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0. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

0.1. INTRODUCTION

The Tehama County Transportation Commission (TCTC) is the
Regional Transportation Planning Agency (RTPA) for Tehama
County. TCTC's overall mission is to provide transportation
planning for the region. To do so, the TCTC seeks to plan,
communicate, and coordinate with the residents, stakeholders,
and partners of Tehama County, the incorporated cities of Red
Bluff, Corning, and Tehama, and Caltrans to create a balanced
regional transportation system. Each RTPA is required by
federal law (Title CFR 450.300, Subpart B) and State law (CA
Government Code Section 65080) to conduct long-range
planning to establish their region's vision and goals, and to
clearly identify the region’s unique transportation needs.

Creation of the Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) is a principal
responsibility of the TCTC. A long-range planning document
that acts as the basis for transportation planning in the region
over a 20-year planning horizon, the RTP is a living document
that is required to be updated every 4-5 years so that Tehama
County maintains its eligibility for many of the State's funding
programs. Each RTP update calibrates the region’s needs
based on changing demographics, and political, economic,
and environmental conditions.

The RTP focuses on all modes of transportation including
roadway, bicycle, pedestrian, transit, freight, aviation, and
rail. The RTP is developed through a cooperative process
between TCTC, Caltrans, Tribal governments, stakeholders, and
community members. Guidance for RTP development comes
fromm the California Transportation Commission (CTC). The
CTC adopted the most recent update to the RTP Guidelines
on January 26, 2024, which established the elements and
development process required for the RTP. Three elements are
required by statute and encompass the framework of the Plan:

e The Policy Element (Chapter 3) identifies legislative,
planning, and financial and institutional issues and
requirements, as well as provides a regional vision and a

series of goals that are upheld by specific objective and
policy statements.

e The Action Element (Chapter 4) describes the programs
and actions necessary to support the County’s vision. The
Action Element identifies transportation projected needs
for the County over the next 20 years, by each mode.

e The Financial Element (Chapter 5) identifies the current
and anticipated available revenue sources to fund
transportation projects and programs identified in the
Action Element.

0.2. OVERVIEW OF REGIONAL VISION

The overarching regional vision for TCTC is to maintain a safe,
efficient, and convenient countywide transportation system,
including roadways, non-motorized systems, transit, freight,
air travel, and any other applicable modes that enhance the
lifestyle of the residents and meet the travel needs of people
and goods moving through and within Tehama County.

Historically, the primary local and regional issues are centered
around a lack of funding earmarked to maintain the integrity of
existing facilities. Legislative efforts including California’s Senate
Bill1(SB 1) (2017) and the federal Infrastructure Investment and
JobsAct (IIJA) (2021) have greatly increased the funding available
to TCTC and local agencies for maintenance and development
ofthe regional transportation network. Through a state gasoline
tax and increased vehicle registration fees, SB 1is a $52 billion
transportation fund that is used exclusively for transportation
purposes, including maintenance, repair and rehabilitation of
roads and bridges, new bicycle and pedestrian facilities, public
transportation, and planning grants. Furthermore, California
was allocated $20.4 billion through the I1JA, of which $15.57
billion will be utilized for transportation.

1 TEHAMA COUNTY REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION PLAN



The following goals have been established and ordered to
reflect the regional importance of improving all modes of
transportation in Tehama County:

e Provide and maintain a safe and efficient transportation
system for the movement of people and goods within the
region and connect to points beyond Tehama County

e Optimize the use of existing interregional and regionally
significant roadways to improve safety, prolong
functionality, and maximize return-on-investment

e Strategically improve the interregional and regionally
significant roadways to keep people and freight moving
safely, effectively, and efficiently

e Align financial resources to meet the highest priority
transportation needs

e Practice agricultural, environmental, and

stewardship
e Create vibrant, people-centered communities

resource

e Provide an integrated, multimodal range of practical
transportation choices

e Promote public access and awareness in the planning
and decision-making process

0.3. OVERVIEW OF ACTION ELEMENT

Over 220 projects have been identified in the Action Element
(Chapter 4) of this document including roadway, bridge, transit,
bicycle and pedestrian, and aviation projects. The following
figure shows the project needs in the region by mode.
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Figure 0.1: Percentage of Projects by Mode

Roadway -
State, 21.2%

Aviation,

0.4% Roadway -

Local, 45.5%

Ve

Bicycle and
Pedestrian,
4.6%

Transit, 1.8% /

Bridge, 265%_—

-

Figure 0.2: Percentage of Funding Needs by Mode

TEHAMA COUNTY REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION PLAN 2



0.4. OVERVIEW OF FINANCIAL ELEMENT

Over $129 million has been identified in short-range transportation needs in the Tehama County region, and an additional $453
million have been identified in long-range transportation needs. The following figure summarizes the funded project needs or
funding shortfall for each mode.

Funded and Unfunded Action Items by Mode
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1. INTRODUCTION

1.1. ABOUT THE TEHAMA COUNTY
TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION

The Tehama County Transportation Commission (TCTC) is the
State-designated Regional Transportation Planning Agency
(RTPA) for Tehama County. The TCTC communicates and
coordinates with the residents and decision-makers of Tehama
County,theincorporatedcitiesofRed Bluff,Corning,and Tehama,
and Caltrans to create a balanced regional transportation
system. As established by California Government Code Section
29535,the TCTC is responsible for the administration of regional,
State, and federal funding for projects related to roadways,
bridges, public transportation services, railways, airports,
and bicycle/pedestrian facilities. The TCTC initiates planning
studies, design concept development, engineering feasibility
studies, environmental studies, and pursues funding sources
to construct transportation improvements.

The TCTC is served by a Technical Advisory Committee (TAC)
and the Tehama County Transit Agency Board (TCTAB) is
served by the Social Services Transportation Advisory Council
(SSTAC). The TAC consists of representatives from Tehama
County, the incorporated cities of Red BIuff, Corning, and
Tehama, and Caltrans, and provides technical staff support
and recommendations to the TCTC on State, regional, County
and local transportation matters. The SSTAC is comprised of
members appointed by the TCTAB and advises the TCTAB
on transit needs, issues, and coordination of specialized
transportation services.

1.2. ABOUT THE REGIONAL
TRANSPORTATION PLAN

1.2.1. PURPOSE OF THE PLAN

The Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) is a long-range
transportation plan for the County that identifies necessary
transportation projects that are consistent with local land use

planning, local and regional goals, and State and federal goals.
In addition to moving people and goods, the transportation
system also influences patterns of growth, economic activity,
and access to housing, jobs, recreation, and critical services.
State legislation requires that the statewide transportation
network supports Greenhouse Gas (GHG) emission reduction,
transportation electrification, climate resilience, and improved
public health, mobility, equity, and air quality outcomes.

As the Regional Transportation Planning Agency for Tehama
County, TCTC is required to update the RTP in conformance
with the California Transportation Commission’'s Regional
Transportation Guidelines every four to five years. The RTP
serves as a blueprint to guide transportation investments in
the County that will help to achieve local, State, and federal
goals, with projects that are financially constrained to the local,
State, and federal revenues anticipated over a 20-year period.
Modes of transportation covered in the RTP include roadways,
bridges, bicycle paths/lanes, sidewalks, crosswalks, bus stops,
airports and goods movement.

Some of the key functions of the RTP are to:

e Provide an assessment of the current modes of
transportation and examine the potential for new travel
options within the region.

e |dentify projected growth areas and future improvements
for travel and goods movement.

e I|dentify and document specific actions necessary to
address the region’s mobility and accessibility needs and
establish short-term and long-term goals to facilitate
these actions.

e |dentify necessary transportation improvements to
support the development of the Federal Transportation
Improvement Program (FTIP), State Transportation
Improvement Program (STIP), Regional Transportation
Improvement Program (RTIP), Interregional

5 TEHAMA COUNTY REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION PLAN



Transportation Improvement Program (ITIP), and
facilitation of the National Environment Protection Act
(NEPA) integration process and identification of project
purpose and need.

e Employ performance measures that will gauge the
effectiveness of the transportation improvement projects
in meeting the intended goals.

e Promote consistency with other transportation plans
managed by other federal, State, local and Tribal
governmental agencies.

e Provide a forum for participation and cooperation
among agencies and facilitate partnerships to address
transportation issues that transcend geographic and
agency boundaries.

e Include federal, State, and local agencies, Tribal
Governments, the public, and elected officials
in discussions and decision-making early in the

transportation planning process.

The previous RTP for Tehama County was completed in 2019
and amended in 2020. The TCTC prepared this 2025 RTP
update based on the California Regional Transportation Plan
Guidelines (RTP Guidelines) which were updated and adopted
by the California Transportation Commission (CTC) on January
26, 2024.

1.2.2. REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION PLAN
ELEMENTS

This RTP is organized into five chapters:

e The Introduction (Chapter 1) includes an overview of
the regional vision, action, and financial element, TCTC,
the Regional Transportation Plan (RTP), RTP planning
requirements and the planning process.

e The Existing Conditions Chapter (Chapter 2) describes
the existing setting, demographics, socioeconomic
conditions, and transportation system including streets

and roads, public transit, active transportation, aviation,
and goods and freight movement.

e The Policy Element (Chapter 3) describes transportation
issues in the region, identifies and quantifies regional
needs expressed within both short- and long-range
frameworks, and maintains internal consistency
with the Financial Element fund estimates. Related
goals, objectives, and policies are provided along with
performance indicators and measures.

e The Action Element (Chapter 4) identifies projects that
address the needs and issues for each transportation
mode in accordance with the Policy Element.

e The Financial Element (Chapter 5) identifies current
and anticipated revenue sources and funding strategies
available to fund the planned transportation projects
identified in the Action Element. The intent is to define
realistic funding constraints and opportunities.

California Government Code Section 65080 requires that RTPs
include, at a minimum, the Policy Element, Action Element
and the Financial Element.

1.3. RTP PLANNING PROCESS

1.3.1. FEDERAL PLANNING REQUIREMENTS

Federal requirements for the development of RTPs in non-
Metropolitan Planning Organizations (MPO) areas are directed
at states and Regional Transportation Planning Agencies
(RTPAS) as specified in 23 CFR 450.202.

The development of the RTP should correspond to Title VI of
the Civil Rights Act of 1964, which ensures that all people have
equal access to the transportation planning process and that
all people, regardless of their race, sexual orientation, or income
level will be included in the decision-making process.

Federal Clean Air Act conformity requirements pursuant to
the Amendments of 1990, apply in all nonattainment and

TEHAMA COUNTY REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION PLAN 6



Mmaintenance areas. This requirement ensures that federal
funding and approval are given to transportation plans,
programs and projects that are consistent with the air quality
goals established by State Improvement Plans. In California,
as designated under federal and state law, the California Air
Resources Board calculates the Motor Vehicle Emission Budget
based on emissions inventory and control measures in the
State Improvement Plan.

The Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990, Sec. 12132. ensures
that no qualified individual with a disability shall, by reason of
such disability, be excluded from participation in or be denied
the benefits of services, programs, or activities of a public entity,
or be subjected to discrimination by any such entity.

The Rehabilitation Act, Section 504 states that “no qualified
individual with a disability in the United States shall be excluded
from, denied the benefits of, or be subjected to discrimination
under” any program or activity that either receives Federal
financial assistance or is conducted by any Executive agency.

Other federal requirements regarding RTPs include the
consideration of the following federal planning outcomes:

e Support economic vitality of the nonmetropolitan
area, especially by enabling global competitiveness,
productivity, and efficiency.

e Increase safety of the transportation system for motorized
and non-motorized users.

e Increase security of the transportation system for
motorized and non-motorized users.

e Increase accessibility and mobility of people and freight.

e Protect and enhance the environment, promote
energy conservation, improve quality of life, and
promote consistency between (regional) transportation
improvements and State and local planned growth and
economic development patterns.

e Enhance integration and connectivity of the
transportation system, across and between modes, for
people and freight.

e Promote efficient system management and operation.

e Emphasize preservation of the existing transportation
system.

e Improve the resiliency and reliability of the transportation
system and reduce or mitigate stormwater impacts of
surface transportation.

e Enhance travel and tourism.

1.3.2. STATE PLANNING REQUIREMENTS

Caltrans provides guidelines to MPOs and RTPAs to develop
their RTPs. The RTP Guidelines were updated in 2024 to
ensure that RTPs continue to adhere to current State policies
that were updated or developed since the previous 2017 RTP
Guidelines. RTPAs are encouraged to consider the following
when developing their RTPs:

e Alignment with performance measurements and asset
management.

e Alignment with goals and policies for the State's Climate
Action Plan for Transportation Infrastructure (CAPTI).

e Alignment with Complete Streets policies and practices.

e Adaptation of the regional transportation system to
climate change through use of modeling tools that
predict climate change impacts, including integrated
transportation and land use decision making that can
generate greenhouse gas (GHG) emission reduction and
increased carbon storage.
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1.3.3. COORDINATION WITH OTHER PLANS AND
STUDIES

During development of the 2025 RTP update, existing plans,
documents, and studies addressing transportation in Tehama
County were reviewed to ensure the RTP’s consistency with

relevant planning documents in Tehama County. These
documents include but are not limited to:

e Tehama County Short Range Transit Plan (2023)
e California Transportation Plan (2050)

e Tehama County Coordinated Public Transit-Human
Services Transportation Plan (2021)

e City of Red BIuff Circulation Element (1991)

e Tehama County Safety, Secondary Access, Community
Planning & Evacuation Routing Study (2024)

e City of Corning General Plan (2014-2034)
e Tehama County Regional Transportation Plan (2019)

e Tehama County Active Transportation Plan — Pedestrian/
Bicycle Plan (2019)

e Tehama County General Plan Circulation Element (2009-
2029)

e City of Tehama Community Transportation Plan (2023)

e Regional Transportation Plans from adjacent RTPAs and
MPOs

1.3.4. CLIMATE CHANGE AND ENVIRONMENTAL
QUALITY

Global climate change is driven by the release of GHGs like
carbon dioxide, methane, nitrous oxide, hydrofluorocarbons,
perfluorocarbons, and sulfur hexafluoride into the atmosphere,
which trap heat and raise temperatures near the Earth's
surface. Motor vehicles are major contributors to carbon dioxide
emissions and, consequently, to overall GHG emissions. In fact,

the California Air Resources Board GHG emissions inventory for
2022 shows that transportation is the largest economic sector
contributor to California's GHGs, responsible for approximately
39% of California’s total GHG emissions.

Rural RTPAs like TCTC have a unique set of challenges compared
to urbanized areas to reduce regional transportation related
GHG emissions. Lower land use densities, limited transit options,
and higher per household vehicle miles traveled contribute to
challenges to reduce these emissions. More efficient vehicles
and low-carbon fuels present the highest payoff for rural
counties to reduce transportation related carbon dioxide
emissions, however transportation policies, programs, capital
improvements, and multi-modal infrastructure are also crucial
components to address GHG emissions. The Caltrans RTP
Guidelines recommend that rural RTPAs strive to incorporate
strategies to reduce their GHG emissions during their planning
process.

1.3.5. TRANSPORTATION/LAND USE
INTEGRATION

This 2025 RTP update is consistent with the Tehama County
General Plan Circulation Element which covers the circulation
factors that play a major role in the daily life of Tehama County
residents. The primary goal of the General Plan Circulation
Element is to provide a safe, reliable, accessible, cost-effective,
and efficient transportation system that is consistent with
socioeconomic and environmental needs within Tehama
County. The intersection of transportation and land use has
been well-studied in transportation planning literature, as
much of it explores the influence of transportation facilities
and networks on urban and rural development. Transportation
investments can also have influential impacts on the natural
environment, including air and water quality, climate change,
natural habitats and wildlife, and the preservation of open
spaces. Addressing the linkage between transportation and
land use is crucial to meeting TCTC's goals and ensuring that

TEHAMA COUNTY REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION PLAN 8



the development of this RTP update leads to transformative
transportation programs and projects.

1.3.6. PARTICIPATION AND COORDINATION

The RTP is the result of a broad and collaborative planning
process,involving many stakeholdersranging fromgovernment
agency representatives, Native American Tribal governments,
private businesses, advocacy groups, community-based
organizations, and the public. Public and private entities help
shape the RTP through their understanding of the County's
needs related to transportation, as well as the local economy,
public health, recreation,emergency operations, environmental
quality, and other constraints and opportunities related to the
transportation network. Throughout the development of the
RTP, local stakeholder groups were provided information about
the project and were solicited for input via the TCTC website,
email notifications, and presentations at TCTC meetings.
Informational letters were sent to neighboring counties’
transportation planning agencies and local Native American
Tribal governments to inform them of the planning process and
invite them to provide input on regional transportation needs
and potential projects. The community was also invited to learn
about the RTP and provide input on transportation needs at
two different community meetings and via a project website.
Information about the public review period was also circulated
in print and digital news media through the Red Bluff Daily
News and the Corning Observer. For more information on
community engagement, see Appendix B.

The following list includes some of the stakeholders specifically
invited to be involved throughout the planning process:

e Social Services Transportation Advisory Council
Caltrans District 2

City of Red Bluff

City of Tehama

City of Corning
Paskenta Band Nomlaki Indians
Susanville Indian Rancheria

Greenville Rancheria
Red Bluff Chamber of Commerce
Corning Chamber of Commerce

Butte County Association of Government

Shasta Regional Transportation Agency
Red Bluff Parks and Recreation
Chico State Ecological Reserve

California Highway Patrol — Northern Division

Lassen Volcanic National Park

Glenn County Transportation Commission
e Cal Fire - Tehama Glenn Unit
e Pacific Gas and Electric
e Tehama County Sheriff's Office

For the full stakeholder list, see Appendix A.

1.3.7. COORDINATION WITH NATIVE AMERICAN
TRIBAL GOVERNMENTS

Thorough coordination with local Tribal governments is critical
to ensure that the RTP is a collaborative document that reflects
the needs of Tribal communities. Within the purview of the
California RTP Guidelines (2024) is the involvement of Native
American Tribal governments in the development of the RTP.
The RTP project team coordinated with the Tribes included
under the Native American Heritage Commission’s list of Tribes
in Tehama County (Table 1.1). Although Greenville Rancheria
and Susanville Rancheria are situated in other counties, offices
for medical and dental services that serve Tribal members are
located within Tehama County in the City of Red BIuff. Tribes
were contacted directly via written and email correspondence
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to solicit input on the development of the Plan (Appendix A).
Tribes were also contacted to solicit input during the Public
Review period for the Plan and CEQA Environmental Negative
Declaration review process.

Table 1.2: Tribal Contact List

Tribal Contact List

Trlbe Contact Name Mallmg Address

Paskenta Band . Lynn Sledsblag,. 22580 Olivewood Dr,
of Nomlaki Director of Engineering .

. Corning, Ca 96021
Indians and Development
Paskenta Band Tad Williams, Grants 22580 Olivewood Dr,
of Nomlaki .

. Development Corning, Ca 96021
Indians
Greenville Kyle Self, Tribal PO Box 279,
Rancheria Chairman Greenville, CA 95947

. Patty Allen
Greenville . PO Box 279,
Rancheria CFO/ICWA Designated Greenville, CA 95947
Agent

Susanville Wanda Brown, Human 795 Joaquin Street
Rancheria Resources Susanville CA 96130

1.3.8. COORDINATION WITH THE CALIFORNIA
STATE WILDLIFE ACTION PLAN

The goals identified in the Policy Element (Chapter 3) of
this Plan consider stressors identified in the State Wildlife
Action Plan (SWAP), which divides the State into separate
conservational provinces that are further broken into subzones
called ecoregions. Tehama County crosses through the Central
Valley and Sierra Nevada Province, the North Coast and Klamath
Province, and the Cascades and Modoc Plateau Province. In the
Central Valley and Sierra Nevada Province, Tehama County is
classified within the Great Valley and Sierra Nevada Foothills
ecoregions; in the North Coast and Klamath Province, Tehama

County is classified within the Northern California Interior Coast
Ranges ecoregion and the Northern California Coast Ranges
ecoregion; in the Cascades and Modoc Plateau Province,
Tehama County is classified within the Southern Cascades
ecoregion. The SWAP identifies sensitive species, habitat
stressors, and suggested conservation goals and actions for
each of the ecoregions in California. According to the SWAP,
major stressors within Tehama County are:

e Annual and perennial non-timber crops
e Climate change
Commercial and industrial areas

Dams and water management/use
Housing and urban areas

Fire and fire suppression

Invasive plants/animals

Livestock, farming and ranching

Logging and wood harvesting
Roads and railroads

e Renewable energy

e Utility and service lines

To view the excerpts from the SWAP related to stressors and
sensitive species in Tehama County, see Appendix B.
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2. EXISTING CONDITIONS

2.1. SETTING

Tehama Countyissituated inthe northern Sacramento Valley,approximately halfway between the City of Sacramento and the State
of Oregon. Tehama County is illustrated in Figure 2.1. The County is bound by Shasta County to the north, Trinity and Mendocino
counties to the west, Glenn and Butte counties to the south, and Plumas County to the east. The County is approximately 2,950
square miles and 1,887,807 acres.

The topography consists of rolling foothills, fertile valleys, flat-topped buttes, and vast rangelands. Tehama County is bisected by
the Sacramento River Valley and contains large swaths of land that are part of national forests. The western boundary of Tehama
County is situated in the Pacific Coast Mountain Range, and the eastern boundary of the County is in the Cascade Mountains.
Elevations range from 341 feet in Red Bluff to 9,235 feet at the peak of Brokeoff Mountain.

2.2. POPULATION TRENDS

2.2.1. HISTORICAL POPULATION

The historical and projected future populations of Tehama County are shown in Figure 22. Between 2000 and 2010, there was a 12%
increase, resulting in a population of 63,505 as of 2010. The population continued to gradually increase until the year 2022, when
it reached a peak of 65,484 residents. The Department of Finance (DOF) County Population projections (2020-2070) anticipate
population to increase to 68,717 by the year 2045.

Historic and Forecasted Population

80,000 30%

70,000 25%
60,000
9
50,000 20%
40,000 15%
30,000 10%
20,000
9
10,000 5%
0

0%
1970 1980 1990 2000 2010 2020 2025 2030 2035 2040 2045

N Population == Percent Change

Figure 2.1: Historical and Forecasted Population
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2.3. DEMOGRAPHICS
2.3.1. AGE OF POPULATION

According to the 2022 American Community Survey (ACS) 5-Year Estimates, as of 2022, Tehama County had a total population of
65,484. Table 2.1 shows the population spread among six different age categories. The age group with the highest population is
35-59-year-olds (28.1% of the population) followed by those aged 5-19 (20.4% of the population) and by those aged 60-74 (20.0 % of
the population). The aging population in Tehama County will likely result in an increased need for transit and dial-a-ride services

in the future.

Table 2.1: Existing Age of Population

Existing Age of Population

| TotalPop. m Ages 519 | Ages 2032 | Ages 3559 | Ages 6074 L Ages 734

City of Red BIluff 14,576 3,903 2,444 4,325 2,152
City of Corning 8,196 555 1,661 2,234 2,184 1,248 314
City of Tehama 421 10 73 36 163 86 53

Unincorporated County 42,291 2,344

7,489

6,881 1,742 9,625 4,210

Total Tehama County 65,484

Source: 2022 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates

3,771

2.3.2. DEMOGRAPHICS

As seen in Table 2.2, the Tehama County population is
predominantly White (65.2%), but there is also a significant
Hispanic or Latino population in Tehama County (26.9%). Asian
residents make up 1.9% of the County, followed by Black or
African American residents, which make up 0.9% of the County
population. The American Indian/Alaskan Native population
makes up 0.8% of the County’'s population, which includes
members of the Paskenta Band of Nomlaki Indian Tribe. The
ACS also utilizes “Other” to capture populations that may not
fit within those listed below, which accounts for 4.3% of the
population.

13,126

11,595 18,414 13,111

Table 2.2: Race and Ethnicity

Race and Ethnicity

Race/Ethnicity Number | Percent
White 42,716 65.2%
Black or African American 565 0.9%
American Indian or Alaskan Native 524 0.8%
Asian 1,225 1.9%
Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander 18 0.0%
Hispanic or Latino 17,585 26.9%
Other 2,851 4.3%
Total County Population 65,484 100.0%

Source: 2022 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates
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2.4. SOCIOECONOMIC CONDITIONS

2.4.1. INCOME AND POVERTY Table 2.4: Poverty Level

Figure 23 shows the household income distribution for Tehama _
County and the County’s three incorporated cities, City of Red Poverty Level

Population Percent

Bluff, City of Corning, and City of Tehama. The household

Total
income distributions for California and United States are

ith P Bel
Population with Poverty elow

included below for comparison. The largest income group for Status Poverty Level
the County, City of Red Bluff, and City of Corning is the $50,000  Tehama County 64,591 9,344 14.5%
to $74,999 income bracket. The largest income group for the  california 38,307,718 4,670,324 12.2%
City of Tehama is slightly higher, falling in the $75,000t0 $99,999  United States S0 40,951,625 12.6%

income bracket. The proportion of Tehama County households  Source: 2022 American Community Survey 1-Year Estimates
in the lower income brackets, especially households who make

between $10,000 and $24,999 annually, are greater than the

State and national averages.

According to the 2022 American Community Survey 1-Year Estimates, 14.5% of Tehama County residents were living below the
poverty threshold in 2022 (Table 2.4). This is slightly higher than the State and national poverty rates.

Table 2.3: Median Household Income

Median Household Income

City of Red City of City of Tehama United
Bluff Corning Tehama County States

Less than $10,000 7.6% 6.8% 55% S5 4.4% 4.9%
$10,000 to $14,999 6.5% 2.3% 9.4% 6.0% 32% 3.8%
$15,000 to $24,999 11.5% 6.4% 6.9% 7.9% 5.6% 7.0%
$25,000 to $34,999 11.0% 17.8% 12.9% 10.8% 6.0% 7.4%
$35,000 to $49,999 15.2% 11.5% 15.3% 11.5% 8.7% 10.7%
$50,000 to $74,999 22.3% 23.4% 14.9% 18.0% 13.7% 16.1%
$75,000 to $99,999 10.4% 16.9% 18.3% 13.2% 12.0% 12.8%
$100,000 to $149,999 9.1% 10.0% 14.9% 14.5% 17.8% 12.1%
$150,000 to $199,999 3.3% 4.5% 1.5% 5% 10.7% 8.8%
$200,000 or more 3.0% 0.4% 2.5% 6.2% 17.0% 11.4%

Median Income $47,367 $54,766 $53,750 $59,029 $91,905 $75,149

Source: 2022 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates
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2.4.2. MAJOR EMPLOYERS

As of August 2024, there were 25,050 people employed in Tehama County out of a labor force population of 26,830. Major employers
in the County include County government positions, educational institutions, and the health-care industry.

Table 2.5: Major Employers

Major Employers

Employer Name . location Industry

Antelope Elementary School District
Bell-Carter Foods

Cal Fire

Home Depot

Pactiv

Petro Travel Ctr

Precision Towing & Recovery

Raley's

RBHC

Red Bluff High School

Red Bluff Union High School District
RV Park At Rolling Hllls Casino
Sierra Pacific Industries

Sierra Pacific Industries

Sierra Pacific Windows

St Elizabeth Community Hospital
Tehama County Coroner

Tehama County Department of Education
Tehama County Health Svc

Tehama County Health Svc Agcy
Tehama County Health Svc Agcy
Tehama County Mental Health
Tehama County Sherriff/Records
Tehama County Social Svc Dept
Walmart Distribution Ctr

Red Bluff
Corning

Red Bluff
Red Bluff
Red Bluff
Corning

Red Bluff
Red Bluff
Red Bluff
Red Bluff
Red Bluff
Corning

Corning

Red Bluff
Red Bluff
Red Bluff
Red Bluff
Red Bluff
Red Bluff
Red Bluff
Red Bluff
Red Bluff
Red Bluff
Red Bluff
Red Bluff

Source: https://labormarketinfo.edd.ca.gov/majorer/majorer.asp, March 2024

Schools
Olives (whls)
Fire Departments
Home Centers
Packaging Materials-Manufacturers
Truck Stops & Plazas
Wrecker Service
Grocers-Retail
Convalescent Homes
Schools
School Districts
Recreational Vehicle Parks
Lumber-Manufacturers
Lumber-Manufacturers
Windows
Hospitals
Government Offices-County
County Government-Education Programs
County Government-Public Health Programs
Government Offices-County
County Government-Mental Health Services
Government Offices-County
Government Offices-County
Government Offices-County
Distribution Centers (whls)
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2.4.3. EMPLOYMENT CHARACTERISTICS

Table 2.6 displays employment characteristics of Tehama
County from the 2022 ACS 5-Year Estimates, which showed a
7.4% unemployment rate in the county, slightly higher than the
State average (6.4%). Of the population 16 years and older in
Tehama County (51,596), only 53.6% are actively participating in
the labor force, which is significantly lower than the labor force
participation rate of the State (63.8%).

Table 2.6: Employment Characteristics

Employment Characteristics

Population Labor Force
16 years Participation
and over Rate

Geographic
Area

Unemployment
Rate

City of Red Bluff 10,855 53.6% 8.7%
City of Coring 6,244 59.9% 3.6%
City of Tehama 345 5245% 1.1%
Tehama County 51,596 53.6% 7.4%
California 31,601,862 63.8% 6.4%
United States 266,411,973 63.5% 5%

Source: 2022 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates

2.4.4. EDUCATIONAL ATTAINMENT

As shown in Table 2.7, Tehama County residents have a lower
rate of higher educational attainment than the California and
United States averages. Only 14.9% of Tehama County residents
have a Bachelor's degree or higher, in comparison to 34.1% of
California residents and 33.0% of U.S. residents.

Table 2.7: Educational Attainment 18 Years and Over

Educational Attainment 18 Years and Over

Less

than

High
School

Some
College or
Associate's
Degree

Bachelor's
Degree or
Higher

Geographic
Area

Tehama County 14.0% 36.8% 34.3% 14.9%
California 14.6% 22.3% 29.0% 34.1%
United States 10.5% 27 2% 29).5% 33.0%

Source: 2022 American Commmunity Survey 1-Year Estimates

2.5. DISADVANTAGED COMMUNITIES

ldentifying disadvantaged communities in the County is
important when applying for competitive funding from federal
and State programs. One notoriously competitive State grant
program is the California Transportation Commission’s Active
Transportation Program. According to the Active Transportation
Program Cycle 7 guidelines, a disadvantaged community can
be defined through the resources described in the following
sections.

