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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY  
 

The Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) is a long-range planning document developed by the 

Lake County/City Area Planning Council (Lake APC), which serves as the Regional 

Transportation Planning Agency (RTPA) for the Lake County region.  It is prepared in cooperation 

with federal, State, regional and local partner agencies, as well as other stakeholders, including 

tribal governments and system users.  The Plan covers a 20-year horizon with an overall goal of 

promoting the safe and efficient management, operation and development of a multi-modal 

transportation system that, when linked with appropriate land use planning, will serve the mobility 

needs of people and goods movement throughout the region.   

 

DEVELOPMENT OF THE 20 26 REGIONAL TRAN SPORTATION PLAN  

 

Since the RTP was last updated in 2022, changes have occurred in numerous areas.  New laws 

have been enacted, public policies adopted, and new issues have developed.  The 2026 RTP 

provides an evaluation of these changes in terms of the challenges and opportunities they present 

in the on-going effort to manage and improve the transportation system throughout the Lake 

County region.   

 

The RTP is broken into elements which address multiple modes of transportation including the 

state highway system, local streets and roads, public transit, active transportation and aviation, as 

well as tribal transportation. (Rail transportation does not exist in Lake County.) Where 

appropriate, each of the elements identify and describe: 

 

¶ Current issues, challenges and opportunities 

¶ Performance measures 

¶ Action elements- constrained and unconstrained lists of projects 

¶ Potential funding sources to complete the project lists 

¶ Goals, objectives and policies 

 

Each of the elements also contains a discussion of estimated costs and the likely funding 

availability for projects relevant to the individual element.  An ñOverarching Issuesò element is 

further included, which discusses comprehensive items or challenges faced by the region as a 

whole.  The seven elements covered in the RTP can be summarized as follows: 

 

Overarching Issues: Included to cover issues that transcend multiple transportation modes and 

reflects the interconnected relationship between modes and system users.   

 

State Highway System: This element analyzes issues involving the five State routes lying either 

all or partially within the Lake County region including State Route (SR) 20, SR 29, SR 53, SR 

175 and SR 281. 
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Local Streets and Roads: Local transportation systems are covered in this element, centered 

around streets and roads located within the cities of Clearlake and Lakeport, as well as those lying 

within the unincorporated regions of the County.  

 

Active Transportation:  This element serves as the ñnon-motorizedò section of the RTP, focusing 

on bicycle and pedestrian facilities and infrastructure throughout the region.  An original ñActive 

Transportation Planò was adopted by the Lake APC as a stand-alone document in December 2016.  

Since that time, subsequent updates of the RTP (in 2017 and 2022) have included concurrent 

updates of the Active Transportation Plan, which continues to serve both as the non-motorized 

element of the RTP, as well as a stand-alone plan.  

 

Public Transit:  This element analyzes fixed route bus services provided by the Lake Transit 

Authority as well as related programs assisting senior, disabled, or low-income populations. 

Included within the element are programs provided by the regionôs Consolidated Transportation 

Services Agency (CTSA), known as Lake Links. 

 

Tribal Transportation : Transportation issues and projects impacting tribal lands of the seven 

recognized tribes are evaluated in this section of the RTP.  

 

Aviation: This element discusses current and long-range issues involving air travel in the region, 

with a focus on the Countyôs sole public facility, Lampson Field.      

 

RELATED PLANS AND PROGRAMS  

 

References are made throughout the RTP to related plans or relevant programs at local, State or 

federal levels.  The 2026 RTP was developed with and guided by the expectation that its own 

goals, objectives and policies remain consistent with these companion documents and programs. 

Relevant transportation planning documents are listed within a bibliography found at the end of 

this Plan (see Appendix F). 

 

PUBLIC PARTICIPATION  

 

The RTP was developed with input from the public, local agencies and other stakeholders 

including existing committees that represent broad segments of regional system users, such as the 

Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) and the Social Services Transportation Advisory Council 

(SSTAC). Public involvement was guided in part by the Public Participation Plan (PPP) adopted 

by the Lake APC in 2021, which calls for public awareness and accessibility to the transportation 

planning process. Outreach was based on a variety of methods including in-person presentations 

at a number of public meetings (County Board of Supervisors, municipal advisory bodies, regional 

tribal outreach forums, etc.), and soliciting input through advertised interactive mapping tools and 

surveys.  (see Appendix C for further details in the Public Participation Report).   
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I.  INTRODUCTION  
 

Transportation is a central feature of everyday life.  It connects individuals with the larger 

community providing access to housing, schools, jobs, markets, healthcare, natural resources, 

recreation and various other social interactions.  Given its multi-modal nature, it impacts far 

reaching societal goals including economic development, public health, environmental policy and 

overall quality of life.  Transportation planning at the regional level therefore plays an important 

role in ensuring that a well-designed transportation system balances multiple interests in a safe and 

equitable fashion, providing connectivity both within and between communities, essentially tying 

the local to the global.     

 

REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION PLANNING  

 

The Lake County/City Area Planning Council (Lake APC) is the Regional Transportation Planning 

Agency (RTPA) for the Lake County region.  It was established in 1972 after passage of the 

Transportation Development Act (TDA), which resulted in the creation of similar entities 

throughout the State (known as Councils of Governments, or COGs) to focus on transportation 

and other regional planning issues.  The Lake APC is comprised of eight members: two from the 

Lake County Board of Supervisors, two members from the Lakeport City Council, two from the 

Clearlake City Council and two ñat-largeò citizen members appointed by the County Board of 

Supervisors.      

 

Four standing committees assist the decision-making role of the Lake APC, described as follows:  

 

Executive Committee  

This is an optional committee appointed by the Council and consisting of the APC Chair, Vice 

Chair and a third council member from a city, the County, or Member-at-Large.  It may be used 

for administrative and executive functions of the APC between regular meetings of the Council. It 

may also be used to oversee issues of personnel budget and policy, making subsequent 

recommendations to the full Council.  

 

Policy Advisory Committee   

The Policy Advisory Committee (PAC) is made up of members of the Lake Area Planning Council 

Board of Directors along with a Caltrans District 1 representative. Its purpose is to provide the 

Caltrans representative, as a member of the PAC, a vote on all matters dealing with transportation.  

 

Technical Advisory Committee  

The Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) consists of the Director of Public Works of Lake 

County, the Community Development Directors of Lake County and the cities of Clearlake and 

Lakeport, the City Engineers or Public Works Directors of Clearlake and Lakeport, the 

Commander of the Lake County Office of the California Highway Patrol, a representative from 

the Lake Transit Authority, and a transportation planner from the Caltrans District 1 Office.  
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Chaired by the Lake APC Executive Director, it is used to draw on the professional expertise of 

its members, providing recommendations to the Board based on technical considerations.  

 

Social Services Transportation Advisory Council    

The Social Services Transportation Advisory Council  (SSTAC) was established in 1988 as a result 

of Senate Bill (SB) 498 and was formed to represent interests of the elderly, disabled and persons 

of limited means.  Its role is to advise the Lake APC on transportation related issues such as Federal 

Transit Administration (FTA) transit grant applications and unmet transit needs. SSTAC 

membership is made up of a potential transit user 60 years of age or older, a potential transit user 

who is disabled, two representatives of local service providers for seniors, two representatives of 

local service providers for the disabled, a representative from a local social service provider for 

persons of limited means and two representatives from the local Consolidated Transportation 

Services Agency (CTSA). 

 

PURPOSE OF THE REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION PLAN  

 

The Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) is a long-range planning document developed by the 

Lake APC as the RTPA for the Lake County region.  It is prepared in cooperation with federal, 

State, regional and local partner agencies, as well as other stakeholders, including tribal 

governments and system users. The Plan covers a 20-year horizon (updated every four years) with 

the purpose of establishing regional goals, identifying and establishing future needs, deficiencies 

and constraints, analyzing potential solutions, estimating available funding, and proposing 

investments. The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) describes the RTP as a ñ[s]tatement 

of the ways the region plans to invest in the transportation system...[including] both long-range 

and short-range program strategies/actions that lead to the development of an integrated intermodal 

transportation system that facilitates the efficient movement of people and goods.ò  The 2026 

update to the RTP was developed in accordance with these and other guiding principles provided 

in the 2024 RTP Guidelines as adopted by the California Transportation Commission (CTC).  

 

LAKE COUNTY REGION  

 

Geography  

Lake County is located in Northern California, 

lying within the Pacific Coastal ranges 

between the counties of Mendocino and 

Sonoma to the west, and Glenn, Colusa, Yolo 

and Napa to the east and south.  The County 

consists largely of mountainous terrain and 

resource lands surrounding Clear Lake, its 

primary geographic feature.  The lake itself 

covers approximately five percent of the land 

area and includes a majority of the Countyôs 

population centers along its shores.  Much of 
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the northern third of the County is unoccupied and lies within the Mendocino National Forest, 

while the rural southern portions are made up of sparsely populated communities divided among 

agricultural and other resource lands.  

 

The major transportation corridors in the region are: 

 

¶ Highway 20, which runs roughly east/west along the north shore of Clear Lake and links 

Highway 101 in Mendocino County with Interstate 5 in Colusa County to the east  

¶ Highway 29, connecting Highway 20 at the northwest shore of the lake with other 

communities along its southern shores and further south to Napa County 

¶ Highway 53, which completes the highway system loop on the lakeôs eastern shore from 
Highway 20 to Highway 29 

¶ Highway 175, which also connects to Highway 101 in Hopland, linking Mendocino County 

with Highway 29 and southern portions of the Lake County region 

 

Demographics 

The population of Lake County was estimated at 67,254 as of January 1, 2025.1 This includes a 

population of 45,695 within the unincorporated communities of the County, 5,026 within the City 

of Lakeport, and 16,533 within the City of Clearlake. After a steady increase over a roughly 40-

year period between 1970 (46,933) and 2010 (64,665), population growth has largely stalled or 

even trended slightly negative. By comparison, the State grew at a much healthier pace 

(approximately 6%) from 2010 to 2020, ending with the Covid-19 pandemic leading to slight 

declines and followed by a modest recovery since 2023.  A number of local factors could be 

responsible for the flat lining growth, including consistent poor economic conditions, out-

migration of young families, and an aging population.  

 

Aging is one of two most notable characteristics of the region. The second is the regionôs number 

of residents with a disability.  The U.S. Census2 estimates 23.36% of the regionôs population to be 

65 years or older, a figure that is well above the statewide figure of 15.3% and has been trending 

upward. This can be attributed, in part, to the attractive nature of the region in terms of rural and 

affordable living for retirement age individuals. The region is also made up of approximately 

20.6% with a disability, which significantly exceeds the statewide percentage of 11.3%.  Relative 

to transportation issues, elderly and disabled residents are often less prone to driving than younger 

individuals and more reliant on other means of transportation such as public transit or walking.  In 

addition, according to a 2012 report from the Bureau of Transportation Statistics, transportation 

difficulties negatively affect a number of disabled individuals, which can result in many becoming 

homebound. Based on the Countyôs demographic makeup, a sizable segment of the population 

would benefit from transit and pedestrian facility improvements in the coming years with an 

emphasis on safety and accessibility.      

 
1 State of California Department of Finance 
2 2023: ACS 5-Year Estimates 



 

6 
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Economy 

Lake County is frequently ranked among the poorest counties in the United States.  Approximately 

17.6% of County residents were considered ñpersons in povertyò according to current Census 

data,3 compared to 12.0% statewide.  Median household income was $58,738 (statewide median 

$96,334) as of 2023.  Unemployment figures4 show Lake County (6.8%) to be above the statewide 

rate of 5.0%, as of April 2025.  

 

Numerous economic benefits could be realized from improvements to the transportation system in 

the Lake County region.  Among these are improved highway accommodations connecting 

Highway 101 and Interstate 5 in order to better move goods or visitor traffic, alleviating congestion 

by providing alternative access routes within and between population and commercial centers, or 

expanding and enhancing bicycle and pedestrian facilities making recreational and other tourist 

activities more attractive to out-of-county visitors.  

 

Wildfires in the region have also played an outsize role in the health of the local economy. Since 

2015 hundreds of thousands of acres have been consumed as well as thousands of homes, dozens 

of commercial buildings and other structures.  Aside from the property damage and strain on the 

regionôs infrastructure, losses were suffered in the agriculture (e.g. impacts of smoke and ash on 

soil health, ñsmoke taintò to wine grapes) and tourism (e.g. reduction in visitors during fire season, 

impacts to boating,/fishing/camping related income) sectors. These disasters combined with the 

threat of future events will continue to challenge economic development efforts in the region. 

Impacts to transportation within non-incorporated portions of the County will be especially acute 

with a larger share of road miles to maintain and smaller relative tax base for funding 

improvements.   

 

Public Health 

Health statistics in the Lake County region continue to rank near the bottom when compared to 

other counties in the State.  According to a 2025 County Health Rankings Report,5 Lake County 

ranks in the bottom 10% (least healthy counties) nationwide in both health outcomes and 

community conditions based on a list of health factors in the report. The 2024 County Health Status 

Profiles published annually by the State Department of Public Health further corroborate these 

findings.  Examples from its findings include County death rates due to all cancers (56th out of 58 

counties), chronic liver disease (58th), accidents, or unintentional injuries (57th), and ñall causesò 

(54th).  Many of these health problems can be linked directly to lifestyle habits such as diet and 

exercise.  Beyond the seemingly obvious health benefits related to physical activity, research has 

shown that a lack of physical activity is a major contributing factor to heart disease, diabetes, 

hypertension, obesity, osteoporosis and some cancers.   

 

With respect to ñhealthierò transportation choices, statewide efforts to influence behavior have 

shown mixed signs of success.  A California Household Travel Survey conducted by Caltrans 

released in 2013 illustrated a growing taste for non-motorized transportation options.  While 

 
3 United States Census, ñQuick Factsò 
4 California Employment Development Department, Monthly Labor Force Data, April 2025 
5 2025 County Health Rankings Report- a collaboration of the Robert Wood Johnson Foundation and University of 

Wisconsin Population Health Institute 
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automobile transportation was still by far the most frequently used travel mode, its overall share 

declined from 86% in 2000, to 75.2% in 2010-2012.  Over this same period, ñBicycle Tripsò 

increased as an overall share from 0.8% to 1.5%, and ñWalk Tripsò doubled from 8.4% to 16.6%.  

Despite these trends, a 2017 National Household Travel Survey provided supplemental data for 

California showing a fair amount of backsliding with shares of walkers and bicyclists declining to 

1.34% and 12.3%, respectively.   

 

Similar data specific to Lake County was not available, although surveys conducted for the 2016 

Active Transportation Plan did point to a lack of sidewalks and bike lanes as two of the biggest 

factors influencing whether to choose active modes of transportation. Another survey conducted 

for a 2019 Pedestrian Facility Needs Study corroborated the finding with 73% of respondents 

considering a ñlack of trails and paths away from traffic,ò and 66% ñmissing or broken sidewalksò 

as key factors discouraging walking in their communities. Improving the non-motorized 

infrastructure within the region (i.e. more bike lanes, pedestrian facilities, etc.) would thus play a 

significant role in helping to promote active and healthier lifestyle choices (see Active 

Transportation Element).   

