Date

Proposed Mitigation Measures:
The following Mitigation Measures are extracted from the Initial Study. These measures are designed to avoid or
minimize potentially significant impacts, and thereby reduce them to an insignificant level. A Mitigation
Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) is an integral part of RTP project implementation to ensure that
program level mitigation is properly implemented by the LTC and the implementing agencies. The MMRP will
describe actions required to implement the appropriate mitigation for each CEQA category including identifying
the responsible agency, program timing, and program monitoring requirements. Based on the analysis and
conclusions of the Initial Study, the impacts of proposed projects and/or programs would be mitigated to lessthan-significant levels with the implementation of the mitigation measures presented below.
Mitigation Measure 1: Prior to final design approval of RTP projects, take steps to identify and protect any
biological resources associated with the project. The County should retain a qualified biologist to conduct a
field reconnaissance of the limits of the project area to identify special status plants, animals, and their habitats,
as well as protected natural communities including wetland and terrestrial communities. If the biologist
identifies protected biological resources within the limits of the project area, consider alternative designs that
seek to avoid and/or minimize impacts to the biological resources. If the project cannot be designed to
completely avoid, coordinate with the appropriate regulatory agency (i.e. USFWS, NMFS, CDFG, ACOE) to obtain
regulatory permits and implement project-specific mitigation prior to any construction activities.
Mitigation Measure 2: Prior to design approval of individual projects, the implementing agency will
incorporate economically viable design measures, as applicable and necessary, to allow wildlife to move
through the transportation corridor, both during construction activities and post construction. Potential
measures should include appropriately spaced breaks in a center barrier, and other measures that are designed
to allow wildlife to move through the transportation corridor.
Mitigation Measure 3: During environmental review of RTP projects, and prior to construction, if architectural
resources are deemed as potentially eligible for the California Register of Historic Resources or the National
Register of Historic Places as determined by a qualified architectural historian, Mariposa County should
consider avoidance through project redesign as feasible. If avoidance is not feasible, the historic resource should
be formally documented through the use of large-format photography, measured drawings, written
architectural descriptions, and historical narratives. The documentation should be entered into the Library of
Congress, and archived in the California Historical Resources Information System. In the event of building
relocation, ensure that any alterations to significant buildings or structures conform to the Secretary of the
Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation and Guidelines for Rehabilitating Historic Buildings.
Mitigation Measure 4: If cultural resources (i.e., prehistoric sites, historic sites, and isolated artifacts and
features) are discovered work shall be halted immediately within 50 meters (165 feet) of the discovery,
Mariposa County shall be notified, and a qualified archaeologist that meets the Secretary o f the Interior’s
Professional Qualifications Standards in prehistoric or historical archaeology shall be retained to determine the
significance of the discovery.
Mariposa County shall consider mitigation recommendations presented by the professional archaeologist for
any unanticipated discoveries and shall carry out the measures deemed feasible and appropriate. Such
measures may include avoidance, preservation in place, excavation, documentation, curation, data recovery, or
other appropriate measures.
Mitigation Measure 5: In an effort to reduce greenhouse gas emissions within Mariposa County, LTC should:


Consider incorporating a complete streets policy with a strong focus on identifying opportunities to
create more active transportation within the region (i.e. bike and pedestrian facilities).



Consistent with Appendix F of the CEQA Guidelines, take steps to identify any reduce energy
consumption.



Coordinate with land use agencies to assist in efforts to develop CAPs (Climate Action Plans) that
address climate change and greenhouse gas emissions.



Assist the local land use agency with the development of an Alternative Fuel Vehicle and Infrastructure
Policy.
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INITIAL STUDY CHECKLIST
PROJECT TITLE
Mariposa County 2012 Regional Transportation Plan

LEAD AGENCY NAME AND ADDRESS
Mariposa Local Transportation Commission
4639 Ben Hur Rd
Mariposa, CA 95338

CONTACT PERSON AND PHONE NUMBER
Peter Rei, Executive Director, Local Transportation Commission
Barbara Carrier, Assistant Director of Support Services
4639 Ben Hur Rd
Mariposa, CA 95338
(209) 966-5356

PROJECT SPONSOR’S NAME AND ADDRESS
Mariposa Local Transportation Commission
4639 Ben Hur Rd
Mariposa, CA 95338

PROJECT LOCATION AND SETTING
Mariposa County is located in the western foothills of the Sierra Nevada Mountains. It lies north
of Fresno, east of Merced, and southeast of Stockton. Bordering counties include Stanislaus,
Tuolumne, Madera, and Merced (Figure 1.1). A significant portion of Yosemite National Park
lies within Mariposa County, including Yosemite Valley, which receives the majority of park
visitors.

GENERAL PLAN AND ZONING
There are a variety of General Plan Land Use designations applicable throughout the entire
County, which includes the entire project area. The proposed project was designed to be
consistent with the Mariposa County General Plan. The Circulation Element from the General
Plan was used as a reference during the development of the Mariposa County 2012 Regional
Transportation Plan. The proposed project is consistent with the General Plan.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION
The proposed project is the adoption and implementation of the Mariposa County 2012
Regional Transportation Plan (RTP). The Mariposa Local Transportation Commission (LTC),
which serves as the Regional Transportation Planning Agency (RTPA) for the County of
Mariposa, is required by law to adopt and submit an approved Regional Transportation Plan
(RTP) to the California Transportation Commission (CTC) every five years. The RTP will serve
as the guide to planning transportation investments in Mariposa County involving federal, state
and local funding through 2035. The development of the RTP is a cooperative effort between
the LTC, County, Caltrans, tribal governments, and residents of Mariposa County.
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Transportation improvements proposed in the RTP cover all modes of travel reflecting a system
planning approach within Mariposa County. Improvements are categorized as short-term (0-10
years) or long-term (11-25 years). The Regional Transportation Improvement Program (RTIP)
is comprised of the first five years of RTP projects and is described later in the document. The
RTP planning effort focuses on developing a balanced financially constrained transportation
system that ensures projected revenues cover all transportation improvement costs over the
life of the plan (2035).
The 2012 RTP is divided into six Chapters plus appendices as described below:
Chapter 1 - Introduction – Describes demographic changes that have occurred in the County
since the 2007 RTP update and the new requirements contained in the RTP Guidelines. The
section also includes a discussion of the public process used during plan development and
preparation.
Chapter 2 - Assessment of Needs – Identifies the existing and future deficiencies of the
Mariposa County transportation system by mode. It includes a description of the methodology
used to develop future traffic projections and to analyze traffic operations and level of service
(LOS) under existing and future conditions.
Chapter 3 - Policy Element – Contains the goals, objectives, and policies that address
transportation issues by mode. Statewide and regional issues are discussed based on the
financial constraints facing the County and the goals and vision of the region. The policy
element addresses short-term (0-10 year) and long-term (11-25 year) objectives and includes a
summary of key performance measures to evaluate RTP funding alternatives.
Chapter 4 - Action Element – Describes the State and regional transportation planning
processes, as well as the process undertaken to evaluate various improvement options. The
Action Element will summarize plan assumptions, past accomplishments, modal alternatives,
and the purpose, need, and implementation timeframe of recommended projects. Specific
improvements are identified by mode for short-range and long-range capital programs
designed to meet the anticipated needs of the County’s regional circulation system. Project cost
estimates and sponsoring agencies are also identified.
Chapter 5 - Financial Element – Lists the costs, revenues, deficits/surpluses for each
transportation mode. The RTP must be financially constrained through 2035. This means that
all project costs must be covered by the anticipated revenues through this period. Projects that
are needed and desired, but for which no revenues have been reasonably identified are placed
on the “unconstrained” list. These projects can be elevated to implementation status through
future RTP updates, or at the decision of the LTC and the County. Many of these projects began
as recommendations as long-term projects, but after a fiscal constraints analysis, actual funding
was not deemed available through 2035.
The Financial Element shows consistency with: the STIP fund estimate adopted by the
California Transportation Commission (CTC); the RTP goals, policies, and objectives; and the
projects included in the RTIP and ITIP for Mariposa County.
Chapter 6 - Environmental Review – This section describes the environmental review
processes and procedures, the consultation process, and provides a summary of the program
level environmental impacts of the transportation plan. All notifications to the State Clearing
House are documented.
PAGE 2
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Appendices – The appendices include additional information and technical data including a
complete public involvement plan and process used by the LTC to prepare the RTP and other
planning documents, Level of Service analysis (LOS) and methodology, and complete list of
recommended RTP projects and/or programs.

OTHER PUBLIC AGENCIES WHOSE APPROVAL IS REQUIRED (E.G., PERMITS, ETC.)
Mariposa Local Transportation Commission will be the Lead Agency for the proposed project,
pursuant to the State Guidelines for Implementation of the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA), Section 15050. No specific permits are required by any other responsible or trustee
agencies to approve the proposed project. However, there are numerous permits and approvals
that may be required to implement the improvements identified in the RTP. The following
additional agency approvals apply to the proposed project: County of Mariposa, California
Transportation Commission (CTC), and California Department of Transportation (Caltrans).
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Figure 1.1 - Mariposa County Map
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ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED:
None of the environmental factors listed below would be potentially affected by this project, as
described on the following pages.
Aesthetics

Agriculture and Forest
Resources

Air Quality

Biological Resources

Cultural Resources

Geology/Soils

Greenhouse Gasses

Hazards and Hazardous
Materials

Hydrology/Water
Quality

Land Use/Planning

Mineral Resources

Noise

Population/Housing

Public Services

Recreation

Transportation/Traffic

Utilities/Service
Systems

Mandatory Findings of
Significance

DETERMINATION:
On the basis of this initial evaluation:
I find that the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment, and a
NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.
X

I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, there
will not be a significant effect in this case because revisions in the project have been made by or
agreed to by the project proponent. A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.
I find that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and an
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required.
I find that the proposed project MAY have a "potentially significant impact" or "potentially
significant unless mitigated" impact on the environment, but at least one effect 1) has been
adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards, and 2) has
been addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis as described on attached
sheets. An ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required, but it must analyze only the effects
that remain to be addressed.
I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment,
because all potentially significant effects (a) have been analyzed adequately in an earlier EIR or
NEGATIVE DECLARATION pursuant to applicable standards, and (b) have been avoided or
mitigated pursuant to that earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION, including revisions or
mitigation measures that are imposed upon the proposed project, nothing further is required.