2.5.1. CLIMATE AND JUSTICE ECONOMIC
SCREENING TOOL

This is a new tool developed by the federal Justice40 Initiative,
which includes several factors that could determine a
community’s status as a disadvantaged community. A census
tract may qualify as disadvantaged if it meets the scoring
threshold in at least one of the tool's ten disadvantaged
community categories (climate change, energy, health,
housing, legacy pollution, transportation, water and wastewater,
workforce development, Tribal overlap, and neighboring
disadvantaged tracts). All Eleven of the census tracts in Tehama
County qualify as disadvantaged using the CJEST.
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2.5.2. UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT
OF TRANSPORTATION EQUITABLE
TRANSPORTATION COMMUNITY EXPLORER

This is a new tool developed by the federal Justice40 Initiative.
The tool calculates an overall disadvantage component score

Table 2.8: Disadvantaged Communities — Median Household Income (MHI)

Disadvantaged Communities -

Median Household Income (MHI)
Geographic Area L mH

based upon five metrics: climate disaster and risk burden, Tehama County $44,514
environmental burden, health vulnerability, social vulnerability, Census Tract 1 $48,522
and transportation insecurity. Within Tehama County, 64% Census Tract 2 $48,571
of census tracts were identified as disadvantaged using this Census Tract 3 $46,250
tool. Three metrics make up the transportation insecurity Census Tract 4 $79,000
component: transportation access, transportation cost burden, Census Tract 5 $35,647
and traffic safety. The County scores as a disadvantaged Census Tract 6 $34,773
community in all three of the transportation metrics, with an Census Tract 7 $28,362
overall transportation disadvantage score of 89.7%. Census Tract 8 $47,661

Census Tract 9 $43,347
2.5.3. MEDIAN HOUSEHOLD INCOME Census Tract 10 $49,017

Census Tract 11 $46,739

A community will qualify as disadvantaged if the median

household income is less than 80% of the statewide Median %aAlig?jr?iad AT R $75235
Household Income (MHI). Ten out of Tehama County's eleven eihed as B Latiornias M, or 557

R . . X Source: 2019 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates
census tracts qualify as disadvantaged communities by this
measure, as shown in Table 2.8 and Figure 23.

2.5.4. CALIFORNIA COMMUNITIES
ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH SCREENING TOOL
4.0

A community will qualify as disadvantaged if it is identified as
among the most disadvantaged 25% in the state according to
CalEPA and based onthe CalEnviroScreen 4.0. One of the eleven
census tracts in Tehama County qualifies as a disadvantaged
community using the CalEnviroScreen 4.0 metrics.
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2.5.5. HEALTHY PLACES INDEX

The Healthy Places Index combines 25 community health
characteristics, like access to healthcare, tree canopy coverage,
and access to a vehicle, and generates a composite community
health score for each county and census tract in the State. The
higher the score, the healthier the community conditions. A
county or censustract must be inthe 25th percentile or below to
gualify as a disadvantaged community. Overall, Tehama County
gualifies as disadvantaged, with an HPI score of 21.4, meaning
nearly 80% of all counties in California have better community
health conditions. Table 2.9 shows that six of the eleven census
tracts in Tehama County qualify as disadvantaged under this
definition.

Table 2.9: Disadvantaged Communities — Healthy Places Index (HPI)
Disadvantaged Communities -

Healthy Places Index (HPI)
|___GeographicArea | HPIScore |

Tehama County
Census Tract 1
Census Tract 2

21.4 percentile
21.8 percentile
34.6 percentile

Census Tract 3
Census Tract 4
Census Tract 5
Census Tract 6
Census Tract 7
Census Tract 8
Census Tract 9
Census Tract 10
Census Tract 11

27.7 percentile
52.7 percentile
30.5 percentile
21.2 percentile
14.7 percentile
23.4 percentile
24.5 percentile
30.3 percentile
18.4 percentile

*DAC If Census Tract is in 25th percentile or less.
Source: California Healthy Places Index

2.5.6. NATIONAL SCHOOL LUNCH PROGRAM

A community will qualify as disadvantaged if at least 75% of
public school students in an area are eligible to receive free or
reduced-price meals (FRPM) under the National School Lunch
Program. Applicants using this measure must demonstrate
how the project benefits the school students in the project
area and the project must be located within two miles of the
school(s) represented by this criterion. Of Tehama County's 39
schools, 23 of them have at least 75% FRPM eligibility (Table
2.10).

2.5.7. TRIBAL COMMUNITIES AND COMMUNITIES
WITHOUT DATA

Projects located within Federally Recognized Tribal Lands
(typically within the boundaries of a Reservation or Rancheria)
are considered disadvantaged communities, as are areas that
lack accurate Census or CalEnviroScreen data such as those in
small neighborhoods or unincorporated areas.
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Table 2.10: Disadvantaged Communities — Free or Reduced-Price Meal Eligibility

Disadvantaged Communities - Free or Reduced-Price Meal Eligibility

District Name School Name Free/Reduced
Ellglble (Count)

Tehama County Department of Education

Evergreen Union

Evergreen Union

Corning Union Elementary

Corning Union Elementary

Red Bluff Union Elementary

Corning Union High

Corning Union Elementary

Red Bluff Union Elementary

Corning Union Elementary

Red Bluff Joint Union High

Corning Union Elementary

Corning Union Elementary

Gerber Union Elementary

Los Molinos Unified

Red Bluff Union Elementary

Tehama County Department of Education
Antelope Elementary

Red Bluff Union Elementary

Corning Union High

Red Bluff Union Elementary

Tehama County Department of Education
Red Bluff Joint Union High

Antelope Elementary

Corning Union High
Los Molinos Unified
Evergreen Union
Los Molinos Unified
Evergreen Union
Evergreen Union

Tehama Oaks High
Evergreen Community Day School
(K-5)

Evergreen Community Day School
(5-8)

Rancho Tehama Elementary
Columbia Academy
Red Bluff Community Day
Centennial Continuation High
West Street Elementary
William M. Metteer Elementary
Olive View Elementary
Salisbury High (Continuation)
Maywood Middle
Woodson Elementary
Gerber Elementary
Los Molinos Elementary
Jackson Heights Elementary
Tehama elLearning Academy
Plum Valley Elementary
Vista Preparatory Academy
Corning High
Bidwell Elementary
Lincoln Street
Red Bluff High
Lassen-Antelope Volcanic Academy
(LAVA)

Corning Independent Study
Vina Elementary
Evergreen Elementary
Los Molinos High
Evergreen Institute of Excellence
Evergreen Middle

2

98

74
314
477
519

125
527
489
410
246
427

17

21

585
956
59/

67
1584

94

27/
79
542
194
152
403

2

417

657

269

45
1063

S/

16
46
296
103
80
202

Free/Reduced
Eligible (%)
100%

100%

100%

86%
86%
86%
82%
82%
81%
81%
81%
79%
79%
76%
76%
75%
73%
71%
71%
69%
68%
67%
67%

61%

59%
58%
55%
53%
53%
50%
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Table 2.10 Continued

Enrollment Free/Reduced Free/Reduced

District Name School Name (K-12)  Eligible (Count) Eligible (%)
Richfield Elementary Richfield Elementary 263 129 49%
Antelope Elementary Antelope Elementary 447 208 47%
Flournoy Union Elementary Flournoy Elementary 39 18 46%
Reeds Creek Elementary Reeds Creek Elementary 190 82 43%
Lassen View Union Elementary Lassen View Elementary 367 158 43%
Antelope Elementary Berrendos Middle 236 101 43%
Tehama County Department of Education Tehama County Special Education 46 19 41%
Kirkwood Elementary Kirkwood Elementary 103 42 41%
Evergreen Union Bend Elementary 97 34 35%
Total 10,749 7,115 66%

*Disadvantaged Community defined as 75% or more of public school students are eligible for free or reduced lunch
Source: California Department of Education Student Poverty FRPM Data

2.6. HOUSING

2.6.1. HOUSING CHARACTERISTICS

As seen in Table 2.11, there were an estimated 27,440 housing units in Tehama County in 2022, of which 24,623 were occupied
(89.7%). Among occupied units, 16,520 units (60.2%) were owner-occupied, and 8,103 units (29.5%) were renter-occupied.

Table 2.11: Housing Characteristics

Housing Characteristics

Total Housing Owner Occupied Renter Occupied
Units | Count | % | Count | % | Count |

City of Red BIuff 6,169 2,495 40.4% 3,343 54.2% 331 5.4%
City of Corning 2,854 1,379 48.3% 1,261 442% 214 7.5%
City of Tehama 215 137 63.7% 65 30.2% 13 6.0%
Unicorporated County 18,202 12,509 68.7% 3,434 18.9% 2,259 12.4%

Tehama County 16,520 60.2% 10.3%

Source: 2022 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates
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2.6.2. HOME VALUE

According to the 2022 ACS 5-Year Estimates, the median value
of housing units in Tehama County was $290,400 in 2022,
which is less than half of the California median home value

Table 2.12: Median Home Value
Median Home Value

Median

Median Median

Household
Income as % of
Home Value

Geographic
Area

of $659,300 (Table 2.12). Compared to the County, the Cities of
Red Bluff, Corning, and Tehama each have lower median home
values and median household incomes.

Household
Income

Home
Value

City of Red Bluff $257,900 $47,367 18.4%

2.7. TRANSPORTATION City of Corning $248,300 $54,766 22.1%
City of Tehama $242,600 $53,750 22.2%

2.7.1. VEHICLE OWNERSHIP Tehama County $290,400 $59,029 20.3%
. . . California $659,300 $91,905 13.9%

Tehama County has vehicle ownership rates that are similar to et $281.900 $75149 6. 7%

the California and national vehicle ownership rates (Table 2.13).
Tehama County has a smaller proportion of households with
no vehicles and a higher proportion of households with two or
three (or more) vehicles. Compared to the State and the County, the City of Red Bluff and the City of Corning have a much higher
proportion of households with one or fewer vehicles. It is likely that many residents of these incorporated cities do not have
adequate access to a vehicle and must depend on active transportation or public transit to meet their daily needs.

Source: 2022 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates

Table 2.13: Vehicle Ownership for Occupied Housing Units

Vehicle Ownership for Occupied Housing Units

Vehicles Avallable City of Red Bluff City of Corning City of Tehama | Tehama County m United States

7.8% 9.5% 3.5% 6.2% 6.9% 8.3%

1 50.0% 37.6% 2.5 30.0% 30.1% 32.6%
2 30.7% 22.3% 51.0% 34.7% 36.7% 37.0%
3+ 11.5% 30.6% 22.3% 29.1% 26.2% 22.1%

Source: 2022 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates

2.7.2. MODE SHARE

In Tehama County, like many rural areas, the automobile is the primary mode of transportation used. Table 2.14 shows 80.3% of
Tehama County residents travel to work alone, which is slightly higher than the U.S. (72.7%) and significantly higher than the State
(68.4%). The makeup of commuters who carpool in the County match the national rate (8.3%), but it is slightly lower than the State
(9.5%). Alternate modes of travel, including public transit, bicycling, and walking range from 0% to 1.4%, which are considerably
lower than both the state and national percentages.
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Table 214: Commuter Mode Share
Commuter Mode Share

Mode of Travel City of Red Bluff | City of Corning | City of Tehama | Tehama County m United States

Drove Alone 82.0% 79.9% 79.2% 80.3% 68.4% 72.7%
Carpool 6.2% 7.9% 17.0% 8.3% 9.5% 8.3%
PUBlle i nEoe it o 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 01% 3.6% 3.6%
(excluding taxicab)

Walked 0.0% 1.0% 11% 1.4% 2.4% 2.4%
Bicycle 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.7% 0.6%
Uertiezlon meitelEiiel; 0.0% 0.7% 0.0% 0.8% 1.7% 1.5%
or other means ' ’ ’ ' ' ’
Worked from home 11.8% 10.5% 2.7% 9.0% 13.6% 10.8%

Source: 2022 American Community Survey 5-year Estimates

Table 2.15: Coommuting Patterns

Commuting Patterns

Destination
Tehama Shasta Butte Glenn Sacramento Siskiyou All Other
County, CA | County, CA | County, CA | County, CA | County, CA | County, CA Locations

E Tehama County, CA 9824.00 2544.00 1323.00 612.00 319.00 263.00 257510 ®

Shasta County, CA 4142.00 46707.00 1263.00 434.00 1050.00 1223.00 7209.00
Butte County, CA 2379.00 1680.00 49318.00 2234.00 1993.00 - 13892.00
Glenn COunty, CA 871.00 172.00 1423.00 4748.00 147.00 - 1385.00

Sacramento County, CA = = = = 399976.00 - 274243.00

Slsklyou County, CA 133.00 693.00 84.00 = 78.00 9440.00 2240.00
Source: 2021 Longitudinal Employer-Household Dynamics
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2.7.3. COMMUTING PATTERNS

For employment commuting trips originating in Tehama
County, the top six County destinations are illustrated by the
number of commuters in Table 2.15 below. Of the 25,050 people
employed in Tehama County, 39.2% work in Tehama County
and 60.8% work in other counties, with the top two out-of-
county destinations being Shasta County with 4,142 workers
(16.5%), and Butte County with 2,379 workers (9.5%). The “All
Other Locations” category aggregates commutes to all other
counties outside of the top six county destinations, which
accounts for 9.5% of commutes.

2.7.4. AIR QUALITY

Air quality is a key factor in the planning and assessment of
transportation systems. Both State and federal laws impose
strict regulations regarding the effects of transportation
projects on air quality. Air quality standards are set at the
state and federal level through the California Ambient Air
Quality Standards (CAAQS) and National Ambient Air Quality
Standards (NAAQS). California Air Resources Board (CARB)
is the lead agency in California for climate programs and
oversees all air pollution control efforts to maintain air quality
standards. CARB sets State area designations for 10 criteria
pollutants (ozone, suspended particulate matter (PM10), fine
suspended particulate matter (PM25), carbon monoxide,
nitrogen dioxide, sulfur dioxide, sulfates, lead, hydrogen sulfide,
and visibility reducing particles) while the U.S. EPA sets federal
area designations for 6 criteria pollutants (ozone, PM10, PM25,
carbon monoxide, nitrogen dioxide, and sulfur dioxide).

For effective regional management and monitoring of air
quality, CARB divides Californiainto15air basins. Tehama County
is part of the Sacramento Valley Air Basin, and Tehama County
Air Pollution Control District (TCAPCD) oversees regional air
quality. Airquality inthe Sacramento Valley Air Basin isgenerally
good, due to low population density, a limited number of
industrial and agricultural installations and low levels of traffic

congestion. The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)
designated (in part) and classified Tehama County as marginal
nonattainment for both the 2008 and 2015 ozone NAAQS. In
2012, the EPA designated and classified the Tuscan Buttes area
asanonattainment area for the 2008 ozone NAAQS. In February
2023, the district adopted Rule 2:3C to be in compliance with the
statutory and regulatory requirements of the Nonattainment
New Source Review (NNSR). The predominant source of air
pollutioninthis areais residential wood combustion from space
heating, rather than transportation. The district established the
Tehama County Wood Stove Change-Out Program to provide
residents with incentives to replace their inefficient stoves.

2.8. STREETS AND ROADS

Streets and roads are the primary means of local and through
travel in the region, and are essential for the movement of
goods and commuters, public transit, pedestrians, cyclists,
and ground access for airports. The term “roadways” refers to
highways, streets, and unpaved roads.

2.8.1. CURRENT SYSTEM

The Tehama County Road network is composed of 1,818.37 miles
of lane miles, the majority of which are managed by Tehama
County, the U.S. Forest Service, and the State of California (Table
2.16). Locally, Tehama County maintains 1,125.68 lane miles, the
City of Red BIluff maintains 67.6 lane miles, the City of Corning
maintains 38.03 lane miles, and the City of Tehama maintains
594 lane miles. At the State level, Caltrans maintains 206.09
miles and the State Park Service maintains 8.84 lane miles. At
the federal level, the U.S. Forest Service maintains 354.27 miles,
U.S. Bureau of Land Management manages 5.69 lane miles,
National Park Service maintains 2.86 lane miles, and US Fish
and Wildlife manages 2.82 lane miles.
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Table 2.16: Roadway Mileage and Jurisdiction

Roadway Mileage and Jurisdiction

| Jurisdiction | __Lane Miles__| % Total Miles

City of Corning 38.03 2.1%

City of Red Bluff 67.6 3.7%

City of Tehama 594 0.3%
Corps of Engineers 0.55 0.0%
National Park Service 2.86 0.2%

State Highways 206.09 11.3%
State Park Service 8.84 0.5%

Tehama County 1125.68 61.9%
U.S. Bureau Of Land 569 0.3%

Management

U.S. Fish And Wildlife 2.82 0.2%

U.S. Forest Service 354.27 19.5%
Total 1818.37 100%

Source: 2022 California Public Road Data

2.8.2. COUNTY MAINTAINED ROADWAYS

Roadways are classified based on functionality using criteria
such as roadway design, speed, capacity, and relationship
to future development and land use. Roadways can be
categorized as local roads, minor collectors, major collectors,
and minor arterials. Tehama County roadway classifications are
illustrated in Figure 2.7. Over half of the maintained roadway
miles in Tehama County are classified as local roads (Table 2.17).
Roadway classifications are defined as follows:

Arterials

Arterials provide the highest level of service at the greatest
speed for the longest uninterrupted distance, with some
degree of access control. Speed limits typically range from
35 miles per hour (mph) to 55 mph and traffic volumes may
exceed 13,000 average daily trips (ADT). Arterials connect with
local and collector roadways.

Collectors

Collectors provide a less highly developed level of service
at a lower speed for shorter distances by collecting traffic
from local roads and connecting them with arterials. Speeds
typically range from 25 mph to 45 mph and traffic volumes
typically range from 2,000 to 12,000 ADT. The Federal Highway
Administration (FHWA) further delineates collectors into major
and minor collectors. Major collectors connect to arterials or
regional destinations, and minor collectors generally connect
local roadways to major collectors. These roads are designed
to provide access for regional traffic between highways, minor
collectors and local roads.

Local Roads

Local roads provide access to adjoining properties and primary
residences. There is virtually no through traffic as they serve
to primarily provide access to adjacent arterials and collectors.
Traffic volumes are typically less than 2,000 ADT and speed
limits are typically 25 mph. Local roads constitute the remaining
roadway mileage not classified as arterial or collectorin Tehama
County.

Table 2.17: Road Miles by Functional Classification
Road Miles by Functional Classification

Maintained | Minor Major Minor Local
Mileage Arterial | Collector | Collector | Road

R 1siss 16655
County

Source: California Public Road Data 2022
*Includes all jurisdictions/roads within Tehama County

226.17 86.37 1268.06
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Tehama County contains an interregionally and regionally
significant corridor, Interstate 5 (I-5), which is the backbone
of the region’s transportation network, carrying upwards of
47500 trips per day (Figure 2.7). Stretching 1,382 miles from
the Canadian border to the Mexican border, |-5 acts as a major
international trade gateway and freight corridor for California
and the United States. It is designated by the FHWA as a
Major Freight Corridor and a Corridor of the Future. I-5 bisects
Tehama County, connecting the cities of Corning and Red
Bluff. Residents rely on the goods movement system to bring
consumer goods to the region.

Tehama County contains five State Highways: State Routes
(SRs) 36, 99, 89, 172, and 32. Travel throughout Tehama County
primarily occurs on the State Highway system, which is
described in more detail the following sections.

State Highways

State Route 36

SR-36 is an east/west route that connects US-395 in Susanville,
Lassen County near the border with Nevada to Highway 101 near
Eureka in Humboldt County. West of Red Bluff, SR-36 provides
access to federal recreational lands and serves as an alternate
route to California’s northern coastal areas. East of Red Bluff, SR-
36 provides access to Lake Almanor, Lassen Volcanic National
Park, and the City of Susanville. Within Tehama County, the
Annual Average Daily Traffic (AADT) on SR-36 is highest in the
City of Red Bluff at nearly 20,000 vehicles per day.

State Route 99

SR-99isacriticalnorth/southrouteinCaliforniaforthemovement
of people and goods. SR-99 parallels |-5 through California’s
Central Valley and connects Butte and Tehama Counties. SR-99
is the primary connection to the City of Chico in Butte County.
SR-99 begins at SR-36 in Red Bluff and terminates at |-5 near
Wheeler Ridge in Kern County. The nation relies heavily on this
system for access to agricultural products. Traffic volumes on

SR-99 are highest in Sacramento, with over 230,000 vehicles
using some locations of SR-99 daily. In Tehama County, AADT
on SR-99 ranges from about 8,100 to 14,500 vehicles daily.

State Route 89

SR-89 is a north/south route that begins at US-395 in Mono
County, runs northwest through Tehama County and Lassen
Volcanic National Park, and eventually terminates at the
intersection with I-5 in Siskiyou County near the base of Mount
Shasta. SR-89 is an important corridor for communities in the
Sierra Nevada region and connects Reno and the east-central
portion of California to I-5 in Northern California and connects
to Oregon. SR-89 accommodates up to nearly 17,000 vehicles
per day in some locations, however, it has low travel rates within
Tehama County.

State Route 172

SR-172 is an east/west loop route that begins at in Mineral at the
SR-36 junction and travels southeast through the community
of Mill Creek and provides access to Lassen National Forest. The
route is approximately 9 miles long and ends in Morgan Springs
at the junction of SR-36/89. Although there has been some
increase in AADT, rates of travel along SR-172 are still relatively
lower than other State Routes in the County.

State Route 32

SR-32 is an east/west route that begins at I-5 in Orland in Glenn
County and runs through the Sacramento Valley into Chico
in Butte County before heading east into the Sierra Foothills.
Where it then runs through eastern Tehama County and
portions of Lassen National Forest before terminating at the
SR-36/89 junction. In Tehama County, the AADT ranges from
1,100 to 1,550 vehicles per day.
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2.8.3. PAVEMENT CONDITIONS

The Pavement Condition Index, or PCl, is a numerical rating system used to evaluate the general condition of pavement on a
roadway. As PCl decreases, costs to maintain the roadway increase at an exponential rate. Roads are rated on a scale of 100 to O,
with 100 being “best” and 0 being “worst.” Table 2.18 denotes roadway PCl in Tehama County.

The California Statewide Local Streets and Roads Needs Assessment has reported Tehama County's average PCI to be 50 in 2020,
putting the region’s roadways in the “poor” category which is a slight decrease from the PCl in 2018 (Table 2.18).

Table 2.18: Pavement Condition Index (PCI)

Pavement Condition Index (PCI)
m-m-m-m-mm

Tehama County -1.61%

Legend At Rlsk Poor
g (51-70) (25-50)

Source: California Statewide Local Streets and Roads Needs Assessment

2.8.4. BRIDGES

There are 304 bridges within the County and incorporated cities. As shown in Table 2.19, a sufficiency rating value is assigned to
each bridge; bridges with sufficiency ratings less than 80 and above 50 are considered eligible for rehabilitation and bridges with
a sufficiency rating under 50 are considered structurally deficient or functionally obsolete and require replacement. The average
sufficiency rating reported by Tehama County decreased from 74 to 72 between 2012 and 2020. Of the 304 bridges in Tehama
County, 96 are eligible for rehabilitation and 59 are eligible for replacement. As of 2020, the estimated cost for bridge needs in
the County was $172 million. Maintaining bridges for effective and efficient movement of people and goods is crucial to mobility
and the regional economy.

Table 2.19: Bridge Sufficiency Rating (SR)

Bridge Sufficiency Rating (SR)
_-m--m--u_m-m—

Number of Bridges 309

Average SR 74 74 76 76 72
Structures with SR <= 80 91 91 96 96 96
Structures with SR <= 50 56 56 47 47 59
Total Bridge Need (Millions) $136 $136 $159 $178 $172

Source: California Local Streets & Roads Needs Assessment 2012-2020
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2.8.5. TRAFFIC VOLUMES

Traffic volumes indicate the utilization of roadway facilities. Hourly or daily levels of utilization can then be evaluated relative
to the ability of a particular roadway to accommodate traffic, yielding an assessment of the quality of service experienced by
motorists who use the facility.

Annual average daily traffic (AADT) for Interstate 5 (I-5) and the five State Highways located in Tehama County are shown in Table
2.20. AADT is calculated by dividing the total traffic volume for the year by 365 days. Analyzing AADT is necessary to present an
overall picture of traffic flow, evaluate traffic trends, compute collision rates, plan and design highways, and other purposes. The
highest AADT volumes in the County for 2022 occurred on |-5 in the Red Bluff and Cottonwood areas.

As shown in Table 2.20, traffic volumes decreased minimally on most highways in the County between 2018 and 2022. Traffic on
I-5 experienced the greatest changes between 2019 through 2021, which was likely due to the COVID-19 Pandemic when stay-at-
home guidance was in place. From 2018 to 2022, traffic on I-5 increased slightly from 0.2% to 1.7%. Of the I-5 study locations, the
largest increase in AADT (9.5%) was reported at the Butte/Tehama County line on SR-32. Traffic increased at most of the study
locations on SR-36, with the largest increases (6.7%) at the SR-32 Southwest junction and at the Morgan Springs junction SR-172.
Traffic on SR-36 generally decreased, with the largest reported decrease on this route (2.5%) occurring on Adobe Road in Red
Bluff. Traffic increases were minor on SR-89 and SR-172, ranging between 1.5% and 2.7%.

A projection rate of no more than 1% per year was used to forecast traffic conditions in Tehama County. Although the population
in Tehama County is not expected to increase, the population in surrounding counties as well as freight increases are expected to
cause a rise in through-traffic. Forecasted AADT for the State Highways in Tehama County are shown in Table 2.21.
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Table 2.20: Historical and Existing Annual Average Daily Traffic

Glenn/Tehama County
Line

Liberal Avenue

South Avenue
Corning Road

Finnell Avenue

Gyle Road

Flores Avenue

Red Bluff, South Main
Street

Red Bluff, Diamond
Avenue

Red Bluff, Jct. Rte. 36
North Red Bluff
Wilcox Road

Jellys Ferry Road
Hooker Creek Road
Sunset Hills Drive
Bowman Road

Tehama/Shasta
County Line

Butte/Tehama County
Line
Jct. Rte. 36

Historic and Existing Annual Average Daily Traffic

| 2018 | 2019 | 2020 | 2021 | 2022 | Avg. Annual Change

| Back | Ahead | Back | Ahead | Back | Ahead | Back | Ahead | Back | Ahead | Back | Ahead |

27500
28500
30500
31500
32000
30500

30000

34500

38500
38000
43500
43000
41000
41000
41000

46500

1150

27500

28500
30500
31500
32000
30500
30000

34500

38500

43500
40500
43000
41000
41000
41000
46500

1050

29000
31500
32500
33000
33000
31500

32000

36000

59500
39000
45000
45500
43500
42500
43000

48500

1550

29000

31500
32500
33000
33000
31500
32000

36000

59500

45000
45000
45500
43500
42500
43000
48500

1450
560

26500
29000
30000
30500
30500
29000

29500

33000

36500
55500
41500
41500
39000
38000
38500

45500

1400
1450

26500

29000
30000
30500
30500
29000
29500

33000

36500

41500
41500
41500
39000
38000
38500
45500

1350

29500
32000
33000
33000
55500
31500

32000

36000

39000
39000
45000
45500
43000
42000
42000

48500

1350
1350

29500

32000
33000
33000
33500
31500
32000

36000

39000

45000
45000
45500
43000
42000
42000
48500

1300

29500
30500
31500
33000
33000
31500

32000

35000

38500
35000
44000
44500
42500
42000
40000

47500

1650
1100

29500

30500
31500
33000
33000
31500
32000

35000

38500

44000
44000
44500
42500
42000
40000
47500

1550

1.5%
1.4%
0.7%
1.0%
0.6%
0.7%

1.3%

0.3%

0.0%
-1.6%
0.2%
0.7%
0.7%
0.5%
-0.5%

0.4%

3.6%
-0.9%

1.5%

1.4%
0.7%
1.0%
0.6%
0.7%
1.3%

0.3%

0.0%

0.2%
1.7%
0.7%
0.7%
0.5%
-0.5%
0.4%

9.5%
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Table 2.20 Continued

| 2018 | 2019 | 2020 | 2021 | 2022 | Avg. Annual Change |
| Back | Ahead | Back | Ahead | Back | Ahead | Back | Ahead | Back | Ahead | Back | Ahead |

Shasta/Tehama

; . 520 . 570 - 500 - 540 s 530 - 0.4%

County Line
Bowman Road 600 550 610 1550 580 530 630 560 630 560 1.0% 0.4%
Cannon Road 550 560 560 3900 530 540 560 540 560 540 0.4% -0.7%
Oak Knoll Drive 1500 1500 1550 4100 1450 1450 1550 1550 1550 1550 0.7% 0.7%
Mc Coy Road 3200 3800 3300 8000 3150 3700 3350 3950 3350 3950 0.9% 0.8%
Baker Road 3800 4000 3900 9700 3700 3900 3750 4150 3750 4150 -0.3% 0.8%
North Main Street 4000 7900 4100 8200 3900 7700 4150 8000 4150 7800 0.8% -0.3%
gi: dB'“ff' AGRITE 12700 9600 12800 11500 12300 9300 M00 9900 11100 9900 2.5% 0.6%
Red BIuff,

. 9400 8100 9500 18800 9100 7900 9500 8200 9200 9200 ~0.4% 27%
Crittenden Street
Ssge?'“ﬁ' Walunie 8100 11400 8200 18800 7900 11000 8400 11000 8400 11000 0.7% -0.7%
Ster‘:e'?'“ﬁ' 2k 10900 18600 11000 19100 10500 18000 10900 18700 10600 18200 -0.6% -0.4%
Red BIuff,
Sacramento River 18600 18600 18800 19600 18000 18000 18400 18700 18400 18200 -0.2% -0.4%
Bridge
52‘: dB'“ﬁ' Gilmore 48600 18900 18800 17800 18000 18300 18700 19000 18200 18500  -0.4% -0.4%
Red BIUff, Jct. Rte.5 18900 19400 19100 12400 18300 18800 19000 19500 18500 19000 -0.4% -0.4%
E\‘fsn'i'gﬁ' Chestnut 19400 17700 19600 1900 18800 17100 20700 17400 20700 17400 13% -0.3%
Hoy Road 17700 12300 17800 1600 17100 11900 17700 12300 17300 12000 -0.5% -0.5%
Jct. Rte. 99 South 12300 1850 12400 1400 11900 1800 12500 2200 12500 2200 0.3% 3.8%
Manton Road 17700 1300 1850 1050 1800 1500 1850 1550 1800 1600 1.2% 4.6%
Paynes Creek 1300 1550 1600 1050 1500 1300 1550 1350 1550 1350 3.8% 2.6%
Bl S0 00 TS0 100 TI00 980 150 930 N50 1150 0.0% 0.9%
Southeast
Jct. Rte. 89 North M0O 950 1050 2150 980 980 930 930 150 150 0.9% 42%
Morgan Springs, Jct. : o o
Mool 950 900 1050 980 1050 930 960 150 1200 4.2% 6.7%
JehiRre s 900 2000 100 430 1050 2000 960 1900 1200 2350 6.7% 3.5%
Southwest
STy 2 (s 2000 - 2150 - 2000 - 1900 - 2350 - 3.5% -
County Line
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Table 2.20 Continued

| 2018 | 2019 | 2020 | 2021 | 2022 | Avg. Annual Change
| Back | Ahead | Back | Ahead | Back | Ahead | Back | Ahead | Back | Ahead