 

CONSISTENCY WITH RELATED PLANS AND PROCESSES 

 

The 2026 RTP was developed with the guidance of several documents adopted over the past 

several years. Implementation of its goals and policies is intended to be consistent with the 

following plans and programs: 

  

California  State Wildlife Action Plan (2025)   

The California State Wildlife Action Plan (SWAP) was originally adopted in 2005 as a result of 

the federal State Wildlife Grants program created in 2000. The Program is intended to provide 

federal funds to states for the conservation of wildlife diversity. In 2025, the SWAP was updated, 

maintaining its three statewide goals to increase ñAbundance and Richness,ò ñEnhance Ecosystem 

Conditions,ò and to ñEnhance Ecosystem Functions and Processes.ò A (still current) 

ñTransportation Planning Companion Planò was also adopted in December 2016 combining the 

priorities of the SWAP with those of Caltrans when planning and designing transportation projects. 

Each of the projects within the RTP are subject to environmental review per the California 

Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), which are required to address potential impacts to biological 

resources. For example, the Environmental Impact Report for the Konocti Corridor (the largest 

project currently underway in the region) includes analyses regarding wildlife movement resulting 

in mitigation requirements for under-crossings within the project area. Consistency with the SWAP 

will be addressed during the environmental review phases of individual projects within the RTP. 

 

California Freight Mobility Plan (2023)  

The California Freight Mobility Plan (CFMP) is the Stateôs long-range strategy to manage its 

freight infrastructure ensuring safety, efficiency, sustainability and competitiveness. The Plan was 

initially called for by Assembly Bill (AB) 14 in 2013, with four-year updates subsequently required 

through the federal Infrastructure Investment and Jobs Act (IIJA) in 2021. Goals of the Plan 
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include multimodal mobility, economic prosperity, environmental stewardship, healthy 

communities, safety and resiliency, asset management, and connectivity and accessibility.  

 

Transit Development Plan (2023) 

In 2023, an update to the regionôs Transit Development Plan (TDP) was adopted to help guide the 

development of Lake Transit Authority services and also to improve mobility options for residents 

of the Lake County region.  The TDP serves as an opportunity to analyze the public transit systemôs 

current operations and to identify potential changes that, if implemented during the next five years, 

could improve public transit, so that it can better serve Lake County communities. 

Recommendations involve transit service (e.g. potential route reductions), capital (e.g. purchase 

of buses and bus stop amenities), and financial plans.  

 

California Transportation Plan 2050 (2021) 

The California Transportation Plan (CTP 2050) is a long-

range policy plan that presents a vision for a safe, 

integrated and multimodal transportation system 

throughout the State that is equitable, accessible and 

sustainable.  The CTP 2050 defines goals, policies, and 

strategies that are intended to meet the mobility needs of 

its population while also meeting its greenhouse gas 

emissions reduction targets.  The RTP was developed 

with the eight goals of the CTP in mind, emphasizing, 1) 

improved multimodal mobility and accessibility, 2) 

maintenance of the existing transportation system, 3) 

support of a vibrant and resilient economy, 4) improved public safety and security, 5) livable and 

healthy communities, 6) environmental stewardship, 7) greenhouse gas reducing and resilient to 

climate change, and 8) transportation needs of disadvantaged populations in the region. 

 

Caltrans Active Transportation Plan - District 1 (2021)  

The Caltrans Active Transportation Plan for District 1 is part of a larger Statewide project to 

identify bicycle and pedestrian needs on the State Highway System (SHS) in each Caltrans district 

of the State. Information from the Plan will be used by Caltrans in asset management, and to help 

set Complete Streets targets. Many rural communities rely on Caltrans facilities for Main Street 

purposes or else as connecting routes to neighboring communities.  By identifying gaps and 

barriers on the SHS and recommending priority needs, active transportation improvements can 

help communities to be more walkable, bikeable, and transit friendly, to the benefit of local air 

quality, health, social equity, quality of life, and economic opportunity. 

 

Interregional Transportation Strategic Plan (2021) 

The Interregional Transportation Strategic Plan (ITSP) was developed by Caltrans to evaluate the 

overall connectivity of the interregional transportation system, ensuring that major regions of the 

State can be reliably accessed.  It was initially released in 1998 with significant revisions made in 

2015 and 2021 updates (along with a 2022 Addendum).  Relevant to the Lake County region, the 

ñNorth Coast-Northern Nevada Connectionsò corridor is a component of the plan comprised of 

two sub-corridors including a northerly route through Lassen and Humboldt counties (SR 299/SR 
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44/SR 36/US 395) and its southern complement through Mendocino, Lake, Colusa, Sutter, Yuba 

and Nevada (SR 20/SR 29/SR 53). Known as ñPrincipal Arterial Corridors,ò the latter route has 

been a focus in the Lake County region for decades, with a number of local projects intended to 

encourage its use.   

 

Coordinated Public Transit ï Human Services Transportation Plan (2021) 

The most recent update of the Coordinated Public Transit ï Human Services Transportation Plan 

(Coordinated Plan) was adopted in 2021. Requirements for coordinated plans first appeared in 

2012, in response to federal transportation legislation at the time, ñMoving Ahead for Progress in 

the 21st Century,ò or ñMAP-21.ò  Goals and policies of the Coordinated Plan aim to improve 

awareness and safety of the existing transit system as well as expanding services and mobility for 

elderly, disabled and low-income individuals.  Projects listed within the plan also enables the local 

transit provider, Lake Transit Authority, to qualify for several grant programs that may be critical 

for continued maintenance and operation. The next update process is expected to begin in early 

2026.  

 

Senate Bill 743 Vehicle Miles Traveled Regional Baseline Study (2020) 

The ñSenate Bill (SB) 743 Vehicle Miles Traveled Regional Baseline Studyò was adopted in 2020 

to assist local jurisdictions in complying with legislation aimed at reducing greenhouse gas 

emissions.  SB 743 was passed by the State legislature in 2013.  It changed how transportation 

impacts are measured under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) with respect to 

land use and transportation plans and projects. With its passage, automobile delay (ñLevel of 

Serviceò) was removed as the primary measure of ñtransportation impactsò under CEQA and 

replaced with Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) as the preferred metric. Per the legislative changes, 

as of Ju1y 1, 2020, lead agencies under CEQA were required to analyze project-related VMT to 

determine whether transportation impacts from a given development would constitute a significant 

environmental impact. The study was used to determine baseline VMT levels for each of the 

regionôs jurisdictions as well as recommending potential mitigations for individual land use and 

transportation projects subject to CEQA. 

 

Bus Passenger Facilities Plan (2019) 

Adopted in 2019, the Bus Passenger Facilities Plan provides guidance and recommendations for 

improving the safety, comfort and accessibility of transit system passenger facilities, and also to 

connect passenger facilities to new or existing bicycle and pedestrian infrastructure.   

 

Context Sensitive Solutions 

Context Sensitive Solutions (CSS) refers to an approach to planning and designing transportation 

projects that emphasizes collaboration with stakeholders and other interested parties potentially 

affected by a given project.  It is intended to level the playing field between agency and community 

needs by integrating and balancing ñcommunity, aesthetic, historic, and environmental values with 

transportation safety, maintenance, and performance goalsò (Directorôs Policy DP-22 [11-29-01]). 

Flexibility, creativity and consensus are key to addressing multiple factors when making decisions 

on individual projects so as to avoid a ñone size fits allò solution that may ignore certain concerns 

otherwise overlooked in the process.  Examples of CSS are found in the features of roundabouts 
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located along the north shore of Clear Lake in which local community input led to certain 

landscaping and design pattern themes on the faces of the structures.  

 

General Plans and Area Plans within the Region 

Lake County adopted its current General Plan in 2008. The Transportation and Circulation 

Element of the General Plan discusses goals and policies for the County as a whole, while eight 

separate ñArea Plansò have also been adopted over time with each containing its own circulation 

component specific to that area.  These include plans for the Shoreline Communities, Cobb 

Mountain, Kelseyville, Lakeport, Lower Lake, Middletown, the Rivieras and Upper Lake/Nice.  

The County is nearing completion of a comprehensive update, including area plans, in 2026.  

 

General Plans for the cities of Clearlake (2017) and Lakeport (2009) contain their own 

circulation/transportation elements, which include goals and policies specific to those 

jurisdictions.  Proposed projects within the RTP are expected to be consistent with each of the 

individual planning documents.     
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II.  OVERARCHING ISSUES    
 

The transportation system in Lake County is used by area residents (both part-time and full-time), 

visitors and interregional travelers to access commercial, residential and recreational services 

within and beyond the Lake County region.  A number of issues relevant to regional transportation 

involve multiple policy areas, transportation modes and jurisdictional boundaries and, for this 

reason, are felt to be better addressed in an ñoverarchingò manner.  This section of the RTP, 

ñOverarching Issues,ò discusses key objectives and related policy areas that cover such 

overlapping topics.  Included in this element are matters of regional concern such as Greenhouse 

Gas reduction, housing policy, wildfire preparedness and other relevant issues. 

 

COMPLETE STREETS 

 

The Complete Streets Act of 2008 required that 

updates to local general plans include policies 

incorporating ñcomplete streetsò principles into 

local transportation networks. Such improvements 

are aimed at benefiting all users of the system 

including motorists, pedestrians, bicyclists, people 

with disabilities, movers of commercial goods and 

those reliant on public transportation.  For the 

purposes of the RTP, the concept of Complete 

Streets touches on several transportation modes, and 

could be discussed as part of a range of elements 

such as those involving the State Highway System, 

Local Streets and Roads, Active Transportation and 

Transit. Complete Streets remain an especially 

relevant topic for the communities of Lake County 

as many roads continue to lack adequate 

infrastructure for multiple users, yet are still shared 

by motorists, pedestrians and bicyclists throughout 

the region.   

 

Caltrans has taken steps to institutionalize Complete 

Streets through Directorôs Policy DP-37 (signed December 21, 2021), which requires all 

transportation projects funded or overseen by the department to provide ñcomfortable, convenient, 

and connected complete streets facilities for people walking, biking, and taking transit.ò More 

recently, Senate Bill 960 (2024) strengthened this commitment by requiring Caltrans to integrate 

Complete Streets features into state highway projects, explicitly prioritizing the needs of 

pedestrians, bicyclists, and transit riders.   

 

Examples of such projects within the region can be found along the North Shore of Clear Lake. 

Caltrans is currently in the process of implementing Complete Streets projects on State Route 20 
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that will benefit residents of several unincorporated communities relying on the facility for ñMain 

Streetò uses.  One of these projects focuses on the town of Lucerne connecting its waterfronts, 

parks, elementary school, and downtown area with improvements including separated bikeways, 

sidewalks, transit stop enhancement, and rectangular rapid flashing beacons (RRFBs). Plans for 

Upper Lake, Nice, Glenhaven, and Clearlake Oaks have also been proposed by Caltrans which 

would include similar bicycle and pedestrian facility improvements linking commercial and 

recreational destinations in those communities with safe, non-motorized travel options.   

 

GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS 

 

On June 1, 2005, Executive Order S-3-05 was signed by then-California Governor Arnold 

Schwarzenegger setting the following Greenhouse Gas (GHG) reduction targets: by 2010, reduce 

GHG emissions to 2000 levels; by 2020, reduce GHG emissions to 1990 levels; and by 2050, 

reduce GHG emissions to 80 percent below 1990 levels.  In 2006, Assembly Bill (AB) 32 

(California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006) was passed granting authority to the California 

Air Resources Board (CARB) to develop regulations and market mechanisms enabling those 

targets to be met.  Mandatory caps began in 2012 for significant emissions sources as part of its 

market-based ñCap-and-Tradeò program launched at that time.  An additional reduction target of 

40 percent below 1990 levels by 2030 was established by Governor Jerry Brown on April 29, 

2015, through Executive Order B-30-15, helping to ensure that the previously set goals could 

remain on track.  That directive was codified through the enactment of Senate Bill (SB) 32 in 

September 2016, essentially updating CARB regulations to meet the targets.   

 

Additional commitment was shown by the State through subsequent executive orders N-19-19 

(embedding climate change goals into state investments, transportation decisions, and government 

operations), N-79-20 (mandating that all new light-duty vehicles sold in the state be emission-free 

by 2035), and N-27-25 (reinforcing the Stateôs zero-emission agenda in response to attempts at 

federal rollbacks of State and federal policy).    

 

Rural areas such as Lake County are not normally subject to the same transportation planning 

requirements as areas with substandard air quality (ñnon-attainment areasò) or those with larger, 

urban populations. However, because the transportation sector accounts for nearly 50 percent of 

GHG emissions in California, long-range transportation planning plays an important role at all 

levels in helping the State to reach its overall reduction goals.  Reducing the number of vehicle 

trips/vehicle miles traveled is key to reducing GHG emissions, whether it is from a regional 

perspective or a global perspective.  

 

Ongoing efforts within the Lake County region to provide a variety of transportation choices will 

continue to assist larger societal goals in this area.  For instance, the use of public transit provides 

an alternative to individual automobile trips for residents and visitors.  Lake Transit Authority 

(LTA) was formed in 1996, establishing a fixed-route, countywide transit service which currently 

includes interregional links to Calistoga (Napa County) and Ukiah (Mendocino County). A recent 

(2020) grant through the Transit and Intercity Rail Capital Program (TIRCP) will help to extend 

regional and out-of-county services with funding to include the purchase of hydrogen powered 
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buses and fueling infrastructure. (See Public Transit Element for further details on public 

transportation). 

 

A second means of reducing GHG emissions from automobile use is through increased bicycle 

and pedestrian travel. One of the primary funding sources for these types of projects is the Active 

Transportation Program (ATP), which was created at the State level in 2013. This competitive 

grant program was used to consolidate formerly separate sources, including the Bicycle 

Transportation Account (BTA) and Safe Routes to School (SR2S), into one centralized grant 

program. In December 2016, the Lake APC adopted an Active Transportation Plan providing 

baseline information for the grant writing process by helping to identify key routes, needs and gaps 

within the existing network of bicycle and pedestrian facilities. The adopted Active Transportation 

Plan was first included in the 2017 RTP, serving as its ñnon-motorizedò element, and has continued 

to do so through subsequent updates. These and other alternative (non-automobile) modes of 

transportation will help reduce vehicle trips and vehicle miles traveled throughout the Lake County 

region, furthering GHG reduction goals of the State.  

 

Finally, Lake APC was recently awarded a grant through the Sustainable Transportation Planning 

Grant program to prepare a countywide Zero Emission Vehicle Infrastructure (ZEVI) Plan. The 

project (initiated in late 2024) will examine the regionôs existing ZEV charging/fueling 

infrastructure and develop a plan to guide expected future expansion in this area. It supports State 

goals to increase the use of alternative fuel vehicles, reducing reliance on fossil fuels and furthering 

its push to decrease GHG emissions.        