Peter Rei, Executive Director

Date

PAGE 7

INITIAL STUDY

MARIPOSA COUNTY 2012 RTP

EVALUATION INSTRUCTIONS:
1)

2)

3)

4)

5)

6)

A brief explanation is required for all answers except "No Impact" answers that are
adequately supported by the information sources a lead agency cites in the parentheses
following each question. A "No Impact" answer is adequately supported if the
referenced information sources show that the impact simply does not apply to projects
like the one involved (e.g., the project falls outside a fault rupture zone). A "No Impact"
answer should be explained where it is based on project-specific factors as well as
general standards (e.g., the project will not expose sensitive receptors to pollutants,
based on a project-specific screening analysis).
All answers must take account of the whole action involved, including off-site as well as
on-site, cumulative as well as project-level, indirect as well as direct, and construction
as well as operational impacts.
Once the lead agency has determined that a particular physical impact may occur, then
the checklist answers must indicate whether the impact is potentially significant, less
than significant with mitigation, or less than significant. "Potentially Significant Impact"
is appropriate if there is substantial evidence that an effect may be significant. If there
are one or more "Potentially Significant Impact" entries when the determination is
made, an EIR is required.
"Negative Declaration: Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated" applies
where the incorporation of mitigation measures has reduced an effect from "Potentially
Significant Impact" to a "Less Than Significant Impact." The lead agency must describe
the mitigation measures, and briefly explain how they reduce the effect to a less than
significant level (mitigation measures from Section XVII, "Earlier Analyses," may be
cross-referenced).
Earlier analyses may be used where, pursuant to the tiering, program EIR, or other
CEQA process, an effect has been adequately analyzed in an earlier EIR or negative
declaration. Section 15063(c)(3)(D). In this case, a brief discussion should identify the
following:
a)
Earlier Analysis Used. Identify and state where they are available for review.
b)
Impacts Adequately Addressed. Identify which effects from the above checklist
were within the scope of and adequately analyzed in an earlier document
pursuant to applicable legal standards, and state whether such effects were
addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis.
c)
Mitigation Measures. For effects that are "Less than Significant with Mitigation
Measures Incorporated," describe the mitigation measures which were
incorporated or refined from the earlier document and the extent to which they
address site-specific conditions for the project.
Lead agencies are encouraged to incorporate into the checklist references to
information sources for potential impacts (e.g., general plans, zoning ordinances).
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Reference to a previously prepared or outside document should, where appropriate,
include a reference to the page or pages where the statement is substantiated.
Supporting Information Sources: A source list should be attached, and other sources
used or individuals contacted should be cited in the discussion.
This is only a suggested form, and lead agencies are free to use different formats;
however, lead agencies should normally address the questions from this checklist that
are relevant to a project's environmental effects in whatever format is selected.
The explanation of each issue should identify:
a)
The significance criteria or threshold, if any, used to evaluate each question; and
b)
The mitigation measure identified, if any, to reduce the impact to less than
significant.

7)
8)

9)

EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS:
In each area of potential impact listed in this section, there are one or more questions which
assess the degree of potential environmental effect. A response is provided to each question
using one of the four impact evaluation criteria described below. A discussion of the response is
also included.
•

•

•

•

Potentially Significant Impact. This response is appropriate when there is substantial
evidence that an effect is significant. If there are one or more "Potentially Significant
Impact" entries, upon completion of the Initial Study, an EIR is required.
Less than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated. This response applies when the
incorporation of mitigation measures has reduced an effect from "Potentially Significant
Impact" to a "Less Than Significant Impact". The Lead Agency must describe the
mitigation measures and briefly explain how they reduce the effect to a less than
significant level.
Less than Significant Impact. A less than significant impact is one which is deemed to
have little or no adverse effect on the environment. Mitigation measures are, therefore,
not necessary, although they may be recommended to further reduce a minor impact.
No Impact. These issues were either identified as having no impact on the environment,
or they are not relevant to the Project.
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ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST
This section of the Initial Study incorporates the most current Appendix "G" Environmental
Checklist Form, contained in the CEQA Guidelines. Impact questions and responses are included
in both tabular and narrative formats for each of the 18 environmental topic areas.

I. AESTHETICS
Would the project:

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporation

Less Than
Significant
Impact

a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic
vista?

X

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

X

c) Substantially degrade the existing visual
character or quality of the site and its
surroundings?

X

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

X

No Impact

RESPONSES TO CHECKLIST QUESTIONS
Response a-c): Views of scenic resources, scenic water resources, and other scenic resources in
the county are available from highways and roadways, including scenic roads and corridors,
throughout the county. Improvements to existing infrastructure may result in modification of
the foreground of the various scenic viewsheds throughout the county.
There is also potential for individual improvement projects to affect scenic vistas and resources
or degrade the visual character of the area. Examples would include improvement projects that
are located adjacent to a broad viewshed such as the mountain ranges, valleys, ridgelines, or
water bodies along roadways, or adjacent to the focal point of the forefront of the broad
viewshed, such as visually important trees, rocks, or historic buildings. An impact would occur
if a project would change the view to the middle ground or background elements of the broad
viewshed, or remove the visually important trees, rocks, or historic buildings in the foreground.
While individual projects are not anticipated to significantly disrupt mid-ground or backdrop
views of scenic vistas, individual projects have not yet been designed and may involve features,
such as soundwalls, grading, or structures that may disrupt views. These projects may involve
removal of trees or other visually significant features, or may result in development that would
cause an intermittent interruption in views to users of the highways, roadways, and other
components of the transportation system. Individual projects could also convert areas of open
space to developed uses, resulting in a permanent change in views.
Mariposa County has policies and standard measures related to the protection of scenic
resources and views, the potential remains for removal of scenic features, particularly those
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that would be in the foreground of scenic viewsheds and vistas. These policies and standard
measures will ensure that projects to include design measures to avoid or reduce removal of
scenic features and scenic views. Implementation of these policies and standard measures
would reduce the impact to a less-than-significant level.
Response d): There is a potential for an individual project under the RTP to create new sources
of light and glare near sensitive receptors. Examples would include projects that require new
roadway lighting, lit signs, and/or construction lighting. The design process would ensure that
projects are designed to meet minimum safety and security standards and to avoid spillover
lighting to sensitive uses. Design could include luminaries that cast low-angle illumination to
minimize incidental spillover of light onto adjacent private properties and undeveloped open
space. Fixtures that project light upward or horizontally will not be used. Luminaries will be
shielded and directed away from habitat and open space areas adjacent to the project site.
Implementation of these standard measures would reduce this impact to a less-thansignificant level.
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II. AGRICULTURE AND FOREST RESOURCES
Would the project:

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporation

Less Than
Significant
Impact

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?

X

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

X

c) Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause
rezoning of, forest land (as defined in Public
Resources Code section 1222(g)) or timberland (as
defined in Public Resources Code section 4526)?

X

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

X

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

X

No
Impact

RESPONSES TO CHECKLIST QUESTIONS
Response a): The California Department of Conservation (2010) reports that Mariposa County
has a total of 403,942 acres designated agricultural land. The majority of this land is grazing
land; however, 340 acres are designated important farmland; 6 acres are prime farmland, 285
acres are unique, and 49 acres are of statewide importance.
The proposed project would not 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.
Implementation of the proposed project would have a less than significant impact relative to
this issue.
Response b): According to the 2011 Crop Report, Mariposa County has approximately 182,700
acres of land under a Williamson Act contract. The RTP includes improvements to the
transportation systems throughout the county. Transportation improvements proposed are
compatible with agricultural and timber zoning and do not conflict with the active Williamson
Act Contracts. Agricultural and timber operations throughout the county would benefit from
improved movement of their commodities from the resource to the marketplace as a result of
the improvements to the transportation systems. Implementation of the proposed project
would have a less than significant impact relative to this issue.
Response c-d): According to the 2011 Crop Report, Mariposa County has approximately 152,000
acres of land in timber production. The RTP includes improvements to the transportation systems
throughout the county, including the areas under timber production. These improvements are
designed to facilitate the General Plan. Transportation improvements proposed are compatible
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with timber zoning. Timber operations throughout the county would benefit from improved
movement of the timber from the forest as a result of the improvements to the transportation
systems. Implementation of the proposed project would have a less than significant impact
relative to this issue.
Response e): The RTP does not involve 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. The proposed project will have a less than
significant impact on agricultural or forest lands or operations.
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III. AIR QUALITY
Would the project:

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporation

Less Than
Significant
Impact

a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the
applicable air quality plan?

X

b) Violate any air quality standard or contribute
substantially to an existing or projected air quality
violation?

X

c) 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 (including releasing emissions which
exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone
precursors)?

X

d) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial
pollutant concentrations?

X

e) Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial
number of people?

X

No
Impact

RESPONSES TO CHECKLIST QUESTIONS
Responses a-d):

Long-Term - Operational Affects
Isolated Rural Area Regional Emissions Analysis
A finding of conformity is required under Clean Air Act section 176(c) (42 U.S.C. 7506 (c)) to
ensure that federally supported highway and transit project activities are consistent with
(“conform to”) the State Implementation Plan (SIP). Conformity ensures that transportation
activities will not cause new air quality violations, worsen existing violations, or delay timely
attainment of the relevant national ambient air quality standards. Additionally, SIPs in
California are developed to ensure conformity with the State ambient air quality standards.
While regional transportation conformity findings are required to approve RTPs in most places,
they are not required for isolated rural areas, which include the Mariposa Local Transportation
Commission. A SIP is currently being prepared for the region in cooperation with various
regulatory agencies. Until the SIP is approved an emissions budget will not be established for
Mariposa County.
Although this analysis will not require a formal conformity determination from the FHWA in
order to approve the RTP, it will undergo public review in accordance with Mariposa Local
Transportation Commission policies for community input. These procedures ensure that the
public has adequate opportunity to be informed of the regional emissions analysis approach
and encourages public participation and comment.

Regional Transportation Indicators
This Isolated Rural Area Regional Emissions Analysis is based on an evaluation of emission
trends using the EMFAC 2011. The EMFAC 2011 model, developed by the CARB, is the most
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recent emissions model recommended for use in California. It should be noted that EMFAC
2011 is not approved for conformity determinations at this time, but CARB recommends using
the model for all non-conformity related assessments. As mentioned earlier, LTC is not subject
to conformity for their RTP and this is not a conformity related assessment. As such, EMFAC
2011 is the appropriate model for use in this assessment. Table 1 presents the latest vehicle
population, VMT, and trips estimates from 2012 through 2035.
Table 1: EMFAC Inputs
2012
17,472
572,088
115,356

Vehicles
VMT
Trips

2020
18,442
631,937
122,269

2035
21,349
737,203
141,915

SOURCE: EMFAC 2011 (2012).

Emission Estimates
The regional emissions analysis and forecasts for ROGs, TOGs, CO, NOx, PM10, PM2.5, and SOx
are summarized in Table 2. CO2 emissions are discussed under the Greenhouse Gas and Climate
Change section of this report. The summary of emissions forecasts is derived from outputs of
the EMFAC 2011.
Table 2: Emission Estimates (Tons per Day)
ANALYSIS YEAR

ROG

TOG

CO

NOX

PM10

PM2.5

SOX

2012
2020
2035

0.54
0.29
0.16

0.58
0.31
0.17

4.77
2.28
1.11

0.79
0.43
0.20

0.040
0.039
0.044

0.020
0.018
0.020

0.003
0.004
0.004

SOURCE: EMFAC 2011 (2012).