Jct. Rte. 36,

Plumas/Tehama - 410 - 16400 - 410 - 410 - 440 - 1.5%
County Line

Jct. Rte. 44, Lassen

National Park, 410 - 430 9700 410 - 410 - 440 - 1.5% -

Teh/Sha Co Line

Butte/Tehama - 13800 - 9300 - 13900 - 14800 - 14500 - 1.0%
County Line
South Avenue 14200 8200 16800 10100 14300 8200 14300 8700 14300 8700 0.1% 1.2%
Vina Road 7600 7800 9000 10700 7700 7900 8100 8100 8000 8100 11% 0.8%
Sherman Street 8500 8500 10100 12000 8600 8600 8700 9100 8700 8900 0.5% 0.9%
Aramayo Way 1400 9100 13500 - 1500 9100 11800 9100 TI800 9100 0.7% 0.0%
Kaufman Avenue 7900 10200 9300 190 7900 10200 8100 10800 8100 10700 0.5% 1.0%
Jct. Rte. 36 10200 - 12000 160 10200 - 10400 ; 10400 - 0.4% :
S.R. 172
Mineral, Jct. Rte. 36 - 180 - - - 180 - 170 - 170 - 11%
Mill Creek 180 150 190 : 180 150 170 140 200 170 22% 27%
Morgan springs, Jet. 5, - 160 : 150 - 140 - 170 - 2.7% -
Rte. 36

Source: Caltrans Traffic Census 2018-2022
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Table 2.21: Forecasted Average Annual Daily Traffic (AADT)
Forecasted Annual Average Daily Traffic

Projected
2027 2037
Growth Rate 0 03 m

| Back | Ahead | Back | Ahead | Back | Ahead | Back | Ahead | Back | Ahead

Glenn/Tehama

: : 2% : 32570 - 32570 : 39703 ) 43835 : 48398
County Line
Liberal Avenue 2% 2% 32570 | 33674 | 32570 33674 39703 41049 43835 45321 48398 50038
South Avenue 2% 1% 336740 D s3i07 536740 D Esio7 D Zi0%e0 | zes7 D Z53210 | 38436 | 500280 40397
Corning Road 1% 1% 33107 34683 33107 34683 36571 38312 38436 40266 40397 42320
Finnell Avenue 1% 1% i | i | e | e | e |l | e | Al | Zaeie) | casie
Gyle Road 1% 1% %683 | 5zi07 | 346850 B0 2852 | 36571 | 40266 | 384360 1 42320 L 40397
Flores Avenue 1% 2% 33107 35331 33107 35331 36571 43068 38436 47550 40397 52499
S:ﬁ] E;'#g'ef"“th 2% 1% zEzEl | ze7es | sEEEl E6Tes b 2068 ML ces Lt NazsE0l W o7a7 Mz oo Wi Ess
Eveedni'e”ﬁ' DiEmieme 1% 0% 36785 38500 36785 38500 40634 38500 42707 38500 44885 38500
Red BIUff, Jct. Rte. 36 0% 1% 38500 46244 38500 46244 38500 51083 38500 53688 38500 56427
North Red BIuff 2% 2% sics7 DZssc00 G670 Zese00 5500 isoz el D566l Bess520 iz 2iey
Wilcox Road 1% 1% L6047 | 46770 | 46244 | Z&6770 | 51083 | 5663 | 53688 | 54298 | 56427 | 57068
Jellys Ferry Road 1% 1% Zermol zeeel Wacol Wazeeel Ecc iz Ea2s el EEEe BETcee  iG4E0E
Hooker Creek Road 1% 1% L4668 44142 44668 44142 49341 48761 51858 51248 54503 53862
Sunset Hills Drive 1% 1% 44142 | 38040 | 44142 | 38040 | 48761 | 34402 51248 | 32716 | 53862 | 303
Bowman Road 1% 1% za0z0l Zo5E R EEaz0l zEo2El Bz 020 BEETac 0 e2ricl G c5a =i NG0sTE
[chama) Shasta 1% 0% 49923 - 49923 : 55146 : 57959 : 60916 :
County Line
Butte/Tehama 3% 5% 1913 1978 1913 1978 2571 3222 2980 4113 s | e
County Line
Jct. Rte. 36 1% = 1046 - 1046 5 946 5 900 5 856 -
Shasta/Tehama . 1% : 557/ : G55 - 615 ’ A g 680
County Line
Bowman Road 1% 1% 662 589 o 589 731 650 769 683 808 718
Cannon Road 1% 1% 589 514 589 514 650 A, 683 75 718 420
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Projected
2027 2047
Growth Rate 0 ““m 0

Table 2.21 Continued

| Back | Ahead | Back | Ahead | Back | Ahead | Back | Ahead | Back | Ahead | Back | Ahead |

Oak Knoll Drive 1% 1% 1629 1629 1629 1629 1800 1800 1891 1891 1988 1988
Mc Coy Road 1% 1% 3521 4151 3521 4151 3880 4586 4088 4820 4296 5066
Baker Road 1% 1% 2566 Tlen) 500 ey =% 4818 3067 | 5064 = | 5
North Main Street 1% 1% e 7418 el 7418 4818 6708 5064 6380 5522 6067
Si(aj dB'“ﬁ' Adobe 2% 1% 10034 10405 10034 10405 8198 11494 7410 12080 6698 12696
Sfr‘geBt'Uﬁ' Crittenden o, 3% coas | oees | epas | s | oEE | e | s | s EE | eEED
R SRR 1% 1% 8828 10461 8828 10461 9752 9461 10250 8997 10772 8556
Street

Red BIuff, Oak Street  -1% 1% 10080 17308 10080 17308 any Bt | e | zeeRe | crs | A
Red BIuff,

Sacramento River 1% 1% Es | mEee | res | s | Eers | cess | Bere | wess | e | s
Bridge

Red Bluif, Gilmore 1% 1% 17308 17593 17308 17593 15653 15911 14886 15131 14156 14390
Road

Red BIuff, Jct. Rte. 5 1% 1% 17593 18069 17593 18069 1591 16341 15131 15540 14390 14779
E\e/gnilgﬁ' Skt 2% 1% 22854 16547 22854 16547 27859 14965 30759 14232 33961 13534
Hoy Road 1% 1% 16452  N412 16452  N412 14879 10321 14150 9815 13456 9334
Jct. Rte. 99 South 1% 3% 13138 sssol Gzl szl zE o e e s co:z00 506
Manton Road 2% 3% 1987 1855 1987 1855 2423 2493 2675 2890 2953 3350
Paynes Creek 3% 3% 1797 1159 1797 1159 97 855 2799 T34 e 630

MimeraleriRie 72 0% 1% 150 1209 1150 1209 1150 555 1150 1403 1150 1475
Southeast

Jct. Rte. 89 North 1% 3% 1209 1333 1209 1333 1335 1792 1403 2077 1475 | 2408
hIte e el et 3% 4% 1553 1460 1333 1460 1792 2161 enn | e | e | ks
Rte. 172 Southwest

Jct. Rte. 32 5 o

Ut 4% 3% 1460 P 1460 22 2161 3661 2ero N o 3199 4920
Zitf@aﬁzmas 3% - 2% - A - 3661 - sy, - 4920 :
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Table 2.21 Continued

Projected

| Back | Ahead | Back | Ahead | Back | Ahead | Back | Ahead | Back | Ahead | Back | Ahead |

S.R. 89
Jct. Rte. 36,
Plumas/Tehama - 2% - 486 - 486 - 597 - 654 - V22!
County Line
Jct. Rte. 44, Lassen
National Park, 2% - 486 - 486 - 597, - 654 - Y22 -

Teh/Sha Co Line

Butte/Tehama : 1% - 15240 : 15240 . 16834 - 17693 - 18595
County Line
South Avenue 1% 2% 15029 9606 15029 9606 16602 11709 17449 12928 18339 14273
Vina Road 2% 1% 8833 8513 8833 8513 10767 9404 11888 9884 13125 10388
Sherman Street 1% 1% 9144 9354 9144 9354 10100 10333 10616 10860  M57  Ti4l4
Aramayo Way 1% 0% 12402 9100 12402 9100 13699 9100 14398 9100 15133 9100
Kaufman Avenue 1% 1% 8513 11246 8513 11246 9404 12422 9884 13056 10388 13722
Jct. Rte. 36 1% n 10931 . 10931 - 12074 = 12690 : 13337 .
S.R. 172
Mineral, Jct. Rte. 36 : 2% : 154 - B2 = 126 : n3 g 103
Mill Creek 2% 3% 5 197 o2 197 269 265 297 307 328 356
Morgan Springs, Jct. - 5, - 197 - 197 - 265 - 307 - 356 -

Rte. 36
Source: Caltrans Traffic Census 2018-2022
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2.8.6. VEHICLE MILES TRAVELED

Vehicle miles traveled (VMT) is a general but robust measure of vehicle activity. It measures the extent of utilization of a
transportation network experienced by motorists. Although it is not a good indicator of congestion, it is a great indicator of overall
vehicle activity and identifies bottlenecks or high-delay “hotspot” locations. VMT is commonly applied on a per-household or per-
capita basis and is a primary input for regional air quality and safety analyses. Per Senate Bill 743 (Steinberg, 2013), VMT is now the
basis for transportation impact identification and mitigation under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). However,
jurisdictions must also ensure consistency with current land use plans, some of which still utilize level of service (LOS) as a primary
metric. Future RTP updates will be consistent with the County General Plan and will promote new developments adjacent to
existing developments to reduce VMT and travel time.

VMT data is annually reported as part of the federal Highway Performance Monitoring System (HPMS) program. The HPMS
program uses a sample-based method that combines traffic counts stratified by functional classification of roadways by volume
groups to produce sample-based geographic estimates of VMT. HPMS VMT estimates are reported for each county by local
jurisdiction. Population data is gathered from the California Department of Finance.

Estimates of daily VMT for Tehama County and State Highways are shown in Table 2.22. VMT decreased slightly by 0.3% in Tehama
County between 2019 and 2022, although a significant increase of VMT occurred on U.S. Fish & Wildlife roadways (13.3%) and
a larger increase occurred on State Park Service roadways (17.2%). A large decrease (3.6%) of VMT occurred on City of Corning
roadways between 2019 and 2022.

VMT has been projected over the 20-year lifetime of the RTP in Table 2.23. A variable formula was used to forecast VMT based on
the annual average change from 2019-2022. Roadway segments with minor increases or decreases in this period were projected
at a matching constant rate of increase or decrease. Roadways with significant average VMT increases were projected at a higher
rate of increase in proportion to VMT increases experienced between 2019 and 2022. Road segments that experienced no change
between 2019 and 2022 have been projected to remain constant. Overall, VMT on Tehama County roadways are not expected to
change drastically over the next 20 years.
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Table 2.22: Historical and Existing Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT)

Historic and Existing Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT)

2019 Daily 2020 Daily 2021 Daily 2022 Daily Avg. Annual
VMT VMT VMT VMT Change

City of Corning K805 SSEl 53.48 SO 45.85 -3.6%
City of Red BIluff 67.6 101.60 89.79 89.43 91.50 -2.0%
City of Tehama 594 4.06 5195 4.06 BY/5 -1.6%
Corps of Engineers 0.55 - - - 0.14 -
National Park Service 2.86 - - - 0.85 -
State Highways 206.09 1950.24 1794.61 1931.81 1914.34 -0.4%
State Park Service 8.84 0.43 0.40 0.97 0.80 17.2%
Tehama County 1125.68 468.71 462.32 SSE0 462.24 -0.3%
U.S. Bureau Of Land Management 5.69 - - - 1.21 -
U.S. Fish And Wildlife 2.82 QNS 1118 0.28 @25 18.8%
U.S. Forest Service 354.27 9.88 16.89 43.96 I®IESS 186.4%

Source: California Public Road Data 2019-2022

Table 2.23: Forecasted Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT)

Forecasted Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT)

2022 Daily Projected 2027 Daily 2032 Daily 2037 Daily 2042 Daily
VMT Growth Rate VMT VMT VMT VMT

City of Corning 45.85 -3% B5ONSY 33.81 29108 24.93
City of Red BIuff IISE -2% 82.71 74.776 67.58 61.09
City of Tehama BYS -2% 3357/ BI0S 2,75 2.49
Corps of Engineers 0.14 0% - - - -
National Park Service 0.85 0% - - - -
State Highways 1914.34 -1% 82052 V73128 1646.44 IS6SY/S
State Park Service 0.80 5% 1.02 1.30 1.66 212
Tehama County 46224 -1% 439.59 418.04 397.55 SS 0
U.S. Bureau Of Land Management 1.21 0% - - - -
U.S. Fish And Wildlife 0.25 5% 0.32 0.41 052 0.66
U.S. Forest Service 101.95 5% 130.12 166.07 211.95 270.50

Source: California Public Road Data 2019-2022
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2.8.7. TRUCK TRAFFIC

The truck traffic as a percentage of total traffic across the years 2018-2022 can be seen in Table 2.24. The majority of truck traffic
in Tehama County occurs on |-5 and SR-99. In 2022, truck traffic relative to all traffic in the county ranged from 0.5% on SR-172 to
24.3% on |-5. The proportion of truck traffic has stayed relatively steady on I-5 and most of the County's State Highways from 2018-
2022 but has fluctuated the greatest on SR-36 and SR-172.

Table 2.24: Truck Traffic as a Percentage of Total Traffic
Truck Traffic as a Percentage of Total Traffic

GLENN/TEHAMA COUNTY LINE 23.7% 24.8% 25.5% 24.3% 24.3%
LIBERAL AVE 225 24.8% 222% 22.0% 22.0%
SOUTH AVE 21.4% 22.6% 22.2% 22.0% 22.0%
CORNING RD 22.0% 22.6% 222% 22.0% 22.0%
FINNELL AVE 19.7% 22.6% 222% 22.0% 22.0%
GYLE RD 20.7% 22.6% 222% 22.0% 22.0%
FLORES AVE 21.4% 22.6% 2220 22.0% 22.0%
RED BLUFF, SOUTH MAIN ST 19.9% 19.5% 19.8% 19.8% 19.8%
RED BLUFF, DIAMOND AVE INTERCHANGE 17.1% 19.5% 19.8% 19.8% 19.8%
RED BILUIFE, JCT. RIE. 35 15.5% 16.4% 17.3% 17.6% 17.6%
NORTH RED BLUFF 17.4% 16.4% 17.3% 17.6% 17.6%
WILCOX RD 15.8% 16.4% 17.3% 17.4% 17.4%
JELLEYS EERRYIRD 16.0% 16.4% 17.3% 18.5% 18.5%
HOOKER CREEK RD 16.0% 16.4% 18.5% 18.6% 18.6%
SUNSET HILLS DR 17.1% 16.4% 17.6% 18.6% 18.6%
BOWMAN RD 19.1% 16.4% 20.0% 18.5% 18.5%
TEHAMA/SHASTA COUNTY LINE 15.8% 16.4% 16.7% 17.1% 14.9%
- sR3_
BUTTE/TEHAMA COUNTY LINE 10.2% SLE% 9.3% LB SLE
JCT. RTE. 36 7.6% 9.3% 9.3% 9.3% 9.3%
. sR3%____________
BOWMAN RD 3.1% 0% 3.0% 3.3% 3.3%
BOWMAN RD 3.1% 3.3% 3.3% 10.3% 10.3%
BAKER RD 5.9% 5.8% 5.8% 55 5.5%
BAKER RD 3.1% 31% 3.1% 3.1% 31%
NORTH MAIN ST 2.5% 2.5% 2.5% 2.5% 2.5%
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Table 2.24 Continued

| segment | 2018 | 2019 | 2020 | 2021 | 2022
I o
RED BLUFF, CRITTENDEN ST 2.9% 29% 2.9% 2.9% 2.9%
RED BLUFF, OAK ST 1.6% 22% 2.2% 2.2% 2.2%
RED BLUFF, OAK ST 22% 1.6% 1.6% 1.6% 1.6%
RED BLUFF, JCT. RTE. 5 1.7% 1.7% 1.7% 1.7% 1.7%
RED BLUFF, JCT. RTE. 5 6.8% 6.8% 6.8% 6.8% 6.8%
RED BLUFF, CHESTNUT AVE 8.1% 8.1% 8.1% 8.1% 8.1%
HOY RD 9.5% 9.5% 9.5% 9.5% 9.5%
HOY RD 7.6% 7.6% 7.6% 7.6% 7.6%
JCT. RTE. 99 SOUTH 6.1% 6.1% 6.1% 12.3% 12.3%
MANTON RD 8.5% 9.3% 9.3% 8.0% 8.0%
PAYNES CREEK 6.5% 9.3% 9.3% 10.0% 10.0%
MINERAL, JCT. RTE. 172 SOUTHEAST 6.4% 13.7% 13.7% 11.2% 11.2%
JCT. RTE. 89 NORTH 10.1% 13.6% 13.6% 11.2% 11.2%
MORGAN SPRINGS, JCT. RTE. 172 SOUTHWEST 15.9% 13.7% 13.7% 11.2% 11.2%
JCT. RTE. 32 SOUTHWEST 20.8% 10.3% 10.3% 11.0% 8.9%
TEHAMA/PLUMAS COUNTY LINE 9.4% 10.2% 10.2% 11.0% 8.9%
JCT. RTE. 36 1.0% 1.0% 1.0% 1.0% 1.0%
JCT. RTE. 44, LASSEN NATIONAL PARK 1.0% 1.0% 1.0% 1.0% 1.0%
. SsR9
BUTTE/TEHAMA COUNTY LINE 7.9% 12.1% 11.0% 10.3% 10.3%
SOUTH AVE 15.3% 15.3% 20.6% 19.5% 19.5%
VINA RD 11.9% 11.9% 16.9% 16.5% 16.5%
SHERMAN ST 15.6% 15.6% 20.5% 15.4% 15.4%
KAUFMAN AVE 11.7% 11.4% 21.9% 18.0% 18.0%
KAUFMAN AVE 11.4% 11.7% 16.7% 15.8% 15.8%
JCT. RTE. 36 14.3% 14.3% 16.8% 15.5% 15.5%
MINERAL, JCT. RTE. 36 0.7% 0.7% 0.7% 0.6% 0.5%
MILL CREEK 1.4% 3.8% 3.8% 50.8% 50.8%
MORGAN SPRINGS, JCT. RTE. 36 1.4% 3.8% 3.8% 50.8% 50.8%

Source: Caltrans Traffic Census 2018-2022
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2.8.8. SAFETY

[llustrated in Figure 2.8 is a heatmap of traffic collisions that occurred in the County from 2013 to 2023. Traffic collision data is
aggregated and processed by the Transportation Injury Mapping System (TIMS), developed by UC Berkeley and uses collision
data from the Statewide Integrated Traffic Records System (SWITRS). The most recent SWITRS data is from 2023 and provides
collision information for the entire State, State Highways, and individual counties and cities. Crash data is provided for collisions
resulting in injuries, fatalities, and property damage, in addition to other accident information such as whether pedestrians or
bicyclists were involved, the location of the collision, weather conditions, and whether the driver was intoxicated.

Collision data for Tehama County for 2019 through 2023 is included in Table 2.25. During the 5-year study period, collisions were
highest in 2021 with 325 total collisions, 13 of which (4%) were fatal. Although there were fewer collisions in 2019 (279) and 2020
(283), a much higher percentage of collisions were fatal, with 20 fatal collisions in both years (7.2% and 7.1%, respectively). In 2023,
the total number of collisions decreased slightly to 258, and fatal collisions decreased slightly to 14 (5.4%).

Total collisions between 2019 and 2023 generally decreased in the incorporated cities, but City of Red Bluff experienced a slight
spike in collisions (71) in 2021 and a decrease in the following years (53 collisions in 2022 and 40 collisions in 2023). The cities of
Corning and Tehama did not have any collisions that resulted in a fatality or any collisions involving a bicyclist or pedestrian during
2019-2023. City of Red Bluff accounts for the majority of bicycle and pedestrian collisions within Tehama County, exceeding the
number of bicycle and pedestrian collisions in the unincorporated County. In 2019, bicycle and pedestrian collisions accounted for
30% of all collisions in Red BIuff, while in that same year only 3.3% of collisions in the unincorporated County involved a bicyclist
or pedestrian.
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Table 2.25.: Collision History

Collision History
Total Highway . . Pedestrian Bicycle

Unincorporated County 209 108 18 5 2

City of Corning 1 0 0 0 ©

City of Red BIuff 69 20 2 10 11

City of Tehama 0 0 0 0 0

Total Tehama County 279 128 20 15 13

Unincorporated County 220 16 17 0 1

City of Corning 3 5 0 0 0

City of Red BIuff 60 36 3 7 9

City of Tehama 0 0 0 0 0
2021 |

Unincorporated County 249 13 10 5 3

City of Corning 2 1 0 0 0

City of Red Bluff 71 24/ kS Vi 6

City of Tehama 3 2 0 0 0

Total Tehama County 325 143 13 12 9
2022

Unincorporated County 209 CFE 17 1 0

City of Corning 1 1 0 0 0

City of Red Bluff 58 Sl 2 112 5

City of Tehama 4 2 0 0 0

Total Tehama County 267 147 19 13 5
2023 |

Unincorporated County 216 89 5 4 1

City of Corning 1 1 0 0 0

City of Red BIuff 40 19 1 5 4

City of Tehama 1 1 0 0 0

Total Tehama County 258 110 14 9 5

Source: Berkeley TIMS
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FIGURE 2.5: HEATMAP OF COLLISIONS
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2.9. PUBLIC TRANSIT

The Tehama Rural Area eXpress, (TRAX) is a fixed route bus
service that has both local and regional routes available along
the Highway 99E & 99W corridors. Buses run on fixed schedules
and are accessible at any designated bus stop or by “flagging”
down a bus anywhere along the route where it is safe to stop.
An overview of the existing routes is included below, and a
detailed transit map is included in Figure 2.10.

Red Bluff

e Route 1 - Monday-Friday: 5 morning departures, 6
afternoon departures. Saturday: 3 morning departures, 4
afternoon departures

e Route 2 - Monday-Friday: 5 morning departures, 6
afternoon departures. Saturday: 3 morning departures, 4
afternoon departures

Corning

e Route 5 - Monday-Friday: 4 morning departures, 3
afternoon departures

Regional

e Route 3A & 3B - Regional for Red Bluff, Los Molinos,
and Gerber. Monday-Friday: 5 morning departures, 4
afternoon departures. Saturday: 4 morning departures, 3
afternoon departures

e Shasta-Tehama Connect — Regional Express for Red Bluff
to Anderson. Monday-Friday: 3 morning departures, 2
afternoon departures. Saturday: 3 morning departures

e Rancho Tehama Express — Regional for Red Bluff and
Rancho Tehama. Wednesday and Friday: 1T morning
departure, 1 afternoon departure

e GClenn County Connect — Regional for Red Bluff, Corning,
and Orland. Monday-Friday: 3 morning departures, 2
afternoon departures

ParaTRAX

ParaTRAX is a curb-to-curb, demand-response service available
to seniors aged 55 and older and those with disabilities in the
greater Red BIluff area. Services run Monday through Friday
7:00 AM to 6:00 PM and Saturday 9:00 AM to 3:00 PM. ParaTRAX
also provides ADA service to persons with disabilities along all
of its fixed routes and within a 10-mile radius of a fixed route.

2.9.1. FARES

As of March 2021, TRAX implemented a fare-free program
through funding provided by the CARES program. Tehama
County Transit Agency Board (TCTAB) intends to continue
using this funding to provide free transit fares to riders.

2.9.2. RIDERSHIP

Transit ridership had a slight increase from 2018 to 2019, then
declined slightly from 2020 to 2022 from 4.2 to 3.8 passengers
per revenue hour (Table 2.2). Throughout the country, the
Covid-19 pandemic caused a trend of lower transit ridership
levels that have continued beyond the pandemic, despite
returns to pre-pandemic traffic patterns in other modes of
travel.

Table 2.26: Passengers per Revenue Hour

Passengers per Revenue Hour

Transit Changes from
Mode 2018 to 2022

Demand 25 40.6%
Response

Bus 5 5% 4.8 4.0 45 -10.0%
Total 4.6 4.7 4.2 3.5 3.8 -17.4%

Source: National Transit Database Agency Profiles 2018-2022
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2.9.3. SOCIAL SERVICE TRANSPORTATION
PROVIDERS

Senior Nutrition Program

The Tehama County Senior Nutrition Program is organized by
the Tehama County Community Action Agency. The program
allows seniors to either eat a nutritious meal in a community
environment or have a meal delivered to their home. The home
delivery option is only available for seniors aged 60 and older, or
those who are unable to drive. This program is available Monday
through Friday.

Volunteer Medical Non-Emergency Transportation Service

(METS)

The volunteer Medical Transportation Service (METS) is a
transportation service that utilizes volunteer drivers to transport
Tehama County residents who are eligible for METS service, to
and from medical appointments. The drivers are reimbursed
for mileage based on the IRS rate to provide transportation
to medical appointments. Reservations are required for this
service. To qualify, individuals must live in Tehama County and
have no other means of transportation. METS provides non-
emergency medical transportation services to Shasta, Glenn,
and Butte Counties and only provides service within Tehama
County if the requested stop is outside of a 10-mile radius from
a TRAX fixed route. Service is available Monday through Friday
and reservations must be scheduled a week in advance.

ParaTrax

ParaTRAX is the complementary paratransit service offered for
American Disability Act (ADA) certified disabled persons and
seniors ages 65 and older. It is a demand response (dial-a-ride)
program, which provides a curb-to-curb service and operates
Monday through Saturday.

North Valley Services

North Valley Services offers work development, training and
assessment, transportation, day activity centers, and residential
care for developmentally disabled adults in Tehama, Glenn,
and Lassen Counties. Clients are provided transportation seven
days a week to job sites, day programs, and other locations.
Transportation is provided with the use of regularly maintained
buses operated by drivers that are Class B, CPR, and First Aid
certified. In 2015 and 2017, North Valley Services FTA Section
5310 received grant monies for the purchase of replacement
buses.

Far Northern Regional Center

The Far Northern Regional Center is a contact center with the
California Department of Developmental Services. The Center
serves as a fixed point of reference for individuals and families
of individuals with developmental disabilities. The Center
provides transportation to clients in various forms including
vouchers and mileage reimbursement.

Tehama County Department of Social Services

The CalWORKs program provides temporary financial
assistance and employment-focused services to low-income
families with underage children. Tehama County CalWORKs
owns two vans that are driven by Social Service Aides to take
clients to Welfare-to-Work activities such as Work Experience,
Behavioral Health, job readiness classes, and interviews.
Additionally, on a case-by-case basis, transport can be provided
for the Family Stabilization program or housing programs.

Paskenta Band of Nomlaki Indians - Rolling Hills Clinic

Rolling Hills Clinic in Corning offers non-emergency
transportation to Indian Health Service facilities or Indian
Health Service referral site appointments for eligible patients.
All registered patients of the Rolling Hills Clinic are eligible
to apply to use the transportation service. To qualify, patients
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must demonstrate they have no other means of transportation
and have a medical condition that makes driving difficult. Trips
are scheduled on a first-come-first-serve basis in the following
order of priority: Paskenta Tribal members, Native American/
Alaska Natives, and patients with chronic medical conditions.

The Greenville Rancheria Tribal Health Program

The Greenville Rancheria Tribal Health Organization provides
a variety of transportation services for tribal members and the
public, including medical trips to Greenville, Red BIluff, Chico,
Reno, Redding, and Davis. Fees vary for non-Native Americans.

The health program has nine vehicles including four-wheel
drive SUVs and passenger vans. Program funding comes from
Indian Health Services, CalWORKS and general Tribal funds.
Service is highly personal with most trips made on a one-on-
one basis with drivers staying with patients, including overnight
stays on long distance trips.

The California Tribal
Families (TANF)

The California Tribal TANF Partnership (CTTP) was established in
2003 for the purpose of providing educational training, career,
and employment opportunities to Native American tribes.
The CTTP provides transportation services to eligible families
to services that include GED training, technical skills training,
and job search and readiness training. In Tehama, CTTP serves
the Greenville Rancheria of Maidu Indians and off-reservation
members, families, and descendants of Federally Recognized
Tribes.

Temporary Assistance for Needy

Home to School Transportation

Fixed route school bus service for K-12 students is provided for
the 14 school districts in Tehama County. School buses operated
by, or under contract with various school districts, provide
the primary source of transportation for students during the
academic school year with numerous stops along the major
transportation corridor.

2.9.4. CONNECTIONS TO OTHER TRANSIT
SYSTEMS

Glenn-Tehama Connection

The Glenn-Tehama Connection is a regional route for Red
Bluff, Corning, and Orland running Monday through Friday,
completing six round trips daily. The route begins at the TRAX
Transit Center in Red Bluff and ends at the Newuville & 9th Street
stop in Orland. Connections can be made to Chico, Willows, and
other destinations within Tehama, Glenn and Butte Counties.

Shasta-Tehama Connection Express

The Shasta-Tehama Connection is a Regional Express Route
for Red BIluff and Anderson running Monday through Friday,
completing five round trips, and Saturday, completing three
round trips. The route begins at Red BIuff Airport with stops
in Anderson and Cottonwood. Connections can be made to
Redding and other destinations within Tehama and Shasta
Counties.

Greyhound

There is a curbside Greyhound bus stop located at the Arco Gas
Station on Main Street in Red BIluff.

Amtrak

There are no train stations in Tehama County, Amtrak operates
a curbside bus stop located at the TRAX Transit Center on Rio
Street and Walnut Street in Red BIuff.
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2.9.5. ZERO-EMISSION BUSES
Innovative Clean Transportation Regulation Overview

CARB'’s Innovative Clean Transit (ICT) regulation sets a goal
for public transit agencies in California to transition from
conventional buses to zero-emission buses (ZEBs) by 2040. The
regulationsrequireagradualincrease ofanagency'spercentage
of bus procurements to be ZEBs. For Small Transit agencies,
25% of all new bus purchases must be zero-emission by 2026
and 100% by 2029. Agencies can request waivers that allow
purchase deferrals in the event of economic hardship or if zero-
emission technology cannot meet the service requirements of
a given route.

Challenges in Tehama County

TCTAB faces several challenges in converting to an all-ZEB fleet,
especially in accordance with CARB ICT regulations purchasing
requirements and schedule. Considerable funding will be
required to accomplish the ZEB transition, which presents one
significant challenge. ZEBs are more expensive to purchase
than conventional vehicles and new infrastructure will be
required to operate and maintain the vehicles. Continued
financial support at the local, state, and federal levels to offset
the capital cost of this new infrastructure is imperative.

Beyond cost barriers, TCTAB mustalsoensurethatavailablezero-
emission technologies can meet basic service requirements
of the existing service routes and potential travel delays like
extreme weatherand construction. Currently, TCTAB s planning
for a transition based on existing service and ZEB technology.
Due to range limitations, current battery—electric technology
may present a challenge for the current transit service. Fuel
cell electric buses have a higher range, but their capital and
operation costs are substantially more.