 

CLIMATE ACTION PLAN TRANSPORTATION INFRASTRUCTURE  

 

The Climate Action Plan for Transportation Infrastructure (CAPTI) is an investment framework 

prepared by the California State Transportation Agency (CalSTA) in 2021.  It was developed in 

response to executive orders signed by Governor Gavin Newsom in 2019 (EO N-19-19) and 2020 

(EO N-79-20) designed to reduce GHG emissions in the Stateôs transportation sector.  Executive 

Order EO N-19-19 directed the Department of Finance to create a ñClimate Investment 

Framework,ò and to ñalign the Stateôs climate goals with transportation spending on planning, 

programming and mitigation.ò This was followed the following year by EO N-79-20 which 

focused on ñactions necessary to combat the climate crisis,ò including State goals for all in-state 

sales of ñpassenger carsò and ñmedium- and heavy-duty vehiclesò to be zero-emission by 2035 

and 2045, respectively.  The resulting CAPTI framework provides guidance to State officials in 

how discretionary transportation funds should be spent with a focus on combating and adapting to 

climate change, while also supporting public health, safety and equity. By July 2024, all 34 of the 

original actions outlined in the plan were completed, aligning the Stateôs transportation funding 

programs with its climate goals.  

 

A public engagement process was conducted throughout 2024 to update CAPTI strategies and 

actions in order to further its goals, with feedback from the outreach efforts incorporated into the 

updated ñCAPTI 2.0ò in early 2025.  The update identifies new strategies and actions designed to 
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further reduce emissions, improve the State transportation systemôs resilience to climate impacts, 

deliver equitable outcomes, and improve transparency and accountability.    

 

TRANSPORTATION SAFETY  

 

Since the adoption of the 2022 Regional Transportation Plan, there has been a renewed emphasis 

on safety across multiple modes of transportation within State and local systems. This is at least 

partially in response to the upward trend of fatal or serious injuries on California highways, streets 

and roads which saw a 46% increase from 2010 through 2020. While the figures spiked in the early 

2020s (pandemic years), there have been notable declines since 2022 and indications that a 

downward trajectory is taking place. Some credit for these positive trends must be attributed to 

policies and programs initiated in recent years at the federal, State, and local levels focusing on 

transportation safety. A few of the more noteworthy efforts are listed as follows:  

 

Vision Zero 

The concept of Vision Zero is proposed to realize 

a roadway system which eliminates all road traffic 

related fatalities or serious injuries over time. 

Begun in Sweden in the late 1990s, the project has 

spread to over a hundred countries, regions, and 

cities throughout the world. Jurisdictions making 

the commitment to adopt such policies are 

implicitly placing a much higher value on life and 

health over conventional calculations of 

cost/benefit analyses when determining road 

system expenditures focusing on decreased risk. 

As might be expected, results can vary widely 

based on a number of localized factors, but 

significant declines have been noted in area such 

as Sweden (65% decrease in annual road deaths 

between 1997 and 2021) and New York City 

(26% decline in traffic deaths and 42% decline in 

pedestrian fatalities between its adoption in 2014 

and 2018).  The State has integrated the concept 

into a larger ñSafe Systemò policy calling for zero 

fatalities/serious injuries by 2050 and Vision Zero 

has also been incorporated into all modes within 

the 2020-24 Strategic Highway Safety Plan.        

 

National Roadway Safety Strategy 

In January 2022, the United States Department of Transportation first released its National 

Roadway Safety Strategy (NRSS), which looked at methods to address serious or fatal injuries on 

Americaôs roadways. The long-term goal of the strategy is to reach zero roadway fatalities through 

use of the ñSafe System Approach,ò stressing the overall prevention of crashes and minimizing 
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bodily harm to those involved in crashes that do occur. Key principles of the Safe System 

Approach include elimination of fatalities, recognizing the potential for human error, the physical 

vulnerability of humans, proactive safety measures and redundancy of safety measures in the 

system in the event of partial failure. Federal grant funding such as the Safe Streets and Roads for 

All (SS4A) program can be used to prevent fatalities and injuries in support of the NRSS and Safe 

System Approach. 

 

Caltrans Directorôs Policy DP-36   

Released by Caltrans in February 2022, Directorôs Policy DP-36 highlights the ñsafety first 

mindsetò by developing and implementing new programs towards this end. In order to achieve this 

vision, Caltrans has adopted the federal Safe System Approach from the federal National Roadway 

Safety Strategy described above. The policy also sets as a goal to attain zero fatalities and serious 

injuries by 2050.   

     

Highway Maintenance Safety Program 

The Highway Maintenance Safety (HM-4 Safety) Program was initially begun as a pilot program 

in fiscal year 2021-22 to fund quick turnaround (within one year) safety projects, or those not 

requiring time consuming right-of-way issues, environmental review, utility relocation, or 

hardscaping. Its early successes led to its expansion into a full, four-year program dedicated to 

delivering proven safety countermeasures involving pedestrian safety, signage, striping or other 

pavement markings.  The program provides a short-term fix to safety concerns and complements 

efforts with longer development times intended to improve safety in areas identified as 

problematic.     

 

Local Efforts 

The Lake Area Planning Council is also funding current projects to assist local communities in 

making safety improvements. Included are updates to Local Road Safety Plans (LRSPs) for each 

of the three local jurisdictions (County of Lake, cities of Lakeport and Clearlake) that are intended 

to identify priority safety projects that would be eligible for federal or State grant program funding. 

In addition (and specific to the City of Clearlake), the ñSR 53 Public Outreach for Priority Safety 

Projects Studyò was adopted in September 2025.  
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WILDFIRES  

 

Wildfires have become a recurring threat to many rural regions of the State. Largely a result of 

climate change (e.g. drought lengths/frequencies, higher average temperatures, stronger/less 

predictable wind patterns, etc.), the Lake County region has endured several years of catastrophic 

wildfire seasons. Between 2015 and 2024 alone, hundreds of thousands of acres were consumed 

(nearly 70% of the Countyôs land mass), destroying thousands of homes and other structures over 

that timeframe. The following list includes 

the most significant of such event: 

 

2015 Valley Fire 

 One of the most devastating fires in the 

countyôs history, the Valley Fire burned 

over 76,000 acres, destroyed nearly 2,000 

structures, and claimed four lives. The fire 

led to widespread evacuations and severely 

impacted the communities of Middletown, 

Cobb, and Hidden Valley Lake.  

 

2015 Rocky Fire 

The Rocky Fire consumed 69,636 acres near 

Morgan Valley Road and Rocky Creek 

Road east of Clearlake. This was the first 

significant evacuation of Lower Lake and 

Clearlake. 

 

2016 Clayton Fire 

The Clayton Fire burned approximately 

4,000 acres and destroyed nearly 200 

structures in Lower Lake, causing 

significant damage to the small, rural town. 

This fire, reportedly started by arson, 

underscored the vulnerability of 

communities in fire-prone areas. 
 

 

 

2017 Sulphur Fire  

The Sulphur Fire burned for 122 days off Hwy 20 and Sulphur Bank County in Clearlake Oaks. 

The fire destroyed 162 structures and damaged an additional eight across the 2,207 acres that 

burned.  

 

2018 Mendocino Complex Fire  

Consisting of two fires, the Ranch and River Fires, the Mendocino Complex Fire became 

Californiaôs largest wildfire on record at the time, burning more than 459,000 acres across multiple 

 Photo by Cole Euken 
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counties, including most of Lake County. Although the Ranch Fire contributed most of the acreage, 

Lake County communities saw extensive impacts from both fires. This fire required evacuation 

outside of the county, and highlighted the importance of MOUs with surrounding counties.  

 

2020 LNU Lightning Complex Fire  

Sparked by dry lightning, this complex fire burned across multiple Northern California counties, 

including parts of Lake County. The LNU Lightning Complex burned over 363,000 acres in total, 

causing widespread evacuations and infrastructure damage. This fire highlighted the challenges 

posed by dry lightning in wildfire-prone regions. 

 

2021 Cache Fire  

While smaller than previous fires, the Cache Fire impacted the City of Clearlake, destroying over 

80 structures, including homes. It intensified efforts to strengthen defensible space measures and 

fire mitigation strategies around residential areas. 

 

2024 Boyles Fire  

The Boyles Fire burned 81 acres, impacting the City of Clearlake. The fire destroyed 33 structures 

and damaged an additional six. The cause of the fire is currently still under investigation.  

 

2024 Glenhaven Fire  

The Glenhaven Fire burned approximately 417 acres, impacting the communities of Glenhaven 

and Clearlake Oaks. The fire destroyed two structures and damaged a third. The cause of the fire 

is currently still under investigation.  

 

During each of the individual events, combined efforts of local leaders, emergency responders and 

public transportation officials were used to help evacuate communities of vulnerable or 

underprivileged residents, providing them with access to provisional shelters set up in various 

locations throughout the County.  Limited access has been a concern in some areas of the region 

(e.g. Anderson Springs Road, Hobergs, Spring Valley, etc.), with the risk of one-way-in/one-way-

out road closures or stranded communities during wildfire events.  

 

To help address these issues, Lake APC was awarded a Caltrans grant in 2023 to prepare a Wildfire 

Evacuation and Preparedness Plan. The project examined current evacuation protocols and 

procedures for relevant agencies operating within the region, with the resulting Plan available as a 

reference document aimed at seamless coordination between agencies with respect to 

transportation and evacuation services. Overall, it provided evacuation strategies, recommended 

agency roles and responsibilities, and key considerations for relocating individuals from hazardous 

areas to designated safe zones. 

 

GOODS MOVEMENT  

 

Freight mobility is another important issue with respect to regional and interregional 

transportation, affecting both the economic health and quality of life within and beyond the Lake 

County region.  Raw materials, semi-finished ñinputò goods, and final goods all require efficient 
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modes of transportation for an economy to function properly. Lake County relies exclusively on 

commercial trucking for freight movement in and through the region (rail transportation does not 

exist in Lake County), underscoring the importance of road maintenance and adequate facilities.  

According to the 2023 California Freight Mobility Plan (CFMP), interstate freight volumes are 

projected to grow by 65% from 2023 to 2050. Along with normal population growth estimates and 

the continuing rise of e-commerce and parcel delivery service, freight movement through the Lake 

County region is likewise expected to increase for the foreseeable future.  

 

Routes through Lake County play a significant 

and integral role in the supply chain of goods 

between the Central Valley and Californiaôs 

North Coast. Traditional patterns of 

interregional traffic through the County have 

relied almost exclusively on State Route (SR) 

20 in its entirety (i.e. across the northern shores 

of Clear Lake), which includes commercial 

trucking. For a number of reasons involving 

safety, environmental considerations, and 

impacts to local communities, the long-term 

goal of Caltrans District 1, regional 

transportation planners, local stakeholders and 

community members has been to redirect these 

interregional patterns away from the northern 

shores and towards the southern shores of the 

lake.   

 

The ñPriority Interregional Facilityò concept 

refers to this preferred route between Interstate 

5 and U.S. 101, utilizing the noted passage 

south of Clear Lake.  It is considered one of 11 

ñStrategic Interregional Corridorsò in the Stateôs 2021 Interregional Transportation Strategic Plan 

(ITSP), a state-level planning document which helps to guide funding decisions for interregional 

transportation improvements. The Lake County portion of the corridor consists of SR 20, 53 and 

29, with SR 29 serving as a key component in completing the southern portion of the route 

connecting SR 53 with SR 20 (see pages 28-31 for discussion of the ñKonocti Corridor,ò including 

Map 3.1).  An eight-mile section of SR 29 is currently planned for improvements (partially 

completed in 2023) that would widen it to a four-lane divided expressway (see State Highway 

System Element).  While not specifically a ñfreight project,ò the improvements will be useful for 

freight travel through the region by creating additional passing opportunities, widening shoulders, 

separating traffic and decreasing traffic queuing and delays within the Priority Interregional 

Facility.    

 

Overall, this route is instrumental in connecting four important interregional corridors, including: 

Interstate 5 (upper Central Valley), U.S. 101 (Californiaôs North Coast), SR 99 (entire Central 

Valley), and SR 70 (western Sierra). As pointed out in the 2023 CFMP, the larger east-west 
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corridor is not only critical for recreational travel between the Sierra Nevada mountains and the 

North Coast. It is also a major ñcrossroadsò or ñhubò for agricultural and goods movement in the 

North Central Valley and through the Yuba City/ Marysville urbanized areas (for connections to 

SR 99 and SR 70). In time, use of the preferred route (SR 20/53/29) is expected to result in 

improved regional and interregional freight transportation.    

 

Improvements made to SR 29 will also help to lessen truck use of SR 20 along the north shore of 

Clear Lake. This is significant in that SR 20 also serves a ñMain Streetò function through several 

small communities (Clearlake Oaks, Glenhaven, Lucerne, and Nice), with heavy truck use 

contributing to local congestion and reduced safety for multimodal users (i.e. bicyclists, 

pedestrians) of the highway facilities. Reducing the heavier truck (combined with other 

interregional) traffic along the north shore will also help to reconnect the communities to their 

greatest asset, access to the lake. Traffic calming and active transportation improvements within 

the Northshore communities have been the focus of several regional planning studies that would 

further contribute to quality of life and economic benefits by improving the attractiveness of the 

locales for both residents and visitors. Currently, several Complete Streets projects along SR 20 

are in various phases of planning, programming, or implementation through these Main Street 

communities. 

 

Finally, rapid growth in e-commerce has led to newer transportation and land use patterns that 

have impacted freight infrastructure throughout the State. With more traditional forms of retail, 

consumers would patronize local stores or malls to purchase goods. The current e-commerce trend 

involves on-line purchasing and individualized ground deliveries shipped by different means such 

as courier service (e.g. FedEx), independent owner-operators of light vehicles (e.g. DoorDash), or 

Transportation Network Companies (TNCs) like Uber or Lyft. The use of distribution centers and 

warehousing, evolving trucking patterns (including light and medium duty trucks performing ñlast 

mileò direct deliveries to consumer), retail purchase returns, and general TNC services has caused 

an increase in Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT). This in turn has led to increased fossil fuel 

consumption/emissions and wear and tear on State, interregional, and regional highways, as well 

as on local road systems.   

 

As the 2023 CFMP notes, the true long-term impacts of e-commerce remain uncertain. Early 

research suggests e-commerce may reduce some in-person vehicle trips but will likely decrease 

local retail jobs, increase demand for high-tech and warehouse employment, and complicate local 

tax revenues. For Lake County, they are already facing economic challenges tied to employment 

and public works fundingðthese trends will be closely monitored by local decision-makers in 

evaluating future infrastructure and fiscal needs.    

   

FUNDING CHALLENGES  

 

Poor existing road conditions combined with limitations on repair and maintenance funding 

continue to be among the biggest challenges for the local circulation system. The California 

Statewide Local Streets and Roads Needs Assessment (2023) li sted Lake County as one of only 

eight counties in the State to receive a ñpoorò rating, based on its average Pavement Condition 
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Index (PCI) of 35 out of 100. This shows a modest decrease from the 2020 level of 37, although 

the number has been trending downward since 2016 when it stood at 40.  

 

Various funding methods have been employed to help address this ongoing issue. For instance, 

two local sales tax measures were approved in 2016 by voters in the cities of Lakeport and 

Clearlake.  Lakeportôs Measure Z was passed for a one-cent sales tax augmenting the Cityôs 

general fund for use on public safety and road/infrastructure maintenance needs.  Similarly, 

Clearlake voters passed Measure V, a one-cent ñspecificò tax (receiving the required supermajority 

of at least 66.7%), which has generated over $1 million annually for road maintenance purposes.  