The results from the emissions model show that 2012 emissions of the ROGs, TOGs, CO, and
NOx are significantly less than the 2035 emissions levels. The 2035 PM2.5 emissions are equal
to the 2012 levels. The SOx levels are slightly higher in 2035.
Overall, the model shows a significant decrease in emissions of criteria pollutants, which is
related to assumptions in the EMFAC model regarding improvements to fuel efficiency
standards and emission rates for vehicles.

Conclusion
While the RTP provides improvements that will increase transportation system capacity, it
should be noted that it does not control land development and population growth, rather, the
General Plan controls growth and development. Implementation of the RTP will result in some
beneficial air quality impacts as a result of the transportation system improvements.
The emission outputs reflect a decreasing trend of criteria pollutant emissions from 2012
through 2035. The results of the emission model reflects the fact that the state and federal
EPA's vehicle and fuel regulations that are being phased into place over the study horizon will
bring about significantly lower emission levels, which is particularly important for the
reduction of emissions in nonattainment areas.
Implementation of the RTP will not conflict with the Air Quality Plan, cause a violation of Air
Quality Standards, contribute substantially to an existing air quality violation, or result in a
cumulatively considerable net increase of a criteria pollutant in a nonattainment area.
Therefore, this is impact is considered less than significant.
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Short-term - Construction Affects
Mariposa County is currently designated as “non-attainment” for ozone and is attainment or
unclassified for all other criteria pollutants. Construction activities associated with construction
and implementation of the various roadway and other transportation improvement projects
identified in the RTP would result in temporary short-term emissions associated with vehicle
trips from construction workers, operation of construction equipment, and the dust generated
during construction activities. These temporary and short-term emissions would generate
additional ozone precursors (ROG and NOx), which could exacerbate the County’s existing nonattainment status for this criteria pollutant.
All individual projects would be subject to the Mariposa County Air Pollution Control District
Regulations and Rules related to all project construction sites. Compliance with the AQMD's
Regulations and Rules will ensure that short-term air quality impacts are reduced to a less than
significant level.

Localized Carbon Monoxide
Currently, the Mountain Counties Air Basin is in attainment of federal and State standards for
CO. The RTP projects are designed to improve traffic flows and reduce congestion system-wide,
reducing the potential for CO “hot spots” that can occur from exhaust of idling cars waiting to
clear a heavily congested intersection or crossing. The RTP projects are intended to reduce
congested conditions throughout the system while accommodating additional traffic generated
by the increase in population projected for Mariposa County. The potential for CO hot spot in
Mariposa County is highly unlikely do to the existing traffic conditions. This is considered a less
than significant impact.

Asbestos Hazards
Based upon the regional nature of the RTP, development of detailed, site-specific information
on this impact at an RTP planning level is not feasible. Mariposa County will conduct
appropriate project-level assessments and will be responsible for consideration of mitigation
measures for significant effects on the environment. If asbestos is deemed present naturally, or
in existing facilities, an Asbestos Hazard Dust Mitigation Plan would be prepared to ensure that
adequate dust control and asbestos hazard mitigation measures are implemented during
project construction. This standard practice is consistent with ARB’s asbestos airborne toxic
control measure (ATCM) (Title 17, CCR § 93105 and 93106) and would ensure that any
construction activities that may result in the release of asbestos would include appropriate
measures to ensure that exposure to construction workers and the public is minimized to
acceptable State and local levels. Implementation of this standard measure would ensure that
this potential impact is reduced to a less-than-significant level.
Responses e): Implementation of the RTP would not directly create or generate objectionable
odors. Persons residing in the immediate vicinity of proposed improvements may be subject to
temporary odors typically associated with roadway construction activities (diesel exhaust, hot
asphalt, etc.). However, any odors generated by construction activities would be minor and
would be short and temporary in duration. This is considered a less than significant impact.
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IV. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES
Would the project:

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporation

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 Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?

X

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 Game or US Fish and Wildlife Service?

X

c) Have a substantial adverse effect on federally
protected wetlands as defined by Section 404 of the
Clean Water Act (including, but not limited to,
marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct
removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other
means?

X

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?

X

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

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

X

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?

X

RESPONSES TO CHECKLIST QUESTIONS
Response a): The California Natural Diversity Data Base (CNDDB) search identified 98
documented special-status species within the County, of which 15 are federal and/or state
listed (Appendix A). These species are presumed present at any given time throughout their
habitat range. Some species require localized micro-habitats, while others are highly mobile
and may occur throughout the County. Many of the documented special-status species may be
directly or indirectly affected by RTP projects within the County if the improvements are to
encroach on the species’ habitat, or movement corridors.
Construction and maintenance activities associated with the individual projects could result in
the direct loss or indirect disturbance of special-status wildlife species or their habitats that are
known to occur, or have potential to occur, in the County. Impacts on special-status wildlife
species or their habitat could result in a reduction in local population size, lowered
reproductive success, or habitat fragmentation. Potential effects on special-status wildlife
species associated with individual projects include:
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increased mortality caused by higher numbers of automobiles on new or widened
roads;
direct mortality from the collapse of underground burrows, resulting from soil
compaction;
direct mortality resulting from the movement of equipment and vehicles through the
Project area;
direct mortality resulting from removal of trees with active nests;
direct mortality or loss of suitable habitat resulting from the trimming or removal of
obligate host plants;
direct mortality resulting from fill of wetlands features;
loss of breeding and foraging habitat resulting from the filling of seasonal or perennial
wetlands;
loss of breeding, foraging, and refuge habitat resulting from the permanent removal of
riparian vegetation;
loss of suitable habitat for vernal pool invertebrates resulting from the destruction or
degradation of vernal pools or seasonal wetlands;
abandoned eggs or young and subsequent nest failure for special-status nesting birds,
including raptors, and other non-special status migratory birds resulting from
construction-related noises;
loss or disturbance of rookeries and other colonial nests;
loss of suitable foraging habitat for special-status raptor species; and
loss of migration corridors resulting from the construction of permanent structures or
features.

The design process for each improvement will involve a level of field reconnaissance to
precisely identify the potential for impacts to special status species and to identify project
specific design measures that can be employed to avoid or lessen an impact. Project specific
design measures may include alternative designs to avoid habitats that are considered more
sensitive and required for special status species. An impact would occur if a project would
result in a take of a special status species or their habitat. If a project would in fact result in a
take of a special status species or their habitat it may be required to go through a consultation
process with the USFWS and/or CDFG for recommendations to avoid or lessen the impacts to
these species and their habitats.
Permits may also be required from the USFWS and/or CDFG, and possibly by the local
governments if a project design cannot avoid disturbance to special status species or their
habitat. Permits are issued by regulatory agencies with conditions that are designed to mitigate
the impact to the extent practicable. The proposed project does not directly cause an impact to
special status species and the design process for individual improvements listed in the
proposed project would require that each project be consistent with the policies that are
established in the Mariposa County General Plan for the purpose of protecting biological
resources, including special status species that their habitat.
Consistency with the County policies as well as adopted federal and state regulations that
protect special-status species, including their habitat and movement corridors, would ensure
that appropriate design measures, including avoidance, if appropriate, are incorporated into the
design of each improvement project. Because the proposed project is a planning document and
thus, no physical changes will occur to the environment, adoption of the proposed project
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would not directly impact the environment. There is a possibility that special status species will
be affected by a transportation project identified in the proposed project due to the extent of
special status species throughout the region. The following mitigation measure would ensure
that all future projects are designed to avoid sensitive biological resources to the greatest
extent feasible. Where full avoidance is not possible, the participation in pre-established habitat
and special status species protection programs would reduce the impact. Implementation of the
following mitigation measure would reduce the impact to a less than significant level.
Mitigation Measure 1: Prior to final design approval of RTP projects, take steps to identify and protect
any biological resources associated with the project. The County should retain a qualified biologist to
conduct a field reconnaissance of the limits of the project area to identify special status plants, animals,
and their habitats, as well as protected natural communities including wetland and terrestrial
communities. If the biologist identifies protected biological resources within the limits of the project
area, consider alternative designs that seek to avoid and/or minimize impacts to the biological
resources. If the project cannot be designed to completely avoid, coordinate with the appropriate
regulatory agency (i.e. USFWS, NMFS, CDFG, ACOE) to obtain regulatory permits and implement
project-specific mitigation prior to any construction activities.

Response b-c): The County contains a variety of natural communities that are generally
considered sensitive, such as riparian, oak woodland, forests, streams, rivers, wet meadows,
and vernal pools. Streams, rivers, wet meadows, and vernal pools (wetlands and jurisdictional
waters) are of high concern because they provide unique aquatic habitat (perennial and
ephemeral) for many endemic species, including special-status plants, birds, invertebrates, and
amphibians. These aquatic habitats oftentimes qualify as protected wetlands or jurisdictional
waters and are protected from disturbance through the CWA.
The County contains numerous aquatic habitats that qualify as federally protected wetlands and
jurisdictional waters. Section 404 of the CWA requires any project that involves disturbance to
a wetland or water of the U.S. to obtain a permit that authorizes the disturbance. If a wetland or
jurisdictional water is determined to be present, then a permit must be obtained from the
USACE to authorize a disturbance to the wetland. Although subsequent improvements may
disturb protected wetlands and/or jurisdictional waters, the regulatory process that is
established through Section 404 of the CWA ensures that there is “no net loss” of wetlands or
jurisdictional waters. If, through the design process, it is determined that an improvement
project cannot avoid a wetland or jurisdictional water, then the USACE would require that there
be an equal amount of wetland created elsewhere to mitigate any loss of wetland.
The County contains two CDFG designated sensitive natural communities including: Big Trees
Forest and Central Valley Drainage Hardhead/Squawfish Stream.
Construction activities associated with individual projects will occur across a variety of habitats
and such activities could result in the disturbance to the habitat. There is a possibility that
natural communities, including wetlands, riparian, sensitive natural communities, will be
affected by individual projects.
Detailed plans of the individual projects have not been developed. Consistency with the
applicable County policies and federal and state regulations would ensure that appropriate
design measures, including avoidance, if appropriate, are incorporated into the design of each
improvement project. Because the proposed project is a planning document and thus, no
physical changes will occur to the environment, adoption of the proposed project would not
directly impact the environment. Implementation of the previously presented mitigation
measures would ensure that all future individual projects are designed to avoid sensitive
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habitat to the greatest extent feasible. Where full avoidance is not possible, the participation in
pre-established habitat protection programs or state/federal permit mitigation programs
would offset any potential impacts associated with project implementation. Adherence to the
requirements in mitigation measures would reduce this impact to a less than significant level.
Response d): The black-tailed deer (Odocoileus hemionus) is a migratory wildlife species that is
not recognized as a special-status species, but preserving deer habitat and migration corridors
is of concern to the CDFG in many foothill and mountainous regions of California including
Mariposa County.
Deer herds annual migratory route takes thousands of animals from the high elevation pine and
fir forests of their summer range to the winter range, spring and fall holding areas, and fawning
areas in the open oak woodland and oak savanna of the lower foothills and higher elevation
timberlands of central and western Mariposa County.
Linear transportation improvements can cause fragmentation of habitat where species can no
longer easily move through an area. This may occur in cases where a linear transportation
improvement includes a center barrier to be erected that suddenly affects the ability of a
smaller animal, and sometimes, less mobile species, to cross the linear transportation corridor
to areas that they previously frequented.
In addition certain fence designs are barriers to deer movement, particularly to does and fawns.
Deer-proof or deer-resistant fences around large acreages in winter range and across critical
deer migration corridors result in a significant adverse impact on deer populations. Also, the
creation of highways and roads are a source of deer mortality.
There is a reasonable chance that native wildlife or wildlife corridors, including migratory deer,
will be affected throughout the buildout of individual projects under the RTP. The individual
projects have not been designed or approved. Each project will be designed consistent with the
applicable County policies to ensure that appropriate design measures are incorporated into
the design of each project. The following mitigation measure would ensure that all future
projects are designed to facilitate the movement of sensitive species to the greatest extent
feasible. Where full design mitigation is not feasible, compliance with state and federal permit
requirements would offset any potential impacts associated with project implementation.
Adherence to the requirements this mitigation measure would reduce this impact to a less than
significant level.
Mitigation Measure 2: Prior to design approval of individual projects, the implementing agency will
incorporate economically viable design measures, as applicable and necessary, to allow wildlife to move
through the transportation corridor, both during construction activities and post construction.
Potential measures should include appropriately spaced breaks in a center barrier, and other measures
that are designed to allow wildlife to move through the transportation corridor.