TCTAB will also need to consider resiliency as ZEBs are deployed.
Battery—electric buses rely on electric charging, where a power
outage at the depot could mean that providing scheduled

service for those who depend on it might become impossible.
In addition, in recent years, Tehama County has experienced
an increase in power outages year-round due to storms, high
winds, heat waves, and wildfires. If these trends continue, as
expected, this will only heighten the need for TCTAB to have a
strategy to charge buses during power outages.
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2.10. ACTIVE TRANSPORTATION

The Tehama County Active Transportation Plan guides the
County’s investments in bicycle and pedestrian infrastructure,
policies, and programs to encourage walking and bicycling.
The goal of the Active Transportation Plan is to achieve a safe,
effective, efficient, balanced and coordinated transportation
system that serves the needs of bicyclists and pedestrians
within the County and incorporated cities, at a feasible cost.
The Active Transportation Plan includes approximately 50
recommended projects, representing a total bicycle and
pedestrian need of $37.1 million in Tehama County and consist
of bikeway improvements, pedestrian improvements and
future studies that include crossings, sidewalks, bikeways, safe
routes to schools, and signage projects. Existing pedestrian and
bicycle facilities are illustrated in Figure 2.7 through Figure 2.12.

2.10.1. BIKEWAYS

In unincorporated Tehama County, bicycle facilities are
limited. Paved and gravel shoulders on State Highways
serve some bicycle travel and create regional connections
for bicyclists. Caltrans District 3 maintains State Highways in
the unincorporated County, however TCTC coordinates with
Caltrans to ensure State Highway projects meet the needs
of County travelers. A limited number of dedicated bicycle
facilities are located within the County’s incorporated cities and
unincorporated communities, including Class Il bicycle lanes in
the City of Corning along Solano Street, in Los Molinos there are
buffered bike lanes on SR-99 and Class Il bike lanes on Grant
Street and a short segment of Sherwood Blvd, and a limited
number of Class Il bike lanes and Class | bikeways in City of
Red BIluff. City of Tehama does not have any dedicated bicycle
facilities.

2.10.2. PEDESTRIAN ACCESS AND TRAILS

Pedestrian facilities include sidewalks, crosswalks, ADA-
compliant curb ramps, traffic calming measures, and signage.
A pedestrian facilities inventory was conducted in 2019 during
the development of the County's Active Transportation Plan.
The County's pedestrian facilities are sporadic with large
gaps in the network in many areas. The City of Red BIluff has
a comprehensive network of sidewalks, crosswalks, and curb
ramps. In the City of Corning the sidewalk network has many
gaps in continuity and requires maintenance and restriping.
The City of Tehama has no marked paths or sidewalks for
pedestrian traffic.
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2.11. AVIATION

There are two non-commercial, municipal airports located in
the county. The Red BIluff Municipal Airport is located in Red
Bluff and owned by the city and operated by Cardan Aircraft
Services. The Corning Municipal Airport is located in Corning
and owned and operated by the City. (Figure 2.11). The closest
commercial airport is the Redding Regional Airport, located
approximately 25 miles from Red Bluff and 43 miles from
Corning. The California Department of Forestry operates two
state permitted heliports, one at the Vina Fire Station and one
at Lyman Springs. PJ Helicopters has a private facility near
the Red Bluff Municipal Airport. The company serves service
industries including utilities, construction, water diversion, law
enforcement, agriculture, forestry, and helicopter repair.

2.11.1. RED BLUFF MUNICIPAL AIRPORT

The Red BIluff Municipal Airport is located two miles south
of Red BIluff and is owned by the City of Red Bluff and is also
classified as a community airport. The airport has an estimated
annual operations count of 26,280 with 119 aircraft and 6
helicopters based at the airport year-round. The operations
are comprised of transient aviation, local aviation, air taxi, and
military activities.

2.11.2. CORNING MUNICIPAL AIRPORT

Owned by the City, The Corning Municipal Airport is located
one mile northeast of Corning and is classified as a community
airport. The airport has an estimated annual operations count
of 8,760 (2018) with 21 aircraft and 6 ultra-light based at the
airport year round.

2.11.3. OTHER AIRPORTS

Privately maintained airfields serve the recreational and
business needs for private pilots. Small airfields exist in or near
the communities of Cottonwood, Lake California, Ponderosa
Sky Ranch, Rancho Tehama, and Vina.
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2.12. RAILROADS

The Union Pacific Railroad (UP) and the California Northern
Railroad (CFNR) are the two major rail lines operating in
Tehama County. The CFNR spurs off from the UP in the City of
Davis and runs north along the I-5 corridor, entering Tehama
County in the City of Corning and intersecting with the UP in
City of Tehama. The UP runs north along SR-99 from the Butte/
Tehama County line through the communities of Vina and
Los Molinos, before heading west through the City of Tehama,
where it intersects with the CFNR. It then continues north
along State Highway 99W through the City of Red Bluff and
north along the I-5 corridor, where it crosses Cottonwood Creek
into Shasta County.

2.13. GOODS AND FREIGHT MOVEMENT

The movement of goods in and out of the region represents
a major component of the overall regional travel demand.
Commodities flow in and out of the region by different modes
but primarily through trucking and rail.

The majority of freight traffic in Tehama County occurs on -5
and SR-99, the two main north/south roadways in Tehama
County and two of the main north/south roadways in California
connecting northern and southern California

Critical corridors in Tehama County include I-5, SR-99, SR-32,
and SR-36. |I-5 connects Tehama County to Sacramento and Los
Angeles to the south and to Redding, Portland and Seattle to
the north; SR-99 connects Tehama County to Chico, Yuba City,
Sacramento, and Los Angeles to the south; SR-36 connects
Tehama County to Susanville and Reno to the east and to U.S.
101 and the California coast to the west.

I-5 and SR-99/36 have been identified as ‘High Emphasis
Routes’ critical to interregional travel by the U.S. Department
of Transportation. The Union Pacific Railroad and California
Northern Railroad also serve as important means of goods
movement through Tehama County.

2.13.1. TRUCK PARKING

There are four Caltrans designated Safety Roadside Rest Areas
that are currently operational and provide semi-truck parking:
the Herbert S. Miles Rest Area has two rest stops (northbound
and southbound) along I-5 situated 4.4 miles north of Red
Buff, and the John C. Helmick Rest Area has two rest stops
(northbound and southbound) along I-5 situated 1 mile north
of Corning.

2.14. WATER RESOURCES

Tehama county contains six main watersheds, Battle Creek,
Deer Creek, Mill Creek, Tehama East, Tehama West and
Cottonwood Creek. The majority of the population lives within
the Tehama West watershed. The four main creeks are Reeds,
Red Bank, Thomes and Elder Creeks, which are seasonal, so
groundwater is the primary water supply for municipal and
agricultural uses in the watershed. There are 7 groundwater
subbasins that underlie the County: Bowman, Red BIuff,
Corning, Los Molinos, Antelope, Bend and South Battle Creek,
all of which are monitored for water quality.

2.15. INTERCONNECTIVITY ISSUES

Tehama County’s rural and varied topography contribute to
connectivity challenges for roadways, transit, aviation, rail,
goods movement, and active transportation. The geographic
characteristics of this region, such as the Sacramento River
Valley, Lassen National Forest, the Sierra Nevada and Cascade
Mountain ranges, and many lakes and rivers add complexity to
the creation of a robust transportation network throughout the
County as well as to the rest of California and the United States.

2.15.1. ROADWAYS

Roadways for interregional travel connect Tehama County
to surrounding areas including Redding and Shasta County,
Chico and Butte County, and Susanville and Reno as well as
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major throughfare systems that take residents to the coast
and to Oregon or Sacramento. Elevations vary as one travels
through Tehama County: SR-36E sits at an elevation of 341 feet
in Red Bluff and rises to an elevation of 5,764 feet near Morgan
Summit. The weather in Tehama County can change quickly
and at any time of the year, causing unpredicted road closures
and travel restrictions with short notice. Lane closures due to
weather related events, wildfires, or construction and utility
work can cause extended travel delays due to the limited travel
alternatives. Limited access to major highways and roads from
rural areas of the County pose a major threat to evacuating
communities from wildfires, floods, or other major weather
events.

2.15.2. TRANSIT

TRAX provides public transit services in Tehama County. Transit
interconnectivity issues exist in Tehama County, both between
interregional transit systems and between TRAX and other
modes. Due to the inadequate bicycle and pedestrian facilities
in most of the County’'s communities, reaching transit facilities
on foot or by bike can be challenging. Transit connections to
destinations outside of the County like major medical centers
and schools are also limited, presenting challenges to County
residents who are unable to drive. TRAX connects to Glenn Ride
in Orland, where Tehama County residents can be transported
to other destinations in Glenn County, City of Chico, and other
Butte County destinations. A recently added transit connection
between TRAX and the Redding Area Bus Authority (RABA) in
Anderson connects Tehama County residents to Redding and
other Shasta County destinations.

2.15.3. AVIATION

Red BIluff Municipal Airport - The airport's greatest need is
increased commercial hangar space which would generate
additional revenue and accommodate the demand for
increased operation.

Corning Municipal Airport - Corning operations are comprised
of transient and local general aviation and air taxi.

2.15.4. GOODS MOVEMENTS

Goods movement in and through Tehama County is subject
to disruption from weather related events such as wildfires,
landslides, flooding, and winter conditions. Other unforeseen
circumstances such as traffic collisions and roadway
construction can also create access issues. There are limited
alternative truck routes that run through Tehama County. If SR-
99 isclosed, trucks would have to travel from Red Bluff to Orland
(35 miles) via I-5, to take SR-32 into Chico. If any portion of I-5in
Tehama County were closed, trucks would have to utilize SR-36
and SR-99 to obtain access to other major highways. Similarly,
if SR-36 were closed, trucks would have to utilize SR-99 or |-5 to
obtain access to other highways.

2.15.5. NON-MOTORIZED TRANSPORTATION

A primary deficiency of active transportation network in the
County is the lack of safe crossing locations on high-volume
roadways, particularly State Routes. For example, the wide travel
lanes coupled with the five-lane configuration of SR-36 through
portions of Red Bluff create challenging and potentially unsafe
conditions for pedestrians. Barriers like these, whether they are
physical or psychological, often dissuade people from walking
instead of driving a vehicle. Inadequate crossings present
challenges for people walking, especially the elderly, children,
or people with disabilities.
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3. POLICY ELEMENT

The purpose of the Policy Element is to provide guidance
to regional transportation decision-makers and promote
consistency among State, regional, and local agencies.
Consistent with the 2024 RTP Guidelines, the Policy Element is
intended to:

e Describe the transportation issues in Tehama as a region.

e |dentify regional needs for both short-term (0-10 years)
and long-term (11-20 years) planning horizons.

e Maintain internal consistency with the Financial Element
and fund estimates.

3.1. TRANSPORTATION ISSUES

3.1.1. FEDERAL ISSUES

Federal transportation policy and programming provides the
direction through which transportation planning decisions are
made at the State, regional and local levels.

Infrastructure Investment and Jobs Act (11JA)

On November 15, 2021, President Biden signed the
Infrastructure Investment and Jobs Act (lIJA), also known as
the bipartisan infrastructure law. The I1JA allocated $550 billion
for new initiatives repairing and upgrading U.S. infrastructure,
including to repair roads and bridges, improve public transit,
and deliver clean drinking water and high-speed internet,
among other provisions. It also reauthorized federal spending
on long-standing infrastructure programs for funding highway
maintenance, electrical grid upgrades, and water reclamation
projects, among others, through 2026.

3.1.2. STATEWIDE ISSUES

California is dedicated to reducing GHG emissions through
sustainable land use and transportation planning. In 2016,
the California legislature passed SB 32, codifying a 2030

GHG emissions reduction target of 40% below 1990 levels.
The transportation sector accounts for 37% of California’'s
goals of GHG emissions reductions, such as SB 743 (SB 743),
described in the following section, which has an impact on
the RTP Guidelines and RTP development process. In 2017,
transportation funding increased with the passage of California
SB 1, a $52 billion transportation program funded by increased
State gas taxes and vehicle license fees.

Senate Bill 391 and the California Transportation Plan

Senate Bill 391 (SB 391,2009) required the California Department
of Transportation to prepare the California Transportation
Plan (CTP), the State's long-range transportation plan, by
December 2015, to reduce GHG emissions and VMT. The Plan
states this system must reduce GHG emissions to 1990 levels
from current levels by 2020, and 80% below the 1990 levels by
2050 as described by AB 32 and Executive Order (EO) S-03-05.
CTP 2050 is a roadmap for making equitable, transparent, and
transformable transportation decisions in California. The CTP
2050 is a long-range policy plan that provides a collective vision
for major metropolitan areas, rural areas, and State agencies to
achieve critical statewide goals, policies, and recommendations
to guide transportation decisions and investments in the
twenty-first century that meet future multimodal mobility
needs and reduce GHG emissions.

Senate Bill 1 and the Impact on the Transportation Funding

In 2016, several bills that would drastically change the financial
outlook for transportation funding for the next decade were
debated within the State Legislature. The results of those
legislative efforts culminated in the Governor's signing of SB 1
on April 28, 2017. In November of 2018, California Proposition 8,
which proposed a repeal of SB 1, was defeated.

SBlisa $52 billiontransportation plan funded by increased taxes
on gasoline and diesel fuel, and vehicle license fees, including
a new fee for vehicles that do not utilize fossil fuels, but do use
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public roads. The fund is used exclusively for transportation
purposes, including maintenance, repair, and rehabilitation of
roads and bridges, new bicycle and pedestrian facilities, public
transportation, and planning grants.

SB 1 created the following new and augmented programs that
fall under CTC guidelines:

Active Transportation Program (ATP) — $100 million added
annually for bicycle and pedestrian projects.

Local Streets and Roads - $1.5 billion added annually for road
maintenance and rehabilitation.

State Highway Operation and Protection Program (SHOPP) —
$1.9 billion added annually for projects on State Highways.

State Transportation Improvement Program (STIP) - A
consistently funded program, the funds historically received by
the TCTC will be restored for eligible projects.

Senate Bill 743

In 2013, Governor Brown signed SB 743, which created a
process to change the way that transportation impacts are
analyzed under CEQA. Specifically, SB 743 requires the Office
of Planning and Research to amend the CEQA Guidelines to
provide an alternative to level of service (LOS) for evaluating
transportation impacts. In 2018 the CEQA Guidelines were
amended to include those alternative criteria, and auto delay
is no longer be considered a significant impact under CEQA.
Transportation impacts related to air quality, noise and safety
must still be analyzed under CEQA where appropriate. SB 743
also amended congestion management law to allow cities
and counties to opt out of LOS standards within certain infill
areas. The updated 2024 RTP Guidelines established vehicle
miles traveled (VMT) as the primary metric to document
vehicular travel. TCTC has reported existing VMT and projected
future VMT on critical regional roadways in the region in this
document and will continue to be committed to supporting

State and national GHG reduction goals.
California Electric Vehicle Mandate

On September 23, 2020, Governor Newsom signed EO N-79-
20, establishing a State goal for 100% of in-state sales of new
passenger vehicles and trucks in the State to be zero-emission
by 2035. The EO establishes that 100% of medium- to heavy-
duty vehicles in the State be zero-emission by 2045 for all
operations where feasible, and by 2035 for drayage trucks.
Transit fleets are also subject to CARB'’s Innovative Clean Transit
Rule, which requires that 25% of new vehicles in small fleets to
be zero-emission by 2026, and all new vehicles must meet that
standard by 2029.

3.1.3. REGIONAL AND LOCAL ISSUEs

Even with new funding guaranteed by SB1,the Road Repairand
Accountability Act of 2017, the primary local and regional issues
revolve around a shortage of maintenance funding to maintain
the integrity of existing facilities. Additional issues at the local
and regional level include the need for transportation modes
other than the automobile, which can enhance accessibility
and connectivity between communities, health services,
retail, recreational destinations and employment centers. The
following general categories of transportation issues have been
identified as:

1. Maintenance and improvement of the existing road
systems.

2. Improvement of non-auto transportation modes and
programs that lower vehicle emissions due to vehicles,
including establishment of an adequate electric grid for
use by electric transit vehicles, personal electric vehicles,
and electric bicycles.

3. Adherence to climate GHG reduction targets.
4. Promotion of economic development within the region.
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Economic development efforts should include RTPAs in their
planning decisions to ensure that transportation infrastructure
and programs adequately account for any increased demand
on the systems. TCTC will maintain roadways to enable
recreational tourism and industrial and commercial activity
and work with partners to promote recreational activities such
as hiking, camping, bicycling, and general tourism. Elements of
the transportation system related to industrial and commercial
activity include the following:

e Road systems with adequate structural strength to
support goods movement on a regular basis.

e Adequate road width to support the travel and tourism
industry.

3.1.4. CLIMATE CHANGE AND GAS EMISSIONS

In 2006, the California State Legislature adopted AB 32, known
as the California Global Warming Solutions Act (Section
38560.5 of the Health and Safety Code). The bill established a
cap on statewide GHG emissions and set forth the regulatory
framework to achieve corresponding reductions in statewide
emissions levels. The updated 2017 RTP Guidelines document
provides several recommendations for consideration by rural
RTPAs to address GHG. The following strategies from the
guidelines have been applied towards small counties:

e Emphasize transportation investments in areas where
desired land uses as indicated in a city or County general
plan may result in VMT reduction or other lower impact
use.

e Recognize rural contributions toward GHG reduction for
counties that have policies that support development
within their cities and protect agricultural and resource
lands.

e Consider transportation projects that increase
connectivity or provide means to reduce VMT without

imposing negative effects on tourism or access to public
lands.

SB 246 - Climate Change Adaptation

SB246 (Chapter 606, Statutes of 2015) established the Integrated
Climate Adaptation and Resiliency Program under the Office of
Planning and Research. This program aims to coordinate local
and regional efforts to adapt to climate change with statewide
strategies.

SB 350 - Clean Energy and Pollution Reduction Act of 2015

SB 350 (Chapter 547, Statutes of 2015), known as the Clean
Energy and Pollution Reduction Act of 2015, emphasizes the
critical role of widespread transportation electrification in
achieving climate goals and federal air quality standards. It
underscores the importance of ensuring equitable access to
zero-emission and near-zero-emission vehicles, particularly for
disadvantaged and low-to-moderate-income communities.
This legislation directs agencies to incorporate these goals into
regulations, guidelines, plans, and funding programs aimed at
reducing GHG emissions.

Pursuant to PUC 740.12(a)(2), it is the policy of the State and
the intent of the legislature to encourage transportation
electrification to help achieve ambient air quality standards
and the State’'s climate goals. Agencies designing and
implementing regulations, guidelines, plans, and funding
programs to reduce GHG emissions are directed to take the
findings described in paragraph (1) of PUC Section 740.12 into
account. RTPAs may incorporate the directives from SB 350 in
their planning processes.

Executive EOs on Climate Change Issues

Fighting climate change by cutting GHG emissions is one of
California’'s most important goals. In July 2021, the California
State Transportation Agency introduced CAPTI. The 2024 RTP
Guidelines require that RTPs be consistent with the CAPTI
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goals. This plan outlines suggestions for using discretionary
transportation funds to address climate change. CAPTl isrooted
in EOs N-19-19 and N-79-20, issued in 2019 and 2020 respectively,
which set the framework for these efforts.

EOs regarding climate change establish a crucial framework
for RTPAs. Although EOs primarily target State agencies,
integrating climate change policies within RTP planning
processes supports California's goals of lowering per capita
GHG emissions and mitigating the impacts of climate change.

Since the last update in 2017, two EOs have been issued to
address climate change. EO N-19-19, issued on September
20, 2019, advocates for using the State's investment portfolio
to advance climate leadership and establish a framework for
climate investments. CAPTI was formulated in response to this
EO.

As noted under Statewide Issues, EO N-79-20, dated September
23,2020, mandates that all in-state sales of passenger cars and
trucks should be zero-emission by 2035. Additionally, it sets a
goal for medium and heavy-duty vehicles in California to be
zero-emission by 2045.

3.2. REGIONAL GOALS, OBJECTIVES, AND
STRATEGIES

The goals, objectives, and policies for the 2024 RTP update
remain largely unchanged from the 2019 RTP and emphasize
the importance of climate mitigation and alternative
transportation implementation.

The RTP goals, objectives,and policies were developed to ensure
that the Tehama region can uphold a regional transportation
system within the financial constraints of State, Federal, and
local funding sources.

3.2.1. STATE HIGHWAYS AND REGIONAL
ROADWAYS

With low traffic volumes and minimal population growth,
expanding the traffic capacity of roadways is not a priority.
Enhanced safety, operational improvements, and maintenance
of the existing system to ensure connectivity are of central
importance. According to the Transportation Injury Mapping
System (TIMS), 896 total crashes were reported on State
Highways between 2012 and 2023. Reducing collision and
fatality rates is an important step to address the overall safety of
the region. In addition to safety, maintaining regional roadways
and connectivity to Shasta, Butte, Glenn, Trinity and Plumas
Counties is a critical concern for the region.

GOAL 1. PROVIDE AND MAINTAIN A SAFE AND EFFICIENT
TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM FOR THE MOVEMENT OF
PEOPLE AND GOODS WITHIN THE REGION AND CONNECT
TO POINTS BEYOND TEHAMA COUNTY.

Objective 1.1 Preserve the existing transportation system
with a Pavement Condition Index (PCI) of 68 or better.

Policy 1.1.1 Pursue funding that moves the region toward Goal
#1.

Objective 1.2 Increase the efficient movement of goods and
people.

Policy 1.21 Traffic impacts of proposed land uses shall be
evaluated and mitigated, at a project level, in relation to the
RTP.

Policy 1.2.2 Optimize the use of existing interregional and
regionally significant roadways to improve safety, prolong
functionality, and maximize return-on-investment

Objective 1.3 Maintain roadways in a manner that balances
cost and facility life cycle.

Policy 1.3.1 Identify and eliminate unsafe conditions on roadway.
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Policy1.3.2 Strategicallyimprove the interregional and regionally
significant roadways to keep people and freight moving safely,
effectively, and efficiently

Objective 1.4 Maximize funding available for transportation
and mobility improvements.

Policy 1.4.1 Representatives from the region should attend
meetings and work collaboratively with Rural Counties Task
Force, North State Super Region, RCRC CSAC, League of
California Cities and CTC to help identify and promote new
sources of maintenance funding.

Objective 1.5 Maintain adequate traffic capacity on the core
interregional network.

Policy 151 Access to new development and newly created
parcels should meet applicable local standards under
applicable plans and ordinances.

3.2.2. LOCAL ROADWAYS

Pavement maintenance and safety improvements continue to
be the highest priorities for the local road system.

GOAL 2. ALIGN FINANCIAL RESOURCES TO MEET THE
HIGHEST PRIORITY TRANSPORTATION NEEDS

Objective 2.1 Identify and prioritize improvements to the
roadway system.

Policy 2.1.1 Plan and implement projects to meet objectives.

3.2.3. CLIMATE CHANGE AND ENVIRONMENTAL
JUSTICE

In California, transportation accounts for 37 percent of
Greenhouse Gas (GHG) emissions. Transportation strategies
to reduce GHG emissions include reducing, managing, and
eliminating non-essential trips, through smart land use, ITS,
demand management, and market-based manipulation
strategies. It is important that the regional transportation

and land use decision-makers pursue projects that adhere
to adopted state strategies and regional efforts to meet
greenhouse gas emissions reduction targets

GoOAL 3. PRACTICE AGRICULTURAL, ENVIRONMENTAL,
AND RESOURCE STEWARDSHIP

Objective 3.1 Identify and minimize the direct and indirect
adverse impacts of transportation on the environment,
including but not limited to: agricultural land, air quality,
healthy watersheds, and essential wildlife habitat.

Objective 3.2 Discourage sprawl and land use practices that
negatively impact agriculture and the transportation system.

3.2.4. ACTIVE TRANSPORTATION

There is a need to enhance bicycle and pedestrian facilities
for recreationalists, tourists and residents in the Tehama
region. This includes wider shoulders, bicycle lanes, sidewalks,
and crosswalks to improve safety and connectivity between
community destinations. Alack of active transportation facilities
discourages people from walking and bicycling and limits
access to local destinations and surrounding communities.
People without access to or without the ability to drive a
vehicle also need robust transit options. Increasing multimodal
mobility options will reduce GHG emissions while benefiting
the health and livability of residents.

GOAL 4. CREATE VIBRANT, PEOPLE-CENTERED
COMMUNITIES

Objective 4.1 Support local governments in implementing
pedestrian and bicycle facilities.

Policy 4.1.1 Pursue funding resources to move region toward
Goal #o.
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Objective 4.2 Enhance community health, safety, and well-
being

Policy 4.2.1 Pursue funding resources to move region toward
Goal #6.

GOAL 5. PROVIDE AN INTEGRATED, MULTIMODAL RANGE
OF PRACTICAL TRANSPORTATION CHOICES

Objective 5.1 Develop an integrated, multimodal range of
local transportation choices.

GoAL 6. PROMOTE PUBLIC ACCESS AND AWARENESS IN
THE PLANNING AND DECISION-MAKING PROCESS

Policy6.1.1Utilize a broad range of public participation strategies.
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4. ACTION ELEMENT

The Action Element presents a plan to address the needs of and
issues surrounding each transportation mode, in accordance
with the goals, objectives, and policies set forth in the Policy
Element. The Action Element also highlights the programs,
policies, technical assistance, investments, and other actions to
support RTP strategies and goals.

Inthe Action Element, projectsand programs are categorized as
short- or long-range improvements, consistent with identified
needs and policies. These plans are based on the existing
conditions, forecasts for future conditions, and transportation
needs discussed in the first three chapters of this RTP.

4.1. PROJECT PURPOSE AND NEED

The purpose of the RTP is to provide a vision for the region,
supported by transportation goals, for ten-year (2035) and
twenty-year (2045) planning horizons. The ten-year planning
blocks allow for consistency with the State Transportation
Improvement Program (STIP), which operates on 5-year cycles.
The RTP documents policy direction, actions, and funding
strategies designed to maintain and improve the regional
transportation system by:

e Assessing the current modes of transportation and the
potential of new travel options within the region.

e Identifying projected growth corridors and predicting
the future improvements and needs for travel and goods
movement.

e |dentifying and documenting specific actions necessary
to address the region’s mobility and accessibility needs
and establishing short-termm and long-termm goals to
facilitate these actions.

e |dentifying and integrating public policy decisions made
by local, regional, State, and Federal officials regarding
transportation expenditures and financing.

For Tehama County, each project listed in the RTP project lists

contributes to system preservation, operational improvements,
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.

4.2. REGIONAL PRIORITIES

4.2.1. MAINTENANCE AND IMPROVEMENT
EMPHASIS

In Tehama, the limited available funding is focused on
maintaining existing facilities across all modes. Multimodal
improvements for the transit system, aviation facilities, bikeway
and pedestrian facilities, and the goods movement system will
serve to implement a balanced multimodal transportation
network, improve air quality, and help accommodate future
travel demand in the region. Should a capacity-increasing
project become a regional priority, it would be initiated only
when fully or largely funded by revenue sources that otherwise
could not be used for maintenance activities. Other capital
projects can only be implemented after new funding sources
become available to allow full funding of ongoing maintenance
responsibilities. The region has limited capacity to fund
and implement large projects due to funding and staffing
constraints.

4.2.2. MAINTAIN CONNECTIVITY TO SHASTA,
GLENN, TRINITY, PLUMAS, AND BUTTE
COUNTIES

Maintaining the connections to Shasta and Glenn Counties via
[-5, Trinity and Plumas County via SR-36, Butte County via SR-32
and SR-99, and Shasta County via SR-89 is necessary to provide
access to key destinations outside of Tehama County. These
connections are critical for the economy, health, and safety of
the residents and visitors to Tehama County.
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4.2.3. REGIONALLY SIGNIFICANT PROJECTS

The Lake California Drive Reconstruction Project will provide
a multi-use path for bicyclists, pedestrians and emergency
responders. The multi-use path will provide a safe facility for
pedestrians and bicyclists to utilize daily, promoting active
transportation benefits, providing critical connections to transit
and rideshare options, and reducing vehicles on the roadway.
During emergency events, the multi-use lane can be utilized by
emergency responders, reducing traffic delays, and decreasing
emergency response time to hazards.

The Fire Lane Emergency Access Plan for Lake California,
Rancho Tehama, and Surrey Village is a comprehensive analysis
conducted to identify locations and communities within
Tehama County that are at a high risk of experiencing wildfires,
flooding, or hazardous materials exposure. Throughout the
County, evacuation improvements have been developed by
identifying communities with insufficient ingress and egress
evacuation routes, addressing local commmunity fire evacuation
concerns, and enhancing evacuation operations with improved
communication tactics.

4.3. TRANSPORTATION SAFETY

Addressing transportation safety in a regional planning
document can enhance the health, economic, and quality-of-
life outcomes for residents of and visitors to Tehama County. In
response to safety issues, Caltrans crafted a Strategic Highway
Safety Plan with one primary safety goal: to reduce roadway
fatalities to less than one fatality per one hundred million VMT.
The Plan concentrates on 15 “Challenge Areas” concerning
transportation safety in California. For each Challenge Area, it
provides background data, establishes specific goals, considers
strategies to achieve those goals, and discusses institutional
issues that could affect goal implementation. The policy aspect
of this RTP incorporates safety goals and objectives that are
in line with the California Strategic Highway Safety Plan and
addresses regional safety needs.

4.4. TEHAMA COUNTY STRATEGIES TO
PREPARE FOR CLIMATE CHANGE

The Tehama region faces more hazardous weather and
weather-related events in the coming decades as a result
of climate change. Potential hazards to the transportation
infrastructure include increased severity and frequency of
storms, droughts, and wildfires, which may have direct and
indirect impacts on the transportation system in Tehama
County. TCTC is taking proactive approaches to mitigate any
such impacts, one example being the Tehama County Safety,
Secondary Access Community Planning & Evacuation Routing
Study which provides a comprehensive approach toemergency
preparedness and evacuation for Tehama County. An additional
resource is the 2023 Tehama County Hazard Mitigation Plan,
which details capital projects and pragmatic activities that can
mitigate the impacts of hazards.

4.5. TRANSPORTATION SECURITY/
EMERGENCY PREPAREDNESS

Transportation security and emergency preparedness address
issues associated with large-scale evacuation due to a natural
disaster or terrorist attack. Achieving the highest levels of
emergency preparedness would include maintaining and
improving roadways, airport facilities, bicycle and pedestrian
facilities, and public transit services. Most short- and long-
range projects identified for the region have an emphasis
on maintenance and operational improvements. In addition
to maintaining facilities vital for the region’s safe evacuation,
emergency preparedness involves training and education as
wellasplanningappropriateresponsesto possible emergencies.

4.6. TRANSPORTATION SYSTEMS
MANAGEMENT

Transportation systems management (TSM) is a term used
to describe low-cost actions that maximize the efficiency
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of existing transportation facilities and systems. Urbanized
areas can implement strategies using various combinations
of techniques. Tehama County looks for the most effective
and least capital-intensive solutions. On a project basis, TSM
measures are in use to increase traffic flow efficiency and
movement through intersections and along highways. Long-
range TSM considerations can include:

e Signing and striping modifications
e Parking restrictions
e Pavingandre-striping areas to facilitate off-street parking

e |Installing or modifying signals to provide alternate
circulation routes for residents

e Re-examining speed zones on certain streets

These types of actions will remain part of the RTP and General
Plan planning process for the next 20 years.