The County of Lake has also expressed interest over the years in putting similar transportation 

sales tax measures on the ballot.  A poll conducted in 2016 did not show sufficient support for a 

ballot measure at that time, and a second poll conducted in early 2020 was undermined by the 

COVID-19 pandemic without providing useful direction.   

 

In 2017, the State legislature passed a transportation funding bill (SB 1), which increased gas and 

diesel fuel taxes as well as vehicle registration fees, to address an array of transportation projects 

such as road safety improvements, pothole and street repairs, and work on State highways and 

bridges. SB1 generates over $5 billion on an annual basis Statewide, with a number of its programs 

intended to help local agencies.  

 

Table 2.1 provides a rough estimate of funding expected over the next ten years from various 

sources. These estimates are derived from historical funding trends, recent gas tax revenues, and 

anticipated distributions from SB 1 programs. However, actual funding levels can vary 

significantly from year to year. The table excludes competitive grant funding sources, which are 

highly variable and not guaranteed. Nonetheless, the figures offer a general sense of regional 

funding capacity. Additional RTP sections provide more targeted project lists with associated 

cost estimates and potential funding sources. 

 

Table 2.1 Estimated Funding Availability   

 

Funding Source Estimated Funding Over 

Next 10 Years ($1,000) 

State Transportation Improvement Program (STIP) $9,000* 

Highway Users Tax Account (HUTA) $40,477** 

Regional Surface Transportation Program (RSTP) $8,000** 

State Highway Operating and Protection Program (SHOPP) $278,000 

Road Maintenance and Rehabilitation Program (SB 1) $41,831** 

Total $377,308 

*based on average of past 5 cycles 

** based on average of most recent 4-year period 
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GOALS, OBJECTIVES AND POLICIES  

 

Table 2.2 below lists Objectives and Policies, which are intended to guide transportation 

development projects over the next four years.  

 

Table 2.2 Overarching Issues Goals, Objectives and Policies 

 

Goal: Develop a multi-modal system of seamless transportation facilities designed to 

serve both regional and interregional needs. 

 

Objectives Policies 

OI-1: Coordinate, 

support and encourage 

multi-modal regional 

planning activities in 

Lake County across 

jurisdictional 

boundaries. 

 

OI-1.1: Participate in the regional planning efforts of other 

agencies. 

OI-1.2: Coordinate with local and State agencies on health, 

security and emergency response planning efforts. Work 

cooperatively with local, regional and State agencies to ensure 

effective emergency response efforts are well coordinated 

during natural disasters such as wildfire or flood events. 

OI-1.3: Support non-motorized, recreational opportunities in 

and around Clear Lake such as increased public access to the 

lake, trail development for hiking and equestrian uses, and 

continued efforts to develop a bike route around the lake. 

OI-1.4: Evaluate individual projects with an eye for potential 

regionwide impacts when formulating, designing and 

constructing transportation projects of various modes and at 

all levels.   

OI-1.5: Work with local jurisdictions to further housing goals 

of the region and to update and implement Regional Housing 

Needs Allocations (RHNA). 

OI-1.6: Encourage projects that emphasize infill and transit-

oriented development within the region.   

 

OI-2: Support Complete 

Streets planning to 

improve multi-modal 

forms of connectivity 

within the transportation 

system. 

OI-2.1: Pursue funding in partnership with federal, State and 

local agencies to fund projects consistent with Complete 

Streets concepts and design strategies. 

OI-2.2: Encourage local agencies to adopt Complete Streets 

policies and implement Complete Street strategies and 

projects. 

OI-2.3: Incorporate Complete Streets concepts and policies 

into future planning documents. 

OI-2.4: Implement existing strategies within planning 

documents such as Active Transportation Plan and Highway 

20 Northshore Communities Traffic Calming Plan. 

OI-2.5: Coordinate with Caltrans to incorporate Complete 

Streets policies into projects on State Highway facilities 
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Goal: Develop a multi-modal system of seamless transportation facilities designed to 

serve both regional and interregional needs. 

 

Objectives Policies 

consistent with Caltrans Directorôs Policy DP-37 and Senate 

Bill (SB) 960. 

OI -2.6: Support efforts to reduce dependency on automobile 

use including promotion of bicycle/pedestrian transportation 

and public transit use. 

OI-3: Reduce 

Greenhouse Gas (GHG) 

emissions by promoting 

and facilitating transit 

use and increasing active 

transportation 

alternatives. 

OI-3.1: Facilitate implementation of the Active 

Transportation Plan (ATP) and construction of ATP projects 

to encourage students to walk and bike to school rather than 

traveling by car. 

OI-3.2: Update the Active Transportation Plan consistent 

with the Regional Transportation Plan update schedule, or as 

needed to keep the plan current and meaningful. 

OI-3.3: Support increased frequency/expansion of transit 

service consistent with the local Unmet Transit Needs 

process. 

OI-3.4: Support and facilitate the installation of electric 

vehicle charging stations for public use, consistent with the 

Lake County Zero Emission Vehicle (ZEVI) Infrastructure 

Plan.  Explore options for affordable, clean energy technology 

and programs. 

OI -3.5: Support planning projects that further greenhouse gas 

reducing efforts at the State level such as SB 32, SB 375, and 

SB 743. 

OI -3.6: Support planning projects which will facilitate a 

transition to zero emission vehicles consistent with Executive 

Order EO N-79-20. 

OI -3.7: Ensure planning projects are consistent with 

objectives of the Climate Action Plan for Transportation 

Infrastructure (CAPTI) and the Caltrans System Investment 

Strategy (CSIS). 

OI-4: Reduce and 

mitigate environmental 

impacts of current and 

future transportation 

projects. 

OI-4.1: Early in the planning and design process, involve 

community members and environmental organizations to 

identify potential environmental issues as well as potential 

avoidance, minimization and mitigation opportunities. 

OI-4.2: Work with local jurisdictions to develop project 

specific mitigation measures as a means of reducing Vehicle 

Miles Traveled (VMT) resulting from land use development. 

OI -5: Increase or ensure 

steady stream of funding 

for transportation 

OI-5.1: Pursue both traditional and non-traditional funding 

sources for planning, preconstruction and construction of 

transportation projects. 
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Goal: Develop a multi-modal system of seamless transportation facilities designed to 

serve both regional and interregional needs. 

 

Objectives Policies 

planning, pre-

construction activities 

and construction. 

OI-5.2: Work cooperatively and collaboratively with other 

agencies and organizations to secure funding for projects 

which further the goals, objectives and policies identified in 

the Regional Transportation Plan and Active Transportation 

Plan. 

OI-6: Support planning 

projects that will benefit 

public health in the 

region. 

OI-6.1: Pursue funding sources that encourage active 

transportation and promote active forms of recreation for 

residents and visitors of all ages and physical capabilities. 

OI-6.2: Encourage non-motorized planning activities that 

result in lower GHG emissions and other air pollutants as a 

means of improving air quality in the region. 

OI -6.3: Pursue funding sources for mobility-oriented projects 

that improve access to health care for seniors, disabled or 

economically disadvantaged residents of the region. 
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III. STATE HIGHWAY SYSTEM   
 

The State highway system is made up of a network of highways, or routes, that are owned and 

maintained by the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans). Each highway is designated 

a State Highway Route number, differentiating one from another, as well as from U.S. and 

Interstate highways. This element provides an overview of the State highway system as it pertains 

to the Lake County region. 

 

CURRENT ISSUES, CHALLENGES AND OPPORTUNITIES  

 

All of the main routes entering and leaving Lake County are State highways, including State Route 

(SR) 20, SR 29 and SR 175.  The State highway system within the region also includes SR 53 and 

SR 281 (running concurrent with a three-mile portion of Soda Bay Road), with all but SR 281 

considered to be primary routes for regional and interregional travel. Each of these facilities are 

owned and operated by the State Department of Transportation (Caltrans).  

 

In the past, Caltrans prepared Transportation Concept          Reports (TCRs) to study issues on state 

routes. The focus of these long-range planning documents was on increased safety and improved 

mobility to meet the community and environmental needs of the individual corridors. Caltrans has 

since transitioned away from TCRs to focus on developing Corridor Management Plans (CMPs). 

The newer emphasis on Corridor Planning uses a multimodal approach recognizing that 

transportation needs are based on complex geographic, demographic, economic, and social 

characteristics of communities. Looking beyond the corridor as a single purpose route for 

automobile traffic, the process is collaborative and done in partnership with local communities and 

transportation partners.  

 

As the regionôs most important interregional route, the SR 20 corridor provides a vital link between 

Interstate 5 in the Sacramento Valley and Highway 101 serving Californiaôs north coast. Along 

the north shore of Clear Lake, SR 20 also serves as a highway ñMain Streetò for several 

communities. Both the lake and the topography of the County work to constrain options for 

expanding capacity along this section of SR 20, leading to truck related delays, slower travel times, 

and reduced safety for pedestrians and bicyclists. Largely because of this, the preferred 

interregional route through the County relies on a southerly course around the lake. Identified by 

Caltrans as a ñStrategic Interregional Corridorò in its Interregional Transportation Strategic Plan 

(2021), the southern (referred to as the ñKonocti Corridorò) route through Lake County utilizes 

portions of SR 20, as well as SR 53 and SR 29, to complete a passageway which is better able to 

address congestion and safety issues. Konocti Corridor improvements have been (and continue to 

remain) a top priority for the region.  
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STATE HIGHWAYS  

 

The following provides a brief overview of the State routes within the Lake County region:  

 

State Route 20  

State Route 20 (Principal Arterial Corridor) 

The State Route 20 Principal Arterial Corridor (including portions of SR 20, SR 29 and all of SR 

53) refers to the preferred interregional route through Lake County (also known as the Konocti 

Corridor, see Map 3.1, page 31), connecting two important interregional north/south corridors: I-

5 to the east and Highway 101 to the west. It has been identified in the Caltrans 2021 Interregional 

Transportation Strategic Plan as one of several ñpriority interregional facilities,ò which are 

considered important connecting routes outside of urbanized areas providing access to, and links 

between, the stateôs economic centers, major recreational areas, and urban and rural regions.  

Through Lake County, the corridor avoids the Northshore segment of SR 20, instead utilizing SR 

20 east of its intersection with SR 53, the entire eight-mile section of SR 53 (through the City of 

Clearlake), the SR 29 corridor west of Lower Lake, and SR 20 west of its intersection with SR 29 

to the Mendocino County line. (See a more detailed description of the Konocti Corridor on Page 

28, below.)  A roundabout west of Upper Lake was built at the SR 20/SR 29 junction within the 

past decade facilitating safer and more orderly traffic movement through the corridor. A second 

roundabout was completed in 2021 at the junction of SR 20 and SR 53 (just east of the 

unincorporated community of Clearlake Oaks), likewise improving safety and mobility through 

the route.  

 

State Route 20 (Minor Arterial Segment) 

The Minor Arterial Segment of SR 20 stretches from 

Upper Lake (intersection with SR 29) to just east of 

Clearlake Oaks (intersection with SR 53).  While much of 

Lake County is impacted by increased seasonal and 

recreational traffic during the summer months, this portion 

of SR 20 is even more so when combined with everyday 

interregional traffic between the US 101 and I-5 corridors. 

State Route 20 is characterized here by extensive roadside 

development, unrestricted lake access, curvilinear 

alignment, numerous speed zones and few passing 

opportunities.   

 

It also serves as Main Street to the Northshore 

communities of Nice, Lucerne, Glenhaven, and Clearlake 

Oaks.  Residents and visitors wishing to access the lake, 

parks, or other attractions (such as commercial lodging) 

often must cross SR 20 in areas lacking safe or appropriate 

crossing facilities. The long-term plan for the route calls 

for additional traffic calming measures in developed areas 

and Complete Streets improvements along the Main Street 

segments. This also complements the Principal Arterial Corridor concept in the 2021 Interregional 
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Transportation Strategic Plan, which encourages use of SR 29 and SR 53 in lieu of passage through 

the Northshore communities. Improvements along this corridor include non-motorized 

enhancements (sidewalks, bicycle lanes, and streetlamps) through Clearlake Oaks (completed in 

2019), as well as several Complete Streets projects in various phases of planning, programming, 

or implementation through the noted Main Street communities. 

 

State Route 29 

SR 29 can be described in two sections throughout the Lake County region. The first is a segment 

extending from the Napa County line north to its junction with SR 53 in Lower Lake.  This portion 

of SR 29 is considered a Minor Arterial and has historically experienced congestion through the 

community of Middletown during morning peak hour commutes, due in part to the relative 

affordability of housing in south Lake County and the better employment opportunities in Napa 

and Sonoma counties.    

 

The second section (considered a Principal Arterial) extends from the junction of SR 53 in Lower 

Lake northwest to SR 20 in Upper Lake.  This segment experiences greater volumes of traffic as 

a connecting link between Lakeport and Clearlake, the two major employment and commercial 

areas in Lake County. As noted, it is also a key link within the Principal Arterial Corridor 

(including SR 20, SR 53, and SR 29) connecting Interstate 5 and U.S. 101.  Widening and safety 

improvements planned along an eight-mile section of this SR 29 segment will convert it from a 

two-lane highway to a four-lane divided expressway when completed. The first phase of the 

project, consisting of the westernmost three-mile section, begins at the SR 29/SR 175 intersection 

and extends just west of the ñKitôs Cornerò junction of SR 29 and SR 281 (referred to as ñ2Cò), 

was completed in spring 2023. The remaining segments (ñ2Bò and ñ2Aò) extend east to the routeôs 

intersection with Diener Drive. Funding for right-of-way acquisition was secured for Segment 2B 

in 2024, while further funding required for right-of-way and construction has yet to be determined 

for the remainder of these two segments. Combined with future traffic calming measures along the 

Northshore, these improvements are expected to incentivize use of the Principal Arterial Corridor, 

while alleviating Main Street congestion on the Northshore and providing unimpeded flow south 

of the lake. Lake APC in collaboration with Caltrans will continue to pursue funding opportunities 

to see these projects through to completion.    

 

State Route 53 

SR 53 extends north from its intersection with SR 

29 in Lower Lake, bisecting the City of Clearlake, 

and terminating at its junction with SR 20 just 

east of Clearlake Oaks.  The highway stretches 

approximately 7.5 miles, with the northern half 

mainly consisting of two-lanes and the remainder 

widening to four-lanes beginning at the 40th 

Avenue/Lakeshore Drive intersection in the City 

of Clearlake. Several at-grade, signalized 

intersections exist on the highway as it continues 
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south bisecting the City. In addition to local, regional and interregional vehicle traffic, SR 53 is 

traveled by pedestrians and bicyclists. It is also integral to local circulation needs providing 

north/south access. While the important downtown and lake front areas of the City lie west of the 

corridor, a considerable amount of residential (ñthe Avenuesò), retail/commercial (Walmart, Big 

5, fast food restaurants), and civic facilities (County services, Adventist Health hospital, public 

schools) are located to the east, along with a new regional transit hub scheduled to be constructed 

by 2027. Potential improvements have been evaluated (e.g. grade separated interchanges, 

bicycle/pedestrian overcrossings, lighting, etc.) that would reduce delays, improve safety, and 

further facilitate use of the Principal Arterial Corridor. In addition, Lake APC has recently 

completed a local outreach effort (SR 53 Corridor Priority Projects Outreach Study) to determine 

preferred safety projects of SR 53 users in the region.   