Response e): The proposed project does not conflict with local policies or ordinances
protecting biological resources. Implementation of the proposed project would have no impact
relative to this issue.
Response f): Mariposa County does not have an applicable habitat conservation plan or natural
community conservation plan. Implementation of the proposed project would have no impact
relative to this issue.
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V. CULTURAL RESOURCES
Would the project:

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporation

a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the
significance of a historical resource as defined in
'15064.5?

X

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

X

Less Than
Significant
Impact

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

X

d) Disturb any human remains, including those
interred outside of formal cemeteries?

X

No
Impact

RESPONSES TO CHECKLIST QUESTIONS
Response a): Implementation of RTP projects may occur near or in close vicinity to
architectural resources (buildings/structures/features) that are 50 years old or older. Given the
age of these resources, it is possible they are historically significant and eligible for listing in the
California Register of Historic Resources (CRHR) or the National Register of Historic Places
(NRHP). As RTP projects are designed and reviewed by local jurisdictions, the RTP projects will
undergo technical analysis to evaluate any potential impacts to historical resources within their
area of potential effect.
Based upon the general planning nature of the RTP, development of detailed, site-specific
information on this impact at this planning level is not feasible. However, damage to or
destruction of historical resources that are considered significant under local, state, or federal
criteria would be a significant impact. Implementation of the following mitigation measure
would ensure that all subsequent RTP projects either avoid known historical resources, or take
steps to implement amelioration methods to reduce impacts to known historical resources. This
mitigation measure would also require investigations and avoidance methods in the event that
a previously undiscovered historical resource is encountered during construction activities.
This mitigation measure would reduce this impact to a less than significant level.
Mitigation Measure 3: During environmental review of RTP projects, and prior to construction, if
architectural resources are deemed as potentially eligible for the California Register of Historic
Resources or the National Register of Historic Places as determined by a qualified architectural
historian, Mariposa County should consider avoidance through project redesign as feasible. If avoidance
is not feasible, the historic resource should be formally documented through the use of large-format
photography, measured drawings, written architectural descriptions, and historical narratives. The
documentation should be entered into the Library of Congress, and archived in the California Historical
Resources Information System. In the event of building relocation, ensure that any alterations to
significant buildings or structures conform to the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for
Rehabilitation and Guidelines for Rehabilitating Historic Buildings.

Response b): Implementation of most of the RTP improvements would be constructed within
the existing rights-of-way. Improvements and modifications within existing rights-of-way
would have less potential to encounter previously unknown archaeological resources relative
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to projects in undisturbed areas since the former right-of-way areas have already been
disturbed. Improvements and modifications within existing rights-of-way still have potential to
adversely affect archaeological resources, either directly or indirectly.
Based upon the general planning nature of the RTP, development of detailed, site-specific
information on this impact at this planning level is not feasible. As RTP projects are designed
and reviewed by local jurisdictions, the RTP projects will undergo technical analysis to evaluate
any potential impacts to cultural resources within their area of potential effect. This will include
consultation with the Native American Heritage Commission to determine whether known
sacred sites are in the project area. If recommended, a qualified archaeologist will be consulted
to conduct archaeological surveys. The significance of any resources that are determined to be
in the project area will be assessed according to the applicable local, state, and federal
significance criteria.
Implementation of the following mitigation measures would ensure that all subsequent RTP
projects either avoid known cultural or historical resources, or take steps to implement
amelioration methods to reduce impacts to known cultural or historical resources. It would also
require investigations and avoidance methods in the event that a previously undiscovered
cultural or historical resource is encountered during construction activities. This mitigation
measure would reduce this impact to a less than significant level.
Mitigation Measure 4: If cultural resources (i.e., prehistoric sites, historic sites, and isolated artifacts
and features) are discovered work shall be halted immediately within 50 meters (165 feet) of the
discovery, Mariposa County shall be notified, and a qualified archaeologist that meets the Secretary of
the Interior’s Professional Qualifications Standards in prehistoric or historical archaeology shall be
retained to determine the significance of the discovery.
Mariposa County shall consider mitigation recommendations presented by the professional
archaeologist for any unanticipated discoveries and shall carry out the measures deemed feasible and
appropriate. Such measures may include avoidance, preservation in place, excavation, documentation,
curation, data recovery, or other appropriate measures.

Response c): Most of the RTP improvements would be constructed within the existing rightsof-way, which is generally considered to have less potential to encounter previously unknown
paleontological resources relative to projects in undisturbed/undeveloped areas. However,
improvements and modifications within existing rights-of-way still have the potential to
damage or destroy undiscovered paleontological resources especially during deeper
excavations.
Based upon the general planning nature of the RTP, development of detailed, site-specific
information on this impact at this planning level is not feasible. However, damage to or
destruction of paleontological resources that are considered significant under local, state, or
federal criteria would be a significant impact.
During environmental review of RTP projects, Mariposa County will take steps to identify and
protect paleontological resources. When the project scope and/or location indicate potential
impacts to paleontological resources, a qualified paleontologist would be retained to identify
resources and potential impacts and to determine appropriate avoidance, minimization, and
mitigation measures. This is considered a less than significant impact.
Response d): Indications are that humans have occupied Mariposa County for at least 10,000
years and it is not always possible to predict where human remains may occur outside of formal
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burials. Therefore, excavation and construction activities, regardless of depth, may yield human
remains that may not be interred in marked, formal burials. Under CEQA, human remains are
protected under the definition of archaeological materials as being “any evidence of human
activity.” Additionally, Public Resources Code Section 5097 has specific stop-work and
notification procedures to follow in the event that human remains are inadvertently discovered
during Project implementation. Consistency with state law and standard County procedures
would reduce this impact to a less than significant level.
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VI. GEOLOGY AND SOILS
Would the project:

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

a) Expose people or structures to 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.

X

ii) Strong seismic ground shaking?

X

iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including
liquefaction?

X

iv) Landslides?

X

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

X

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 offsite landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence,
liquefaction or collapse?

X

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?

X

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

X

RESPONSES TO CHECKLIST QUESTIONS
Responses a.i-ii): There are numerous potentially active faults located within the County;
however, there are no Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zones. There will always be a chance
that a fault located anywhere in the state (or region) could rupture and cause seismic ground
shaking. All projects would be required to conduct seismic hazard evaluations and comply with
all appropriate Building Code provisions. The County would require individual projects to
include appropriate seismic designs to accommodate the potential for seismicity. This standard
measure would reduce this impact to a less than significant level.
Response a.iii-iv), c): Liquefaction typically requires a significant sudden decrease of shearing
resistance in cohesionless soils and a sudden increase in water pressure, which is typically
associated with an earthquake of high magnitude. From a regional perspective, the soils located
within the County are considered to have a low potential for liquefaction. There is a potential
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for soil inclusions that have a higher liquefaction potential. The highest risk for liquefaction is
expected along rivers, creeks, and drainages within the County.
There are areas throughout the County that are prone to landslides. In particular, the eastern
portion of the County has a higher probability of landslides based on the steeper slopes. There
will be an ongoing potential for eastern areas of the County to be or become unstable and result
in landslides at some time.
Mariposa County would require each improvement project to have a specific geotechnical study
prepared and incorporated into the improvement design. The geotechnical study would identify
specific soil conditions, surface and subsurface drainage capability, slope steepness, and other
factors that may contribute to landslide risk as well as soil inclusions that pose a higher risk of
liquefaction. The geotechnical study would provide recommendations for mitigating any
potential risk associated with site specific conditions. Implementation of the RTP itself would
result in a less-than-significant impact on soil erosion.
Responses b): There are areas throughout the County that have steeper slopes where the
potential for loss of topsoil and erosion is relatively high. Some of the individual projects would
involve some land clearing, mass grading, and other ground-disturbing activities that could
temporarily increase soil erosion rates during and shortly after project construction.
Construction-related erosion could result in the loss of a substantial amount of nonrenewable
topsoil and could adversely affect water quality in nearby surface waters.
The RWQCB requires a project specific Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) to be
prepared for each project that disturbs an area one acre or larger. The SWPPPs will include
project specific best management measures that are designed to control drainage and erosion.
Furthermore, each individual project will include detailed project specific drainage plans that
control storm water runoff and erosion, both during and after construction. The SWPPP and the
project specific drainage plans would reduce the potential for erosion. Implementation of the
RTP itself would result in a less-than-significant impact on soil erosion.
Responses d): Expansive soils are those that shrink or swell with the change in moisture
content. The volume of change is influenced by the quantity of moisture, by the kind and
amount of clay in the soil, and by the original porosity of the soil. Shrinking and swelling can
damage roads and other structures unless special engineering design is incorporated into the
project plans.
Each individual project would be required to have a specific geotechnical study prepared and
incorporated into the design. The geotechnical study would identify the specific soil conditions
that may contribute to soil expansion. Based on specific findings at each locality, the
geotechnical engineer will recommend detailed engineering measures that are necessary to
reduce the risks associated with soil expansion. Implementation of project specific geotechnical
engineering measures would reduce the risks from soil expansion to a reasonable level for
individual projects. Implementation of the RTP itself would result in a less-than-significant
impact on soil expansion.
Responses e): The RTP would not result in the generation of sewer water or the expansion of
septic infrastructure. Implementation of the proposed project would have no impact on this
environmental issue.
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XII. GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS
Would the project:

a) Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either
directly or indirectly, that may have a significant
impact on the environment?
b) Conflict with an applicable plan, policy or
regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing the
emissions of greenhouse gasses?

