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Handout includes: 
o Notice for public hearing/open house 
o Alternatives  
o Cost; Right of way impacts 
o Safety 
o Survey results by MOU partner 
o Survey results by Owens Valley communities 
o Environmental summary 
o Relinquishment 
o Estimated time frame for meetings and preferred alternative decision 

 
 
 
 

 

 

  





Alternatives 
 

Five Build Alternatives and a No-Build Alternative have been considered for this project. The 
five Build Alternatives include the following: 
 
• Alternative 1 – Combined controlled access divided expressway and all-pave conventional 
highway following the existing highway alignment. 
 
• Alternative 2 – Controlled access divided expressway constructed adjacent to the existing 
highway. 
 
• Alternative 2A – Controlled access divided expressway constructed adjacent to the existing 
highway through Olancha and passing west of Cartago. 
 
• Alternative 3 – Controlled access divided expressway passing west of Olancha and adjacent to 
the existing highway through Cartago. 
 
• Alternative 4 – Controlled access divided expressway passing west of both Olancha and 
Cartago. 

• No-Build Alternative – This alternative would leave U.S. 395 in its current configuration as a 
two-lane conventional highway.  This would not address the project purpose and need to 
increase safety, improve level of service, and provide four-lane route continuity. As traffic 
volumes increase, the level of service will continue to deteriorate and the number of accidents 
would be expected to continue to increase. 
 



 



 



 



 



 



ESTIMATED CAPITAL COSTS 
($ in thousands) 

 
Alternative 1 2 2A 3 4 

Roadway costs $65,672 $78,755 $82,381 $78,207 $107,948

Structure costs $1,340 $2,680 $2,680 $2,680 $6,700

Right of Way Costs $27,122 $28,978 $19,301 $12,018 $13,764

Total Capital Costs $94,100 $110,400 $104,400 $92,900 $128,400
 
Note: costs are escalated to 2016 (mid-point of construction) 

 

ESTIMATED CAPITAL COSTS BY FUNDING PARTNER 
($ in thousands) 

 
Alternative 1 2 2A 3 4 

Caltrans $37,640 $44,160 $41,760 $37,160 $51,360

Inyo County LTC $37,640 $44,160 $41,760 $37,160 $51,360

Mono County LTC $9,410 $11,040 $10,440 $9,290 $12,840

KernCog $9,410 $11,040 $10,440 $9,290 $12,840
 
 
 

ESTIMATED RIGHT OF WAY REQUIREMENTS  
Alternative 1 2 2A 3 4 

Total Disturbed Parcels * 108 137 74 81 46 

Residences Affected ** 7 6 7 4 1 

Businesses Affected ** 5 9 8 3 0 

Mitigation Lands (Acres)*** 645 804 837 805 888 
Utility Relocation Costs 
(Millions)* $14.2 $16.2 $7.0 $2.3 $2.8 

Property acquisition costs 
(Millions)* $5.1 $5.3 $5.4 $3.5 $0.9 

 
* Information taken from Right of Way Data Sheets, dated 3/16/10, costs escalated 
** Information taken from Relocation Impact Study, dated 5/7/08 
*** Information taken from Mitigation Cost Compliance Estimate Form, dated 7/11/08 



Safety 
 

Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Alternative 2A Alternative 3 Alternative 4 
Posted speed: 65mph* Posted speed: 65 mph Posted speed: 65 mph Posted speed: 65 mph Posted speed: 65 mph 

Alternative 1 is 
expected to be safer 

than the current  
2-lane roadway 

 
• Provides a 14 foot 

paved median/two-
way left-turn lane 

• However, has 
largest number of 
conflict points 
compared with 
other alternatives 
 
  

Alternative 2 is 
expected to be safer 
than Alternative 1: 

 
• a ~100 foot dirt 

median separates 
traffic 

• provides for 
dedicated left-turn 
lanes 

• reduces conflict 
points in the project 
area 

Alternative 2A is 
expected to be safer 

than Alternative 1 or 2: 
 