State Route 175 

SR 175 begins in Hopland (Mendocino County) at its intersection with US 101 and extends over 

the Hopland Grade to the south end of Lakeport.  From there, a portion of SR 175 runs concurrent 

with SR 29 to a point southeast of Kelseyville where it continues separately over Cobb Mountain 

and again intersects with SR 29 in the community of Middletown.  This route is popular for 

motorists traveling from the south County (Middletown) to the Kelseyville and Lakeport 

communities.  Bottle Rock Road (a County owned and maintained facility), which runs from SR 

175 (near the Black Rock Golf Course) to SR 29 (south of Kelseyville) is also a common route for 

regional travel associated with SR 175 and is often the preferred route between the south County 

and Clear Lakeôs west shore. 

 

State Route 281 

SR 281 is approximately three miles in length and provides access from SR 29 to the Clear Lake 

Riviera community and Konocti Bay.  The route begins at its junction with SR 29 (known as ñKitôs 

Cornerò) and transforms into Soda Bay Road as it continues northwest along the lakeshore to the 

community of Lakeport.  It is also served by Lake Transit from its starting point at Kitôs Corner.   

 

KONOCTI CORRIDOR  

 

As described above, completion of the Konocti Corridor is an important legacy project for the 

Lake region having remained a regional priority for over three decades.  The goal is to encourage 

a sustained use of the preferred interregional (south) route around Clear Lake. Regional 

Transportation Improvement Program (RTIP) funds have been committed over the years to aid in 

its completion, with a focus on three key areas of improvement. When combined, these 

improvements will comprise the Konocti Corridor.   

 

1. Lake 29 Improvement Project 

The project involves safety and capacity improvements along an eight-mile stretch of SR 

29 between the intersections of SR 175 and Diener Drive. It is intended to accommodate 

existing and expected future traffic flows, alleviating safety concerns from its current 

design limitations such as inadequate sight distance, limited passing opportunities, and 
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narrow shoulders. It will also provide safer and more reliable access between the regionôs 

primary economic centers of Lakeport and Clearlake. Further, this southern passage around 

the lake is sparsely developed compared with the Northshore communities along SR 20. 

When combined with several current traffic calming and complete streets projects along 

SR 20 (in various planning, programming, or implementation stages), the preferred 

southern route will avoid Main Street uses of the facility, resulting in fewer impacts to 

residents along the Northshore.  

 

The project was broken into three distinct sections referred to as ñSegment(s) 2A, 2B, and 

2C.ò To date, project accomplishments include the certification of a Final Environmental 

Impact Report and completion of the westernmost 3.1-mile portion of the project, 

ñSegment 2C.ò Funding was recently secured to cover right-of-way costs for the middle 

section (Segment 2B).  However, construction costs for that segment, as well as all other 

funding costs related to Segment 2A, will still be needed to complete the project in its 

entirety. 

 

2. SR 53 Improvements through the City of Clearlake 

This component is likewise intended to facilitate traffic along the southerly route by 

limiting the use of SR 53 for local circulation purposes. Potential projects along this section 

could include alternatives to existing at-grade intersections or reducing the number of 

driveway encroachments.  

 

In 2011, a corridor study specific to SR 53 was completed, which analyzed traffic 

conditions at SR 53 intersections through the City of Clearlake and identified potential 

long-range improvements for interregional travel through Lake County.  In addition, the 

study examined ways to facilitate local traffic movement within the City, reducing impacts 

on the highway system due to local congestion. Several recommendations of the 2011 plan 

were implemented since that time. Among the most important was construction of a 

north/south connector road between Dam Road Extension and Phillips Avenue. The project 

provided a link between one of the Cityôs primary residential areas (ñthe Avenuesò), and 

key retail/commercial (Walmart, Big 5, fast food restaurants) and civic facilities (County 

services, Adventist Health hospital, public schools) located to the south. Completion of 

that project in 2018 has helped to alleviate pressure on the SR 53 corridor for local 

circulation purposes.  

 

A follow up study (State Route 53 Corridor Local Circulation Study) was completed in 

2022 to reflect updated conditions along the corridor. Additional projects were 

recommended over multiple time frames such as a roundabout at the Dam Road/Dam Road 

Extension intersection (short term), future access controls, or grade separated interchanges 

at various intersections (long term).  Several of the recommended improvements from the 

2022 study (e.g. increased pedestrian safety through intersection improvements or 

footbridge crossings, operational improvements adding turning lanes, roundabouts, etc.) 

were further endorsed in a ñSR 53 Corridor Priority Projects Outreach Studyò completed 

in 2025. Projects highlighted within the noted studies/plans are expected to make the 

Konocti Corridor concept a safer and more attractive alternative for interregional travelers. 
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3. Traffic Calming and Multimodal Improvements on SR 20 Northshore Segment 

An important component of the Konocti Corridor 

strategy involves redirecting interregional traffic away 

from the Northshore segment of SR 20 and encouraging 

use of an improved southern route over SR 29 and SR 53.   

However, a large volume of through traffic continues to 

utilize this ñMinor Arterialò segment of SR 20, which 

also serves a Main Street function for the small 

communities of Nice, Lucerne, Glenhaven, and 

Clearlake Oaks along Clear Lakeôs Northshore.  

 

The lake and surrounding topography of this region 

combine to physically constrain improvement options 

that would increase safety (e.g. shoulder widening, 

realignment, etc.) or reduce congestion (e.g. providing 

passing opportunities). Pedestrians and bicyclists must 

share the corridor with the local and interregional traffic, with conflicts further exacerbated 

by SR 20's physical separation of residential and commercial areas from the lake. Reducing 

interregional trucking and other through traffic uses along the Northshore will increase 

safety, enhance the economic viability and livability of these struggling, low-income 

communities, improve disproportionally poor health statistics by making biking/walking a 

more attractive option for residents and visitors, and reduce emissions resulting from 

existing traffic congestion.  

 

Several studies (supported by strong public engagement feedback) have focused on traffic 

calming measures and multimodal improvements on SR 20 through the unincorporated 

Northshore communities. Reducing vehicle speeds on this corridor would further 

incentivize use of the preferred southern route for interregional travel, while also creating 

opportunities to reconnect communities with the lakefront and provide a safer means of 

non-motorized travel for pedestrians and cyclists overall.  

 

Current Caltrans plans include a Complete Streets project in Lucerne, scheduled for 

implementation in 2029, which features separated bikeways, upgraded sidewalks, 

improved transit stops, and enhanced pedestrian crossings. Additional plans for Nice and 

Glenhaven are anticipated in subsequent years, with further details subject to funding 

availability and project development timelines. 

 

As noted, realization of the Konocti Corridor project will entail consistent and sustained use of the 

preferred interregional route through the County. The intended result is improved safety, traffic 

flows, travel time reliability (for goods movement as well as interregional through traffic), reduced 

congestion, and increased options for multimodal travel.  
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ACCOMPLISHMENTS SINCE 2022 UPDATE 

 

The following is a list of notable State Highway System projects completed since the previous 

RTP was adopted in 2022: 

 

¶ State Route 20 Shoulder and Safety Improvements/Bridge Rehab  

¶ State Route 29 Coyote Grade Shoulder Widening 

¶ State Route 175 Storm Damage Repairs 

¶ State Route 29 Pavement Overlay (North Lakeport to SR 20) 

 

In total, approximately $220 million was invested between February 2022 and July 2025, related 

to a range of projects such as roadway safety, bridges, resurfacing, broadband, storm damage, 

culverts and maintenance.  

 

Partial Completion of the Konocti Corridor (Segment ñ2Cò)   

The Lake 29 Improvement Project portion of the Konocti Corridor proposes to widen an 

approximately eight-mile stretch of State Route (SR) 29 from an existing two-lane highway to a 

four-lane divided expressway with controlled access. From west to east on SR 29, the 

improvements begin west of its intersection with SR 175 and will ultimately end at its intersection 

with Diener Drive. The goals of the larger ñKonocti Corridorò project are to reduce delays and 

improve safety while alleviating interregional congestion through Clear Lakeôs Northshore 

communities. Broken down into three segments to help diffuse the overall burden of funding, 

Segment ñ2Cò was completed in 2024, roughly consisting of the westernmost three-mile section 

of the project. However, funding for right-of-way costs of Segment ñ2A,ò and construction costs 

of both ñ2Aò and ñ2Bò have yet to be secured.  

 

PLANS, REPORTS AND STUDIES 

 

A number of studies and reports have been completed identifying issues involving the State 

highway corridors in Lake County.  These documents, several of which are described below, are 

referenced throughout RTP and listed in a Bibliography (see Appendix F).  

 

State Route 53 Corridor Priority Projects Outreach Study (2025) 

The intent of the project was to gather concerns and insights of community members on safety 

projects along the SR 53 corridor within the city limits of Clearlake. Given the safety concerns of 

pedestrians, bicyclists, and motor vehicle users along SR 53, the Study was used to develop a list 

of community led priorities for biking, pedestrian, and operational improvements along the 

corridor. The primary goal of the Study is to strengthen future applications for grant funding by 

providing documented support for identified improvements (including those already featured in 

previous plans), as well as demonstrating project readiness and local commitment, both of which 

are critical factors in competitive grant programs.  
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Rural Counties Task Force (RCTF) Rural Induced Demand Study (2025) 

In response to the Stateôs heightened emphasis on Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) when 

determining transportation impacts on the State Highway System, the Rural Counties Task Force 

prepared a Rural Induced Demand Study. The study examined how induced demand from added 

roadway capacity differs between rural and urban areas, particularly in environmental analyses of 

VMT. Rural agencies often prioritize safety, reliability, goods movement, emergency evacuation, 

or other needs that are frequently overlooked by a ñone size fits allò approach to project analysis. 

The studyôs recommendations aim to highlight these differences and ensure that rural needs are 

properly considered when evaluating and funding capacity-increasing projects. These findings 

may have direct implications for large-scale projects in the region, such as improvements along 

SR 29 between Lower Lake and Kelseyville making up an important eight-mile portion of the 

Konocti Corridor (see above). 

 

Konocti Corridor Vehicle Miles Traveled Study (2024) 

The Konocti Corridor Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) Study 

was completed in 2024. Its purpose was to assess VMT 

impacts and other changes associated with the implementation 

of interrelated planning projects along the Konocti Corridor. 

Findings from the Study concluded that, despite a modest 

increase in road miles and travel time, rerouting regional and 

interregional trips to the Southshore (SR 53 and 29) would 

lead to only negligible increases in VMT per day 

(approximately 0.3%). The findings emphasized that overall 

regional benefits would outweigh the minor VMT increase. 

These benefits include improved traffic mobility, safer 

operational conditions, and more efficient vehicle flows on the 

designated corridors. Additionally, the shift would provide 

important advantages to Northshore communities by reducing 

traffic speeds and congestion, improving non-motorized travel 

options, and creating safer, more livable environments. 

 

State Route 53 Corridor Study (2022)   

The State Route 53 Corridor Study is an update to a similar plan for SR 53 adopted in 2011. The 

study was used to evaluate current and future traffic conditions, with an emphasis on access points, 

future interchange locations, and designs. It involves improvements meant to encourage 

interregional traffic use of the Konocti Corridor between I-5 and U.S. 101, while also taking into 

consideration local and regional circulation needs of SR 53 users.  Recommendations from the 

2011 study led to a north/south route within the City of Clearlake (Dam Road Extension) 

connecting residential neighborhoods with important commercial and civic centers to the south 

(formerly accessed by SR 53 alone), and a roundabout at the intersection of SR 20/SR 53.  

Recommendations from the updated study reflect current conditions, regional travel patterns, and 

local circulation needs. Among its core objectives are to reduce travel times, enhance safety, and 

support non-motorized transportation options for Clearlake residents. 
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Highway 20 Northshore Communities Traffic Calming Plan and Engineered Feasibility 

Study (2020) 

The Highway 20 Northshore Communities Traffic Calming Plan and Engineered Feasibility Study 

was prepared to evaluate the needs, priorities and feasibility of traffic calming measures along 

Highway 20 through four communities fronting the lakeôs north shore: Nice, Lucerne, Glenhaven 

and Clearlake Oaks. A key goal of the plan is to improve safety and mobility for all users (residents, 

visitors and through traffic) by slowing traffic and providing a mix of transportation modes.  The 

study analyzed current conditions and formulated potential projects such as bicycle, pedestrian and 

transit friendly developments meant to improve the attractiveness and overall livability of the 

unincorporated towns. The Study has been useful in developing Complete Streets and active 

transportation type improvements along this segment of the Highway 20 corridor, fitting with the 

larger concept of encouraging future use of the Principal Arterial Corridor south of Clear Lake.  

 

State Route 29 South Corridor Engineered Feasibility Study (January 2014)/ 

Middletown Community Action Plan (March 2014) 

In early 2014, a study of the southern corridor of SR 29 (from the southern terminus of SR 53 to 

the Napa County line) and a Middletown Community Action Plan (MCAP) for the unincorporated 

community of Middletown (which is bisected by the highway) were adopted.  The dual studies 

were used to identify safety and operational improvements including possible bicycle and 

pedestrian facilities and traffic calming measures along that portion of the SR 29 corridor.  Other 

potential improvements include multimodal connections and gateway features focusing on a 

driverôs ñsense of arrivalò with the goal of increased safety through speed reduction. An Active 

Transportation Program grant was awarded in 2015 for one of the projects identified in the MCAP, 

which led to a paved multi-use path linking Middletown and Twin Pine Rancheria to the south for 

bicyclist, pedestrian and equestrian use within the SR 29 right-of-way.  

 

SAFETY  

 

Lake County continues to face significant roadway safety 

challenges. According to UC Berkeley SafeTREC, the 

countyôs fatal and serious injury (FSI) rate was 165.3 per 

100,000 residents in 2021, nearly three times the statewide 

average of 57.2, ranking Lake among the highest rural 

counties in California in that category. Further findings show 

Lake County having the second-highest pedestrian fatality 

rate in the State at 5.9 per 100,000.  Collisions along SR 20 

through Northshore communities have been especially 

troubling. From 2020 through 2024, the Transportation 

Injury Mapping System (TIMS) logged 17 pedestrian-

involved injury crashes (12 resulting in death or serious 

injury), seven (7) bicycle injuries (2 fatal or serious), 19 

truck-involved injury crashes (11 with severe outcomes), and 

62 crashes attributed to unsafe speed.  These patterns 

reinforce long-standing support for diverting heavy truck and 
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interregional traffic to SR 53 and SR 29, which are more suited to high-volume and freight travel 

south of the lake. 

 

Since the 2022 Regional Transportation Plan, Caltrans has further strengthened its commitment to 

safety. Building on a goal of zero traffic deaths by 2050, Caltrans released Directorôs Policy DP-

36 in February 2022, stressing a ñsafety first mindset,ò the ñdevelopment and implementation of 

new programs to enhance the safe us of our roadways,ò and ñeliminating race-, age- , ability- and 

mode based disparities in road safety outcome.ò In order to achieve this vision, Caltrans has 

adopted the ñSafe System approachò from the federal National Roadway Safety Strategy. This 

method prioritizes eliminating severe crashes through proactive and reactive safety measures, 

including systemic assessments, road safety audits, and high-risk site targeting. The aim to 

eliminate fatal and serious injuries focuses on a road system that anticipates human mistakes and 

strives to hold potential bodily harm from crash impacts to tolerable levels. 