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporation

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

X

X

RESPONSES TO CHECKLIST QUESTIONS
Response a): LTC’s ability to address and mitigate climate change impacts is limited primarily
to policy and funding decisions related to planned roadway and alternative transportation
improvements. As described above, the combustion of fossil fuels during vehicle operations is
the primary source of GHG emissions in California. GHG emissions also result from the carbon
dioxide, methane, and nitrous dioxide that are released during the combustion of gasoline and
diesel fuel in construction equipment, vehicles, buses, trucks, and trains; and the use of natural
gas to power transit buses and other vehicles. As discussed previously, historical and current
global GHG emissions are known by the State and the global scientific community to be causing
global climate change, and future increases in GHG emissions associated with the
transportation sector could exacerbate climate change and contribute to the significant adverse
environmental effects described previously. Furthermore, increased GHG emissions associated
with the transportation sector could impact implementation of the State’s mandatory
requirement under AB 32 to reduce statewide GHG emissions to 1990 levels by 2020.

Methodology
CARB has prepared an official state-wide greenhouse gas emissions inventory that covers all
sectors of emitters from 1990 through 2009, as well as forecasts through 2020. However, the
official CARB greenhouse gas inventory is limited in its usefulness for regional transportation
planning because it does not provide a breakdown of the inventory specific to a sector (i.e.
transportation) within a region (i.e. a County). While EMFAC 2011 is not considered the official
emissions inventory, it is the best tool available for estimating greenhouse gas emissions
specific to the transportation sector in Mariposa County. As such, this analysis is based on an
evaluation of emission trends using the EMFAC 2011. The EMFAC 2011 model, developed by
the CARB, is the most recent vehicle emissions model recommended for use in California.
As previously discussed, GHG emissions result from the CO2, methane, and nitrous dioxide that
are released during the combustion of gasoline and diesel fuel vehicles. These gases are
released during fossil fuel consumption, although methane, and nitrous dioxide are released in
much smaller quantities than CO2. They are also unlike CO2 in that their emissions rates are
affected by vehicle emissions control technologies. CO2 represents over 96 percent of the
greenhouse gas emissions within the transportation sector, while methane and nitrous dioxide
only accounted for two percent. Because of these facts, this analysis focuses on the most
relevant greenhouse gas emissions from vehicles, which is CO2. Lastly, it should be noted that
these estimates account for the benefits of Pavley and Low Carbon Fuel Standard regulations.

Regional Transportation Indicators
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EMFAC 2011 was used to estimate the vehicle population, VMT, and trips in the years 1990,
2010, and the AB32 attainment year of 2020. Table 3 presents these regional transportation
indicators.
Table 3: Regional Transportation Indicators
1990
13197.99
442764.5
80105.79

Vehicles
VMT
Trips

2012
17472.1
572088.9
115356.5

2020
18442.97
631937.1
122269.7

SOURCE: EMFAC 2011 (2012).

Energy Consumption
CO2 is released during the combustion of gasoline and diesel fuel from vehicles. Therefore, fuel
consumption is a critical indicator for analyzing greenhouse gases. Vehicle fuel consumption
was projected from a baseline year of 1990 through the AB32 attainment year of 2020. Table 4
shows the vehicle fuel consumption in gallons per day for this period. The projection shows an
increase in total fuel consumption from 29,310 gallons per day in 1990 to 26,920 gallons in
2020. The fuel consumption trend is increasing, which is related to a projected increase in
County-wide VMT as a result of projected growth. It is noteworthy that the rate of increase in
fuel consumption is not linearly correlated to the rate of increase in vehicle miles traveled. This
is clearly seen in the per capita fuel consumption estimates, which are anticipated to decrease
from 2.22 gal/day in 1990 to 2.0 gal/day in 2020. This estimate is indicative of a vehicle fleet
that is expected to become more fuel efficient throughout the planning horizon.
Table 4: County Vehicle Fuel Consumption (Gallons per Day)
Analysis
Year
1990
2012
2020

Gasoline Consumption

Diesel Consumption

28,630
31,200
33,800

680
2,710
3,120

Total Fuel
Consumption
29,310
33,910
36,920

Total
Vehicles
13197.99
17472.1
18442.97

Per Capita Fuel
Consumption
2.22
1.94
2.00

SOURCES: EMFAC 2011(2012).

Emissions
The forecasts for CO2 emissions are summarized in Table 5. CO2 emissions are projected to
decrease from 303.31 to 266.27 tons per day from 2012 through 2020. This represents an
approximately 14 percent decrease in CO2 emissions through the AB32 attainment year. As
previously discussed, CO2 emission rates are not significantly affected by emissions control
technologies like other greenhouse gases so it is increasingly difficult to cause significant
reductions in CO2 emissions within the transportation sector. The 14 percent reduction that is
estimated to occur from 2010 through 2020 is a reflection of the benefits of Pavley and Low
Carbon Fuel Standard regulations.
Table 5: GHG Emission Estimates (Tons per Day)
ANALYSIS YEAR

1990
2012
2020

CO2
238.87
303.31
266.27

SOURCES: EMFAC 2011(2012).

As described previously, LTC does not have land use authority within the County; therefore,
LTC’s ability to control CO2 emissions and mitigate for climate change impacts is largely limited
to transportation funding decisions that may result in decreases in VMT throughout the County.
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Implementation of the following mitigation measure will assist in the reduction of per capita
VMT levels throughout Mariposa County, which will assist in meeting the stated goals of AB 32.
LTC has included numerous projects and programs to promote the use and improvement of
alternative transportation systems throughout the County and they continue to coordinate with
the local land use agency to assist in the development of plans and policies aimed at reducing
VMT. With implementation of all of the policies, action plans, and mitigation measures included
in the RTP and this study, the proposed project will have a less than significant impact.
Mitigation Measure 5: In an effort to reduce greenhouse gas emissions within Mariposa County, LTC
should:
•

Consider incorporating a complete streets policy with a strong focus on identifying
opportunities to create more active transportation within the region (i.e. bike and pedestrian
facilities).

•

Consistent with Appendix F of the CEQA Guidelines, take steps to identify any reduce energy
consumption.

•

Coordinate with land use agencies to assist in efforts to develop CAPs (Climate Action Plans)
that address climate change and greenhouse gas emissions.

•

Assist the local land use agency with the development of an Alternative Fuel Vehicle and
Infrastructure Policy.

As discussed above, implementation of the RTP will not conflict with AB 32 or SB 375. There are
no other plans, policies or regulations adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions of
greenhouse gases in Mariposa County. Therefore, this is impact is considered less than
significant.
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VIII. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS
Would the project:

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporation

Less Than
Significant
Impact

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

X

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?

X

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

X

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?

X

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
for people residing or working in the project area?

X

f) For a project within the vicinity of a private
airstrip, would the project result in a safety hazard
for people residing or working in the project area?

X

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

X

h) Expose people or structures to a significant risk
of loss, injury or death involving wildland fires,
including where wildlands are adjacent to
urbanized areas or where residences are
intermixed with wildlands?

X

No
Impact

RESPONSES TO CHECKLIST QUESTIONS
Responses a): Each individual project would be required to have a Phase I Environmental Site
Assessment (ESA) prepared to determine whether it has hazardous materials on the site. The
Phase I ESA would identify the specific conditions and based on specific findings at each
locality, provide recommendations that are necessary to reduce the risks associated with
hazardous materials. Implementation of the proposed project would result in a less-thansignificant impact.
Response b), c): There are numerous schools throughout Mariposa County. It is possible that
one, or more, of the individual improvements is located within ¼ mile of a school. Hazardous
materials used in construction of a project in the vicinity of a school could be accidentally
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released. In the event of a hazardous materials spill or release, notification and cleanup
operations would be performed in compliance with federal and state regulations to mitigate
hazards to people and the environment.
Implementation of individual improvements would require construction activities, including
grading, which has the potential to release naturally occurring asbestos into the air. This is a
potentially significant impact to construction workers and citizens in the region. However, each
improvement project will require a geotechnical study to be performed. The study will identify
the soil types and the presence of soils and rock types, including those that could contain
naturally occurring asbestos. If asbestos is deemed present, the proposed project would be
required to comply with the AQMD's "Fugitive Dust Prevention and Control and Asbestos
Hazard Dust Mitigation Plan" during project construction. Implementation of the proposed
project would result in a less-than-significant impact.
Responses d): The RTP provides for improvements to transportation systems that may be used
to transport hazardous materials. All transportation of hazardous materials is regulated by
federal and state laws and local ordinances. None of the components of the proposed project
would cause or require routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials.
Implementation of the proposed project would result in a less-than-significant impact.
Response e), f): The proposed project includes proposed improvements to aviation facilities.
This includes an update to the Airport Master Plan, safety and system preservation
improvements, and improvements to the airport runway. These improvements will all take
place within an Airport Land Use Plan area, which will require compliance with the guidelines
provided in the plan. Therefore, neither improvements to adjacent roads nor improvements to
the airports themselves will result in hazardous conditions for people residing or working in
the area. Implementation of the proposed project would result in a less-than-significant
impact.
Response g): Construction of individual projects may result in temporary road closures and
traffic detours. If a project will result in road closures or traffic detours on main thoroughfares
or roads that provide primary access to populated areas, the County will assess the need for a
Transportation Management Plan (TMP). If a TMP is completed, it will be provided to all
emergency service providers in the construction area as a notification of anticipated dates and
hours of construction, as well as any anticipated limits on access. Notice is provided at least 5
days before construction begins. Implementation of the proposed project would result in a lessthan-significant impact.
Response h): The transportation improvements identified in the RTP would not result in the
construction of structures that would be occupied by humans; therefore, it would not expose
people or structures to a significant risk involving wild fires. The RTP provides for
improvements to transportation systems throughout the County, which is expected to improve
the ability for fire protection services to access areas that have a Very High hazard rating.
Implementation of the proposed project would result in a less-than-significant impact.
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IX. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY
Would the project:

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporation

Less Than
Significant
Impact

a) Violate any water quality standards or waste
discharge requirements?

X

b) Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or
interfere substantially with groundwater recharge
such that there would be a net deficit in aquifer
volume or a lowering of the local groundwater table
level (e.g., the production rate of pre-existing
nearby wells would drop to a level which would not
support existing land uses or planned uses for
which permits have been granted)?

X

c) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern
of the site or area, including through the alteration
of the course of a stream or river, in a manner
which would result in substantial erosion or
siltation on- or off-site?

X

d) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern
of the site or area, including through the alteration
of the course of a stream or river, or substantially
increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a
manner which would result in flooding on- or offsite?

X

e) 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?

X

f) Otherwise substantially degrade water quality?

X

g) Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard
area as mapped on a federal Flood Hazard
Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate Map or other
flood hazard delineation map?

X

h) Place within a 100-year flood hazard area
structures which would impede or redirect flood
flows?

X

i) Expose people or structures to a significant risk
of loss, injury or death involving flooding, including
flooding as a result of the failure of a levee or dam?

X

j) Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow?