4.7. INTELLIGENT TRANSPORTATION
SYSTEMS (ITS)

Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS), as defined in the
Code of Federal Regulations section 940.3, encompasses
“electronics, communications, or information processing used
singly or in combination to improve the efficiency or safety
of a surface transportation system.” Its use is a priority for the
U.S. Department of Transportation as a key component of the
nationwide implementation of the National ITS Architecture,
whichisaframework devised to encourage functional harmony,
interoperability, and integration among local, regional, State,
and federal ITS applications. ITS includes technological
improvements that enhance the safety and reliability of
roadways. Common examples include highway advisory radio
and changeable message signs that provide information on
detours; delays; road closures, whether temporary or seasonal,
weather conditions; and chain requirements. ITS projects
complement other transportation strategies. Benefits and cost

assessments need to be considered at an early stage in system
or project planning to justify the deployment of technologies.
As technology has changed, ITS emphasis has shifted from
internal operational improvements to coordination with
external agencies. Interagency cooperation that enables all
agencies to achieve their missions more effectively is the major
objective of the Regional ITS Architecture. The proposed ITS
technologies have the potential to strengthen efforts that
ensure safe, efficient, and functional transportation systems for
all modes of travel in the County. Key ITS applications that exist
in various locations in Tehama County are included below. In
addition, TCTC continues to look for any other new or emerging
ITS technologies that could be implemented.

Transit and traveler Information (e.g. telephony and web-
based travel information and mobility centers) disseminates
public transportation service information to a wider variety of
users across a larger network of public transportation service
providers.

-Highway advisory information signage allows for coordination
between the County, law enforcement agencies, and Caltrans
to disseminate current highway conditions to the pubilic.

4.8. PROJECT LISTS

Projects included in the RTP are categorized as either short- or
long-range projects. The short-range projects (2025-2035) are
shown in Tables 4.1 through Table 4.6. Complete project tables
including short- and long-range projects can also be found in
Appendix C.

4.8.1. ROADWAY PROJECTS

Table 4.1 shows current short-range roadway projects for
agencies in Tehama County, with funding needs totaling
approximately $94 million. The long-range projects can be
found in Appendix C.
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Table 4.1: Roadway Projects

ROADWAY PROJECTS
CON year | Project Cost
Funding Description amended (esc. From
Source for 2025 previous cost
RTP estimate)

RTP Project

Number Lead Agency

City of Corning - Short Range
2019-2029-Maint- Misc. Roadway Maintenance Project
Corning (Year 1thru Year 10) 20252035 & 3,000,000

Short Range Total $ 3,000,000

City of Red Bluff - Short Range

Kimball Road Rehabilitation
01-Road-Red Bluff Red Bluff HUTA/SBI1/RSTP (Montgomery Rd. to S. Jackosn St. 2030
South Main St Rehabilitation (SR36 to
Diamond Ave.)

$

$
03-Road-Red BIuff  Red BIUff LRSS NSNS STECE REMEID IR AR 2030 % 1,635,000
$
$

City of Corning HUTA/SB1/RSTP

1,110,000

02-Road-Red Bluff Red Bluff HUTA/SB1/RSTP 2030 1,672,000

Access (Breckenridge St to Corona Ave)
04-Road-Red Bluff  Red Bluff HUTA/SBI/RSTP Z\éi'e"szt Street Rehabilitation & ADA 2030
Local/Regional Johnson St. Rehabilitiation (Hickory St.

to Douglas St)

1,482,400

05-Road-Red BIuff Red BIluff 2030 643,100

Programs

Short Range Total $ 6,542,500

City of Tehama - Short Range

Ol-Road-Tehama  City of Tehama MUTABE RS W BT SR RN E 2l St 2030 %

roadway and shoulder reconstruction 22400

Short Range Total $ 224,400
County of Tehama - Short Range

M1-Maint.-County County of Tehama HUTA/SBI/RSTP Roadway Maintenance-Short Range 2025-2035 $ 54,876,679

01-Road-County County of Tehama o1'° SRIY Gerp Clestine, Clien o Uine-Seutn 2030 $ 9,483,000
(Programmed) Ave, rehab

02-Road-County County of Tehama Ul 99W Gap Closure: Libert to Gyle 2026 $ 6,166,650
(Programmed)

07-Road-County County of Tehama 15IP/HUTA/SBI/R  Lake California Drive Roadway 2028 $ 10,355,882
STP Improvement Project

13-Road-County County of Tehama HUTA/SBI/RSTP Eigfiig;eek Bresion Refpalr (2 2030 $ 4,251,000

Short Range Total $ 85,133,211

Short Range Total $ 94,900,111
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4.8.2. BRIDGE PROJECTS

The following table shows the short-range bridge projects planned in Tehama County. A total of $45 million in short-range projects
have been identified in Tehama County. The long-range bridge projects can be found in Appendix C.

Table 4.2: Bridge Replacement or Rehabilitation Projects

BRIDGE PROJECTS

Project Number Cost in CON

Funding Source Description CON Year Cost (2018)

(Local) Year (@13.4%)

City of Red Bluff - Short Range
O1-Bridge-RB HBP Baker Road Bridge @ Brickyard Creek 2030 $ 1183,000 $ 3,085,264
Total 1,183,000 $ 3,085,264

County of Tehama - Short Range
McCoy Low Water Crossing and

03-Bridge-County  HBP 2030 $ 6,847,000 $ 17,856,976
approaches

06-Bridge-County HBP Flores Ave @ Oat Creek 2030 $ 4,020,000 $ 10,484,160
07-Bridge-County  HBP, Toll Credits Lowrey Road @ SF Elder Creek 2030 $ 1154,000 $ 3,009,632
08-Bridge-County  HBP, Toll Credits Tyler Road @ Oat Creek 2030 $ 1,000,000 $ 2,608,000
09-Bridge-County  HBP, Toll Credits Shasta Blvd @ NF Mill Creek 2030 $ 2,000,000 $ 5,216,000
10-Bridge-County HBP, Toll Credits Mt. Shasta Ave @ NF Hall Creek 2030 $ 1,000,000 % 2,608,000
Total $ 16,021,000 $ 41,782,768

Short Range Total $ 17,204,000 $ 44,868,032
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4.8.3. TRANSIT PROJECTS

The following table shows the short-range operating and capital transit projects planned in Tehama County. A total of $16 million
in short-range transit needs have been identified in Tehama County. The long-range transit projects can be found in Appendix C.

Table 4.3: Transit Projects

TRANSIT PROJECTS

m Project Name m CON Year Project Type Total Cost

TCTC rams it Opeationsa RSl 2025-2035  Operations and Maintenance  $ 14,000,000
Maintenance Farebox

TCTC Fleet Replacement LTF, CMAQ 2025-2035 Fleet Replacement $ 2,869,900
Rio Street Transit Hub .

TCIC Improvements (ZEV infra) TBD TBD Capital Improvements TBD

i{eiis iTang)( seeliy BREEEn = o TBD Capital Improvements TBD

Short Range Total $ 16,869,900

4.8.4. BICYCLE AND PEDESTRIAN PROJECTS

There are no short-range bicycle and pedestrian projects planned for Tehama County. A total of $43 million in long-range bicycle
and pedestrian needs have been identified in Tehama County. The long-range bicycle and pedestrian projects can be found in
Appendix C.
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4.8.5. AVIATION PROJECTS

The following table shows short-range aviation projects in Tehama County. A total of $3.7 million in short-range needs have been
identified in Tehama County. The long-range aviation projects were not identified in this RTP update Appendix C.

Table 4.5: Aviation Projects

AVIATION PROJECTS

Project Name | Funding [CONYear |  Intent | Total Cost

City of Red Bluff - Short Range

Twy Rehab, Main Apron Rehab and Various-Design AIP, Local 2019 Aviation Improvements $ 100,000
Helicopter Parking Pads and Apron Expansion - Design AIP, Local 2020 Aviation Improvements $ 100,000
Twy Rehabilitation - Construction AIP, Local 2020 Aviation Improvements $ 407,000
East-West Taxiway Rehab and Security Upgrade - Design & CatEx AIP, Local 2021 Aviation Improvements $ 110,000
Main Apron Pavement Rehabilitation - Construction AIP, Local 2021 Aviation Improvements $ 342,000
Apron Expansion - Construction AIP, Local 2022 Aviation Improvements $ 1,340,000
Helicopter Parking Pads - Construction AIP, Local 2022 Aviation Improvements $ 40,000
East-West Taxiway Rehabilitation - Construction AIP, Local 2023 Aviation Improvements $ 147,000
Security Upgrades; Fence, Surveillance - Construction AIlP, Local 20025 Aviation Improvements $ 35,000
Airport Layout Plan - Update AIP, Local 2024 Aviation Improvements $ 175,000
Runway 15-33 Extension - Environmental Documents AIP, Local 2025 Aviation Improvements $ 100,000
Runway 15-33 Extension - Design AIP, Local 2026 Aviation Improvements $ 150,000
Runway 15-33 Extension - Construction AIP, Local 2027 Aviation Improvements $ 650,000

Short Range Total $ 3,696,000

4.8.6. CALTRANS STATE HIGHWAY OPERATIONS AND PROTECTIONS PROGRAM (SHOPP)

SHOPP is a State program administered through Caltrans. A total of nearly $200 million in project needs has been identified for
State Highways located in Tehama County.
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Table 4.6: Caltrans SHOPP Projects

Activity
Category

SHOPP Project List

Activity Location

In Tehama County near Cottonwood on Route 5 at Cottonwood

Target | Projected

FY

TYP Total

Project Cost

Advance Creek Bridge and on Route 99 at 0.1 mile north of Toomes Creek
= e Mitigation/Mitigation Bridge. Cottonwood Toomes Excess Lands Transfer (Mitigation 2024/25 e $ (200000
Relinquishment)
Horse Gulch Curve Safety Improvement/In Tehama County
36 2021 Reactive Safety about 26 miles west of Red Bluff from 5.3 miles east to 5.8 miles 2025/26 2022 $ 5,590,000
east of Dry Creek Bridge.
Bicycle and Mineral Multi-Use Path and Shoulders - In Tehama County at and
36 2028 Pedestrian near Mineral 0.1 mile east of Battle Creek Bridge to 0.3 mile east 2025/26 2022 $ 4126,000
Infrastructure of Route 172
S 5021 Roadside NB and SB Herbert S. Miles SRRA Well Replacement & 2026/27 2024 $ 7 572,000
Wastewater upgrades
52 2021 Reactive Safety Elam Safety Shoulder Widening - Tehama 32 EB lane 2026/27 2024 $ 5,145,000
36 2021 Bridge Tehama and Plumas Scour Mitigation 2027/28 2024 $ 6,341,000
Butler-Taft TW-LTL Legal: IN TEHAMA COUNTY NEAR LOS
59 2023 Reactive Safety MOLINOS FROM 0.1 MILE SOUTH OF BUTLER STREET TO 0.3 2027/28 2024 $ 3,722,000
MILE NORTH OF TAFT STREET.
South Main-Diamond Ave Roadside Rehab Legal: IN TEHAMA
. COUNTY IN RED BLUFF FROM 0.5 MILE SOUTH OF SOUTH MAIN
° 2023 Beadside STREET OVERCROSSING TO 0.3 MILE NORTH OF DIAMOND 2028/29 2026 oo el oo
AVENUE OVERCROSSING.
Install cable barrier in the median of Tehama-5 Legal: In Tehama
5 2023 Proactive Safety County In and Near Corning from 0.7 mile north of the Glenn 2028/29 2026 $ 27,183,900
County line to McClure Creek Bridge #08-0074
Mineral Pavement Legal: IN TEHAMA COUNTY AT AND NEAR
36 2023 Pavement MINERAL FROM 0.8 MILE WEST OF DIAMOND ROAD TO 0.4 2029/30 2026 $ 20,968,000
MILE EAST OF MILL CREEK BRIDGE.
Red Bluff Signals Legal: IN TEHAMA COUNTY IN RED BLUFF AT
36 20218 Mobility - TMS VARIOUS LOCATIONS FROM WALNUT STREET TO COLONY 2029/30 2026 $ 9,914,600
ROAD
5! 2025 Pavement Corning Pavement 2031/32 2028 $ 59,634,000
Bridge work on TEH 99 and 005, to include, but not limited to,
56 2023 Bridge - Health replace Deer Creek Overflow bridge (08-0003) and scour 2031/32 2028 $ 11,680,000
improvements on Sacramento River Bridge (08-0096R).
36 2025 Pavement Ponderosa Way Pavement Teh-36-PM 67.5/R75.10 2032/33 2030 $ 14,791,000
52 2023 Drainage Drainage on Tehama-32 and Trinity-36 2032/33 2030 $ 3,391,000

Total SHOPP

$199,396,500
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4.9. PROGRAM-LEVEL PERFORMANCE
MEASURES

In 2015 the Rural County Task Force completed a study on the
use of statewide performance measure indicators for the 26
RTPAs in California to evaluate their applicability to rural and
small urban areas like Tehama County; the study identified
and recommended measures that would best suit the unique
conditions and resources available in these locales. These
performance measures continue to help in the selection of RTP
project priorities and in monitoring how well the transportation
system functions.

The following standards guided the selection of performance
measures for this RTP:

Performance measures align with California transportation
goals and objectives.

1. Performance measures are consistent with the current
goals and objectives of Tehama County.

2. Performance measures are applicable to Tehama County
as a rural area.

3. Performance measures can be linked to specific decisions
on transportation investments.

4. Performance measures do not impose substantial
resource requirements on Tehama County.

5. Performance measures can be normalized to provide
equitable comparisons to urban regions.

Program-level performance measures are used to help select
RTP project prioritiesand to monitor how wellthe transportation
system functions. The aim of each performance measure and
its location within the RTP are described herewith.

4.9.1. PERFORMANCE MEASURE 1 -
CONGESTION/DELAY/VEHICLE MILES TRAVELED

This performance measure monitors how well State Highways
function, based on peak volume, capacity and VMT. The data
is reported annually and as a trend beginning in the year
2000. Monitoring this performance measure requires minimal
resources as data for the State Highway System is readily
available. Not all locations are reported annually in Caltrans
vehicle reports; thus, some ‘current’ data may be more outdated
for some roadway sections. This performmance measure is
reasonably accurate for the State Highway System and may
be used in a cost/benefit analysis that includes additional
calculations such as travel time delay as a function of time-of-
day directional volume/capacity ratio.

The County and incorporated cities do not track VMT. However,
Caltrans does incorporate average daily traffic data from the
County and is included in the Caltrans vehicle report in a table
labeled “Highway Performance Monitoring System (HPMS)
mileage summary by Functional Classification, Population and
Net Land Area.” Because rural areas contain population centers
of less than 5,000 persons or have areas below a population
density of 1,000 persons per square mile, VMT is not reported
on local roadways.

Desired outcome and RTP/State goals:

e Measure of overall vehicle activity and use of the roadway
network

e Input maintenance and system preservation

e Input to safety

reduction,

e Input health-based pollutant input GHG

reduction
e RTP Goals: 1,2, 3,6
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4.9.2. PERFORMANCE MEASURE 2 -
PRESERVATION/SERVICE FUEL USE/TRAVEL USE/
TRAVEL DISTANCE/TIME/COST

This performance measure monitors the condition of the
roadway in Tehama County through pavement conditions.
Pavement conditions should be monitored every 2 years. This
performance measure should have a high level of accuracy
which can be indirectly used in estimating the costs of bringing
all roadways up to a minimum acceptable condition.

Desired outcome and RTP/ State goals:

e Safety

e System preservation
e Accessibility

e Reliability

e Productivity

e Return on investment
e RTPgoals: 1,23

4.9.3. PERFORMANCE MEASURE 3 - SAFETY

This performance measure monitors transportation mode
and mode share to understand how State and County roads
function based on modes used. The data is reported as a
trend over time from 2000 and does not require a high level
of additional resource requirements. Although the data is less
accurate for smaller counties, the data is reasonably accurate in
Tehama County. This performmance measure cannot be used as
a benefit/cost analysis.

Desired outcome and RTP/State goals:
Multimodal

Efficiency

GHG reduction

RTP Goals 2,3, 4,5, 6

4.9.4. PERFORMANCE MEASURE 4 - MODE SHARE/
SPLIT

Addressing transportation safety in a regional planning
document can improve health, financial, and quality of life
issues for the public. There is a need to establish methods to
proactively improve the safety of the transportation network.

This performance measure monitors safety through the total
accident cost and should be reviewed annually. To obtain a full
picture of this data, staff may be required to access secondary
data sources. Reasonably accurate data can be used directly
for benefit/cost analysis. The County tracks the number of
collisions on local roads and compiles the data to identify
locations that need safety improvements. California Statewide
Integrated Traffic Records System data from CHP is used to
monitor the number of fatal and injury collisions by location to
identify needed improvements.

Desired outcome and RTP/State goals:

e Establish baseline values for the number of fatal collisions
and injuries per average daily traffic on select roadways
over the past three years

e Monitor the number, location, and severity of collisions.
Recommend improvements to reduce incidence and
severity

e \Work with Caltrans to reduce the number of collisions on
State Highways in Tehama County

e Completion of projects identified in TCRs and RTP
e RTP Goals: 1,2, 3
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4.9.5. PERFORMANCE MEASURE 5 - TRANSIT

This performance measure monitors the cost-effectiveness of
transitin Tehama County, and is reported to the Tehama County
Transit Agency Board. In accordance with section 99405(c) of
the Public Utilities Code and the Transportation Development
Act, the Transit Agency Board adopted resolution 11-2002, the
alternative performance criteria for the transit system in lieu of
the 10% Fare Box Recovery ratio. The criteria adopted was the
actual cost per passenger which is an accurate and tangible
measurement.

e Desired outcome and RTP/State goals:
e Increase productivity

e Increase efficiency

e Reduce the cost per passenger

e RTP Goals: 3,6

4.9.6. PERFORMANCE MEASURE 6 -
TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM INVESTMENT

This performmance measure monitors the condition of the
roadways in Tehama County, which can be used in deciding
transportation system investment. PCl should be monitored
tri-annually and this performance measure should have a high
level of accuracy. This information can be used indirectly for
benefit/cost analysis by estimating the costs of bringing all
roadways up to a minimum acceptable condition.

Desired outcome and RTP/State goals:

e Safety

e System preservation
e Accessibility

e Reliability

e Productivity

Return on investment
e RTP Goals:1,2,3,4,5

4.9.7. PERFORMANCE MEASURE 7 - LAND USE

This performance measure monitors the efficiency of land use
and is reported over time since 2000. There isa need in Tehama
County to balance land preservation with land use patterns
that discourage sprawl and leap-frog development. Accessing
this data requires minimal resource requirements and should
be reviewed every 2 years for a high level of accuracy. This kind
of data is not used for benefit/cost analysis.

Desired outcome and RTP/State goals:

e -Land use efficiency

e Coordinate with Caltrans on State Highway projects to
maintain them at acceptable levels and reduce lane miles
needing rehabilitation

e Recommend RTP projects to maintain roads at or above
the minimum acceptable condition as set by the County

e RTP Goals: 6
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5. FINANCIAL ELEMENT

The financial element identifies current and expected revenue resources available to implement the short-range (2025-2035)
and long-range (2036-2045) projects defined in the Action Element of the RTP. The funding in the short-range project list is
financially constrained and is either programmed or is reasonably assumed to be available in the year identified. Long-range
projections are subject to change and should be updated with each subsequent RTP cycle. Each funding resource identified in
the financial element is aligned with eligible projects for that specific resource. The intent of the Financial Element is to define
realistic funding constraints and opportunities.

5.1. PROJECTED REVENUES

Table 5.2 presents the expected revenue sources and funding for the next 20 years, categorized by short or long-range timelines.
All estimates account for expected inflation based on the consumer price index inflation rate and adjusted to reflect the cost in
year of expenditure . Long-range projections are subject to change as funding levels may fluctuate based on sales and excise tax
revenue, legislation, and program and policy change.

5.2. COST SUMMARY

Table 5.1 contains a summary of the RTP improvement costs identified for each modal category in the RTP, indicating its financial
constraints. Estimates in parentheses represent areas where projected costs are greater than projected revenues. As can be seen,
this funding constraints are an issue for many long-range projects.
Table 5.1: Revenue of Costs by Mode

Revenue vs Costs by Mode

Projected Revenue Projected Project Cost Revenue Minus Costs

Funding
Source Short Long Short Long Short Long
Range Range Range Range* Range Range

CMAQ, DIF,
Roadway SﬂrIS;pHSLJRI'%A $ 140,297,025 $ 133,771,087  $ 94900, $ 332109977 $ 45396914 $ (198,338,890)
SBI1
Bridge HBP $ 44,868,032 $ 203,558,880 $ 17,204,000 $ 51,560,000 $ 27,664,032 $ 151,998,880
LTF, STA, FTA,
Transit Farebox, $ 28127982 $ 26,098,234 $ 16,869,900 $ 26,098,234 $ 11,258,082 $ -
LCTOP
Bicycle and
Pedestrian ATP $ - $ - $ - $ 43,240,000 $ - $ (43,240,000)
Airport
Capital AlP $ 200,000 $ 200,000 $ 200,000 $ 200,000 $ - $ -

73,196,014 229,857,114 34,273,900 121,098,234 38,922,114 108,758,880
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Table 5.2: Projected Revenues from Federal, State and Local Sources for Tehama County

Projected Revenues from Federal, State, and Local Sources* for Tehama County

Revenue

Revenue Category Short-Range Long-Range
(1-10 yr) (11-20 yr)

Roadway Funding

Highway Users Tax Account County (HUTA)! $ 38988948 $ 38,988948 $ 77,977,896
Road Maintenance and Rehabilitation Account County (SB1)! $ 43966983 $ 43966983 $ 87,933,966
TCRF Loan Repayment County (SB1)’ $ 2177280 $ 2177280 $ 4,354,560
Total HUTA & SB1 (County) $85,133,211 $ 85,133,211 $170,266,421
Highway Users Tax Account Corning (HUTA)’ $ 2091447 $ 2,091,447 $ 4,182,893
Road Maintenance and Rehabilitation Account Corning (SB1)! $ 1844809 $ 1,844,809 $ 3,689,618
TCRF Loan Repayment Corning (SB1)! $ 86,420 $ 86,420 $ 172,840
Total HUTA & SB1 (Corning) $ 4,022,676 $ 4,022,676 $ 8,045,351
Highway Users Tax Account Red BIluff (HUTA)' $ 3755814 $ 3755814 $ 7,511,629
Road Maintenance and Rehabilitation Account Red Bluff (SB1)’ $ 3345635 $ 3,345,635 $ 6,691,270
TCRF Loan Repayment Red BIuff (SB1)’ $ 158,740 $ 158,740 $ 317,480

Total HUTA & SB1 (Red Bluff) $ 7,260,189 $ 7,260,189 $ 14,520,379
Highway Users Tax Account City of Tehama (HUTA)' $ 168,030 $ 168,030 $ 336,060
Road Maintenance and Rehabilitation Account City of Tehama (SB1)'  $ 99,632 $ 99,632 $ 199,264
TCRF Loan Repayment City of Tehama (SB1)! $ 4850 $ 4850 % 9,700
Total HUTA & SB1 (City of Tehama) $ 272,512 $ 272,512 $ 545,023
Congestion Management Air Quality (CMAQ)?2 $ 588969 $ 5520,000 $ 11,409,696
Development Impact Fee® $ 150,021 $ 150,000 $ 300,021
Highway Safety Improvement Program (HSIP)* $ 2,000,000 $ 2,000,000 $ 4,000,000
Regional Surface Transportation Program (RSTP)® $ 8,099,720 $ 9,100,000 $ 17,199,720

Secure Rural Schools® $ 10,454,000 $ 5,000,000 $ 15,454,000
State Transportation Improvement Program (STIP)? $ 17,015000 $ 15,312,500 $ 32,327,500

Total Regional Roadway Funding $43,608,437 $ 37,082,500 $ 80,690,937
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Table 5.2 Continued

Revenue Category

Revenue

Short-Range Long-Range
(1-10 yr) (11-20 yr)

Transit Funding

Federal Transit Administration (FTA) 53118

Federal Transit Administration (FTA) 53108

Low Carbon Transit Operations Program (LCTOP)®
Local Transportation Funds (LTF-Article 8)°

State Transit Assistance (STA)"

Transit Fare Box Revenue™

Total Transit Funding

$ 3,738,033 $ 3716394 $ 7,454,427

$ 1,602,014 $ 1,592,740 $  3]194,754

$ 2,700,775 $ 830,000 $ 3,530,775

$ 14,190,560 $ 14,066,500 $ 28,257,060

$ 5,044,000 $ 5,040,000 $ 10,084,000

$ 852,600 $ 852,600 $ 1,705,200
$

$ 28,127,982

26,098,234 $ 54,226,216

Active Transportation Funding

Active Transportation Program (ATP)™

$ - $ - $ .

Aviation Funding

Annual Distribution for Aviation

$ 200,000 $ 200,000 $ 400,000

Bridge Funding

Highway Bridge Program (HBP)"
Total Transportation Revenue

$ 44,868,032 $ 203,558,880 $ 248,426,912
$ 213,493,039 $363,628,201 $577,121,240

State Highway Funding

State Highway Operation Protection Program (SHOPP)™

Total State Highway Funding

(1) Based on average apportionments from State Controller bewteen FY 21/22 through FY 23/24

(2) Based on actual apportionments 2018-2024 and estimated apportionments 2024-2034

(3) DIF based on policy and historic development.

(4) Based on project lists and estimated future projects.

(5) Based on state estimates.

(6) Based on 50% of total estimated apportionments from USDA

(7) Estimate based on$3,062K/year from past 4 STIP FE new capacity estimates. This has been

adjusted to reflect the current 2024 STIP adopted 8/5/24 in short range revenue estimate.
(8) Annual 5311 and 5310 funds based on 2023 Tehama Short Range Transit Plan.

$ 199396500 $ - $ 199,396,500

$ 199,396,500 $ - $199,396,500
(9) State Controller LCTOP Apportionments
(10) Based on 2023 Tehama Short Range Transit Plan

(1) Based on 2023 Tehama Short Range Transit Plan. CDBG must spend 51% before another
application can be submitted $35K/year for PTA grants, and then larger grants in two year cycles
can be applied for with a cap of $2 million

(12) Based on 2023 Tehama Short Range Transit Plan.

(13) Based on limited ATP funding available and competitive nature of the program.
(14) Based on $10K/airport.

(15) Based on project lists and estimated future projects.

(16) Derived from Caltrans supplied project list.
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5.3. REVENUE VS. COST BY MODE

5.3.1. ROADWAY

Table 5.3 compares Tehama County roadway improvement costs to the expected available revenues. Roadway revenues identified
here include the STIP, Regional Surface Transportation Program, Highway Users Tax Account, receipts from federal lands, and
local transportation funds. Each of these programs have different eligibility requirements, but revenues are generally used for
roadway preservation, rehabilitation, reconstruction, and other improvements.

Table 5.3: Comparison of Roadway Costs to Expected Revenue

Comparison of Roadway Costs to Expected Revenue

Projected Revenue Projected Costs Revenue Minus Cost
Short Range Long Range Short Range Long Range Short Range Long Range

Roadway Comparison $ 140,297,025 $ 133,771,087 $ 949001M $ 332109977 $ 45396914 $ (198,338,890)

5.3.2. BRIDGES

Table 5.4 compares the expected revenue for bridge projects to expected costs for the next 20 years. The Highway Bridge Program
will cover a percentage of the cost of replacing or rehabilitating public highway bridges.

Table 5.4: Comparison of Bridge Costs to Expected Revenue

Comparison of Bridge Costs to Expected Revenue

Projected Revenue Projected Costs Revenue Minus Cost
Short Range Long Range Short Range Long Range Short Range Long Range
$

44,868,032 $ 203,558,880 $ 17,204,000 $ 51,560,000 $ 27,664,032 $ 151,998,880

Bridge Comparison

5.3.3. TRANSIT

Transit projects are funded under the Transit Development Act, which provides moneys from the Local Transportation Fund and
State Transit Assistance to supporting public transportation. Additional funding for transit capital purchase and pilot projects is
available through the Federal Transit Administration Programs. Local funds and transit fares also cover some costs.

Table 5.5: Comparison of Transit Costs to Expected Revenue

Comparison of Transit Costs to Expected Revenue

Projected Revenue by Mode Projected Costs by Mode Revenue Minus Cost
Short Range Long Range Short Range Long Range Short Range | Long Range
$ $ R

Transit Operating & Capital Comparison 28127982 $ 26,098234 $ 16,869900 $ 26,098234 $ 11,258,082
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5.3.4. BICYCLE AND PEDESTRIAN

Funding for bicycle and pedestrian projects in Tehama County will come primarily from the Active Transportation Program, a
highly competitive State grant program.

Table 5.6: Comparison of Bikeway and Pedestrian Costs to Expected Revenue

Comparison of Bikeway and Pedestrian Costs to Expected Revenue

Projected Revenue Projected Costs Revenue Minus Cost
Short Range | Long Range | Short Range Long Range Short Range Long Range
$

Bikeway and Pedestrian Comparison $ - $ - 3 - $  43240,000 $ - (43,240,000)

5.3.5. AVIATION
The Federal Aviation Administration allocates an aviation grant of $10,000 per year, per eligible airport.

Table 5.7: Comparison of Aviation Costs to Expected Revenue

Comparison of Aviation Costs to Expected Revenue

Projected Revenue Projected Costs Revenue Minus Cost
Short Range | Long Range | Short Range Long Range Short Range | Long Range
$ -

Aviation Capital & Maintenance Comparison $ 200,000 $ 200,000 $ 200,000 $ 200,000 $
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October 16, 2024

Butte County Association of Governments
Attn: Andy Newsum, Executive Director
326 Huss Dr. Suite 150

Chico, CA 95928

Re: Tehama County Regional Transportation Plan 2025

Dear Mr. Newsum,

The Tehama County Transportation Commission (TCTC) is in the process of developing an update to the
Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) for the 2025 — 2045 planning horizon. The RTP is the long-range
planning document required by law to define the policies, financial projections, and projects within the
region. This information is used by TCTC, local agencies, tribes, and the State to implement transportation
projects within Tehama County.

Coordination and consultation with adjoining MPOs/RTPAs are recommended by the California
Transportation Commission’s RTP Guidelines. Our project team is soliciting any potential collaborative
projects, and any comments your agency may have for inclusion in the Tehama County 2025 RTP. Input
and comments can be submitted at the contact information provided below. Information about the RTP
and the CEQA process are available at https://tehamartpa.org/.

If you have any questions or would like additional information, please contact me by email at
jriskegomez@tehamartpa.org.

Sincerely,

Jessica Riske-Gomes

Deputy Director of Public Works — Transportation
Tehama County Transportation Commission
Tehama County Transit Agency Board

1509 Schwab Street

Red Bluff, CA 96080

(530) 602-8282 x 101

M-TH 6:30AM to 5:00PM
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October 16, 2024

Glenn County Local Transportation Commission

Attn: Mardy Thomas

Planning and Community Development Services Director
225 N. Tehama St

Willows, CA 95988

Re: Tehama County Regional Transportation Plan 2025

Dear Mr. Thomas,

The Tehama County Transportation Commission (TCTC) is in the process of developing an update to the
Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) for the 2025 — 2045 planning horizon. The RTP is the long-range
planning document required by law to define the policies, financial projections, and projects within the
region. This information is used by TCTC, local agencies, tribes, and the State to implement transportation
projects within Tehama County.