 

The commitment is reflected in both traditional programs such as the State Highway Operation 

and Protection Program (SHOPP), as well as newer initiatives such as the ñQuick-Buildò (project 

delivery approximately a year and a half) Highway Maintenance Safety (HM-4 Safety) Program. 

SHOPP emphasizes asset management by maintaining and preserving the State Highway System, 

although safety improvements are one of its primary investment categories and projects funded 

through this program are typically aligned with safety goals of the State. The HM-4 Program was 

initially begun as a pilot program in fiscal year 2021-22 to fund quick turnaround (within one year) 

safety projects, or those not requiring time consuming right-of-way issues, environmental review, 

utility relocation, or hardscaping. Its early successes led to its expansion into a full, four-year 

program dedicated to delivering proven safety countermeasures involving pedestrian safety, 

signage, striping or other pavement markings.    

 

Key examples of safety-focused projects in Lake County include: 

 

¶ Curve realignment and shoulder widening near Blue Lakes (SR 20) 

¶ High-visibility crosswalks, flashing beacons, and traffic calming in Clear Lakeôs 

Northshore communities (SR 20) 

¶ Lighting and Complete Streets upgrades on SR 53 

¶ Sidewalks, restriping, and shoulder improvements in Middletown (SR 29) 

Additional safety projects are in various stages of development and will continue to support State 

(and regional) commitment to Vision Zero goals over the long term. 

 

PERFORMANCE MEASURES 

 

Like many rural areas, Lake County agencies and local transportation officials are often faced with 

limited resources in which to collect and analyze useful performance data. The performance 

measures identified below were drawn in part from the Transportation Performance Measures for 
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Rural Counties in California (2015), prepared for the Rural Counties Task Force to identify 

metrics that are appropriate for rural and small urban areas.  

 

Table 3.1 Performance Measures 

 

Category Performance Measure 

 

Safety- reduction in fatalities, injury and 

property loss of system users and workers 

 

 

- Traffic Accident Surveillance and Analysis 

System (TASAS) data (accident by type) 

 

- Law enforcement traffic collision reports 

(TCRs) 

 

- National Highway Traffic Safety 

Administration (NHTSA) data on cost by  

accident type  

 

 

System Preservation- maintaining the 

condition of the network 

 

 

- Pavement Management Program (PMP)  

 

- Pavement Condition Index (PCI) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Mobility/Accessibility - ease or difficulty of 

traveling from an origin to a destination 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

- Travel Demand Model 

¶ Travel times and distances 

¶ Interregional vehicle trip numbers  

¶ Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) for 

interregional travel  

¶ Origin and destination data 

 

- Walkability  

¶ Pedestrian access to transit facilities 

within 0.25 mile 

¶ Pedestrian access to commercial and/or 

shopping centers within 0.25 mile   

 

 

Goods Movement- improved 

trucking/shipping travel times 

 

 

Travel Demand Model 

¶ Travel times and distances 

¶ Interregional vehicle trip numbers  

¶ Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) for 

interregional travel  

¶ Origin and destination data 

¶ North shore/south shore route splits 
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INTELLIGENT TRANSPORTATION SYSTEMS  

 

Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS) refers to a group of communications-based technologies 

designed to enhance highway safety, efficiency, and reliability. This can include areas such as 

monitoring and regulating traffic flow, providing warning and advisory messages to motorists, 

scheduling and routing transit trips, or providing rapid emergency incident response capabilities 

for emergency and law enforcement personnel.  Specific examples of ITS technologies include 

advanced traffic signals, roadway and weather monitoring stations, bus and maintenance vehicle 

location systems, and electronic roadside information signs.  

 

In 2018, Caltrans completed an Upstate California Regional ITS Plan, which addresses the use of 

ITS strategies for the 16 rural counties making up the ñNorth State Super Region.ò This coalition 

of primarily rural transportation planning agencies share similar transportation characteristics such 

as remote and difficult to maintain road systems, longer than average trips lengths, lower rates of 

congestion, and limited communications systems.  

 

ITS projects that have been implemented in the Lake County region include the following: 

 

¶ Deployment and maintenance of motorist call boxes under the Lake Service Authority for 

Freeway Emergencies (SAFE) program administered by Lake APC 

¶ Installation of changeable message signs by Caltrans throughout the County, providing 

warnings and traffic information for users of this and connected regional routes  

¶ Installation of automatic vehicle locator equipment on Lake Transit Authority buses 

¶ Continued development of Traffic Management System (TMS) improvements on the State 

Highway System through the region in which traffic volume data can be derived from 

existing traffic signals   

 

Implementation of these and similar projects are expected to conform to the Regional ITS 

Architecture and, by extension, the National ITS Architecture. In addition, Caltrans is currently 

studying implementation of truck priority signalization in support of the Konocti Corridor. 

Ultimately, the intent is to provide a coherent network of ITS strategies supporting local, regional, 

and State transportation goals.  

 

ACTION PLAN (PROPOSED PROJECTS) 

 

This Action Plan includes projects on State highways in Lake County as well as some local 

projects.  The projects included are financially constrained in that they are currently programmed 

in the State Transportation Improvement Program (STIP) or identified by local agencies and 

projects that are expected to be funded. 
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Table 3.2 State Highway Project List ï Financially Constrained  

Project 

Number 

Project Name  Timeframe* Cost**   

($1,000) 

Potential 

Funding 

Sources 

SHS1 SR 29 Konocti Corridor Segment 2B  

Right-of-way acquisition*** 

Roadway, Freight, Bike/Ped (#01-

29831) 

(Note: the balance of the larger project 

is included in the un-constrained 

project list.) 

Short term  $43,541 ITIP (IIP)  

SHS2 SR 20 Pedestrian Enhancements  

Roadway, Complete Streets, Bike/Ped 

(#01-OK660) 

Various Locations PM 2.4 ï 30 

Short term  $2,300 Other State 

Funds, HM4, 

Minor A 

SHS3 SR 29 Middletown Safety South  

Complete Streets, ADA, Roadway, 

Drainage (#01-OL590) 

PM 5 ï 5.59  

Short term $13,500 STIP, 

SHOPP, 

Other State 

Funds 

SHS4 SR 53  Safety and Lighting 

Improvements 

Roadway, Complete Streets, Bike/Ped 

PM 0.6 ï 3.0  

Short term  $12,500 Other State 

Funds 

SHS5 SR 20/29/53  

ITS Truck Signal Priority Feasibility 

Study 

Various Locations 

Short term  $450 Other State 

Funds 

SHS6 SR 20 Curve Realignment, Shoulder 

Widening Safety Improvements (#01-

OM310) 

PM R43.9 ï R44.2 

Short term $12,060 SHOPP 

SHS6 SR 29 Roadway Widening, Median 

Safety Improvements (#01-OM470) 

PM 7.4 ï 8.9 

Short term  $20,284 SHOPP 

 

SHS7 SR 29 Pavement Rehab/ 

Upgrade Guardrail and Signage (#01-

OJ930) 

PM 11.9 ï 23.6 

Short term  $32,470 SHOPP 

SHS8 SR 29 Left Turn Lane, Acceleration 

Lane Safety Improvements (#01-

OL220) 

PM 17.6 ï 18 

Short term  $4,977 SHOPP 
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* Short-term projects are expected to be completed within a one- to ten-year period. 

Long-term projects are those expected to be completed within an eleven- to twenty-year period. 

** Estimates reflect potential rates of inflation over term of project. 

*** Project considered regionally significant. 

 

Table 3.3 State Highway Project List ï Financially Unconstrained  

 

Project 

Number 

Project Name  Timeframe* Cost**   

($1,000) 

Potential 

Funding 

Sources 

SHS9 SR 29 Shoulder Widening, Median, 

Left Turn Lane Safety Improvements 

(#01-OM570) 

PM 31.4 ï 33.7 

Short term  $30,319 SHOPP 

SHS10 SR 29 Pavement Rehab, Bike/Ped 

Infrastructure Safety Improvements 

(#01-OL260) 

PM 31.6 ï 52.5 

Short term $54,415 SHOPP 

SHS11 SR 29 Shoulder Widening, Left Turn 

Lanes, Lighting Safety Improvements  

(#01-OL590) 

PM 5 - 5.9 

 

Short term  $16,324 SHOPP 

 

Project 

Number 

Project Name  Timeframe* Cost**  

($1,000) 

Potential 

Funding 

Sources 

SHS12 SR 29 Konocti Corridor  

Segment 2A***   

Roadway, Freight, Bike/Ped (#01-

29841) 

PM 23.60 ï 26.90  

Short term $90,000 STIP, 

SHOPP, 

TCEP, 

Federal 

Grants 

SHS13 SR 29 Konocti Corridor  

Segment 2B***   

Roadway, Freight, Bike/Ped (#01-

29831) 

PM 26.10 ï 29.10   

Short term $88,500 STIP, 

SHOPP, 

TCEP, 

Federal 

Grants 

SHS14 SR 20 Complete Streets Improvements 

(#01-ON340) 

PM 8.3 - 29.54  

Short term  $47,000 STIP, 

SHOPP, 

Federal 

Grants 

SHS15 SR 20 Lucerne Improvements 

Roadway, Complete Streets, Bike/Ped 

(#01-OK660) 

PM 16.74 ï 18.02 

Short term $31,000 SHOPP, 

Federal 

Grants 
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* Short-term projects are expected to be completed within a one- to ten-year period. 

Long-term projects are those expected to be completed within an eleven- to twenty-year period. 

** Estimates reflect potential rates of inflation over term of project. 

*** Project considered regionally significant 

 

 

 

Table 3.4 Additional SHS Needs Identified Through LAPC Planning Processes 

 

Project Name  Timeframe* Cost**  

($1,000) 

Potential 

Funding Sources 

SR 175 Pedestrian Facilities/Intersection 

Improvements (Park Rd to  SR 29)  

Long Term  $1,500 ATP, SHOPP, 

HSIP 

SR 175 Pedestrian Facilities/Intersection 

Improvements (Golf Rd to Cobb Mountain 

Elementary School) 

Long Term $1,042 ATP, SHOPP, 

HSIP 

SR 281 Pedestrian Facilities/Intersection 

Improvements (Tenya Way to Point Lakeview 

Road) 

Long Term  $994 ATP, SHOPP, 

HSIP 

* Short-term projects are expected to be completed within a one- to ten-year period. 

SHS16 SR 53 Interim Safety Improvements  

Roadway, Complete Streets, Bike/Ped 

Various Locations 

Short term  TBD STIP, 

SHOPP, 

Other State 

Funds, 

Federal 

Grants 

SHS17 SR 20/29/53  

Regional Wildfire Evacuation 

Improvements 

Roadway, Safety, Bike/Ped 

Various Locations 

Short term  TBD Other State 

Funds, State 

or Federal 

Grants 

SHS18 SR 53 Reconnectivity Improvements  

Complete Streets, Bike/Ped 

Various Locations PM 0.0 ï 7.5  

Long term  TBD STIP, 

SHOPP, 

Federal or 

State Grants 

SHS19 SR 53 Interchange/Intersection 

Improvements  

Roadway, Freight, Complete Streets, 

Bike/Ped 

PM 1.47 ï 2.96  

Long term TBD STIP, 

SHOPP, 

Federal or 

State Grants 

SHS20 SR 53/29 Intersection Improvements 

Roadway, Complete Streets, Bike/Ped 

Long Term TBD STIP, 

SHOPP, 

Federal or 

State Grants 
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Long-term projects are those expected to be completed within an eleven- to twenty-year period. 

** Estimates reflect potential rates of inflation over term of project. 

 

POTENTIAL FUNDING SOURCES  

 

Funding for transportation projects on the State highway system comes from several sources that 

are managed by the California Transportation Commission (CTC) and Caltrans, with involvement 

by Lake APC.  The two main programs are the State Transportation Improvement Program (STIP) 

and the State Highway Operating and Protection Program (SHOPP).  Senate Bill 1 (SB 1) was also 

enacted in 2017, which was instrumental in augmenting the amount of transportation funding 

available for the State in general. These sources are described below. 

  

State Transportation Improvement Program  

The State Transportation Improvement Program (STIP) is the main source of transportation related 

capital funding within the Lake County region.  At the State level, these funds are divided into two 

programs.  The first is the Regional Improvement Program (RIP), which is funded from a local 

share of the 75% of State Highway Account (SHA) funds set aside for regional transportation 

agency programming.  The Lake Area Planning Council (APC), as the Regional Transportation 

Planning Agency (RTPA), has authority to decide how to program the Lake County regionôs share 

of RIP funds, subject to STIP eligibility guidelines.  To be eligible, projects must be nominated by 

the regional agency in their biennial Regional Transportation Improvement Program (RTIP).   

 

The second of the two programs, known as the Interregional Improvement Program (IIP), receives 

the remaining 25% of SHA funds.  Caltrans has the authority to program these funds for projects 

of interregional significance, subject to nomination within the Interregional Transportation 

Improvement Program (ITIP).  Projects nominated for both the RTIP and the ITIP must first be 

included within the RTP. Funding through the ITIP also requires a project to be listed as part of a 

ñStrategic Interregional Routeò in the Caltrans Interregional Transportation Strategic Plan 

(ITSP).    

 

STIP funds are primarily intended for capital projects.  Eligible projects can include the 

construction or widening of State highways, local roads, pedestrian and bicycle facilities, grade 

separations, inter-modal facilities, public transit improvements (including buses), and safety 

projects.  While these funds may also be used for local road rehabilitation, the California 

Transportation Commission (CTC), which has authority over the STIP, has not supported the 

programming of STIP funds for these types of projects in recent cycles (nor have these been 

considered ñregional prioritiesò by the Lake APC).  

 

Currently, the regionôs RTIP includes funding for environmental and design work on Segments 

2A and 2B of the Konocti Corridor. An important example of ITIP funding for the region includes 

right-of-way purchase for Segment 2B of the Konocti Corridor.  Other projects receiving RTIP 

funding include local projects of regional significance such as environmental work on Clearlakeôs 

Dam Road/Dam Road Extension roundabout and the County of Lakeôs South Main Street/Soda 

Bay Road improvements (right-of-way purchase and construction).  
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State Highway Operating and Protection Program  

The State Highway Operating and Protection Program (SHOPP) is a four-year program of projects 

which focuses on collision reduction, major damage restoration, bridge preservation, roadway 

preservation, roadside preservation, mobility enhancement and preservation of other transportation 

facilities related to the State highway system.  Non-capital projects are programmed through 

SHOPP, which is adopted simultaneously with the STIP every two years.  While the Lake APC is 

allowed to provide input into SHOPP decisions, the State has sole discretionary authority over the 

use of SHOPP funds.  Funding estimates from this source have been historically difficult to 

determine based on the Statewide competition for safety related project dollars.   