X

No
Impact

RESPONSES TO CHECKLIST QUESTIONS
Responses a), b): Implementation of individual improvements identified in the RTP would not
violate any waste discharge requirements, substantially deplete groundwater supplies, or
interfere with groundwater recharge such that there would be a net deficit in an aquifer
volume. The construction phase of the projects could cause storm water runoff that could carry
topsoil into downstream waterways and ultimately waters of the U.S.
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As required by the Clean Water Act, each specific improvement project will require an approved
Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) that includes best management practices for
grading, and preservation of topsoil. A SWPPP is not required if the project will disturb less
than one acre. SWPPPs are designed to control storm water quality degradation to the extent
practicable using best management practices during and after construction.
Mariposa County will submit the SWPPP with a Notice of Intent to the Regional Water Quality
Control Board (RWQCB) to obtain a General Permit. The RWQCB is an agency responsible for
reviewing the SWPPP with the Notice of Intent, prior to issuance of a General Permit for the
discharge of storm water during construction activities. The RWQCB accepts General Permit
applications (with the SWPPP and Notice of Intent) after specific projects have been approved
by the lead agency. For each specific project that is larger than one acre, Mariposa County is
required to obtain a General Permit for discharge of storm water during construction activities
prior to commencing construction (per the Clean Water Act). Individual improvement projects
would be required to comply with NPDES General Construction Permit requirements to reduce
or eliminate construction-related water quality effects. With NPDES compliance, and
implementation of the following measures, the proposed project would have a less-thansignificant impact.
Responses c), d), e), f): Implementation of individual RTP improvements may alter the existing
drainage pattern in specific areas, including the alteration of a course of a stream or river,
which could result in erosion, siltation, or flooding on- or off-site. The improvement projects are
not funded or approved at this point and no project specific plans are available. Each
improvement project would require a specific level of design review to ensure that the
engineering does not result in substantial alterations in the natural drainage systems.
The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) is responsible for issuing permits for the placement
of fill, or discharge of material into, waters of the United States. These permits are required
under Sections 401 and 404 of the Clean Water Act. Individual projects that involve instream
construction, such as bridges, trigger the need for these permits and related environmental
reviews by USACE. Subsequent environmental review, design review, and the Clean Water Act
permitting requirements would ensure that the impacts are reduced to a reasonable level.
During project development, Mariposa County will take steps to identify and avoid restriction of
flood flows. Any proposed projects requiring federal approval or funding must comply with
Executive Order 11988 for floodplain management. In addition, a Letter of Map Revision
(LOMR) will be prepared and submitted to FEMA where unavoidable construction would occur
within 100-year floodplains. The LOMR will include revised local base flood elevations for
projects constructed within flood prone areas. Potential impacts due to flooding as a result of
RTP projects are assumed to be alleviated through the FEMA LOMR approval process.
Implementation of the proposed project would have a less-than-significant impact.
Responses g), h), i), j): Implementation of individual improvements would not place housing
within a 100-year flood hazard area, place structures which would impede or redirect flood
flows within a 100-year flood hazard area, nor would it expose people or structures to a
significant risk of loss, injury or death involving flooding (including flooding as a result of the
failure of a levee or dam, or inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow). Therefore,
implementation of the proposed project would have a less-than-significant impact on these
environmental issues.
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X. LAND USE AND PLANNING
Would the project:

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporation

Less Than
Significant
Impact

a) Physically divide an established community?

X

b) Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy,
or regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the
project (including, but not limited to the general
plan, specific plan, local coastal program, or zoning
ordinance) adopted for the purpose of avoiding or
mitigating an environmental effect?

X

c) Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation
plan or natural community conservation plan?

No
Impact

X

RESPONSES TO CHECKLIST QUESTIONS
Response a): The majority of RTP projects would involve transportation system improvements
to existing facilities, which would mostly occur within or in close proximity to existing rights-ofway. Some RTP projects will involve new facilities that will occur within or adjacent to existing
communities. In many cases, improvements to facilities will occur where communities are
already physically divided by existing facilities, including highways, roadways, and
intersections. The RTP is intended to improve inter- and intra-regional connectivity and new or
improved land use linkages. However, specific projects have the potential to divide existing
contiguous land uses. Because these potential improvement projects could occur within the
developed areas, communities could be affected.
Because the proposed project is a planning document and thus, no physical changes will occur
to the environment, adoption of the proposed project would not directly impact the
environment. It is assumed that RTP projects that affect roads and interchanges present the
greatest potential for impacts regarding the division of an established community. All RTP
projects will be designed to maintain the cohesiveness of the existing communities to the
greatest extent feasible. Where full design mitigation is not feasible, measures would be
incorporated into the design to minimize the impacts associated with project implementation.
Adherence to the requirements of County policies and standard measure would reduce this
impact to a less than significant level.
Response b): Mariposa County has an adopted General Plan to guide land use and development
decisions, including circulation patterns and improvements. The RTP projects will respond to
growth anticipated in adopted general plans, as well as address safety and rehabilitation issues
necessary to maintain the existing transportation system. The RTP projects will also enhance
mobility primarily within established communities, and provide connectivity between
established communities.
RTP projects would be generally compatible with existing land uses and policies; however,
specific RTP projects, such as improvements to existing transportation corridors could conflict
with county land use policies and designations by encroaching on incompatible land uses. Each
individual RTP project will be evaluated by Mariposa County on a project-specific level during
the design and engineering stage of the process. Each RTP project will be reviewed for
conformance with the Mariposa County General Plan as well as conformance with the policies of
the RTP.
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The RTP is intended to accommodate growth envisioned by the Mariposa County General Plan
by providing multimodal circulation infrastructure necessary for orderly growth. The RTP
includes policies that ensure consistency with local plans and regulations and a conformance
review of individual RTP projects will ensure consistency with adopted policies and regulations.
The RTP would not result in significant conflicts with plans, policies, and regulations adopted to
mitigate an environmental effect. Implementation of the proposed project would have a less
than significant impact relative to this issue.
Response c): Mariposa County does not have an applicable habitat conservation plan or natural
community conservation plan. Implementation of the proposed project would have no impact
relative to this issue.
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XI. MINERAL RESOURCES
Would the project:

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporation

Less Than
Significant
Impact

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?

X

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

X

No
Impact

RESPONSES TO CHECKLIST QUESTIONS
Response a): Some improvements identified in the RTP are located in the vicinity of land that
that contains mineral resource. Implementation of the improvements identified in the RTP
would not cause changes resulting in conversion of any mining operations into a different use.
Additionally, the individual improvement projects will improve transportation systems in the
County, which would provide a beneficial impact for mining operations. Implementation of the
proposed project will have a less than significant impact on mineral resources.
Response b): There are currently five mining operations in Mariposa County according to the
September 28, 2012 AB 3098 list. The proposed project will not result in the loss of availability
of any of these operational sites. Implementation of the proposed project will have a less than
significant impact on mineral resource site.
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XII. NOISE
Would the project result in:

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporation

Less Than
Significant
Impact

a) Exposure of persons to or generation of noise
levels in excess of standards established in the local
general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable
standards of other agencies?

X

b) Exposure of persons to or generation of
excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne
noise levels?

X

c) A substantial permanent increase in ambient
noise levels in the project vicinity above levels
existing without the project?

X

d) A substantial temporary or periodic increase in
ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above
levels existing without the project?

X

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 expose people residing or
working in the project area to excessive noise
levels?

X

f) For a project within the vicinity of a private
airstrip, would the project expose people residing
or working in the project area to excessive noise
levels?

X

No
Impact

RESPONSES TO CHECKLIST QUESTIONS
Responses a, c-d):
Traffic Noise: The RTP does not directly cause a noise impact, although it could indirectly have
noise impacts as a result of development and operation of individual improvements during both
the short and long-term. While many of these projects will likely have no effect on the
operational noise generation of the facility, some improvement projects, which involve
widening, or other capacity enhancements to existing facilities, could affect noise-sensitive land
uses. Noise-sensitive land uses could be exposed to noise in excess of normally acceptable noise
levels or increases in noise as a result of the operation of expanded or new transportation
facilities.
Mariposa County has an adopted Noise Element of their General Plan that establish noiserelated policies that, when implemented, protect sensitive receptors from significant noise. The
policies that are laid out in the Noise Element(s) are consistent with federal and state
regulations designed to protect noise sensitive receptors. During the design process, Mariposa
County would be responsible for ensuring that the project is designed consistent with adopted
policies and state and federal regulations. Although the policy and regulatory controls for noiserelated impacts are in place in the planning area, subsequent improvement projects could result
in an increase in traffic noise levels. For most projects, consistency with the adopted policies
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and established regulations would help to reduce exposure of sensitive receptors to
transportation noise levels. Mariposa County requires a project-level noise evaluation for each
individual project that is located near a sensitive receptor. The noise evaluation would identify
areas that would have elevated noise levels as a result of the project and require measures to
attenuate the noise to an acceptable level. Such measures could include constructing earth
berms, sound walls, establishing buffers, or improving acoustical insulation in residential units.
Consistency with the Noise Element would reduce this impact to a less-than-significant level.
Construction Noise: Noise levels typically associated with roadway construction equipment
and distances to predicted noise contours are discussed in the background above. As indicated,
maximum intermittent noise levels associated with construction equipment typically range
from approximately 77 to 95 dBA Lmax at 50 feet. Pile driving and demolition activities involving
the use of pavement breakers and jackhammers, and are among the noisiest of activities
associated with transportation improvement and construction projects. Depending on
equipment usage and duration, average-hourly noise levels at this same distance typically range
from approximately 73 to 88 dBA Leq. Distances to predicted noise contours would, likewise,
vary depending on the specific activities conducted and equipment usage. Delivery vehicles,
construction employee vehicle trips, and haul truck trips may also contribute to overall
construction noise levels.
Increases in ambient noise levels associated with construction projects located near sensitive
land uses can result in increased levels of annoyance, as well as potential violation of local noise
standards. Construction activities occurring during the more noise-sensitive nighttime hours
would be of particular concern, given the potential for increased sleep disruption. Impacts to
sensitive receptors resulting from proposed transportation improvement and construction
projects would depend on several factors, such as the equipment used, surrounding land uses,
shielding provided by intervening structures and terrain, and duration of construction
activities.
Mariposa County limits construction to the daytime hours, to the extent feasible, and requires
equipment to be properly maintained and muffled. Furthermore, this mitigation measure
provides resident notification requirements, and measures to resolve noise complaints.
Implementation of these standard measures would reduce this impact to a less-thansignificant level.
Responses b): Groundborne vibration and noise levels associated with highway traffic is
typically considered to pose no threat to buildings and potential annoyance to people would be
minimal. Traffic vibration levels are typically highest associated with truck passbys. Automobile
traffic normally generates vibration peaks of one-fifth to one-tenth that of trucks. Based on
measurements conducted by Caltrans, even the highest truck generated vibrations, which were
measured at approximately 16 feet from the centerline of the near travel-lane, were not found
to exceed 0.08 in/sec. This level coincides with the maximum recommended “safe level” for
ruins and historical structures (Caltrans 2002(b), 2004).
Construction activities would, however, require the use of off-road equipment, which could
adversely affect nearby land uses. Groundborne vibration levels commonly associated with
construction equipment typically associated with transportation projects are summarized in
the background discussion above. As indicated, the highest groundborne vibration levels would
be generated by the use of pile drivers and vibratory rollers. Groundborne vibration levels
associated with proposed construction improvement projects could potentially exceed
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recommended criteria for structural damage and/or human annoyance (0.2 and 0.1 in/sec ppv,
respectively) at nearby existing land uses.
Mariposa County limits construction to the daytime hours, to the extent feasible, and would
require use of equipment with reduced equipment noise/vibration levels, to the extent
practical. The level of mitigation would be project and site specific and would include measures
normally required by Caltrans, as well as requirements under the General Plan Noise Element
and Noise Ordinances of Mariposa County. Implementation of these standard measures would
reduce this impact to a less-than-significant level.
Responses e-f): The proposed project includes improvements to the Mariposa-Yosemite
Airport, which is a public airport. The improvements include an update to the Airport Master
Plan, safety and system preservation improvements, and improvements to the airport runway.
None of these improvements would expose people residing or working in the area to excessive
noise levels. The proposed project does not affect any private airstrips. Implementation of the
proposed project would have a less-than-significant impact relative to this issue.
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XIII. POPULATION AND HOUSING
Would the project:

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporation

Less Than
Significant
Impact

a) Induce substantial 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)?