Coordination and consultation with adjoining MPOs/RTPAs are recommended by the California
Transportation Commission’s RTP Guidelines. Our project team is soliciting any potential collaborative
projects, and any comments your agency may have for inclusion in the Tehama County 2025 RTP. Input
and comments can be submitted at the contact information provided below. Information about the RTP
and the CEQA process are available at https://tehamartpa.org/.

If you have any questions or would like additional information, please contact me by email at
jriskegomez@tehamartpa.org.

Sincerely,

Jessicau Riske-Gomesz,

Deputy Director of Public Works — Transportation
Tehama County Transportation Commission
Tehama County Transit Agency Board

1509 Schwab Street

Red Bluff, CA 96080

(530) 602-8282 x 101

M-TH 6:30AM to 5:00PM
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October 16, 2024

Mendocino County Council of Governments
Attn: Nephele Barrett, Executive Director
525 South Main St, Suite B

Ukiah, CA 95482

Re: Tehama County Regional Transportation Plan 2025

Dear Ms. Barrett,

The Tehama County Transportation Commission (TCTC) is in the process of developing an update to the
Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) for the 2025 — 2045 planning horizon. The RTP is the long-range
planning document required by law to define the policies, financial projections, and projects within the
region. This information is used by TCTC, local agencies, tribes, and the State to implement transportation
projects within Tehama County.

Coordination and consultation with adjoining MPOs/RTPAs are recommended by the California
Transportation Commission’s RTP Guidelines. Our project team is soliciting any potential collaborative
projects, and any comments your agency may have for inclusion in the Tehama County 2025 RTP. Input
and comments can be submitted at the contact information provided below. Information about the RTP
and the CEQA process are available at https://tehamartpa.org/.

If you have any questions or would like additional information, please contact me by email at
jriskegomez@tehamartpa.org.

Sincerely,

Jessicau Riske-Gomesz,

Deputy Director of Public Works — Transportation
Tehama County Transportation Commission
Tehama County Transit Agency Board

1509 Schwab Street

Red Bluff, CA 96080

(530) 602-8282 x 101

M-TH 6:30AM to 5:00PM
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October 16, 2024

Plumas County Transportation Commission
Attn: Jim Graham, Executive Director

1834 East Main Street

Quincy, CA 95971

Re: Tehama County Regional Transportation Plan 2025

Dear Mr. Graham,

The Tehama County Transportation Commission (TCTC) is in the process of developing an update to the
Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) for the 2025 — 2045 planning horizon. The RTP is the long-range
planning document required by law to define the policies, financial projections, and projects within the
region. This information is used by TCTC, local agencies, tribes, and the State to implement transportation
projects within Tehama County.

Coordination and consultation with adjoining MPOs/RTPAs are recommended by the California
Transportation Commission’s RTP Guidelines. Our project team is soliciting any potential collaborative
projects, and any comments your agency may have for inclusion in the Tehama County 2025 RTP. Input
and comments can be submitted at the contact information provided below. Information about the RTP
and the CEQA process are available at https://tehamartpa.org/.

If you have any questions or would like additional information, please contact me by email at
jriskegomez@tehamartpa.org.

Sincerely,

Jessica Riske-Gomes

Deputy Director of Public Works — Transportation
Tehama County Transportation Commission
Tehama County Transit Agency Board

1509 Schwab Street

Red Bluff, CA 96080

(530) 602-8282 x 101

M-TH 6:30AM to 5:00PM
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October 16, 2024

Shasta Regional Transportation Agency
Attn: Sean Tiedgan, Executive Director
1255 East Street, Suite 202

Redding, CA 96001

Re: Tehama County Regional Transportation Plan 2025

Dear Mr. Tiedgan,

The Tehama County Transportation Commission (TCTC) is in the process of developing an update to the
Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) for the 2025 — 2045 planning horizon. The RTP is the long-range
planning document required by law to define the policies, financial projections, and projects within the
region. This information is used by TCTC, local agencies, tribes, and the State to implement transportation
projects within Tehama County.

Coordination and consultation with adjoining MPOs/RTPAs are recommended by the California
Transportation Commission’s RTP Guidelines. Our project team is soliciting any potential collaborative
projects, and any comments your agency may have for inclusion in the Tehama County 2025 RTP. Input
and comments can be submitted at the contact information provided below. Information about the RTP
and the CEQA process are available at https://tehamartpa.org/.

If you have any questions or would like additional information, please contact me by email at
jriskegomez@tehamartpa.org.

Sincerely,

Jessicau Riske-Gomesz,

Deputy Director of Public Works — Transportation
Tehama County Transportation Commission
Tehama County Transit Agency Board

1509 Schwab Street

Red Bluff, CA 96080

(530) 602-8282 x 101

M-TH 6:30AM to 5:00PM
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October 16, 2024

Trinity County Transportation Commission
Attn: Panos Kokkas, Executive Director
P.O. Box 2490

31301 State Highway 3

Weaverville, CA 96093

Re: Tehama County Regional Transportation Plan 2025

Dear Mr. Kokkas,

The Tehama County Transportation Commission (TCTC) is in the process of developing an update to the
Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) for the 2025 — 2045 planning horizon. The RTP is the long-range
planning document required by law to define the policies, financial projections, and projects within the
region. This information is used by TCTC, local agencies, tribes, and the State to implement transportation
projects within Tehama County.

Coordination and consultation with adjoining MPOs/RTPAs are recommended by the California
Transportation Commission’s RTP Guidelines. Our project team is soliciting any potential collaborative
projects, and any comments your agency may have for inclusion in the Tehama County 2025 RTP. Input
and comments can be submitted at the contact information provided below. Information about the RTP
and the CEQA process are available at https://tehamartpa.org/.

If you have any questions or would like additional information, please contact me by email at
iriskegomez@tehamartpa.org.

Sincerely,

Jessica Riske-Gomes

Deputy Director of Public Works — Transportation
Tehama County Transportation Commission
Tehama County Transit Agency Board

1509 Schwab Street

Red Bluff, CA 96080

(530) 602-8282 x 101

M-TH 6:30AM to 5:00PM
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October 25, 2024

Greenville Rancheria

Attn: Kyle Self

PO Box 279, Greenville, CA 95947
Phone: (530) 528-8600

RE: AB 52 request for consultation — 2025 Tehama County Regional Transportation Plan (Project)

Dear Kyle Self:

This is a formal notice and invitation by the Tehama County Transportation Commission (TCTC) to initiate
AB 52 consultation for the proposed Project located in Tehama County. TCTC is working on the
development of the 2025 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) for the planning horizon 2025-2045. The
2025 Regional Transportation Plan is considered a “project” under CEQA, and this Initial Study is focused
on the Plan as a long-term planning effort. Projects identified within the Plan will be individually evaluated
under CEQA at the project level when the project is being delivered. The RTP update must be consistent
with the 2024 Regional Transportation Plan Guidelines, which requires inclusion of program-level
outcome-based performance measures and close ties to the Regional Transportation Improvement
Program (RTIP) and the Interregional Transportation Improvement Program (ITIP). The overall focus of the
2025 RTP is to develop a coordinated and balanced multimodal regional transportation system that is
financially constrained to the revenues anticipated over the life of the plan. The coordination focus brings
the County, Caltrans, local communities, governmental resource agencies, commercial interests, and
residents into the planning process. The balance is achieved by considering investment and improvements
for moving people and goods across all modes including roads, transit, bicycle, pedestrian, trucking, and
aviation. Please be advised that an Environmental Initial Study will be prepared for the Project.

In adherence with Sec. 21080.3.1 of the California Public Resources Code (AB 52), please respond within
30 days if you would like to schedule a meeting to initiate formal AB 52 consultation with TCTC.

If you have any further questions regarding the Project, you may contact the Project Manager at
jriskegomez@tehamartpa.org or (530) 602-8282.

Sincerely,

Jessica Riske-Gomez
Deputy Director of Public Works — Transportation
Tehama County Transportation Commission

Attachment A — Project Description
Attachment B — Project Location Maps
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ATTACHMENT A

COUNTY OF TEHAMA
Regional Transportation Plan Project

PROJECT LOCATION

The project area consists of the entire County of Tehama in the State of California. Tehama County is
situated in the northern Sacramento Valley, approximately halfway between the City of Sacramento and
the State of Oregon. The County is bound by Shasta County to the north, Trinity and Mendocino counties
to the west, Glenn and Butte counties to the south, and Plumas County to the east. The County is
approximately 2,950 square miles and 1,887,807 acres. The topography consists of rolling foothills, fertile
valleys, flat-topped buttes, and vast rangelands. Tehama County is bisected by the Sacramento River
Valley and contains large swaths of land that are part of national forests. The western boundary of Tehama
County is situated in the Pacific Coast Mountain Range, and the eastern boundary of the County is in the
Cascade Mountains. Elevations range from 341 feet in Red Bluff to 9,235 feet at the peak of Brokeoff
Mountain.

BACKGROUND

The Tehama County Transportation Commission (TCTC) is the Regional Transportation Planning Agency
(RTPA) for Tehama County. The RTPA is required by California law to adopt and submit an updated
Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) to the California Transportation Commission (CTC) and to the
California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) every five years. The last update to the Tehama County
RTP was adopted in 2020. The horizon year for the 2025 Tehama County RTP is 2045, with transportation
improvements in the RTP identified as short-term (0-10 years), and long term (11-20 years).

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The 2025 Regional Transportation Plan is considered a “project” under CEQA, and this Initial Study is
focused on the Plan as a long-term planning effort. Projects identified within the Plan will be individually
evaluated under CEQA at the project level when the project is being delivered. The RTP update must be
consistent with the 2024 Regional Transportation Plan Guidelines, which requires inclusion of program-
level outcome-based performance measures and close ties to the Regional Transportation Improvement
Program (RTIP) and the Interregional Transportation Improvement Program (ITIP).

The overall focus of the 2025 RTP is directed at developing a coordinated and balanced multimodal
regional transportation system that is financially constrained to the revenues anticipated over the life of
the plan. The coordination focus brings the County, Caltrans, local communities, governmental resource
agencies, commercial interests, and residents into the planning process. The balance is achieved by
considering investment and improvements for moving people and goods across all modes including roads,
transit, bicycle, pedestrian, trucking, and aviation.

A11



ATTACHMENT B

Figure 1: Location Map

A12



October 25, 2024

Paskenta Band of Nomlaki Indians
Attn: Andrew Alejandre

22580 Olivewood Avenue
Corning, CA 96021

Phone: (530) 670-1750

RE: AB 52 request for consultation — 2025 Tehama County Regional Transportation Plan (Project)

Dear Andrew Alejandre:

This is a formal notice and invitation by the Tehama County Transportation Commission (TCTC) to initiate
AB 52 consultation for the proposed Project located in Tehama County. TCTC is working on the
development of the 2025 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) for the planning horizon 2025-2045. The
2025 Regional Transportation Plan is considered a “project” under CEQA, and this Initial Study is focused
on the Plan as a long-term planning effort. Projects identified within the Plan will be individually evaluated
under CEQA at the project level when the project is being delivered. The RTP update must be consistent
with the 2024 Regional Transportation Plan Guidelines, which requires inclusion of program-level
outcome-based performance measures and close ties to the Regional Transportation Improvement
Program (RTIP) and the Interregional Transportation Improvement Program (ITIP). The overall focus of the
2025 RTP is to develop a coordinated and balanced multimodal regional transportation system that is
financially constrained to the revenues anticipated over the life of the plan. The coordination focus brings
the County, Caltrans, local communities, governmental resource agencies, commercial interests, and
residents into the planning process. The balance is achieved by considering investment and improvements
for moving people and goods across all modes including roads, transit, bicycle, pedestrian, trucking, and
aviation. Please be advised that an Environmental Initial Study will be prepared for the Project.

In adherence with Sec. 21080.3.1 of the California Public Resources Code (AB 52), please respond within
30 days if you would like to schedule a meeting to initiate formal AB 52 consultation with TCTC.

If you have any further questions regarding the Project, you may contact the Project Manager at
jriskegomez@tehamartpa.org or (530) 602-8282.

Sincerely,

Jessica Riske-Gomez
Deputy Director of Public Works — Transportation
Tehama County Transportation Commission

Attachment A — Project Description
Attachment B — Project Location Maps
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ATTACHMENT A

COUNTY OF TEHAMA
Regional Transportation Plan Project

PROJECT LOCATION

The project area consists of the entire County of Tehama in the State of California. Tehama County is
situated in the northern Sacramento Valley, approximately halfway between the City of Sacramento and
the State of Oregon. The County is bound by Shasta County to the north, Trinity and Mendocino
counties to the west, Glenn and Butte counties to the south, and Plumas County to the east. The County
is approximately 2,950 square miles and 1,887,807 acres. The topography consists of rolling foothills,
fertile valleys, flat-topped buttes, and vast rangelands. Tehama County is bisected by the Sacramento
River Valley and contains large swaths of land that are part of national forests. The western boundary of
Tehama County is situated in the Pacific Coast Mountain Range, and the eastern boundary of the County
is in the Cascade Mountains. Elevations range from 341 feet in Red Bluff to 9,235 feet at the peak of
Brokeoff Mountain.

BACKGROUND

The Tehama County Transportation Commission (TCTC) is the Regional Transportation Planning Agency
(RTPA) for Tehama County. The RTPA is required by California law to adopt and submit an updated
Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) to the California Transportation Commission (CTC) and to the
California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) every five years. The last update to the Tehama County
RTP was adopted in 2020. The horizon year for the 2025 Tehama County RTP is 2045, with transportation
improvements in the RTP identified as short-term (0-10 years), and long term (11-20 years)

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The 2025 Regional Transportation Plan is considered a “project” under CEQA, and this Initial Study is
focused on the Plan as a long-term planning effort. Projects identified within the Plan will be individually
evaluated under CEQA at the project level when the project is being delivered. The RTP update must be
consistent with the 2024 Regional Transportation Plan Guidelines, which requires inclusion of program-
level outcome-based performance measures and close ties to the Regional Transportation Improvement
Program (RTIP) and the Interregional Transportation Improvement Program (ITIP).

The overall focus of the 2025 RTP is directed at developing a coordinated and balanced multimodal
regional transportation system that is financially constrained to the revenues anticipated over the life of
the plan. The coordination focus brings the County, Caltrans, local communities, governmental resource
agencies, commercial interests, and residents into the planning process. The balance is achieved by
considering investment and improvements for moving people and goods across all modes including
roads, transit, bicycle, pedestrian, trucking, and aviation
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October 25, 2024

Susanville Rancheria

Attn: Wanda Brown

795 Joaquin Street Susanville, CA 96130
Phone: (530) 257-6264

RE: AB 52 request for consultation — 2025 Tehama County Regional Transportation Plan (Project)
Dear Wanda Brown:

This is a formal notice and invitation by the Tehama County Transportation Commission (TCTC) to initiate
AB 52 consultation for the proposed Project located in Tehama County. TCTC is working on the
development of the 2025 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) for the planning horizon 2025-2045. The
2025 Regional Transportation Plan is considered a “project” under CEQA, and this Initial Study is focused
on the Plan as a long-term planning effort. Projects identified within the Plan will be individually evaluated
under CEQA at the project level when the project is being delivered. The RTP update must be consistent
with the 2024 Regional Transportation Plan Guidelines, which requires inclusion of program-level
outcome-based performance measures and close ties to the Regional Transportation Improvement
Program (RTIP) and the Interregional Transportation Improvement Program (ITIP). The overall focus of the
2025 RTP is to develop a coordinated and balanced multimodal regional transportation system that is
financially constrained to the revenues anticipated over the life of the plan. The coordination focus brings
the County, Caltrans, local communities, governmental resource agencies, commercial interests, and
residents into the planning process. The balance is achieved by considering investment and improvements
for moving people and goods across all modes including roads, transit, bicycle, pedestrian, trucking, and
aviation. Please be advised that an Environmental Initial Study will be prepared for the Project.

In adherence with Sec. 21080.3.1 of the California Public Resources Code (AB 52), please respond within
30 days if you would like to schedule a meeting to initiate formal AB 52 consultation with TCTC.

If you have any further questions regarding the Project, you may contact the Project Manager at
jriskegomez@tehamartpa.org or (530) 602-8282.

Sincerely,

Jessica Riske-Gomez

Deputy Director of Public Works — Transportation
Tehama County Transportation Commission
(530) 602-8282 x 101

Attachment A — Project Description
Attachment B — Project Location Maps
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ATTACHMENT A

COUNTY OF TEHAMA
Regional Transportation Plan Project

PROJECT LOCATION

The project area consists of the entire County of Tehama in the State of California. Tehama County is
situated in the northern Sacramento Valley, approximately halfway between the City of Sacramento and
the State of Oregon. The County is bound by Shasta County to the north, Trinity and Mendocino
counties to the west, Glenn and Butte counties to the south, and Plumas County to the east. The County
is approximately 2,950 square miles and 1,887,807 acres. The topography consists of rolling foothills,
fertile valleys, flat-topped buttes, and vast rangelands. Tehama County is bisected by the Sacramento
River Valley and contains large swaths of land that are part of national forests. The western boundary of
Tehama County is situated in the Pacific Coast Mountain Range, and the eastern boundary of the County
is in the Cascade Mountains. Elevations range from 341 feet in Red Bluff to 9,235 feet at the peak of
Brokeoff Mountain.

BACKGROUND

The Tehama County Transportation Commission (TCTC) is the Regional Transportation Planning Agency
(RTPA) for Tehama County. The RTPA is required by California law to adopt and submit an updated
Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) to the California Transportation Commission (CTC) and to the
California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) every five years. The last update to the Tehama County
RTP was adopted in 2020. The horizon year for the 2025 Tehama County RTP is 2045, with transportation
improvements in the RTP identified as short-term (0-10 years), and long term (11-20 years).

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The 2025 Regional Transportation Plan is considered a “project” under CEQA, and this Initial Study is
focused on the Plan as a long-term planning effort. Projects identified within the Plan will be individually
evaluated under CEQA at the project level when the project is being delivered. The RTP update must be
consistent with the 2024 Regional Transportation Plan Guidelines, which requires inclusion of program-
level outcome-based performance measures and close ties to the Regional Transportation Improvement
Program (RTIP) and the Interregional Transportation Improvement Program (ITIP).

The overall focus of the 2025 RTP is directed at developing a coordinated and balanced multimodal
regional transportation system that is financially constrained to the revenues anticipated over the life of
the plan. The coordination focus brings the County, Caltrans, local communities, governmental resource
agencies, commercial interests, and residents into the planning process. The balance is achieved by
considering investment and improvements for moving people and goods across all modes including
roads, transit, bicycle, pedestrian, trucking, and aviation.
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TAC MEETING AGENDA (09/05/2024)
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TEHAMA COUNTY TEHAMA COUNTY REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION
PLANNING AGENCY TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE

Board Chambers
727 Oak Street, Red Bluff, CA 96080
(530) 527-4655
http://www.tehama.gov

AGENDA FOR WEDNESDAY, SEPTEMBER 11, 2024

Special Meeting

Chairman: Scott Miller, City of Red Bluff
Vice-Chairman: Kelly Zolotoff, Caltrans District 2

Robin Kampmann, City of Corning; Carolyn Steffan, City of Tehama
Tad Williams, Paskenta Band of Nomlaki Indians, Jim Simon, County of Tehama

This meeting conforms to the Brown Act Open Meeting Requirements, in that actions and
deliberations of the Tehama County Regional Transportation Planning Agency Technical
Advisory Committee created to conduct the people’s business are taken openly; and that the
people remain fully informed about the conduct of its business. Any written materials related
to an open session item on this agenda that are submitted to the Recording Secretary less
than 72 hours prior to this meeting, and that are not exempt from

disclosure under the Public Records Act, will promptly be made available for public inspection
at Tehama County Transportation Commission, 1509 Schwab St., Red Bluff, CA 96080.

1. Call to Order
2. Public Comment

This time is set aside for citizens to address this Board on any item of interest to the public
that is within the subject matter jurisdiction of the TCTAB provided the matter is not on the
agenda or pending before this Board. The Chair reserves the right to limit each speaker to
three (3) minutes. Disclosure of the speaker’s identity is purely voluntary during the public
comment period.

4, TAC Announcements

Page 1 of 2
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AGENDA Tehama County Tehama County Regional Transportation September 11, 2024
Planning Agency Technical Advisory Committee

5. Announcements 24-1473

a) The next Regional Transportation Planning Technical Advisory Committee Meeting
is scheduled for November 6, 2024. A Special Meeting will be held before that time to
keep on target with the December 2, 2024 adoption target date for the Regional
Transportation Plan.

6. 2024 Regional Transportation Plan - GreenDOT Transportation 24-1499
Solutions

GreenDOT Transportation Solutions, will give an informational presentation on the
2024 Regional Transportation Plan Action Element. Following the presentation
materials will be distributed to update the start-range and long-range project lists.

Attachments: adopted-2024-rtp-guidelines-for-rtpas-2-a11y

7. APPROVAL OF MINUTES - Associate Transportation Planner Fox 24-1474

a) Waive the reading and approve the minutes from the November 1, 2023, Regional
Transportation Planning Agency Technical Advisory Committee (RTPA TAC) meeting.

Attachments: 110123 RTPA TAC Minutes.pdf

Items for Future Agenda
Closing Comments

Adjourn

The County of Tehama does not discriminate on the basis of disability in admission to, access to, or
operation of its buildings, facilities, programs, services, or activities. Questions, complaints, or
requests for additional information regarding the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) may be
forwarded to the County’s ADA Coordinator: Tom Provine, County of Tehama, 727 Oak St., Red Bluff,
CA 96080, Phone: (530) 527-4655. Individuals with disabilities who need auxiliary aids and/or services
or other accommodations for effective communication in the County’s programs and services are
invited to make their needs and preferences known to the affected department or the ADA
Coordinator. For aids or services needed for effective communication during Tehama County Transit
Agency Board meetings, please contact the ADA Coordinator prior to the day of the meeting. This
notice is available in accessible alternate formats from the affected department or the ADA
Coordinator.

Page 2 of 2
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The Action Element is where new
transportation projects take form.




NEXT STEPS
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Develop Policies, Prepare DRAFTRTP
Projects and

Financial Information

September December

Collect and address Final Adoption

community input




Questions or
Comments?

Contact Jeff Schwein

530-781-2499
jeff@greendottransportation.com

Project Website:
https;//tehamartpa.org/planning-
documents/regional-
transportation-plan/
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NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING
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{Notice Published in the Red Bluff Daily News and Corning Observer}

NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING

Tehama County Transportation Commission
Monday, December 2, 2024, at 8:30 AM
727 Oak Street in Red Bluff, CA 96080.

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN that the Tehama County Transportation Commission will a hold public hearing to
consider adoption of the 2025 Tehama County Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) and associated Negative
Declaration. The RTP provides a 20-year vision for local roadway improvements and maintenance, State
Highways, bridges, transit, bicycle, pedestrian, and aviation improvements in Tehama County and is
supported by transportation goals and projects for the planning horizon. The RTP also includes a funding
plan (Financial Element) for implementing identified projects. The Final Draft 2025 Regional Transportation
Plan will be available for review and public comment from November 1 through December 1, 2024, at
https://tehamartpa.org/planning-documents/regional-transportation-plan/.

The public hearing will be held during the regular meeting of the Tehama County Transportation Commission
on Monday, December 2, 2024, at 8:30 AM. The meeting will be held at in the Board of Supervisors Chambers
at 727 Oak Street in Red Bluff, CA 96080. The meeting agenda and minutes can also be reviewed by on the
county website by following this link: https://tehamartpa.org/meetings/tctc/.

Written comments to be included in the administrative record of the proceedings may be submitted in
advance of the public hearing to Brittany White, Project Manager, brittany@greendottransportation.com,
513-635-7063.

Pursuant to California Government Code 65009, if you challenge any of the above actions in court, you may
be limited to raising only those issues you or someone else raised at the public hearing described in the
notice, or in written correspondence delivered to the Tehama County Transportation Commission at, or prior
to, the public hearing.

Members of the public are invited to attend the public hearing. Public input is encouraged.

DATED POSTED: November 1, 2024
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TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE

Contact Person

City of Red BIluff
Caltrans District 2

Tehama County Public Works

City of Corning
City of Tehama
Paskenta Band of Nomlaki Indians

Scott Miller
Kelly Zolotoff

James N. Simon

Robin Kampmann
Carolyn Steffan
Tad Willams

Chairman
Vice Chairman

Tehama County Public Works Director

Member
Member
Member

STAKEHOLDERS

Contact Person

Bell-Carter Foods, Inc.

Sacramento River Discovery Center
City of Red BIluff

City of Tehama

Crain Walnut Shelling, Inc.
Walmart Distribution Center
Paratransit Services

Red Bluff Chamber of Commerce
City of Corning Public Works

Los Molinos Chamber of Commerce
Disablilty Action Center

Center for Economic Development

Tehama Economic Development

City of Corning

City of Corning

Tehama County Farm Bureau
Tehama County Public Works
Tehama County Air Pollution Control
District

Lassen County Transportation
Commission

Siskiyou County Economic Development

Paratransit Services
Tehama County, Flood Control and
Water Concervation District

City of Red Bluff Planning

Tehama County Planning

Bobbie Hughes
Robin Kampmann
Carolyn Steffan
Miranda lverson
Darwyn Jones
Daryl Baker
Dave Gowan
Elijah Stanley
Staff
Paul Jones
Jason Schwenkler
Red Bluff Chamber of Commerce
Staff
Brant Mesker
Christina Meeds
Kari Dodd
James Simon

Joseph Tona

John Clerici

Tonya Dowse
Christie Scheffer

Justin Jenson

Tom Westbrook

Jessica Martinez

Public Works Director/City Engineer
City Clerk
Customer Service Coordinator
General Manager
Maintenace Manager
CEO
Public Works Director

Administrative Manager
Director

City Manager
Planning
Excutive Director
Director

Air Pollution Conrol Officer
Executive Secretary

Executive Director

Chief Operating Officer
Deputpy Director Public Works-Water
Resources
Interim City Manager/Community
Development Director
Interim Planning Director
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Contact Person

Paratransit Services Sharon Young General Manager
Corning Chamber of Commerce Staff
Tehama County Resource Conservation . L .
L Vicky Dawley District Advisor
District
Paratransit Services Wanda Gray
North Valley Services Allen Skaggs
Lake California Commmunity Office Scott Neilson General Manager

NEIGHBORING COUNTIES

Glenn County Transportation Planning and Community
o Mardy Thomas ] .
Commission Development Services Director
Plumas County Transportation . . .
L Jim Graham Executive Director
Commission
Butte County Public Works Joshua Pack Director
Butte County Association of .
Jon Clark Executive Secretary
Governments
Shasta County Public Works Troy Bartolomei Director
Shasta County Planning Paul Hellman Director
Shasta Regional Transportation Agency Sean Tiedgen Executive Director
Medocino Council of Governments Nephele Barrett Executive Director
Trinity County Transportation
s o Y - Panos Kakkas Executive Secretary
Commission
NEIGHBORING TRIBES
Organization Contact Person Title
. . . Director of Engineering and
Paskenta Band of Nomlaki Indians Lynn Siedschlag
Development
Paskenta Band of Nomlaki Indians Tad Williams Grants Development
Greenville Racheria Kyle Self Tribal Chariman
) ) Chief Financial Officer/ICWA
Greenville Racheria Patty Allen

Designated Agent
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Contact person

Susanville Indian Rancheria Wanda Brown Human Resources

STATE PARTNERS

Agency Name Title
California Water Resources Control .
Clint Snyder
Board
California Environmental Protection
CalEPA

Agency
California Air Resources Board Cari Anderson
California State Lands Commission Cy Oggins

California Department of Water
Dona Calder

Resources
California Energy Commission Janea Scott
Caltrans John Maxwell Regional Planner
Greyhound Juan Castro Area Manager
Caltrans Kathy Grah Senior Transportation Planner
L . Associate Transportation
Caltrans Kimi Taguchi .
PlannerSHOPP Coordinator
California Department of Parks and . .
) Lori Martin
Recreation
California Department of Fish and .
L Region 1
Wildlife
California Trucking Association Shawn Yandon
Amtrak Sean Kennedy
California Natural Resources Agency Secretary Secretary
California Department of Conservation Stephen Testa
FEDERAL PARTNERS
Agency Name Title
Bureau of Land Management Derrick Wilson District Manager
Bureau of Land Management Jennifer Mata Agency Administrator/Field
National Park Service Ana Cholo Public Information
Lassen Volcanic National Park John Fish Chief Ranger
. o . . Assistant Regional Director of the
U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service Marha Maciel o .
Pacific Southwest Division
U.S. Bureau of Reclamation Erica Haga Emergency Management
U.S. Bureau of Reclamation Anthony Bertain Security Program Manager
U.S. Forest Service Joseph Kennedy
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APPENDIX B

COORDINATION WITH STATE WILDLIFE
ACTION PLAN
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Table 54-2 Key Ecological Attributes — Central Valley and Sierra Nevada Province
Conservation Units and Targets
Tulare-
Central San Buena
Great Sierra Nevada Sierra Sacramento Lot Joaquin | Vista
Valley Foothills Nevada HUC1802 | 1605 | HUC | Lakes
1804 HUC
1803
n % | &
£ g |0 3 |3 s (4|4 ¢
Key Ecological Attributes | ‘= = g g 9; = g § a
g “w w
= o = g 2 =|=s < 5 |5 g
= g e | =l 8/8|% £ 2|2 B g
Bs(= |G|g[E82 @ & I I WS z
fols| |28z, |3(R185 5| g(2(2] ¢ |2 £ | s
HHEHEHHE R HHH R AR
% o ;
23 5 |s |2 |3 2|00 RIB|E(5 2 |2 |8| § |55
3 § €8 g = (] é = ] = = %
§2 AR AR El 2 | g<
ﬁgﬁz‘%ﬁﬁgg §5|5|5(3|%| & |Z(3| = | &5
<5 |=|G|36|8& =S|z |<(a (22 o S |2 A Die
Area and extent of community X X X| X XX XX | X|X X X | X X X
Community structure and A I RS 4 X [ X|X] X | X[X]X[X X X | X X X
composition
Connectivity among X b Al [ | ¢ XX X XX X X X
communities and ecosystems
Fire regime ool [8ee 4 e [ e ) o] e [ X X
Hydrological regime X X X
Nutrient concentration and X
dynamics
Pollutant concentrations and X X
dynamics
Soil quality and sediment X X R ¥ X X X
deposition regime
Successional dynamics X XX K 2200 XX X
Surface water flow reqime X X X % | X X X
Water level fluctuations Xl X X
Water quality X X
Water temperatures and X
chemistry
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Table 5.4-3 Focal Species of Conservation Strategies Developed for Conservation Targets — Central Valley and