 

 

Table 3.5 State Highway Funding 

 

Funding Sources for State Highway Projects Estimated Funding*  

over next 10 years ($1,000) 

State Transportation Improvement Program (STIP)  

$9,000 

 

State Highway Operating and Protection Program 

(SHOPP) 

 

$278,000 

 

Total $287,000 

*Both programs are updated with funding every two years. Due to unknown future budget 

availability, these amounts can vary greatly between cycles and the estimates are based on averages 

from the past several cycles (STIP), or else current best information available (SHOPP). Estimates 

do not include consideration of major damage, minors, highway maintenance, or reservation 

projects.  

 

Highway Maintenance Safety (HM-4 Safety) Program  

Initially begun as a pilot program in fiscal year 2021-22, it was soon after expanded into a full, 

four-year program to fund quick turnaround (within one year) safety projects. Eligible projects 

will not require time consuming right-of-way issues, environmental review, utility relocation, or 

hardscaping and include safety countermeasures such as pedestrian safety, signage, striping or 

other pavement markings.    

 

Senate Bill (SB) 1 Funds 

In 2017, Senate Bill (SB) 1 was passed at the State level.  Through a combination of increased 

taxes and fees, its enactment has generated several millions of extra dollars for highway, street, 

and road projects in the Lake County region.  SB 1 created the Road Maintenance and 

Rehabilitation Account (RMRA), providing a significant amount of additional funding divided 

among State highway and local streets and roads projects.  Existing programs such as the Active 

Transportation Program, the State Highway Operation and Protection Program and the State 

Transportation Improvement Program were augmented as part of the legislation. Available funds 
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are also disbursed through a variety of SB 1 created programs (both formula as well as competitive 

based), including the following:  

 

 

 

Trade Corridor Enhancement Program (TCEP)  

The competitive Trade Corridor Enhancement Program (TCEP) is dedicated to infrastructure 

improvements on federally designated Trade Corridors of National and Regional Significance, on 

California's portion of the National Highway Freight Network (as identified in California Freight 

Mobility Plan), and along other corridors that have a high volume of freight movement. Caltrans 

and Lake APC have actively pursued TCEP funding to support improvements along the regionôs 

primary trade route, the Konocti Corridor, and will continue to partner in future such endeavors 

when appropriate.  

 

Solutions for Congested Corridors Program (SCCP)  

Another competitive program funded by the RMRA, the SCCP is intended for projects within 

comprehensive corridor plans that improve safety, congestion, and accessibility (among other 

criteria) on state highways or local streets and roads. Preferred projects would balance 

transportation improvements, community impacts, and provide environmental benefits through 

highly congested corridors.    

 

Maintenance  

Aside from increasing the amount of maintenance funding within the STIP and SHOPP, the 

RMRA also funds bridge and culvert repairs on the state highway network and other ongoing 

maintenance activities such as litter removal and pothole repair.   

 

GOALS, OBJECTIVES AND POLICIES  

 

Table 3.6 below lists Goals, Objectives and Policies, which are intended to guide transportation 

development projects over the next four years.  

 

 

Table 3.6 State Highway System (SHS) Goals, Objectives and Policies 

 

Goal:  Provide a safe, well-maintained and efficient State highway network that 

addresses regional and statewide mobility needs for people, goods and services.   

 

Objectives Policies 

SHS-1: Improve 

mobility on the State 

highway system 

throughout Lake County. 

SHS-1.1: Support as the highest priority, completion of 

remaining segments of the Konocti Corridor. 

SHS-1.2: Coordinate with Caltrans to seek ITIP, SHOPP, SB 

1, BUILD, or other discretionary grant programs to secure 

funding for the Konocti Corridor. 



 

46 

 

Goal:  Provide a safe, well-maintained and efficient State highway network that 

addresses regional and statewide mobility needs for people, goods and services.   

 

Objectives Policies 

 SHS-1.3: Support periodic update of the approved 

environmental document for the Konocti Corridor to ensure its 

long-term viability in aiding project implementation into the 

future. 

SHS-1.4: Identify for funding consideration mobility 

improvements on SR 20 consistent with the Highway 20 

Northshore Communities Traffic Calming Plan and the Active 

Transportation Plan. 

SHS-1.5: Identify for funding consideration projects consistent 

with the SR 53 Corridor Study. 

SHS-1.6: Implement strategies and projects to encourage 

trucks and interregional traffic to use the Principal Arterial 

Corridor (includes segments of SR 20 and SR 29, and all of 53) 

for travel through Lake County. 

SHS-1.7: Implement strategies and projects consistent with the 

Interregional Transportation Strategic Plan (ITSP) and 

California Freight Mobility Plan (CFMP). 

SHS-1.8: Identify for funding projects that will work to reduce 

access points and/or minimize conflict points within important 

regional and interregional corridors.  

SHS-2: Improve safety 

conditions on the State 

highway system serving 

Lake County. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

SHS-2.1: Coordinate with Caltrans to identify safety issues, 

develop solutions and identify funding opportunities. Include 

regional input into the District 1 State Highway Operations and 

Protection Plan (SHOPP). 

SHS-2.2: Coordinate with local and State agencies on security 

and emergency response planning efforts, including the 

identification of key evacuation and emergency access routes. 

SHS-2.3: Implement traffic calming and safety improvements 

along State highway segments that function as Main Streets 

within communities such as Middletown, Nice, Lucerne, 

Glenhaven, and Clearlake Oaks. 

SHS-2.4: Identify for funding consideration safety projects on 

all State highways (SR 20, SR 29, SR 53, SR 175 and SR 281) 

in Lake County. 

SHS-2.5: Support projects which implement Caltrans ñSafe 

System approachò concepts (pursuant to Directorôs Policy 

DP-36) including those intended to eliminate severe crashes 

through proactive and reactive safety measures (Vision Zero). 

SHS-2.6: Cooperate with Caltrans and Lake County to 

facilitate implementation of the Highway 20 Northshore 
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Goal:  Provide a safe, well-maintained and efficient State highway network that 

addresses regional and statewide mobility needs for people, goods and services.   

 

Objectives Policies 

Communities Traffic Calming Plan projects in northshore 

communities.  

SHS-2.7: Pursue grant funding for studies and projects to 

improve active transportation alternatives within State 

highway segments that function as Main Streets within Lake 

County communities. 

SHS-2.8: Consider construction of grade separations (e.g. 

interchanges, overpasses, underpasses) and roundabouts as 

long-term solutions to safety and capacity issues at major 

intersections/junctions on the Principal Arterial Corridor. 

SHS-2.9: Facilitate the identification of State highway related 

safety issues within local communities and throughout the 

County. 

SHS-2.10: Support the continued development of the Upstate 

CA Regional ITS Master Plan. Ensure future ITS projects 

affecting the Lake County region are in conformance with the 

goals of the Plan. 

SHS-3: Facilitate 

efficient and safe 

transportation of goods 

within and through Lake 

County. 

SHS-3.1: Identify constraints to highway freight movement on 

segments of the Principal Arterial Corridor not yet 

programmed for improvement.  

SHS-3.2: Identify for funding consideration mobility 

improvements along the Principal Arterial Corridor (SR 20, SR 

53 and SR 29) consistent with the California Freight Mobility 

Plan 2020 (CFMP) and Trade Corridor Enhancement Program 

(TCEP) Guidelines. 

SHS-3.3: Identify improvements to Minor Arterial segments 

of the State highway system that facilitate safe and efficient 

goods movement.  

SHS-3.4: Work with the California Trucking Association and 

other industry organizations to improve safety and remove 

constraints to safe and efficient goods movement. 

SHS-3.5: When planning and designing road projects, consider 

the needs of vehicles used for goods movement, including 

Surface Transportation Assistance Act (STAA) trucks and 

vehicles transporting agricultural commodities and products. 
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IV . LOCAL  STREETS AND ROADS   
 

Local streets and roads comprise the majority of the transportation network within Lake County.  

Poor road conditions along with limited funding continue to plague the region, which has been 

reflected fairly consistently in periodic Statewide assessments of regional pavement conditions.  

Local, State and federal resources are made available to address streets and road repairs and 

improvements for each of the regionôs three jurisdictions (unincorporated County of Lake, cities 

of Lakeport and Clearlake).  This element will be used to discuss these and related issues.   

 

CURRENT ISSUES, CHALLENGES AND OPPORTUNITIES 

 

As in previous reports, the ñ2023 California Statewide Local Streets and Roads Needs 

Assessmentò again listed Lake County as one of only several counties in the State to receive a 

ñpoorò pavement condition rating. Unpaved or failing roads requiring complete reconstruction 

continue to exist throughout the region.  Many other local streets and roads fall short of current 

standards or else lack adequate right-of-way to safely accommodate transit, pedestrians and 

cyclists.  The issue was also noted through public surveys and other feedback platforms during the 

community input process of the RTP update, with poor road conditions repeatedly identified as a 

major concern in the region.  Local public works departments are challenged with many 

identifiable needs in this area combined with inadequate road maintenance and rehabilitation 

funding. Addressing this issue will likely continue as a primary focus of local agencies in the 

foreseeable future.  

 

As each of the jurisdictions within the region are responsible for their own individual circulation 

systems, local streets and roads can be broken down into three succinct jurisdictional boundaries.  

Current or continuing issues for each are summarized as follows: 

 

City of Lakeport    

Constrained east/west circulation has 

been an ongoing issue for the City. The 

primary means of access to the Cityôs 

downtown and lake shore areas are the 

Eleventh Street and Lakeport 

Boulevard corridors. Eleventh Street 

connects State Route 29 to Main Street 

at the north end but also includes 

narrow right-of-way restricting the 

ability to add adequate pedestrian, bike 

or transit facilities along the route. 

Lakeport Boulevard provides a second 

SR 29/Main Street access at the south 

end.  Other local circulation issues of 

concern include discontinuous streets, 
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impacts of regional travel, sidewalk gaps and the need for traffic control improvements at key 

intersections. 

 

City of Clearlake  

In 2018, Dam Road Extension was completed, 

connecting commercial and other service-oriented 

land uses with the residential ñAvenuesò area to 

the north. Prior to this, State Route 53 had 

provided much of the access between these two 

important areas. Completion of the connecting 

road fulfilled a long-planned north/south 

circulation goal of the City. Further bicycle and 

pedestrian improvements were completed along 

Dam Road Extension in 2021, which will provide 

non-motorized access to a new regional transit center planned for construction in 2026 and 2027. 

Additional on-going issues include narrow right-of-way, unpaved streets, inadequate drainage, a 

lack of sidewalks, and limited multimodal (e.g. vehicles, pedestrian, cyclist and transit) access  

(east/west) across the State Route 53 corridor bisecting the City. 

 

Unincorporated Areas of Lake County  

The County Department of Public Works has completed a number bridge replacements and paving 

projects in recent years.  With nearly 600 centerline miles of roads to repair or maintain, the County 

is in a difficult position of having to address both current and long-term transportation needs with 

costs easily surpassing available funding. Continuing issues within the unincorporated regions of 

the County include the noted funding limitations for the maintenance of roads and bridges, as well 

as additional matters such as incomplete bicycle and transit routes linking communities, 

constrained right-of-way and Countywide pedestrian safety. 

 

ROADWAY CLASSIFICATION  

 

The term ñRoadway Classificationò refers to the hierarchy by which streets, roads and highways 

are grouped according to the type of service they are intended to provide.  Although definitions 

can differ slightly between local or regional characterizations, the individual classifications are 

described in general below: 

 

Freeways 

A freeway is a divided highway with controlled access (i.e. regulated ingress/egress) and 

unrestricted traffic flow (i.e. absence of traffic signals, intersections or property access), intended 

to provide for the expeditious movement of large volumes of traffic between and through regions, 

cities and communities.  Aside from an approximately seven-mile segment of State Route 29 

consisting of a four-lane freeway facility south of Lakeport Boulevard and north of Lyons 

Road/Nice-Lucerne Cutoff interchanges, no other highways of this type exist in the Lake County 

region.   
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Expressways 

Similar in many ways to a freeway, an expressway is a divided highway with partial control of 

access, allowing for a limited number of driveway and at-grade intersections.  This classification 

includes several segments of SR 29 and SR 53, allowing for relatively free movement between 

and through regions, cities and communities along these corridors.     

 

Arterials  

Major/Principal Arterials 

Major or principal arterials are restricted access facilities that provide for traffic movement 

between and across cities and communities, both within and outside of the region.  Examples in 

Lake County include portions of State Route (SR) 20, SR 53 and SR 29, which are considered 

segments of the regionôs east/west Principal Arterial Corridor.   

 

Minor Arterials  

Minor arterials are intended to provide through-traffic between communities and the region.  

Further functions of this classification are to provide service to principal traffic generators (e.g. 

commercial centers, etc.) or connections to major or principal arteries.  Regulation of parking, 

turning movements or driveways is common to maintain smoother traffic flows.  Olympic Drive 

(City of Clearlake), Lakeshore Boulevard (City of Lakeport), and SR 20 along the north shore of 

Clear Lake (unincorporated region) are each classified as minor arterials. 

 

Collectors  

Major Collectors 

These facilities are used to connect residential neighborhoods, commercial/retail hubs, industrial 

and/or other employment centers.  They provide arterial traffic access and intraregional travel 

routes to higher density land uses and abutting properties.  Examples of major collectors include 

Scotts Valley Road (unincorporated region), Twentieth Street (Lakeport) and Old Highway 53 

(Clearlake). 

 

Minor Collectors 

Minor collectors are used to link local roads to higher density land uses or to other collector streets 

and roads.  This classification is seldom used (approximately 10% of regional system) with 

examples including Big Canyon Road near Middletown (unincorporated region) and Martin Street 

west of SR 29 (also unincorporated, just outside of Lakeport City limits).  

 

Local Roads 

All remaining rural or residential streets and roads are considered local roads.  This classification 

serves travel over relatively short distances with a primary function of providing access to adjacent 

lands.  Local roads within the system are primarily two-lane facilities.   
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LOCAL STREETS AND ROADS 

 

Local streets and roads are considered the backbone of the regional transportation system.  As a 

means of accessing commercial and retail services, employment centers and other daily functions 

outside of the home, these facilities have a direct impact on the lives of local residents.  Repair and 

maintenance of local streets and roads continues to be the top priority noted during the community 

outreach phase of the RTP update.  

 

Pavement Management Program 

The Pavement Management Program (PMP) 

examines the overall condition of the road 

network and highlights options for improving 

the current network-level pavement condition 

index (PCI).  The PCI is a measurement of 

pavement condition ranging from 0 to 100.  A 

newly constructed road would have a PCI of 

100, while a failed road would have a PCI of 25 

or less.  Overall, the PCI scale is divided into 

four general condition categories. Pavements in 

ñGoodò condition have a PCI above 70, 

pavements in ñFairò condition have a PCI 

between 50 and 69, pavements in ñPoorò 

condition have a PCI between 25 and 49, and 

below 25 is considered ñFailedò pavement 

condition. ñFailedò roads, or those falling 

between 0 and 25 PCI, typically require major 

rehabilitation.  And because the costs involved with the reconstruction of failed roads are greater 

than those borne for on-going preventative maintenance, available funds are often spent in large 

part to save the integrity of ñnon-failedò roads before they too fall into disrepair. In general, PCI 

scores provide an objective measure from which roadway improvements can be evaluated and 

prioritized.   