X

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

X

c) Displace substantial numbers of people,
necessitating the construction of replacement
housing elsewhere?

X

No
Impact

RESPONSES TO CHECKLIST QUESTIONS
Response a): Given the historical and current population, housing, and employment trends,
growth in the region is inevitable; however, the rate of growth is considered low compared to
the larger metropolitan areas of the Central Valley (i.e. Stockton and Sacramento). Two
principal factors that account for population growth are natural increase and net migration. The
average annual birth rate for California is expected to be 20 births per 1,000 people compared
to 10 births per 1,000 people in West Virginia, the state with the lowest projected birth rate.
Additionally, California is expected to attract more than one third of the Country’s immigrants.
Other factors that affect growth include the cost of housing, the location of jobs, the economy,
the climate, and also, transportation.
The RTP has been planned to accommodate anticipated levels of growth, including growth
associated with adopted general plan. The RTP does not involve approvals associated with any
development projects, and does not provide infrastructure that could facilitate additional
development in the region. The RTP does not induce growth beyond the growth that is planned
or being planned by local jurisdictions both locally and regionally.
The LTC does not make land use approvals associated with this growth, nor do they have the
authority to make local land use decisions. Implementation of the RTP will have a less than
significant impact on this issue.
Responses b-c): The RTP would not, in and of itself, displace substantial numbers of housing
units or people. The majority of RTP projects involve work within or adjacent to existing rightsof-way and would not involve acquisition of land and displacement of substantial numbers of
persons or housing. This is true of most highway and street widening projects, and
modifications to intersections/interchanges. These transportation projects will generally not
require the displacement of any residences or businesses since the right-of-way has already
been acquired.
Some of the RTP projects may involve land acquisition. While most of the additional right-ofway acquisition is anticipated to be vacant or undeveloped land, at a few isolated locations the
land necessary for the improvement may include existing residential units or businesses. This is
anticipated to be rare and involve a limited number of residences or businesses.
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State and federal law require due compensation for property taken to carry out the
infrastructure projects. Also required by law, relocation and assistance must be provided to
displaced residents and businesses in accordance with the Federal Uniform Relocation and Real
Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970 and the State of California Relocation Assistance Act.
As noted above, RTP projects would not result in displacement or relocation of a substantial
number of homes, businesses, or people. Growth planned in the general plans would result in
additional housing opportunities and would more than offset any units removed in association
with RTP projects. Therefore, impacts related to a substantial displacement of housing units or
persons as a result of the RTP are less than significant.
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XIV. PUBLIC SERVICES
Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporation

Less Than
Significant
Impact

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:

X

Fire protection?

X

Police protection?

X

Schools?

X

Parks?

X

Other public facilities?

X

No
Impact

RESPONSES TO CHECKLIST QUESTIONS
Responses a), b), c), d), e): The improvements identified in the RTP include a variety of
transportation improvements that will not result in an increased need for any public services or
facilities. The proposed project would not result in an increased demand, or require the need
for expansion of the existing recreational facilities beyond what is planned in the General Plan.
Implementation of the proposed project will have a less than significant impact on public
services.
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XV. RECREATION
Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporation

Less Than
Significant
Impact

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?

X

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?

X

No
Impact

RESPONSES TO CHECKLIST QUESTIONS
Responses a-b): The improvements identified in the RTP include a variety of transportation
improvements that will not result in an increased demand, or require the need for expansion of
the existing recreational facilities. Furthermore, the improved roadway infrastructure will not
require a need for new recreational facilities. Implementation of the proposed project will have
a less than significant impact on recreational facilities.
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XVI. TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC
Would the project:

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporation

Less Than
Significant
Impact

a) Cause an increase in traffic which is substantial
in relation to the existing traffic load and capacity of
the street system (i.e., result in a substantial
increase in either the number of vehicle trips, the
volume to capacity ratio on roads, or congestion at
intersections)?

X

b) Exceed, either individually or cumulatively, a
level of service standard established by the county
congestion management agency for designated
roads or highways?

X

c) Result in a change in air traffic patterns,
including either an increase in traffic levels or a
change in location that results in substantial safety
risks?

X

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

X

e) Result in inadequate emergency access?

X

f) Result in inadequate parking capacity?

X

g) Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or
programs supporting alternative transportation
(e.g., bus turnouts, bicycle racks)?

X

No
Impact

RESPONSES TO CHECKLIST QUESTIONS
Responses a-b): Implementation of the RTP would support a number of transportation
projects throughout the County. Some of the projects involve capacity expansion, while others
involve safety enhancements or maintenance. Due to the nature of these projects,
transportation- and circulation-related impacts could result from construction activities, as well
as from the ongoing operation of the completed facilities. Construction activities would
generally result in temporary impacts to the adjacent land uses and the traveling public. The
long-term operation of these facilities may have both beneficial and adverse impacts; the new
roadway capacity may result in reduced congestion and smoother traffic flows at higher speeds,
but it also has the potential to encourage additional traffic in the County, which could result in
increased vehicle emissions and other environmental impacts.

Regional LOS Analysis
Table 6 provides a summary of the roadway segments analyzed for State highways and County
roadways. The PM peak hour LOS for existing conditions is shown. The volumes are peak hour
and peak months. The existing deficiencies (LOS D or greater) occur along three segments,
which are all presented in bold. All locations are on State facilities.
Table 6 Existing Traffic Volumes and LOS
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MILE
POST

LOCATION

State Highway: Class I
SR49
0.3
Madera/Mariposa Co. Line
SR49
6.0
Triangle Rd.
SR49
9.7
Woodland/Hirsch Rd.
SR49
12.5
Bootjack Rd.
SR49
16.7
Mormon Bar, Ben Hur Rd.
SR49
18.5
Mariposa, JCT. SR 140
SR49
22.9
Mount Bullion, Cathway Way
SR49
44,6
Coulterville, JCT. SR 132 W.
SR 49
48.8
Mariposa/Tuolumne Co. Line
SR 120
41.5
Tuolumne/Mariposa Co. Line
SR 120
43.0
Buck Meadows
SR 120
43.7
Mariposa/Tuolumne Co. Line
SR 140
0.0
Merced/Mariposa Co. Line
SR 140
9.5
Hornitos Rd.
State Highway Class II
SR 41
4.9
Fish Camp, Yosemite National Park
SR 132
7.6
Tuolumne/Mariposa Co. Line
SR 132
18.7
Coulterville/JCT SR 49
SR 140
21.2
Mariposa S. JCT SR 49
SR 140
26.2
Triangle Rd.
SR 140
50.3
El Portal Rd.
SR 140
51.8
Yosemite National Park
County Roadways: Major Collector
Merced Falls Rd.
NA
Tuolumne County Line
Hornitos Rd.
NA
SR 140
Bear Valley Rd.
NA
SR 49
Bear Valley Rd.
NA
Hornitos Rd.
Greely Hill Rd.
NA
Priest-Coulterville Rd.
Greely Hill Rd.
NA
Smith Station
Ben Hur. Dr.
NA
SR 49
Ben Hur. Dr.
NA
Silver Bar Rd.
Carleton Rd.
NA
Triangle Rd.
Darrah Rd.
NA
SR 49
Darrah Rd.
NA
Snow Creek Rd.
County Roadways: Minor Collectors
Boneyard Rd. –
Dexter Rd. – Fiske
NA
Fiske/Converse
Rd.
Hotzel Rd.
NA
Greeley Ln.
Ranchito Dr.
NA
Merced Falls Rd.
Old Highway Rd.
NA
SR 49
Old Highway Rd.
NA
(Old Highway E.) Marshal
Old Highway Rd.
NA
(Old Highway W.) Marshal
Yaqui Gulch Rd.
NA
SR 140
Whitlock Rd.
NA
SR 140
Whitlock Rd.
NA
Colorado Rd.
Indian Peak Rd.
NA
SR 49
Indian Peak Rd.
NA
(Indian Peak S.) Sebastopol Rd.
Hirsch Rd.
NA
SR 49
Hirsch Rd.
NA
Indian Peak Rd.
Usona Rd.
NA
SR 49
Triangle Rd.
NA
SR 140
Triangle Rd.
NA
(Triangle N.) Tip Top Rd.
Triangle Rd.
NA
E. Westfall
Triangle Rd.
NA
SR 49
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PEAK
HOUR

PEAK
MONTH1

AADT2

LOS3

410
410
470
720
830
840
220
90
80
1,050
1,050
1,050
590
620

5,000
4,250
5,600
7,000
9,200
8,500
2,100
960
820
8,100
9,000
6,600
4,650
6,200

3,900
3,500
4,700
6,900
8,700
7,900
1,850
750
630
3,750
3,750
3,700
4,200
4,900

C
C
C
C
D
D
B
A
A
C
C
C
C
C

320
260
130
960
270
130
230

3,050
1,900
960
11,500
3,200
1,400
2,250

1,650
1,650
830
10,600
2,200
1,200
1,400

B
B
A
D
C
B
B

NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA

NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA

820
820
290
200
990
570
1,115
400
435
3,535
1,810

A
A
A
A
B
A
B
A
A
C
B

NA

NA

500

A

NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA

NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA

775
630
855
970
605
790
935
510
795
730
880
435
610
1,165
1,115
945
775

A
A
A
B
A
A
B
A
A
A
A
A
A
B
B
B
A
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ROADWAY
Triangle Rd.
Chowchilla
Mountain Rd.
Notes:

MILE

LOCATION

POST

INITIAL STUDY

PEAK
HOUR

PEAK
MONTH1

AADT2

LOS3

NA

(Triangle S.) Tip Top Rd.