• a ~100 foot dirt 
median separates 
traffic 

• provides for 
dedicated left-turn 
lanes 

• reduces conflict 
points in the project 
area, especially 
through Cartago 

Alternative 3 is 
expected to be safer 
than Alternatives 1 or 

2/2A: 
 

• a ~100 foot dirt 
median separates 
traffic 

• provides for 
dedicated left-turn 
lanes 

• reduces conflict 
points in the project 
area, especially 
through Olancha 

Alternative 4 is expected 
to be the safest  

of all Alternatives: 
 

• a ~100 foot dirt 
median separates 
traffic 

• provides for 
dedicated left-turn 
lanes 

• provide the least 
amount of conflict 
points through 
Olancha and Cartago

*Although the initial posted speed is expected to be 55 mph (in middle of project) to 65 mph (north and south ends), the speed limit is likely to 
increase to 65 mph in the whole project area based on future speed surveys 
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Safety is the biggest concern Statewide

7,062 responses

Every year, over 2 million vehicles 
travel this section of roadway. 

In the project area, from January 
1999 to December 2008, there were 

• 135 accidents 
• 16 fatalities 
• 121 injuries 
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Summary of Environmental Effects 
Potential Impact  Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Alternative 2A Alternative 3 Alternative 4
Trees Removes ~177 trees (including 

~68 cottonwoods) 
Removes ~335 trees (including 
~90 cottonwoods) 

Removes ~279 trees (including 
~83 cottonwoods) 

Removes ~131 trees  
(no cottonwoods removed) 

Removes ~20 trees  
(no cottonwoods removed) 

Visual/Aesthetics Native vegetation and cottonwood 
trees would be disturbed and 
removed during construction 

Native vegetation and 
cottonwood trees would be 
disturbed and removed during 
construction 

Native vegetation and 
cottonwood trees would be 
disturbed and removed during 
construction 

Native vegetation would be 
disturbed and removed during 
construction 

Native vegetation would be 
disturbed and removed during 
construction 

Cultural 
Resources 

12 eligible sites could be affected 12 eligible sites could be affected 4 eligible and 38 additional sites 
that will be evaluated if this 
alternative is selected. 

12 eligible and 38 additional 
sites that will be evaluated if this 
alternative is selected. 

10 eligible and 24 additional sites 
that will be evaluated if this 
alternative is selected. 

Paleontology Excavations for structures and the 
borrow site may have a 
paleontological impact. 

Excavations for structures and 
the borrow site may have a 
paleontological impact. 

Excavations for structures and 
the borrow site may have a 
paleontological impact. 

Excavations for structures and 
the borrow site may have a 
paleontological impact. 

Excavations for structures and the 
borrow site may have a 
paleontological impact. 

Hazardous 
Waste/Materials 

7 locations may contain 
hazardous waste / materials 

7 locations may contain 
hazardous waste / materials 

6 locations may contain 
hazardous waste / materials 

1 location may contain 
hazardous waste / materials 

1 locations may contain hazardous 
waste / materials 

Noise and 
Vibration 

No impacts No impacts No impacts Noise would increase by 12 dBA 
or more at 5 locations 

No impacts 

Natural 
Communities 

.59 acres of Greasewood, .25 acre 
of Fremont cottonwood, .53 acre 
of bulrush, .53 acres of mixed 
willow, and .53 acres of saltgrass 
habitats would be affected 

1.8 acres of Fremont cottonwood, 
.53 acre of bulrush, .53 acres of 
mixed willow, and .53 acres of 
saltgrass habitats would be 
affected 

2.5 acres of Fremont 
cottonwood, .53 acre of bulrush, 
.53 acres of mixed willow, and 
.53 acres of saltgrass habitats 
would be affected 

2.5 acres of Fremont 
cottonwood, .53 acre of 
bulrush, .53 acres of mixed 
willow, and .53 acres of 
saltgrass habitats would be 
affected 

2.4 acres of Fremont cottonwood, 
.53 acre of bulrush, .53 acre of 
mixed willow, and .53 acre of 
saltgrass habitats would be 
affected 

Wetlands 0.72 acre of wetlands would be 
affected 

0.53 acre of wetlands would be 
affected 

0.53 acre of wetlands would be 
affected 

0.53 acre of wetlands would be 
affected 

0.53 acre of wetlands would be 
affected 

Other Waters of 
U.S. 