Sierra Nevada Province

Conservation Units and Targets'
Great Sigrra Nevada Sierma Sacramento Chnir hammsm' m
Valley Foothils Nevada HUC 1802 Hm ﬁ m
1803
R
Common Name ScientificName | § a5 I ¥ |8
.5- § 2 & _Eg i i 5 |8 ;. I
EE gig gggmsgié AE ; g
£ 'E: |7 g 3
}ﬁfigg‘*ﬁigﬁgg § TR
HUBE R R D
Mammals
Northem river plter Lovifng candenss X |X X
Pacific marten® Maries couring | =omernicang) X XX
Ficher - \West Coast DPS* Pakania [=Martes] pennanti X X
American badger* Tipeidien lowus X X[ X X IX| x| X X|X
Westem spotted skunk Spalagule grociis X X x | % |x[x]| x
Tule ek* (Corvus elaphis nannodes X
Sweiva Nevada bighom sheep | Ovis conadenss sisrrpe X|X

* A spacies is shown for a particular consenvation unit only i it is assodiated with spadific consenvation targets identified for the unit. For a complate list of SGCN
associated with each habwtat type by ecoregion, see Appendo C
* Denotes a species on the SOCN fst. Non-astensked species are not SOCN but are identified as important speces by COPW s1afi
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Table 5.4-3

Sierra Nevada Province

Focal Species of Conservation Strategies Developed for Conservation Targets — Central Valley and

Conservation Units and Targets*
San Tulare-
Great Sierra Nevada Sierra Socomento | (CEE | i 3\‘;':
Valley Foothills Nevada HUC 1802 HUC 1605 HUC HUC
1804 1803
[ g E _
SR | i
Common Name ScientificName | § E 3 g i - ¥ | &
g 2 E : P
Ll [alE L8 25 5 G| f |
SelS| BeReifaelasy 8 R f |3
il e neaElgRsl0E08 ¢ |Eslis 5 |G
=§!‘5:&g§£a”.:’££§ 3 HE [ a' w
HHH R FHIERE
E|2|2|5a(38|4|2|52503(5E & |s 5
Birds
Great egret Adea olbo X |X]X]| X X
Greal bie heron Arded herodias X |[X]X] X X| %
Black-crowned night heron [ Nycticorar nyclicangs X |
Loast bittern® by exilis X |X
Aemerican while pefican* Pelicanus enythrochynchos X X
Califomia condar® Gyrnndgyps colifanmiodug X)X X| X X
Ospegy Pandion holoetus X X L X X X
Northem goshawk* Actipiter gentifis X X X |X|X
Goldan eagle’ Aquib ehrysetos X NEEERANENARRAE
Rough-leepged hawdk Buten bgopus X| X X|X
Ferruginaus hawk Buten regols X| X X[ X
Swanson's haink* Buteo swainsoni X X| X X [X]X
horthem hamer (Cirgus cyaneus Xx] X K
White-talad kite* Elanus leucuns Xl-X X |X|X
Bald eagle* Holinestus leucocephaha X X X X
Snowy ploves (intence (Chorodnus meosws X
population]*
Westem yellow-billed cuckoo® C.oc_fy.!a.'_- AmeTIcanus X
pecidentols
Short-eared owl* Asio flammeus Xlx] x Wl XX
Long-eaed owl® AL O X X1 X X |X]| X X
Burrowing owl* Athere cuniculonia X x| x X [X]|x
Great gray ow® St rebulosa
Spotted owl® Sérix oceigeniofs X X
Vauols swift* Choetura vous X XX
Black omift* Cypsedoides niger X| X X x| X ¥
Armerican pereqrine falcon® | Foloo peregrinus analum X|x| ¥ X |X|x X
Prairie falcon Faln mexicanus X] X Xl X
Clive-sided Pycatcher Contopis cooperi X X
Logoerhead sheike” Lonius lugewitianus X)X XX
Hutton's vireg Vireo hutton X X
Clark's nutcracker Mucifaga columbiana X
Purple manin® Progne subes X XX X X |[X|X]| X
Bank owallow* Fiparia riparid X %% X XX XX
Comemen yellowthroat® (Geothiype richas* X Ju]K] X AE
March wren Cretnthonus polietng X
Yollow-breasted chat® leteria wineng X
Yellow warbler* Setophaga petechia X AEEENOEAE
Rulous-cowned spammow Aimaphila nuficeps X[ X X[X
Grasshopper spanow” [Ammadramus sovannanim {] X XX
50N SparTov Melosoura melodii X X

B4



Table 5.4-3 Focal Species of Conservation Strategies Developed for Conservation Targets - Central Valley and

Sierra Nevada Province

Consenvation Units and Targets'
San Tulare-
Great Sierra Nevada Siera Sogamenta | ST | joaquin | S
Valley Foathills Nevada HUC 1802 HUC 1605 HUC HUC
1608 1303
[ ¥ 2 .
SRR | i
Common Name Scientific Name g E & |3 i % |8
.g o = E E g : IE é 5 3 u.
JdBafE Bl Bl 2 B3| E
i iR AR R
i HHEE HHREE
: : ; ]
. | |EEesdEz i EabEaE ¢ (B3 5 (B
Birds
California towhee Melazone crissols X| X XX
Savannah sparmow’ Pogserculus sondwichensis X X X
Tricolored blackbind® |Agalaiis; pricolor X [x[x] x [ X [%X[|X
Gray-crowned rosy-finch®  |Lewcestiche lephirocatis X
Mammals
Vagrant shrew Sevex vagrons X|X
Palkd bat* lAntroroius pallidus X X| X X | XX
Townsend's big-eared bat®  [Conmeovienis townsendii X| X x| X
Spotted hat Euiderma maculatum X| X AR
\Westem small-ooted bat  [Myotis elialabrum X X| X Xl X
Long-eared bat* Myotis evolis X
Fringed myolis* Myotss Dhysariodes X X| X XX
Yuma myolis Myoits yumanensic X
Westem pipetrefie Parastretius hespenss X| X X| X
Westem mastiff bat |Eumaps perolis californius X |%[X] X XX
American pilka* QOchatona princegs XX
Snowshow hare Lopus amencanus X
Black-taded jadurabbit Lepus califomicus K| x X| X KX
Riparian brush rablsr* Splniogus bachmeninpaniis | X
Mountzn heaver Aplrdontia nda X X
Nekon's antelope squmel*  [Ammospermaphius neliani X
Northem fiying squinm Glaucomys sabrinis X X
California pocket mouse Chaesodipus calfornicis X| X X)X
MNoeth American beaver Castor canadenss X
Hearmann'skangaroo rat*  [Dipodomys heermann "
hedrmanni o A4
Giant kangaroo rat* Dipodomys ingens X
3an Joaquin kangaoo rat*  |Dpodamys nifratoades X X XX
Fresno kangaroo rat* Dipodomys nitroloides enis X] X AR
San Joaguin el mowse®  [Peragnathus inamalus
e ps s X K] x | x |x|x
Dusky-ooted woodrat Netama fusapes X[ x X[ K] X AL
Riparian (=5an Joaquin Valley) |Neatoma fusages npan "
woodrat®
Lar ge-eaned woodral Nealoma macrls X| X X|X
Dewer miowse Peramyscus oo X X| X KlX| X
Porcupine* Erethizon dorsatum X X X
Gray woil* Canis lupus ¥
Saara hhevada red fon® Vidpes wifpes neantor X
Ringtal* Bassarous astubus X x| X X JX[X| ¥ XX
Califomia wolvering® Gulo quin X XX
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Table 5.4-3 Focal Species of Conservation Strategies Developed for Conservation Targets — Cantral Valley and

Sierra Nevada Province

San Tulare-
Great Sierra Nevada Sierma Sacramento le Joagquin Tr"::
Valley Foothills Nevada HUC 1802 HUC 1605 HUC HUC
1804 1803
]
£ 3| B ﬁ
Common Name Scientific Name E 5 i* ® E F - ¥ i
g |8 (3 (28 3z 18| 2|3
BslE |8]e|3 8 2 E E s p 3
ol 1 R
E 8 hggagﬁgggg 3 Eplfs § Te
sgggig.ég#zuz:vig 1 Eg% g Eg
bt -
Ei Eaaﬂg;ﬁi&;%’ & |53|23 3 §
Irertebrates
Califomia foater mussel Anodonta coliforniensis X X
Western pearkshel mussel  |Marganitifera falcata X X
Valley elderbary longhom  [Desmocens cofifornicus
bewtle* dimpoiphus
Fshes
Pacific Lampray* Entosphents indentaig
Goose Lako amprey* Erigohoniss indenfatis €p”
Pit-Klarmath brook amprey  |Lampetra thophaga
Green glurgeon” Acipeniser medimsti X
Lahontan cutthroat trout*  |Oncorfynchiies clarid X
henthowi
Paiute cutthroat trout* Oncortynahius darki selenins X
Raindow trout Oncorfynohus mykiss X
California golden trout* Oncorfymohius mykiss
aguabanila
Kern River rambow trout” Oncorfynchis mykiss qilberti
Goose Lake redband trout*  |Oncorfynchus mykiss ssp.”
Litthe K golden trout* Ovidairtynchiies mytkiss whitel
Mountain whitefish Prosopium willismson:
Hitch Lovinio exficauda chi
Clear Lake hitch Lovinia enicauda chi
California roadh Lavini Symmetricus
Pit roach® Lavria Spmmietricns mitrules
Haidhead" Mylepharooon conocephalus X
Sacramento blackfich Ovthodan miralepidatus X
Saramento pickeminnow | Ptychochedus grandis
Lahontan redside Richardsonils egreqius X
Spackdiad dace Rbunichthys asculus X
Lahontan Lake tui chub® Siphateles bicolor pectinifer X
Lahantan Creek i chb Sgharedes bicolor obesa X
Goose Lake 1 chub* Siphateles bicolor thalascing
Sacramenin suckes Catosiamus ocridentolis
Incuspnsgringg
Goose Lake auder Catostomis oecidentoli
lacusanseningg
Mountain sucker” Catostamus platyrhynchus
Tahoe sucloer Catosamus fafhoends
Unarmioned threespne (Gasterosteus ooseatus
stickleback” williamsoni
Sacramento perch JArchopilities intermugus
Qear Lake tulie perch Hystermcarpis raski lngunce X
Prickly scul pin Coftus asper X




Table 5.4-3 Focal Species of Conservation Strategies Developed for Conservation Targets — Central Valley and

Sierra Nevada Province

Conservation Units and Targets'
<an Tulare-
Great Siema Nevada Sierma Sscramento | | ST | soaquin [ Soe
Walley Foathilis Nevada HUC 1802 HUC 1605 g HUC
1803
ETTREBITRETIEID & {
Comman Name ScientificName | § B3 [ | |s g % |5
2 g3 [§ gg & £ g |8 E. P
lEslE [HafsE By 2 (Bl | § |2
b laidadiy 5 i3
IR EHER ) FIERE
BB HHEE
HUHE R B
Fishes
Paiute soulpin® Cortus beldingi® X X
Pit sculpin Catus pitersis
Amphibians
Califomia tiger salamander*  |Ambystoma coliforniense X X X [X]X
Southem lang-toed | Ambysioma mecrodactylun w el xln
salamander*
Limestone salamander” Hydromantes brunis X| X X1 X
Moint Lyell salamanger* Hydromantes platyoephals XX
Red-belied newt Tancha bovosg X
Westemn spadefool® Spea hommandil X| X X| X
Kern Canyon shenger Botrachosess smaolus X
salamander
Tehachapi slender salamander |Batrachoseps stebbinsi X X
Relictual slonder salamander | Batrachoseps mlintus X
Yoserrute tnad AridayrLs cananrs X K
Northem leopard frog Lithobates pipiens XX
Foothill yellow-legged freg*  |Rana boyli X
California red-legged frog* | Rana draytonil R E X
Southem rmourntain yellow- | Rang musaos
leqaed bog X [ X]X|X|X
Sera Nevada yelow-legged |Rang siemg ¥ ¥
frog
Reptiles
Novthwestomn westem pond | Actinennys marmenota v |x "
Turtle*
Blunt-nosed leopard lzard® | Gambefio slg X1 X X| X
Bhiwllg'shqnﬂdluard[waslhyﬂmmnhhmum X x| x
homed lizard) *
Sagebrudh leard Scolapans grovtss X X
Weestem skink PFledtindon ckdtonianus X X
Califiorria legless lizard* Anniells puidhra X] X X| X
Southem rubber boa® Charing Lmbrati X
Ring-nedked wnake Dindophis punctotus % Xl x X [X]X
Califamia mountain kingsnake |Lampropeltic xonala X|X
San Joaquin whipsnake Mirsticophis flogellim ruddocki X| X X| X
Gopher srake Pitupphis cotenfer X X| X X|X X(x
Coast patch-nosad snake*  |Sabvodova hevaleps wirgulten X| X X|X
Giant garter snake® Tharmnophis Gigas X |X|X| X X|x
Birds
Greater white-fronted googe  [Ancer albifroms X |X|X] X X|X X
Sooty grouse Dendrogapus fulginasus X X
California qual Callipepla colifamico X X X | % JX]|X
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Table 5.1-3

Focal Species of Conservation Strategies Developed for Conservation Targets in the North Coast

and Klamath Province

Conservation Uinits and Targets'
Northemn Klamath-
. |California Morthem
SR Interior Klamath California
California Coast Coast Ranges Cosst Coneal
Ranges HUC 1801
a8l .| 2| AENERE
C Na Scientific Name < 0
8|z f: s F e
g5 5 |82 |1 3¢ § |5 (88|83 3|3 o
R HE R IR LR
z8 |- ~ @
R A E RS R R
5|22 i | ge 2 B2 g 5 &
r ] : | . = |3 2
%Eggigfg_sis’ggj iz 2%
31535 5| 53|53 358|558 |88)35(38]: 3] 52
Amphibians
Coas:.alu.'red!mg‘ Ascophus trug X X X 4 X X X |X X
Western spadefoot Spea hammandi y ¥
toad®
Northem red-legged  [Rana durmna N % y X X |« X
frog’
Foothil yelow-legged  [Rong beyli
e bl X %
frog
Cacades frog* Rana coseddioe X X X X |X X
Caiforniared-legged [Rona droylond ¥ ¥ X
frog?
Oregon spotted frog* |R.mpfer&:s<: X
Reptiles
Nonlwestem westem  |Actinemys mammiosndia
pond turtie® X| X X X X
Wectern gkink Flestindon skiftmanis X
Forest sharp-taled Cantia kngicauda X M
Snaike"
Ring-nedked snake Dindophis punciatus i
Birds
Pacific brant* Brinia bernicla X
Alwtian Canada goose  [|Broni canadenss
leucopans X
Sooty grouse Dendragaplis
fuiginoss X X K
Calfiornia quail Collipepla colifomica ¥
Greal soret Ardeg alba
Great blue heron Ardeq herdias X
Srowy plover (coastal | Charadvis nivosus X
population)*
Tufted puffin® Frotercula cimhoto X
Caliomia condor Gymnagyps X
califormanus
Osprey Pondtan holioetus i
Northem goshawk® WAccipiter gentilis ¥ ¥ X ¥ X ¥
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Table 5.1-3

Focal Species of Conservation Strategies Developed for Conservation Targets in the North Coast

and Klamath Province

Noﬂhern Klamath-
Northem | Northem California | C3ifomia :‘:::""
California Coast | Coast Ranges "cm“'“ P ot
Ranges HUC 1801
]
= ; : 518 |& |28
Commen Name Sciontific Name E‘E 5 3 EE @ & é 'E ?, E-E 'E g
s -] - = o 1 X P,
HEEIR LR IR £ 13 |Be|8S| 7|8 2
HHEEIHE I HE ﬁfgw £
z i v
HHE ggggiiﬁéLﬁ?—}agg
HHEE R
5| £ € | £ : . 33 :
HHIHEIE IR IEHEH R HER
Birds
Goiden eagle Agqualo chrysoetos X X X
Nonhem harmiar* Cirears Cyaeus X
White-tailed kite* Eliiis [gucunug X b
Bald eagle® Hileetis X
Purocepholis
Short-eared owt* Acia flamidneus ¥
Long-eared owt* |Asio odus X X X X
Buirtowing cwd* Ahene Cunicidans bt X
Northem spotted owl® | Stk occrdfentals
aniring X X X X
Greal gray owl* Striy nebeosa X
Bam owl Tyto atba X
Vau's cwft* Choetura vousd i X X X X XX
Black swit* Cyfiseidides niger | X X X X XX
Piloated woodpecker | Dyocopus peecius X
Clark's nutcracioer Nucifoga columbiong X
White-headed Piroides albolonvolus X
woodpecker
American pefegrne Folco peregrinus ¥ X
fadcon® aihum +
Otve-sided flycatcher®  |Confopus coopes i X X X X
Willlor ﬂy(ﬂ'.d!ﬁ' Empeciona frovlll X It X X | x
Hutton's vireo Vireo huttons ¥
Purple martn' Progne subis X[ ¥ |« X b Xl X e
Bank swallow* Ripania npania X X X X X XX
March wren Cistotharus palusis | ¥
Saltmarsh comman Geothlypis frichag
yellowthroat/San snuasa gl %
Francisco commion
yellowthroat®
Yellow warbler Setaphoga petechia ¥ X
Bryanit's savannah Passerculis
Spamow® caindimhoni ®
ol
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Table 5.1-3 Focal Spedes of Conservation Strategies Developed for Conservation Targets in the North Coast
and Klamath Province

< = =
2 : (& |&

CommonName | Soientific Name !E.E 3 £3 £ g 'ﬁg & g‘g £
SRR IEIE HHIIRIR
=218 2 |22|3| 88| |, gﬁegsigg

§lE5|g| 3 |EE|z| 22 (85| z3|8 38|32 >
i3 ; 85 § (52182185 ¢
EHEERE i : [5:022822 213 2
HHEEHE I R
3|52(2| 8 |52|5|38 |5/5| 5 s3)38|35 8]z 3

Mammals

Pacific marten® Il:ﬂu:::;a;;m ¥ | x ¥ X | X X X X X |x

Humboldt marten® Martes couring

(=amencant] X X
(hurnboldienss

American badger Tevvices fauss % %

Fihur - West Coast DPS* m!mﬂdﬂrﬂ ¥ ¥ ¥ X 3

River otter Lontno canddensis X X

Western spotted skunk  |Solagade grocilis | K X

Mountain kon Puma concolor X

Tudle elk* Cervus canadensis X

nannddes
Roosevelt Elk m?mmm X % X x| x
lgerfeb.:mt:»iabIa-(k-t.'ﬁi*»n:I g:nmwmmm X ¥ X % X X X | x

B10



Table 5.1-3 Focal Spedes of Conservation Strategies Developed for Conservation Targets in the North Coast

and Klamath Province

Conservation Units and Targets*
Morthern Klamath-
California Northern
Northem Morthern California 3 2
Interior Klamath California
California Coast Coast Ranges Dot P "
Ranges HUC 1801
- = % =
(£ |£5
o 7| § 5| 8 5
Comman Name Soientific Name E ‘E . E E g E ‘E 'E ‘E ‘5 % ! i
> =
= 5 £ = a ?2 £ 83| % |
2 - -3 == el T c E IE 5 3
EHHEE R L IR R R
5 E s 5,588 2|8l 3
23.5 S | 85 EAHEIR A A iig :
§2(%) 8 52 /8 3¢ ), HEHELEIER
2|2 S |/3=|2) 82 |2 5| 2182321351218 3
Birds
Spotied lowhes Pipd meatus
Trinlored baddird® | Ageloius tncolor X
Yellow-haaded Kanthocepholis "
blackbira® ranthocephodus
Mammals
Suiun shrew Sorex omatus nuosu by X I | | | | | I | | | |
Pallid bat" |Antrozous palldus X X
Townsend's beg-eared  |Corymochins
e de ) T X [ X . X
Big-brown bat Eplesicuss fuscus i
Sitver hamed bat LosimyTans X
noctivagans
Hoary bat Loskins cnoreus K
Long-eared myotis (bat]* |Myofis evelts X X X X X X LA
Fringed myots bat)®  |Myolis thysanodes X X
Long-lenged myotis Myotis volans " X
(bat)®
Oregon snowshoe hare® |Lepus armericanis
o mathensi X X|x Ll R
Riparian brushrabbit* | Sydwilagus bachmani X
ripanis
Point Arera mountain  [Aplodantio rufa nigra ¥ X X
beaver*
Northern fiying squirrel | Glowcomys sabrinus X X X
San Joaguin pocket Perognathics inormatus
Mo namatis X
Mosth Amenican beaver |[Castor canadenss x| ¥ X
Sonoma free volke® \Arbanimus pomo X
White-focted vole |Arharimius olpes ¥ X
Dusgey-footed woodrat | Neoloma fuscipes X
Pacific jumpng mouse | Zapes trinofotus X b X | X X )X
Seorra Newvada red fox® | Viuloes widpes necotor Y
Ringtait Bossariseus astutus %% X
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Table 5.1-3 Focal Species of Conservation Strategies Developed for Conservation Targets in the Narth Coast

and Klamath Province

Conservation Units and Targets'
Morthemn Klamath-
. |California MNorthern
Northem Northem California ;
e e e iy
Ranges HUC 1801
g ! §E |2 |gE
CommonName | Scientific Name E?I g E : g z z s 13 3 |33 ¥
E = = E 3 ; 3 Ja é E -g
é ; i i 3 & E — A E & -ﬂ ﬂ
HEHE R IR 0 B A N
HER £ 83|38 2|2 2§ i}
582)3| §2E§g~ 5323|258 ¢ |2| ¢
RN IR I EHE R
HEE N S£|%| 37 (2|8 22222 %] 53
Invertebrates
Califomia floater mussel [Anodonta califomiensis X
Western ndgemussel | Goniden angulofo X
Caifomia Lindenella  |Lindenells ocaidentals X
(fairy shrimp)
Verna poal tadpole Lepidurus packard X X
shrimp*
Conservancy fary Brondhinecto X X
shrimgp* consenviThio
Klamath crayfish® Pacifastacus
lenmsculus X
klomgthenss
Caiforria freshwater | Syncaris pacifico X
shrimg®
Fishes
River lamgrey* Lamigetia ayresi X
Western brook lamprey  |Lompetro. richargsoni X
Pacific lamprey” Lompedna iridentata X
Green sturgean” |Acyrenier mediiasirs X
White sturgeon® fmamm X
il b mn_mmumutu ¥
Stepdhead® (and resident
ranbow trout) (summer, |Oncarfynchus mykss X
winter puns)
Coho salmon® Crcorfynchus kuteh) X
Chinook salmon® (Spring |Oncorfynchus X
and fall runs) tshawytscha
Chinook salmen” (Spang |Oncarfymchus X
and fall rung) hawptscha
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Table 5.1-3 Focal Species of Conservation Strategies Developed for Conservation Targets in the Morth Coast

and Klamath Province

Conservation Units and Targets'
MNorthem Klamath-
- California Mortherm
Northern Northern California E Y R
- Interior Klamath Califormia
California Coast Coast Ranges Eoast Coastal
Ranges HUC 1801
B
- S e §lE |8 |3E
Common Name Seventific Narme 5 § i 5 E’E i g 3 g .E -E,E 2 _ﬁ
E= =
A n E -—
IR AR AR R Y
AEHEIRAR IR IR R ARt I E B IR
HHHEAR IR AR At HE R
HEHHE R IHEHIHE ’ﬁ-ig-’égﬁégg
il 3t LEHHHE
B IR IR R R
Fishes
Longfin smeit* Sparinchus tholeshthys X
Eulachon® Thaleichitys pocificus X
Blue chub Gile coernilien X
Hitch Liwvirni exelivada X
Mavarra roach® U S
NEVETOSRSE
Gualala roach? s s
[parvipinnis
Ei:::h M (Ctostamus snyderi
Shertnose sucker” (Chasmishes brevirostris
Lost River sucker* Dieftestes Lunalus
Furyelogohi
Tidevater goby* Mm':::m
Reticutate scudpin® oS perplexus
Amphibians
Calfornia tiges Ambysioma i
salaman der* crliformiense
Southem toment Rirpacolritnn X
salamander* arEqats
Red-ballied new* Taricha mvulors X
Calfornia newr* Taricha Wrosa i
Southem long-Load Ambystonm
salamander macrodoctylum
sdlatum
Califprnia giant Dicamplodon ensaius X
salaman der*
Shasta salamander* Hydromantes shastae
Seott Bar slamander® | Plethodon esupak
Dunn's salarmander* Plethodan dumni
Del None salamander”  |Piethodon elongatis ¥
Sekiyou Mountains Plethodon starmi
salamander”
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Table 5.1-2 Key Ecological Attributes - North Coast and Klamath Province

Conservation Units and Targets
Northern Klamath-
Northem | ¢ ktornia Northem
caomaCont | Cont | b o i
Ranges | panges HUC 1801
g ]
o i 5 HEE NS
i gfjﬁzggi IR R N
: > . = _- :
23135203 33| |42 2 (831882li] g
HEHE IR -i‘éaiiizcs
g‘g E E.i 3 3le |2y[(23|E|E g
E § =S8 5 gg 53 S% v8sd HE
1 HHE HEREHUE L HEHE
s |2 el OlZe| a W) S| S |aZ|la=2l2| = 2
Area and extent of community X| X L o e o X| X X X . X K X
Fire regime X X X XX X X X |X]|X
Connectivity anong communities and x| x x| x X X X
ecosystems
Successional dynamics X X X X X X | X]|X
Community structure and composition | X X0 X X X ] g X
Hydrological regime X X X XX

Soil quality and sediment deposition
regime

Surface water flow regime

Water temperatures and chemistry

Pollutant concentrations and dynamics
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Table 5.4-4 Key Pressures on Conservation Targets — Central Valley and Sierra Nevada Province

Conservation Units and Targets
Tulare-
Central Seo
Great Sierra Nevada Sierra Sacramento e Joaquin| Vista
Valley Foothills Nevada HUC 1802 HUC 1605 HUC | Lakes
1804 | HUC
1803
Pressure T 8 -
ve |2 |3 |3 s 18 |3 |2
58 |3. 52|38 £y -
g E 53 |55y 2| ; £ |
E % Sla|Z=S . = 3 . 2 = E'
E § u.gs S8l aﬁgﬁg 53 2. Eogu ) g
5‘25 HEH- -'Egczéi f122|3|E| 2 =3 gr' 3
EHHEH R HHEH R AT
£2\£ [3]|35¥|338 2o|2|23(2 83 13 83 | 38
Agricultural and forestry effluents X X X
Annual and perennial non-timber crops X X X X X X
Cimate change X XX X X X)X X X| X | X X X X X
Commercial and industral areas X X
Dams and water management/use X X X X X X
Fire and fire suppression X X X X|X X X | X X
Household sewage andurban wastewater | X | X X
Housing and urban areas Ll I X X X|X X | X X
Industrial and mulitary effluents
Introduced gentic material X
Invasive plants/armmals X X X X XX X X
Livestock, farming, and ranching xR A 8 ) 0 X
Logaing and wood harvesting X X X
Manne and freshwater aguaculture
Mining and tuarmying X X X
Parasites/pathogens/diseases X
Recreational activities X X| X | X|X X
Renevable energy X X X|X X
Roads and rairoads X X X XX X X
Touriem and recreation areas
Lty and service ines X X
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Table 51-4 Key Pressures on Conservation Targets — North Coast and Klamath Province

| Conservation Units and Targets
Northemn Klamath-
Northem +aveh
: .. | California Northem
e rmndip s [y Itcir Klamath California
Ranges oast Coastal
Ranges HUC 1801
= g 8| = i
! w
> g . |.3l8| Bl & (28
g El S 3 ] % 2le |Es|BS 8
S32(9] 2 132(2] & |lz|d|5 [2%|23(8(3| &
BRI EEE B 00 ] i o
2 |®z|2 i i
! §5 - 23 5% 2| 'g > |8 Y i i i £ §
§/58(%| 8 |51% *”gﬁg;; HHE T
- =
Bls2|3| 3 |52|3) B [2]5|8] 22 (22(222|8) 53
icultural and forest
4 tonm y e X X
Airbome pollutants X
Annual and | non-
Nnbops. X[ X X K
Chimate change 00 | AN A] s 1| el 0 X X X|x[x| X ou |00 | XK X
Commercial and industnal areas| X ¥ X
Dams and water
X X X X
manaqement/use
Fire and fire suppression K| X X X X| X X X X [ X|X X
Garbage and sobid waste X
Household sewage and urban
Wastewater w E A X X "
Housing and urban areas WEY X X X X
Industrial and military effluents | x X
Introduced genetic matenal X X
Invasive plants/animals %11 ] Re | % X X[ X X X|x X
mmm and x| x | x X x| x]|x e | i
Logging and wood harvesting X XX X X X | XX X
Manne and fresfwater X
aquaculture
Mining and quarrying X X
Parasites/pathogens/diseases X X X X
Recreational activities X X X X
Renewable energy X
Roads and radroads % 1E N | s | L X
Woodsdpuppimaions | | [x| | HMI
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APPENDIX C
PROJECT LISTS



Table 4.1
ROADWAY PROJECTS

Project Cost
(esc. From
previous cost
estimate)

CON year

RTP Project
Number

amended for
2025 RTP

Lead Agency Funding Source Description

City of Corning - Short Range
2019-2029-Maint-
Corning
Short Range Total $

City of Corning HUTA/SB1/RSTP Misc. Roadway Maintenance Project (Year 1thru Year 10) 2025-2035 $ 3,000,000

3,000,000

City of Corning - Long Range

2030-2039-Maint-

Corning City of Corning HUTA/SB1/RSTP Misc. Roadway Maintenance Project (Year 11 thru Year 20) 2036-2045 $ 3,000,000
01-Road-Corning City of Corning Local/Regional Blackburn Avenue (widening and reconstruction) 2040 $ 1,000,000
02-Road-Corning City of Corning Local/Regional Solano Street, Houghton and Toomes Avenues (widening and 2040 $ 1,375,000
03-Road-Corning City of Corning Local/Regional South Avenue Interchange Improvements Phase |l 2040 $ -