NA

NA

785

A

NA

SR 49

NA

NA

1,240

B

1

Peak Month represents the average daily traffic volume for the peak month.
AADT = Average Annual Daily Traffic Volume.
3
LOS is based on the AADT.
SOURCE: CALTRANS TRAFFIC DATA BRANCH 2011, MARIPOSA COUNTY PUBLIC WORKS
2

The majority of state highways show decreases in traffic volumes over the last decade. In
general, the biggest reduction in traffic occurred between 2007 and 2008, which could be
partially attributed to declines in the economy and rising fuel costs. Since 2008, traffic volumes
have remained fairly steady. As the economy recovers and visitation at Yosemite increases,
traffic volumes are expected to increase as well. To account for a small but steady growth in
county population, visitation to Yosemite National Park, and visitation to other recreational
destinations in the count, a 0.5% traffic volume growth rate was applied to existing daily
volumes (shown in Table 2.12) to determine the 2035 forecast traffic volumes. This rate is
consistent with historical population and traffic volume growth in the county.
Table 7 shows the projected 2035 traffic volumes on State highways and major County
roadways. This table shows three state highway segments that were identified as operating at
LOS D under existing conditions, are projected to operate at LOS D in 2035. The locations are:
SR 49 at Mormon Bar and in Mariposa, and SR 140 in Mariposa.
Table 7 FUTURE Traffic Volumes and LOS 2035
ROADWAY
State Highway: Class I
SR49
SR49
SR49
SR49
SR49
SR49
SR49
SR49
SR 49
SR 120
SR 120
SR 120
SR 140
SR 140
State Highway: Class II
SR 41
SR 132
SR 132
SR 140
SR 140
SR 140
SR 140
County Roadways: Major Collector
Merced Falls Rd.
Hornitos Rd.
Bear Valley Rd.

MILE
POST

LOCATION

2035
DAILY
VOLUME

LOS

0.3
6.0
9.7
12.5
16.7
18.5
22.9
44,6
48.8
41.5
43.0
43.7
0.0
9.5

Madera/Mariposa Co. Line
Triangle Rd.
Woodland/Hirsch Rd.
Bootjack Rd.
Mormon Bar, Ben Hur Rd.
Mariposa, JCT. SR 140
Mount Bullion, Cathway Way
Coulterville, JCT. SR 132 W.
Mariposa/Tuolumne Co. Line
Tuolumne/Mariposa Co. Line
Buck Meadows
Mariposa/Tuolumne Co. Line
Merced/Mariposa Co. Line
Hornitos Rd.

4,370
3,920
5,260
7,730
9,740
8,850
2,070
840
710
4,200
4,200
4,140
4,700
5,490

C
C
C
C
D
D
B
A
A
C
C
C
C
C

4.9
7.6
18.7
21.2
26.2
50.3
51.8

Fish Camp, Yosemite National Park
Tuolumne/Mariposa Co. Line
Coulterville/JCT SR 49
Mariposa S. JCT SR 49
Triangle Rd.
El Portal Rd.
Yosemite National Park

1,850
1,850
930
11,870
2,460
1,340
1,570

B
B
A
D
C
B
B

NA
NA
NA

Tuolumne County Line
SR 140
SR 49

920
920
320

B
B
A
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ROADWAY
Bear Valley Rd.
Greely Hill Rd.
Greely Hill Rd.
Ben Hur. Dr.
Ben Hur. Dr.
Carleton Rd.
Darrah Rd.
Darrah Rd.
Boneyard Rd. – Dexter Rd. –
Fiske Rd.
Hotzel Rd.
Ranchito Dr.
Old Highway Rd.
Old Highway Rd.
Old Highway Rd.
Yaqui Gulch Rd.
Whitlock Rd.
Whitlock Rd.
Indian Peak Rd.
Indian Peak Rd.
Hirsch Rd.
Hirsch Rd.
Usona Rd.
Triangle Rd.
Triangle Rd.
Triangle Rd.
Triangle Rd.
Triangle Rd.
Chowchilla Mountain Rd.

MILE
POST

LOCATION

2035
DAILY
VOLUME

LOS

NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA

Hornitos Rd.
Priest-Coulterville Rd.
Smith Station
SR 49
Silver Bar Rd.
Triangle Rd.
SR 49
Snow Creek Rd.
Fiske/Converse

220
1,110
640
1,250
450
490
3,960
2,030

A
B
A
B
A
A
C
C

560

A

NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA

Greeley Ln.
Merced Falls Rd.
SR 49
(Old Highway E.) Marshal
(Old Highway W.) Marshal
SR 140
SR 140
Colorado Rd.
SR 49
(Indian Peak S.) Sebastopol Rd.
SR 49
Indian Peak Rd.
SR 49
SR 140
(Triangle N.) Tip Top Rd.
E. Westfall
SR 49
(Triangle S.) Tip Top Rd.
SR 49

870
710
960
1,090
680
880
1,050
570
890
820
990
490
680
1,300
1,250
1,060
870
880
1,390

A
A
B
B
A
A
B
A
A
A
B
A
A
B
B
B
A
A
B

Source: Fehr & Peers, 2012
The RTP includes funding and other strategies that are aimed at improving transportation
conditions, including level of service on roadways. These are beneficial impacts to the
transportation system in Mariposa County; however, there will be funding shortfalls due to
funding constraints. It will not be possible to fund all transportation improvements that are
needed in the region through the RTP. Ultimately it will be the responsibility for local land use
agencies to collect development fees to fund projects that are needed, but not able to be funded
through the RTP. The collection of development fees by local agencies to finance needed
improvements would ensure that levels of service are maintained in their jurisdiction. The
capacity improvements proposed by Caltrans for State Highways, as reflected in the
Transportation Concept Reports, will help keep these facilities at an acceptable LOS.
Implementation of the proposed project would not result in population growth within Mariposa
County, and would not directly result in decreases in LOS on area roadways. The proposed
project would improve traffic flows and operations throughout the County, and would not
directly result in an LOS that exceeds applicable standards or thresholds. Implementation of the
proposed project would have a less than significant impact relative to this issue.
Responses c): The RTP includes aviation projects that are intended to maintain existing
operations and safety at the public aviation facilities in the County. These projects would not
result in a change in air traffic patterns; rather, implementation of the RTP is intended to safely
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accommodate anticipated air traffic. Implementation of the proposed project would have a less
than significant impact on air safety.
Responses d): The RTP includes roadway projects designed to alleviate existing and
anticipated future congestion issues and to reduce traffic hazards. While the RTP includes
numerous projects that will involve a design/engineering process, the project-specific designs
and plans for these improvements are not available for analysis at this time. However,
consistent with agency practice, all improvements will be designed to the standards and
specifications of Caltrans or the appropriate implementing agency. As such, the proposed
project is not anticipated to cause a substantial increase in hazards due to design features or
incompatible uses. Therefore, the potential impacts on safety and compatibility are considered
less than significant.
Responses e): The RTP does not propose any specific projects that are believed to result in
inadequate emergency access. In some cases, the RTP would provide increased regional
connectivity and should improve movement of emergency vehicles. However, emergency access
could potentially be affected during construction activities associated with implementation of
the various improvement projects identified in the RTP. The County would prepare a traffic
control plan for construction and coordinate with emergency service providers to ensure that
emergency routes are identified and remain available during construction activities.
Implementation of proposed project would have a less-than-significant impact.
Responses f): The RTP would not generate a need for additional parking. Therefore, the
potential impacts on parking are considered less than significant.
Responses g): Alternative transportation modes are of increasing importance in Mariposa
County. Mariposa Public Transit and the Yosemite Area Regional Transportation System
(YARTS) are the primary public transportation providers serving Mariposa County. State Route
140 (SR 140) is designated an AMTRAK Route to Yosemite with rail service 35 miles away in
Merced. The County recently completed its Bicycle & Pedestrian Transportation Plan which
established goals, policies, implementation actions, and priorities for the development of
bicycle and pedestrian facilities in Mariposa County.
The RTP includes transit and non-motorized transportation projects for the region, including
bicycle/pedestrian projects that carry out goals of the RTP. The RTP has programmed $691,750
for transit projects, $57,183,000 for bicycle projects, and $487,000 for pedestrian projects. In
addition to these programmed projects, it will be the responsibility of the land use agencies to
appropriately plan for non-motorized facilities within their respective communities.
Implementation of the RTP would have a less than significant impact relative to this issue.
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XVII. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS
Would the project:

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporation

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

a) Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of
the applicable Regional Water Quality Control
Board?

X

b) Require or result in the construction of new
water or wastewater treatment facilities or
expansion of existing facilities, the construction of
which could cause significant environmental
effects?

X

c) Require or result in the construction of new
storm water drainage facilities or expansion of
existing facilities, the construction of which could
cause significant environmental effects?

X

d) Have sufficient water supplies available to serve
the project from existing entitlements and
resources, or are new or expanded entitlements
needed?

X

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

X

f) Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted
capacity to accommodate the projects solid waste
disposal needs?

X

g) Comply with federal, state, and local statutes and
regulations related to solid waste?

X

RESPONSES TO CHECKLIST QUESTIONS
Responses a-b), d-g): The County has an elaborate network of public utilities and services,
such as water, wastewater, and solid waste collection and disposal. It has been a goal of the
County to maintain an adequate level of services for all public utilities and services provided to
the community. Utility infrastructure exists in various parts of the county. The proposed project
does not require the use of these utilities or infrastructure and would not result in the
expansion of utilities or infrastructure. Implementation of the proposed project will have a less
than significant impact.
Response c): Each individual improvement project would result in additional impervious
services and increased stormwater runoff. County policies and federal and state laws provide
various requirements relative to storm drainage management. These include the preparation of
a drainage study for each individual improvement. The results of the drainage study would then
allow for proper engineering and construction of storm drainage infrastructure (i.e. culverts,
pipes, detention/retention ponds, biofilters, etc.) to control runoff and prevent flooding,
erosion, and sedimentation. Each improvement would require a Storm Water Pollution
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Prevention Plan that would be submitted to the Regional Water Quality Control Board for
review and approval prior to issuance of a General Permit for storm water discharge. The RTP
does not provide detailed engineering and drainage plans for any of the potential
improvements because they will be completed at a project specific level at a later date once they
are funded and up for approval. With this plan in place, the RTP would have a less than
significant impact on storm drainage.
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XVIII. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE
Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporation

a) Does the project have the potential to 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, 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?

X

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)?

X

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

X

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

RESPONSES TO CHECKLIST QUESTIONS
Responses a-c): As described throughout the analysis above, the proposed project will not
result in any changes to General Plan land use designations or zoning districts, would not result
in annexation of land, and would not allow development in areas that are not already planned
for development in the General Plan and Zoning Ordinance. The proposed project would not
result in new adverse environmental impacts. The project would not threaten a significant
biological resource, nor would it eliminate important examples California history or prehistory.
The proposed project does not have impacts that are cumulatively considerable, nor would it
have substantial adverse effects on human beings. Several mitigation measures are presented
throughout this document. With the implementation of these mitigation measures, the
proposed project would have a less than significant impact on these environmental topics.
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