0.66 acre of other waters of the 
U.S. would be affected 

0.63 acre of other waters of the 
U.S. would be affected 

0.26 acre of other waters of the 
U.S. would be affected 

0.69 acre of other waters of the 
U.S. would be affected 

1.49 acres of other waters of the 
U.S. would be affected 

Plant Species Parish’s popcorn flower and 
Owens Valley checkerbloom 
would be affected 

Sanicle cymopterus, Parish’s 
popcorn flower and Owens Valley 
checkerbloom would be affected 

Pygmy poppy, Sanicle 
cymopterus, Parish’s popcorn 
flower and Owens Valley 
checkerbloom would be 
affected 

Parish’s popcorn flower and 
Owens Valley checkerbloom 
would be affected 

Crowned muilla, Parish’s popcorn 
flower and Owens Valley 
checkerbloom would be affected 

Animal Species Bats, Alkali Skipper, and Owens 
Valley vole would be affected 

Bats, Alkali Skipper, and Owens 
Valley vole would be affected 

Bats, Alkali Skipper, and Owens 
Valley vole would be affected 

Bats, Alkali Skipper, and Owens 
Valley vole would be affected 

Mule deer, bats, Alkali Skipper, and 
Owens Valley vole would be 
affected 

Threatened and 
Endangered 

Species 

Swainson’s hawk, least Bell’s 
vireo, Owens Valley 
Checkerbloom, desert tortoise, 
and Mojave ground squirrel may 
be affected. 

Swainson’s hawk, least Bell’s 
vireo, Owens Valley 
Checkerbloom, desert tortoise, 
and Mojave ground squirrel may 
be affected. 

Swainson’s hawk, least Bell’s 
vireo, Owens Valley 
Checkerbloom, desert tortoise, 
and Mojave ground squirrel may 
be affected. 

Swainson’s hawk, least Bell’s 
vireo, Owens Valley 
Checkerbloom, desert tortoise, 
and Mojave ground squirrel may 
be affected. 

Swainson’s hawk, least Bell’s vireo, 
Owens Valley Checkerbloom, 
desert tortoise, and Mojave ground 
squirrel may be affected. 

 







Timeline 
 

9/2/10-10/1/10: public comment period 
 
9/8/10: Inyo LTC meeting 
 
9/21/10: Inyo County Supervisors meeting 
 
9/22/10: Public Hearing 
 
October 2010: Caltrans team reviews public comments and develops responses 
 
November 2010: Project Development Team1 meets and recommends a preferred alternative to 
District 9 Director Tom Hallenbeck.  The Project Report formalizes the preferred alternative. 
 
November 2011: tentative date for completion of the Project Report, Final Environmental Document, 
and Project Approval/Environmental Document (PA&ED); depending on the preferred alternative, 
additional time may be needed for archaeological studies 
 
2014: Design and Right-of-Way complete; project ready to go to bid 
 
2015: Construction (pending construction funding) 

 

 

 
 

 

                                                            
1 Inyo LTC representative, Inyo County representative, Mono LTC representative, KernCog representative, Caltrans Maintenance & 
Operations Deputy, Caltrans Program/Project Management Deputy, Caltrans Planning Deputy, Caltrans Design, Caltrans 
Environmental, Caltrans Right‐of‐Way, California Highway Patrol, U.S. Bureau of Land Management, Los Angeles Department of 
Water and Power; additional Caltrans functional units and staff will be available to answer questions as needed 