04-Road-Corning City of Corning Local/Regional 99W, Solano to South Avenue, Widening & Bridge Reconstruction 2040 $ 8,690,000
05-Road-Corning City of Corning Local/Regional Stripping and Roadway [llumination-Citywide 2040 $ 165,000
06-Road-Corning City of Corning Local/Regional Third Street Widening, N. City Limits to Solano St. 2040 $ 660,000
07-Road-Corning City of Corning Local/Regional Fig Lane Extension and Proposed Jewett Creek Bridge 2040 $ 1,980,000
08-Road-Corning City of Corning Local/Regional Kirkwood Rd. and Fig Lane Intersection Relocation 2040 $ 220,000
09-Road-Corning City of Corning Local/Regional Colusa Street Extension 2040 $ 715,000
10-Road-Corning City of Corning Local/Regional Traffic Signal: Solano Street and Third Street 2040 $ 715,000
11-Road-Corning City of Corning Local/Regional Traffic Signal: Oren Avenue at Solano Street (Hoag Road) 2040 $ 715,000
12-Road-Corning City of Corning Local/Regional Traffic Signal: Marguerite Avenue at Blackburn Avenue 2040 $ 715,000
13-Road-Corning City of Corning Local/Regional Traffic Signal: Third Street at Blackburn Avenue 2040 $ 715,000
14-Road-Corning City of Corning Local/Regional Traffic Signal: Solano Street at Houghton Avenue 2040 $ 715,000
15-Road-Corning City of Corning Local/Regional Traffic Signal: Fig Lane at Marguerite Avenue 2040 $ 715,000
16-Road-Corning City of Corning Local/Regional Traffic Signal: Fig Lane at Hwy 99W 2040 $ 715,000
17-Road-Corning City of Corning Local/Regional Solano Interchange East Side Improvements: relocate sign, 2040 $ 715,000
Ol-Road-Red Bluff  Red Bluff HUTA/SB1/RSTP Kimball Road Rehabilitation (Montgomery Rd. to S. Jackosn St. 2030 $ 1,110,000
02-Road-Red Bluff Red Bluff HUTA/SB1/RSTP South Main St Rehabilitation (SR36 to Diamond Ave.) 2030 $ 1,672,000
03-Road-Red Bluff Red Bluff HUTA/SB1/RSTP Monroe Street Rehabilitation & ADA Access (Breckenridge St to 2030 $ 1,635,000
04-Road-Red Bluff Red Bluff HUTA/SB1/RSTP Walnut Street Rehabilitation & ADA access 2030 $ 1,482,400
05-Road-Red Bluff  Red Bluff Local/Regional Johnson St. Rehabilitiation (Hickory St. to Douglas St) 2030 $ 643,100
Short Range Total $ 6,542,500

City of Red Bluff - Long Range
Railroad Crossing @ South Main/UP Overcrossing replacement 2040 $

C2

06-Road-Red Bluff Red Bluff Local/Regional 4,400,000



Project Cost

. CON year
RTP Project . . (esc. From
Lead Agency Funding Source Description amended for .
Number previous cost
2025 RTP .
estimate)

07-Road-Red Bluff Red Bluff Local/Regional Traffic Signal: South Jackson @ Aloha 2040 $ 550,000
08-Road-Red Bluff Red Bluff Local/Regional Traffic Signal: Jackson @ Oak 2040 $ 550,000
09-Road-Red Bluff Red Bluff Local/Regional Luther Road Rehabilitation (South Jackson Street to Airport) 2040 $ 638,000
12-Road-Red Bluff  Red Bluff Local/Regional Walnut St. @ Paskenta Road Intersection Improvements 2040 $ 1,826,000
13-Road-Red Bluff Red Bluff Local/Regional Vista Way Extension to Montgomery St. 2040 $ 2,200,000
14-Road-Red Bluff  Red Bluff Local/Regional Luther Road @ S. Main Intersection Reconstruction, Rehabilitation 2040 $ 3,803,800

10-Road-Red Bluff  Red BIluff Local/Regional Baker Road and Walnut Street Intersection Improvements 2040 $ -

11-Road-Red Bluff Red Bluff Local/Regional South Main Street Interchange Reconfiguration (**Caltrans**) 2040 $ -
Long Range Total $ 13,967,800

City of Tehama - Short Range
01-Road-Tehama City of Tehama HUTA/SB1/RSTP On B from San Benito to 2nd Street-roadway and shoulder 2030 $ 224,400
Short Range Total $ 224,400
City of Tehama - Long Range
02-Road-Tehama City of Tehama Local/Regional 5th Street to east of 2nd Street-roadway and shoulder 2030 $ 352,070
03-Road-Tehama City of Tehama Local/Regional 5th Street to east of 2nd Street-roadway and shoulder 2030 $ 324,820
04-Road-Tehama City of Tehama Local/Regional City Limits to 5th Street-roadway and shoulder reconstruction 2030 $ 352,070
05-Road-Tehama City of Tehama Local/Regional Gyle Rd. to 300 feet west of S. 2nd Street-slope protection 2030 $ 490,500
06-Road-Tehama City of Tehama Local/Regional West of 5th Street to east of 2nd Street-roadway and shoulder 2030 $ 469,800
07-Road-Tehama City of Tehama HUTA/SB1/RSTP 5th Street to east of 2nd Street-roadway and shoulder 2040 $ 352,820
08-Road-Tehama City of Tehama Local/Regional 5th Street to east of 2nd Street-roadway and shoulder 2040 $ 339,840
09-Road-Tehama City of Tehama Local/Regional UPRR to | Street-roadway and shoulder reconstruction 2040 $ 521,560
10-Road-Tehama City of Tehama Local/Regional Gyle Road to east of South 2nd Street-roadway and shoulder 2040 $ 338,660
1-Road-Tehama City of Tehama Local/Regional | Street to East Gyle Road-roadway and shoulder reconstruction 2040 $ 264,320
12-Road-Tehama City of Tehama Local/Regional UPRR to D St. (Cavalier) & 5th St. to city limits (C St)-roadway and 2040 $ 758,160
13-Road-Tehama City of Tehama Local/Regional UPRR to | Street-roadway and shoulder reconstruction 2040 $ 509,760
14-Road-Tehama City of Tehama Local/Regional City limits to C Street-roadway and shoulder reconstruction 2040 $ 266,680
15-Road-Tehama City of Tehama Local/Regional UPRR to | Street-roadway and shoulder reconstruction 2040 $ 559,320
16-Road-Tehama City of Tehama Local/Regional West of 5th Street to Eeast of Cavalier Drive-roadway and shoulder 2040 $ 421,260
Long Range Total $ 4,332,380
County of Tehama - Short Range

M1-Maint.-County County of Tehama HUTA/SB1/RSTP Roadway Maintenance-Short Range 2025-2035 $ 54,876,679
01-Road-County County of Tehama STIP (Programmed) 99W Gap Closure, Glenn Co Line-South Ave, rehab 2030 $ 9,483,000
02-Road-County County of Tehama STIP (Programmed) 99W Gap Closure: Libert to Gyle 2026 $ 6,166,650
07-Road-County County of Tehama HSIP/HUTA/SB1/RSTP Lake California Drive Roadway Improvement Project 2028 $ 10,355,882
13-Road-County County of Tehama HUTA/SB1/RSTP Reeds Creek Erosion Repair (3 locations) 2030 $ 4,251,000
Short Range Total $ 85,133,211

County of Tehama - Long Range

C3



RTP Project
Number

Lead Agency

Funding Source

Description

CON year

amended for

2025 RTP

Project Cost
(esc. From
previous cost
estimate)

08-Road-County
04-Road-County
05-Road-County
06-Road-County
12A-Road-County
12B-Road-County
13-Road-County
34-Road-County
M2-Maint.-County
14-Road-County
17-Road-County
19-Road-County
20A-Road-County
20B-Road-County
24-Road-County
25-Road-County
26-Road-County
27-Road-County
28-Road-County
29-Road-County
30-Road-County
15-Road-County
21-Road-County
23-Road-County
35-Road-County
31-Road-County
32-Road-County

36-Road-County

37-Road-County
38-Road-County
39-Road-County
40-Road-County
41-Road-County
42-Road-County
43-Road-County
44-Road-County

County of Tehama
County of Tehama
County of Tehama
County of Tehama
County of Tehama
County of Tehama
County of Tehama
County of Tehama
County of Tehama
County of Tehama
County of Tehama
County of Tehama
County of Tehama
County of Tehama
County of Tehama
County of Tehama
County of Tehama
County of Tehama
County of Tehama
County of Tehama
County of Tehama
County of Tehama
County of Tehama
County of Tehama
County of Tehama
County of Tehama
County of Tehama

County of Tehama

County of Tehama
County of Tehama
County of Tehama
County of Tehama
County of Tehama
County of Tehama
County of Tehama
County of Tehama

HUTA/SB1/RSTP
Long Range HSIP
Long Range HSIP
Long Range HSIP
HUTA/SB1/RSTP
Local/Regional
Local/Regional
Local/Regional
HUTA/RSTP
HSIP/Local
HSIP/Local
HSIP/Local
HUTA/SB1/RSTP
Local/Regional
HSIP/Local
HSIP/Local
HSIP/Local
HSIP/Local
HSIP/Local
HSIP/Local
HSIP/Local
HSIP/Local
Local/Regional
Local/Regional
FLAP
Local/Regional
Local/Regional
Local/Regional
Programs
Local/Regional
Local/Regional
Local/Regional
Local/Regional
Local/Regional
Local/Regional
Local/Regional
Local/Regional

Cyle Road & 99W Roundabout

South Avenue, Million Road to Hall Road Intersection

Hall Road, South Avenue to Gardiner Ferry

Bowman Road, Wildridge to Interstate 5

South Avenue Reconstruction-Phase 1

South Avenue Reconstruction-Phase 2

Baker Road Recon. Widening, Turn Lane

Bend Ferry Road Reconstruction

Roadway Maintenance-Long Range

South Avenue & Hall Road-Roundabout

South Avenue & Kirkwood Road

Hooker Creek & Bowman Road

Bowman Road Reconstruction Phase |

Bowman Road Reconstruction Phase |l

99OW & Tyler Road

Barham Road & Liberal Avenue Intersection Improvements
Plymire Road & Baker Road Intersection Improvements
Walnut Street & Wilder Road Intersection Improvements
South Avenue & Rowles Road Intersection Improvements
Corning Road & Rawson Road Intersection Improvements
99W & Liberal Avenue Intersection Improvements

Lake California secondary access road

Rancho Tehama Road Reconstruction

Kirkwood Road Reconstruction, widening, and geometric change to

Jellys Ferry Reconstruction North
Evergreen Road Reconstruction
Cyle Road Rehabilitation

Jellys Ferry South-Widen Shoulder and Overlay (I5 to Bend Ferry

Road)

Hooker Creek and Bowman Road Interchange Replacements

Sunset Hills Drive Interchange Reconstruction

Countywide Emergency Siren System

Countywide Emergency Evacuation Wayfinding and Routing
Genasys Countywide Notification System

Lake California Secondary Emergency Access - Fire Lane Access

Manton and Mineral Area Projects
Evergreen Road Widening Project
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2040
2040
2040
2040
2040
2040
2040
2040
2040
2040
2040
2040
2040
2040
2040
2040
2040
2040
2040
2040
2040
2040
2040
2040
2040
2040
2040

2040

2040
2040
TBD
TBD
TBD
TBD
TBD
TBD

1,800,000
1,200,000
1,200,000
2,400,000
6,000,000
14,400,000
6,000,000
1,800,000
91,320,000
3,600,000
1,800,000
1,800,000
6,740,797
7,059,600
1,800,000
3,000,000
1,800,000
1,800,000
1,800,000
1,800,000
1,800,000
12,000,000
1,034,400
7,200,000
9,000,000
12,000,000

9,600,000

72,000,000
3,600,000
2,000,000

250,000

TBD

TBD

TBD

$ 500,000
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RTP Project
Number

Lead Agency

Funding Source

Description

CON year
amended for
2025 RTP

Project Cost

(esc. From
previous cost

45-Road-County
46-Road-County
47-Road-County
48-Road-County
49-Road-County
50-Road-County
51-Road-County
52-Road-County
Long Range Total

O1-Road-Tribal
01-Road-Tribal
O1-Road-Tribal
0O1-Road-Tribal
O1-Road-Tribal
Short Range Total
Short Range Total
Long Range Total

County of Tehama
County of Tehama
County of Tehama
County of Tehama
County of Tehama
County of Tehama
County of Tehama
County of Tehama

County of Tehama
County of Tehama
County of Tehama
County of Tehama
County of Tehama

Local/Regional
Local/Regional
Local/Regional
Local/Regional
Local/Regional
Local/Regional
Local/Regional
Local/Regional

FLAP

HSIP/Local
HSIP/Local
HSIP/Local
HSIP/Local

Luce Griswold Road Paving

Bowman Road Right of Way Thin

VMT and CRP Future Projects

Safe Streets and Roads Future Projects

South 99W Corridor Study

99W Between Solana and County Line in the City of Corning

Feasibility Study: Lake California Drive

Lake California Drive Intersection at Bowman, South Main, and [-5.

Tribal Projects - Long Range
Left turn Lane on 99 near proposed new Community Center and

Bridge on Orchard Ave crossing Brannin Creek

Glarescreen / fence between Everett Freeman Way and I-5
Lighting on Liberal Ave Interchange and lighting along 99 near

A secondary |5 access at Sour Grass Road

2040
2040
2040
2040
2040

estimate)

$ 290,184,797

Hr A A A A
1

$ 94,900,111
$ 332,109,977
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Table 4.2

BRIDGE PROJECTS

Project Number . o Cost in CON
Funding Source Description CON Year Cost (2018)
(Local) Year (@13.4%)
City of Red Bluff - Short Range
01-Bridge-RB HBP Baker Road Bridge @ Brickyard Creek 2030 $ 1,183,000 $ 3,085,264
Total $ 1,183,000 $ 3,085,264
County of Tehama - Short Range
03-Bridge-County HBP McCoy Low Water Crossing and approaches 2030 $ 6,847,000 $ 17,856,976
06-Bridge-County HBP Flores Ave @ Oat Creek 2030 $ 4,020,000 $ 10,484,160
07-Bridge-County HBP, Toll Credits Lowrey Road @ SF Elder Creek 2030 $ 1154,000 $ 3,009,632
08-Bridge-County HBP, Toll Credits Tyler Road @ Oat Creek 2030 $ 1,000,000 $ 2,608,000
09-Bridge-County HBP, Toll Credits Shasta Blvd @ NF Mill Creek 2030 $ 2,000,000 $ 5,216,000
10-Bridge-County HBP, Toll Credits Mt. Shasta Ave @ NF Hall Creek 2030 $ 1,000,000 $ 2,608,000
Total $ 16,021,000 $ 41,782,768
County of Tehama - Long Range
45-Bridge-County HBP, Toll Credits Bowman Road @ Pine Creek 2045 $ 1,000,000 $ 3,948,000
46-Bridge-County HBP, Toll Credits Bowman Road @ Mitchell 2045 $ 1,000,000 $ 3,948,000
11-Bridge-County HBP, Toll Credits Reeds Creek RD @ Brush Creek 2045 $ 800,000 $ 3,158,400
12-Bridge-County HBP, Toll Credits Tuscan Springs RD @ Salt Creek 2045 $ 860,000 $ 3,395,280
13-Bridge-County HBP, Toll Credits Butte Mtn RD @ Elmore Creek 2045 $ 940,000 $ 3,711,120
14-Bridge-County HBP, Toll Credits Vestal Road @ Coldfork Cottonwood CRK 2045 $ 520,000 $ 2,052,960
15-Bridge-County HBP, Toll Credits Kansas AVE @ Antelope CREEK 2045 $ 910,000 $ 3,592,680
16-Bridge-County HBP, Toll Credits Vestal Road @ South Fork Cottonwood CR 2045 $ 1,780,000 $ 7,027,440
17-Bridge-County HBP, Toll Credits Belle Mill RD @ Paynes Creek Slough 2045 $ 7,200,000 $ 28,425,600
18-Bridge-County HBP, Toll Credits Briggs Road @ Red Bank Creek 2045 $ 1,770,000 $ 6,987,960
19-Bridge-County HBP, Toll Credits Red Bank RD @ Vale Gulch 2045 $ 530,000 $ 2,092,440
20-Bridge-County HBP, Toll Credits Pine Creek RD @ Pine Creek 2045 $ 720,000 $ 2,842,560
21-Bridge-County HBP, Toll Credits Rawson Road @ Willow Creek 2045 $ 780,000 $ 3,079,440
22-Bridge-County HBP, Toll Credits 99W @ Red Bank Creek 2045 $ 4,610,000 $ 18,200,280
23-Bridge-County HBP, Toll Credits Belle Mill RD @ Samson Slough 2045 $ 5,760,000 $ 22,740,480
24-Bridge-County HBP, Toll Credits Willard RD @ Branch of Reeds Creek 2045 $ 480,000 $ 1,895,040
25-Bridge-County HBP, Toll Credits Kirkwood Road @ Jewett Creek 2045 $ 1,260,000 $ 4,974,480
26-Bridge-County HBP, Toll Credits Ohio AVE @ Jewett Creek 2045 $ 940,000 $ 3,711,120
27-Bridge-County HBP, Toll Credits Johnson Rd @ Reeds Creek 2045 $ 930,000 $ 3,671,640
28-Bridge-County HBP, Toll Credits Kelly Rd @ Mccarty Creek 2045 $ 460,000 $ 1,816,080
29-Bridge-County HBP, Toll Credits Rawson Rd @ Burch Creek 2045 $ 1170,000 $ 4,619,160
30-Bridge-County HBP, Toll Credits Rawson Rd @ Jackson Creek 2045 $ 360,000 $ 1,421,280
31-Bridge-County HBP, Toll Credits Hall Rd @ West Burch Creek 2045 $ 1,200,000 $ 4,737,600
32-Bridge-County HBP, Toll Credits Osborn Rd @ Mill Creek Branch 2045 $ 400,000 $ 1,579,200
33-Bridge-County HBP, Toll Credits Rawson Rd @ South Fork Jewett Creek 2045 $ 600,000 $ 2,368,800
34-Bridge-County HBP, Toll Credits South AVE @ Sacramento Riv Ovrflow #1 2045 $ 1,010,000 $ 3,987,480
35-Bridge-County HBP, Toll Credits Lowrey Road @ Vale Gulch 2045 $ 530,000 $ 2,092,440
36-Bridge-County HBP, Toll Credits Rawson Road @ Hall Creek Branch 2045 $ 460,000 $ 1,816,080
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Project Number Cost in CON

Funding Source Description CON Year Cost (2018)

(Local) Year (@13.4%)
37-Bridge-County HBP, Toll Credits Wildcat Road @ North Fork Battle Creek 2045 $ 2,380,000 $ 9,396,240
38-Bridge-County HBP, Toll Credits Tehama Ave @ Corning Canal 2045 $ 750,000 $ 2,961,000
39-Bridge-County HBP, Toll Credits Manton Rd @ South Fork Battle Creek 2045 $ 2,880,000 $ 1,370,240
40-Bridge-County HBP, Toll Credits South 99W @ Moore Creek 2045 $ 1,520,000 $ 6,000,960
41-Bridge-County HBP, Toll Credits Chase Ave @ Hall Creek 2045 $ 930,000 $ 3,671,640
42-Bridge-County HBP, Toll Credits Moller Avenue @ Moller Slough 2045 $ 350,000 $ 1,381,800
43-Bridge-County HBP, Toll Credits Ridge Road @ Branch Of Red Bank Creek 2045 $ 320,000 $ 1,263,360
44-Bridge-County HBP, Toll Credits Newville Rd @ Stony Creek 2045 $ 3,450,000 $ 13,620,600
45-Bridge-County TBD Woodson Bridge Planning and Replacement TBD TBD TBD
Total $ 51,560,000 $ 203,558,880
Short Range Total $ 17,204,000 $ 44,868,032
Long Range Total $ 51,560,000 $ 203,558,880
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Table 4.3

TRANSIT PROJECTS
|_Agency | Project Name | __Funding | CONYear | __ ProjectType | Total Cost |

TCTC Transit Operations & Maintenance LTF, 5311, STA, Farebox 2025-2035 Operations and Maintenance $ 14,000,000

TCTC Fleet Replacement LTF, CMAQ 2025-2035 Fleet Replacement $ 2,869,900
Rio Street Transit Hub .

TCTC . TBD TBD Capital Improvements TBD
Improvements (ZEV infra)

TCTC TRAX Facility Expansion (ZEV infra) TBD TBD Capital Improvements TBD

Short Range Total $ 16,869,900
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Table 4.4

RTP Project Funding
Number Source

BICYCLE AND PEDESTRIAN PROJECTS

Description

City of Corning - Long Range

01-ATP-Corning ATP Olive View School Olive View School Connectivity Project 2035+ $ 1,200,000
02-ATP-Corning ATP West Street School West Street School Connectivity Project 2035+ $ 1,300,000
03-ATP-Corning ATP Woodson School Woodson School Connectivity Project 2035+ $ 1,500,000
04-ATP-Corning ATP Solano Street Solano Street from Solano (East City Limits) to Old Hwy 99W 2035+ $ -

05-ATP-Corning ATP Highway 99W (Colusa to South Ave) 2035+ $ -

06-ATP-Corning ATP st Street Class 2 Bike Lanes-Blackburn Ave to Fig Lane 2035+ $ 60,000
07-ATP-Corning ATP Black Butte Lake Regional Bike Route-Via Corning Road and Black Butte Lake Road 2035+ $ 70,000
08-ATP-Corning ATP Blackburn Avenue Corridor Improvements-Edith Avenue to Edith Avenue 2035+ $ 950,000
09-ATP-Corning ATP Blackburn Moon Drain Class 1 Bike Path-East to Corona Avenue 2035+ $ 1,100,000
10-ATP-Corning ATP Colusa Street Corridor Improvements-Edith Avenue to Marguerite Avenue 2035+ $ 2,750,000
T-ATP-Corning ATP Fig Lane Corridor Improvements-Houghton Avenue to Marguerite Avenue 2035+ $ 2,000,000
12-ATP-Corning ATP Highway 99 Regional Bike Route-South Ave to Gallagher Avenue 2035+ $ 20,000
13-ATP-Corning ATP Jewett Creek Class 1 Bike Path-Highway 99W to Toomes Avenue 2035+ $ 300,000
14-ATP-Corning ATP Marguerite Avenue Crosswalk Enhancements-Fig Lane to Blackburn Avenue 2035+ $ 100,000
15-ATP-Corning ATP Rolling Hills Casino Regional Bike Route-Via Highway 99W and Liberal Avenue 2035+ $ 15,000
16-ATP-Corning ATP Solano Street Streetscape Improvements-Highway 99W to 3rd Street 2035+ $ 7,000,000
17-ATP-Corning ATP South Street Class 2 Bike Lanes-Houghton Avenue to marguerite Avenue 2035+ $ 700,000
18-ATP-Corning ATP Toomes Avenue Corridor Improvements-Fig Lane to Blackburn Avenue 2035+ $ 1,600,000
19-ATP-Corning ATP West Street Class 2 Bike Lanes-Nroth Street to Fig Lane 2035+ $ 250,000
20-ATP-Corning ATP Woodson Bridge Rec. Regional Bike Route-Via Marguerite Avenue and Loleta Avenue 2035+ $ 25,000
Total $ 20,940,000
01-ATP-Red Bluff ATP Walnut St. Walnut St./Monroe Class 2 Bikeway 2035+ $ 500,000
02-ATP-Red Bluff ATP Diamond Ave. Diamond Avenue College Connection 2035+ $ 5,000,000
03-ATP-Red Bluff ATP Vista Way Vista Way Bikeway (South Jackson to Luther Road via Airport Road) 2035+ $ 100,000
04-ATP-Red Bluff ATP Sale Lane Sale Lane Sidewalk/Bike Lane to Sacramento River Discovery Center 2035+ $ 200,000
05-ATP-Red Bluff ATP Sale Lane Lake Red Bluff Bikeway 2035+ $ -

06-ATP-Red Bluff ATP Reeds Creek Reeds Creek River Walk (Washington St. to Paskenta Road) 2035+ $ 2,000,000
07-ATP-Red BIluff ATP Johnson St. Johnson St. Bikeway (Walnut St. to Baker Road via Walbridge St.) 2035+ $ 200,000
08-ATP-Red Bluff ATP Vista Way Vista Way Bikeway (Montgomery Road. to Luther Road via Airport Road) 2035+ $ 100,000
09-ATP-Red Bluff ATP Washington St. Washington St. Bikeway (Willow St. to Walton St.) 2035+ $ 200,000
10-ATP-Red Bluff ATP Adobe State Park Adobe Park Bikeway (Dog Island Park to Ide Adobe State Park) 2035+ $ 3,000,000
T-ATP-Red Bluff ATP Adobe Rd. Adobe Road Bikeway 2035+ $ 3,000,000

Total 14,300,000

County of Tehama Long Range
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RTP Project Funding

Description CON Year
Number Source
01-ATP-County ATP Bowman Rd Bowman Road Bikeway (Evergreen School to I-5) 2035+ $ 3,000,000
02-ATP-County ATP Aramayo Way Tehama-Los Molinos Bikeway (City of Tehama and Tehama County) 2035+ $ 1,500,000
03-ATP-County ATP Baker Rd Baker Road Bikeway (SR 36 to Walnut St.) (City of Red Bluff and Tehama County) 2035+ $ 3,000,000
Los Molinos Elementary . .
04-ATP-County ATP School Sidewalks, crosswalks, ADA ramps, on E side of Stanford between Grant and Rose. 2035+ $ 500,000
choo
05-ATP-County ATP Bowman Rd Bowman Road Bikeway (Evergreen School to I-5) 2035+ TBD
06-ATP-County ATP Aramayo Way Tehama-Los Molinos Bikeway (City of Tehama and Tehama County) 2035+ TBD
07-ATP-County ATP Kirkwood Elementary School School zone improvements, traffic calming, sign package. 2035+ TBD
08-ATP-County ATP Lassen View Elementary Safety improvements on 99 to mitigate ingress/egress dangers. 2035+ TBD
09-ATP-County ATP Bend School Multi-use path from Ash Lane to Bend School parking lot. Move Driscoll fence line. 2035+ TBD
10-ATP-County ATP Bend School School zone improvements (crosswalks, shoulder widening, parking lot definition. 2035+ TBD
. Formalize parking and school zone area. Crosswalks, sign package, rural standard

N-ATP-County ATP Vina Elemantary 2035+ TBD

shoulder for peds.

School zone improvements, striping on Osbourne Rd. signage and formailze transition
12-ATP-County ATP Flournoy Elementary School 2035+ TBD

zone.
13-ATP-County ATP Gerber Elementary School Traffic calming and school zone crossing/marking on Chard Avenue. 2035+ TBD

. Multi-use path from school to community center. N.side of Toomes-Wannatoddy to

14-ATP-County ATP Elkins Elementary School . 2035+ TBD

Crane Mill
15-ATP-County ATP RR Corridor Railroad Bikeway (Red Bluff to Los Molinos) 2035+ TBD
16-ATP-County ATP Baker Rd Baker Road Bikeway (SR 36 to Walnut St.) (City of Red Bluff and Tehama County) 2035+ TBD
17-ATP-County ATP Mineral Restriping and crosswalks at SR 36 and SR 172 2035+ TBD
Total $ 8,000,000

Long Range Total $ 43,240,000
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Table 4.5
AVIATION PROJECTS

. CON
Project Name
Year

City of Red Bluff - Short Range

Twy Rehab, Main Apron Rehab and Various-Design AIP, Local 2019 Aviation Improvements $ 100,000
Helicopter Parking Pads and Apron Expansion - Design AIP, Local 2020 Aviation Improvements $ 100,000
Twy Rehabilitation - Construction AIP, Local 2020 Aviation Improvements  $ 407,000
East-West Taxiway Rehab and Security Upgrade - Design & CatEx AIP, Local 2021 Aviation Improvements  $ 110,000
Main Apron Pavement Rehabilitation - Construction AIP, Local 2021 Aviation Improvements $ 342,000
Apron Expansion - Construction AlP, Local 2022 Aviation Improvements  $ 1,340,000
Helicopter Parking Pads - Construction AIP, Local 2022 Aviation Improvements  $ 40,000
East-West Taxiway Rehabilitation - Construction AIP, Local 2023 Aviation Improvements  $ 147,000
Security Upgrades; Fence, Surveillance - Construction AIP, Local 2023 Aviation Improvements  $ 35,000
Airport Layout Plan - Update AlP, Local 2024 Aviation Improvements $ 175,000
Runway 15-33 Extension - Environmental Documents AlP, Local 2025 Aviation Improvements $ 100,000
Runway 15-33 Extension - Design AIP, Local 2026 Aviation Improvements  $ 150,000
Runway 15-33 Extension - Construction AlP, Local 2027 Aviation Improvements $ 650,000
Short Range Total $ 3,696,000

Long Range Total $ -
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36

36

55

36
32

Ten-Year
Plan

2019

2021

2023

2021
2021
2021

2023

2023

2023

2023

2023

2023

2023

2023
2023

Total SHOPP

Activity Category
Advance
Mitigation/Mitigation

Reactive Safety

Bicycle and Pedestrian
Infrastructure
Roadside

Reactive Safety
Bridge

Reactive Safety

Roadside

Proactive Safety

Pavement

Mobility - TMS

Pavement

Bridge - Health

Pavement

Drainage

Table 4.6
SHOPP Project List

Activity Location

In Tehama County near Cottonwood on Route 5 at Cottonwood Creek Bridge and on
Route 99 at 0.1 mile north of Toomes Creek Bridge. Cottonwood Toomes Excess Lands
Transfer (Mitigation Relinquishment)

Horse Gulch Curve Safety Improvement/In Tehama County about 26 miles west of
Red Bluff from 5.3 miles east to 5.8 miles east of Dry Creek Bridge.

Mineral Multi-Use Path and Shoulders - In Tehama County at and near Mineral 0.1
mile east of Battle Creek Bridge to 0.3 mile east of Route 172

NB and SB Herbert S. Miles SRRA Well Replacement & Wastewater upgrades

Elam Safety Shoulder Widening - Tehama 32 EB lane

Tehama and Plumas Scour Mitigation

Butler-Taft TW-LTL Legal: IN TEHAMA COUNTY NEAR LOS MOLINOS FROM 0.1 MILE
SOUTH OF BUTLER STREET TO 0.3 MILE NORTH OF TAFT STREET.

South Main-Diamond Ave Roadside Rehab Legal: IN TEHAMA COUNTY IN RED BLUFF
FROM 0.5 MILE SOUTH OF SOUTH MAIN STREET OVERCROSSING TO 0.3 MILE NORTH
OF DIAMOND AVENUE OVERCROSSING.

Install cable barrier in the median of Tehama-5 Legal: In Tehama County In and Near
Corning from 0.7 mile north of the Glenn County line to McClure Creek Bridge #08-
0074

Mineral Pavement Legal: IN TEHAMA COUNTY AT AND NEAR MINERAL FROM 0.8
MILE WEST OF DIAMOND ROAD TO 0.4 MILE EAST OF MILL CREEK BRIDGE.

Red BIluff Signals Legal: IN TEHAMA COUNTY IN RED BLUFF AT VARIOUS LOCATIONS
FROM WALNUT STREET TO COLONY ROAD

Corning Pavement

Bridge work on TEH 99 and 005, to include, but not limited to, replace Deer Creek
Overflow bridge (08-0003) and scour improvements on Sacramento River Bridge (08-
0096R).

Ponderosa Way Pavement Teh-36-PM 67.5/R75.10

Drainage on Tehama-32 and Trinity-36
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Target
RTL FY

2024/25

2025/26

2025/26

2026/27
2026/27
2027/28

2027/28

2028/29

2028/29

2029/30

2029/30

2031/32
2031/32

2032/33
2032/33

Projected
SHOPP
Cycle

2022

2022

2022

2024
2024
2024

2024

2026

2026

2026

2026

2028

2028

2030
2030

TYP Total Project

Cost
$ 4,200,000
$ 5,590,000
$ 4.126,000
$ 7,572,000
$ 5,145,000
$ 6,341,000
$ 3,722,000
$ 15,138,000
$ 27,183,900
$ 20,968,000
$ 9,914,600
$ 59,634,000
$ 11,680,000
$ 14,791,000
$ 3,391,000

$ 199,396,500
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