 

The PMP serves as an important tool to identify and balance maintenance needs with the projected 

revenues of a given year.  Updates were last completed for each jurisdiction in 2022, consistent 

with a three-year review cycle historically provided by the APC. However, with recent 

advancements in Artificial Intelligence (AI), some agencies have shown an interest in alternative 

AI-driven tools to evaluate PCI for their local road networks. The way in which individual 

jurisdictions opt to move forward in this area will determine how (or whether) PMP updates will 

continue to be used in the future.   

 

The average 2022 PCI of the road networks in the region are shown below: 
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Table 4.1 Road Conditions for Lake County Region 

 

Jurisdiction Current 

Average 

PCI 

% of Paved Roads with  

ñFairò or ñGoodò Condition 

Unincorporated Lake County 34 35.8% 

Clearlake 51 55.6% 

Lakeport 41 43.5% 

(based on 2022 PMP) 

 

County of Lake 

The existing funding level for the Countyôs road maintenance was $4.5 million per year. The 

current Average PCI fell from 37 to 34 between 2018 and 2022. A ten-year work plan was 

developed with the intention of raising the average PCI from 34 to 40. The financial commitment 

was estimated to be $122.8 million over that period. While an average PCI of 40 would still be 

considered ñPoor,ò the costs of further increases ($165.4 million = 50 Average PCI; $260.4 million 

= 70 Average PCI) may be prohibitive without additional resources (e.g. grants, or other State or 

federal assistance).  

 

City of Clearlake 

The City of Clearlake has made significant improvements to its road network in recent years. This 

can be attributed in large part to the voter approved Measure V in 2016, providing over a million 

dollars a year in revenues from a one-cent sales tax used specifically for road maintenance. The 

Average PCI rose markedly from 40 to 51 between 2018 and 2022 according to the figures from 

the two most recent PMPs.  The City of Clearlake budgeted $5 million a year in 2023, 2024, and 

2025 towards road improvements, which will be reduced to $1 million per year beginning in 2026.  

Funding at these levels is forecasted to raise the Average PCI to 73 and stabilize to the low 70s 

thereafter.   

 

City of Lakeport 

Current expenditures for the City of Lakeport are approximately $285,000 per year. Maintaining 

its current Average PCI of 41 (up slightly from an Average PCI of 40 in 2018) would require about 

$8.5 million over the next ten years. The estimated costs over a ten-year period to improve the 

networkôs Average PCI to ñFairò (PCI between 50 and 69) would raise the cost to $12.7 million.  

 

Table 4.2 below shows the number of paved miles of streets and roads that each jurisdiction is 

responsible for within the region.   

 

Table 4.2 Paved Local Road Network 

 

Road Classification Centerline Miles 

Lake County Clearlake Lakeport  

Arterial 13.1 6.1 6.7 

Collector 182.9 23.7 9.0 
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Residential/Local 301.4 50.7 14 

Other/Airport 1.7 x x 

Gravel 5.9 33.3 0.3 

Totals 505 113.8 30 

(based on 2022 PMP) 

 

Bridges 

The maintained road system 

within the Lake County region 

consists of over 600 miles of roads 

that include 125 bridges.  The City 

of Clearlake has three bridges (one 

is a Cache Creek Bridge on Lake 

Street that is shared with the 

County), while the City of 

Lakeport has only two.  No new 

bridge work has been initiated in 

either of the two cities in recent 

years.  

 

Table 4.3 lists recent, current or 

planned bridge projects within the 

unincorporated County regions.  

Funding for the projects has come from federal Highway Bridge Program (HBP) monies. 

 

Table 4.3 Lake County Region Bridge Projects 

 

Project Name Status 

Lake County 

14C-0049 Upper Wolf Creek Bridge (Wolf Creek Rd) 

Replacement 

Construction Date 2026 

14C-0051 Lower Wolf Creek Bridge (Wolf Creek Rd) 

Replacement 

Construction Date 2030 

14C-0015 Clover Creek Bridge (First Street) Replacement 

 

Construction Date 2026 

14C-0022 Clover Creek Bridge (Bridge Arbor North Road) 

Replacement  

Construction Date 2026 

14C-0102 Cooper Creek Bridge (Witter Springs Road) 

Replacement 

Construction Date 2027 

14C-0106 Bartlett Creek Bridge (Bartlett Springs Road) 

Replacement 

Construction Date 2027 

14C-0035 St. Helena Creek Bridge (Wardlaw Street) 

Replacement 

Construction Date 2027 
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Project Name Status 

14C-0114 Big Canyon Creek Bridge (Big Canyon Road) 

Rehabilitation  

Construction Date 2030 

14C-0089 Soda Creek Bridge (Elk Mountain Road) 

Rehabilitation  

Construction Date 2028 

Bridge Preventative Maintenance Plan ï PM00070 

(Maintenance) 

Construction Date 2027 

Bridge Preventative Maintenance Plan ï PM00138 (Scour) 

 

Construction Date 2027 

14C-0008 Kelsey Creek Bridge (Soda Bay Rd) Rehabilitation 

 

Construction Date TBD 

14C-0060 Big Canyon Creek Bridge (Big Canyon Rd) 

Replacement 

Construction Date TBD 

14C-0075 Anderson Creek Bridge (Rose Anderson Rd) 

Rehabilitation  

Construction Date TBD 

14C-0115 Big Canyon Creek Bridge (Big Canyon Rd) 

Replacement 

Construction Date TBD 

 

PLANS, REPORTS AND STUDIES 

 

The following plans have been adopted in recent years to help identify potential improvements to 

local streets and roads in the Lake County region: 

  

State Route 53 Corridor Local Circulation Study (2022) 

The primary focus of the State Route 53 Corridor Local Circulation Study is to provide an 

overview of goals and objectives aimed at improving State Route 53.  As an update to a similar 

plan for SR 53 adopted in 2011, the study evaluates current and future traffic conditions, with an 

emphasis on access points, future interchange locations, and designs. Many of the recommended 

improvements are meant to encourage interregional traffic use of the Konocti Corridor between I-

5 and U.S. 101, while also taking into consideration potential conflicts within the local street 

system.    

 

Local Road Safety Plans (2021/22) 

At the end of 2021 and beginning of 2022, the regionôs three local jurisdictions adopted separate 

Local Road Safety Plans (LRSPs). Each was prepared to establish processes meant to identify, 

evaluate, and prioritize transportation safety improvements on local road systems. The overall goal 

is reducing fatalities and serious injuries on the local road network. Each was developed through 

a process of stakeholder collaboration, public outreach, and crash data analysis, and allow the 

jurisdictions to qualify for Highway Safety Improvement Program (HSIP) or similar funding 

programs. 
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Eleventh Street Corridor Multi -Modal Engineered Feasibility Study (2020) 

The Eleventh Street corridor is one of two primary east-west arteries through the City of Lakeport 

providing access to its downtown and lakefront areas. Right-of-way constraints within residential 

segments along with other speed or safety concerns have limited multi-modal uses of the corridor. 

The Eleventh Street Corridor Multi-Modal Engineered Feasibility Study was adopted in 2020 to 

address concerns in these areas by analyzing transportation alternatives, costs, and options related 

to potential street widening projects accommodating bicycle, pedestrian or transit facility 

improvements within the corridor. Recommendations from the study will also help to improve 

access to regional employment centers as well as County services (e.g. courthouse, County 

administration, etc.) located in the heart of Lakeport.   

 

Countywide Sign Inventory Plan (2020) 

The Countywide Sign Inventory Plan was adopted in 2020 to develop an up-to-date inventory of 

traffic signs within the more than 750 miles of maintained street/road systems (including 

approximately 153 unpaved) of the County and two cities. Data collected for each sign was entered 

into an existing sign database (or other database as recommended by the consultant) for each of 

the jurisdictions. Features such as GPS coordinates, photos, sign retro-reflectivity, size, type, 

condition and other attributes as needed were included in the inventory. 

 

Lake County Pedestrian Facility Needs Study (2019) 

The Pedestrian Facilities Needs Inventory and Engineered Feasibility Study, also known as ñLake 

Walks,ò was approved by the Lake APC Board in 2019. The intent of the project was to address 

existing deficiencies in the pedestrian network of the region by identifying priority projects and 

determining the feasibility of construction based on planning level cost estimates. A total of 40 

projects were identified broken up into four areas (Lakeport, Clearlake, State Highway Right-of-

Way, and Unincorporated Communities), with 10 priority projects analyzed for each. The Study 

can be used to facilitate potential future projects when funding becomes available. Ultimately, the 

project provides options and recommendations leading to the eventual construction of new and 

infill pedestrian facilities and/or crossings within the region. 

 

PERFORMANCE MEASURES 

 

Like many rural areas, Lake County agencies and local transportation officials are often faced with 

limited resources in which to collect and analyze useful performance data. The performance 

measures identified below were drawn in part from the Transportation Performance Measures for 

Rural Counties in California (2015), prepared for the Rural Counties Task Force to identify 

metrics that are appropriate for rural and small urban areas.  
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Table 4.4 Performance Measures 

 

Category Performance Measure 

 

Safety- reduction in fatalities, injury and 

property loss of system users and workers 

 

- SWITRS/TIMS data (accident by type) 

 

- NHTSA data on cost by accident type  

 

 

System Preservation- maintaining the 

condition of the roadway network 

 

 

- Pavement Management Program (PMP) 

 

- Pavement Condition Index (PCI) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Mobility/Accessibility - ease or difficulty of 

traveling from an origin to a destination 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

- Level of Service (LOS) 

 

- Travel Demand Model 

¶ Travel times and distances 

¶ Interregional vehicle trip numbers  

¶ Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) for 

interregional travel  

¶ Origin and destination data 

 

- Walkability  

¶ Pedestrian access to transit facilities within 

0.25 mile 

¶ Pedestrian access to commercial and/or 

shopping centers within 0.25 mile   

 

 

ACTION PLAN (PROPOSED PROJECTS) 

 

This Action Plan includes projects within individual jurisdictions of the Lake County region.  The 

projects listed are either ñfinancially constrained,ò in that they are currently programmed in the 

State Transportation Improvement Program (STIP) or other sources, or else ñfinancially 

unconstrained,ò which are those projects identified as priorities by local agencies but currently 

unfunded. 
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Table 4.5 Local Streets and Roads Project List ï Financially Constrained 

 

Project 

Number 

Project Name Timeframe* Cost**   

($1,000s) 

Potential 

Funding 

Source  

 Lake County  

LSR1 South Main Street at Lakeport 

City Limit to Route 175 

Extension Improvements 

Short term  

 

$4,416 STIP, Local 

funds, ATP 

LSR2 Soda Bay Road at Route 175 

Extension to Manning Creek 

Improvements  

Short term $3,754 STIP, Local 

funds, ATP 

LSR3 Roadway Widening and 

Reconstruction 

Short term/   

Long term 

$11,000 STIP, Local 

funds, SB 1 

LSR4 Roadway Rehabilitation  

  

Short term/  

Long term 

 

$4,000 Local funds, 

RSTP, 

CDBG, SB 1 

LSR5 Roadway Overlay  

  

Short term  

 

$7,000 Local funds, 

RSTP, SB 1 

LSR6 Bridge 

Replacement/Rehabilitation  

Short term  

 

$44,500 HBP, STIP 

LSR7 Bridge Maintenance and 

Repair 

Short term  $3,000  HBP, Local 

funds, SB 1 

 City of Clearlake 

LSR8 Lakeshore Drive 

improvementsï including 

roadway widening, 

installation of turn lanes, 

construction of sidewalks 

(project limits: Olympic Drive 

to Hwy 53) 

Short term 

 

$8,000 Local funds, 

SB 1, CDBG 

LSR9 Roadway Reconstruction/ 

Rehabilitation (includes 

roadway widening projects) 

Short term 

 

$10,000 Local funds, 

SB 1, CDBG 

LSR10 Roundabout- Dam Road Short term 

 

$7,000 STIP, SB 1 

LSR11 Roadway Overlay Short term 

 

$5,000 Local funds 

LSR12 Crack sealing/Micro-

sealing/Lakeshore Drive (SR 

53 to Olympic Drive) 

Olympic Drive (Lakeshore 

Drive to SR 53) 

Short term 

 

$2,000 Local funds, 

SB 1 
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* Short-term projects are expected to be completed within a one- to ten-year period. 

Long-term projects are those expected to be completed within an eleven- to twenty-year period. 

** Estimates reflect potential rates of inflation over term of project. 

 

 

Table 4.6 Local Streets and Roads Project List ï Financially Unconstrained  

 

Project 

Number 

Project Name Timeframe* Cost**   

($1,000s) 

Potential 

Funding 

Source  

 City of Lakeport  

LSR13 Lakeport Boulevard 

Improvement Project Phase 1 

Short term  $1,500 STIP, RSTP, 

Local funds 

LSR14 South Main Street (First St to 

Lakeport Blvd) 

Short term $1,200 ARPA 

LSR15 Roadway 

Reconstruction/Rehabilitation 

Short term 

 

$1,500 Local funds, 

SB 1, HUTA 

LSR16 Roadway Overlay Short term $1,500 Local funds, 

SB 1, HUTA 

Project 

Number 

Project Name Timeframe* Cost**   

($1,000s) 

Potential 

Funding 

Source  

 Lake County  

LSR17 Roadway 

Reconstruction/Rehabilitation 

Long term  

 

$40,000 Local funds, 

RSTP, SB 1 

LSR18 Roadway Overlay Long term 

 

$30,000 Local funds, 

RSTP, SB 1 

LSR19 Bridge 

Replacement/Rehabilitation  

Long term 

 

$10,000  HBRR, STIP, 

SB 1 

LSR20 Bridge Maintenance and 

Repair 

Long term 

 

$30,000  HSIP, SB 1 

LSR21 Nice Lucerne Cutoff 

Pavement Rehabilitation (SR 

20 to SR 29) 

Long Term TBD Local funds, 

RSTP, SB 1 

LSR22 Bottle Rock Road Pavement 

Rehabilitation (SR 29 to SR 

175 

Long Term TBD Local funds, 

RSTP, SB 1 

LSR23 Redhill Road Pavement 

Rehabilitation (SR 29 to SR 

175) 

Long Term TBD Local funds, 

RSTP, SB 1 

LSR24 Lucerne Roads Complete 

Streets and Safety 

Improvements (Improvements 

Long Term TBD Local funds, 

RSTP, SB 1 
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Project 

Number 

Project Name Timeframe* Cost**   

($1,000s) 

Potential 

Funding 

Source  

on SR 20 and 1st Ave thru 17th 

Ave) 

 City of Clearlake 

LSR25 Roundabout- Lakeshore 

Drive/Olympic Drive 

Rumsey Road & Old 

Highway 53 

Short term 

Short Term 

$5,000 STIP, SB 1 

LSR26 Rumsey Road & Old 

Highway 53 

Short Term $1,300 Local Funds, 

STIP 

LSR27 Various Roads Reconstruction 

(Turner Ave, Washington St, 

Clarkson St, Emerson St, 

Jackson St, Harrison St, 

Green Ave 

Short Term $1,300 Local Funds, 

STIP 

LSR28 Various Roads Reconstruction 

(Highlands Way, Vista Robles 

Way, Saroni Parkway) 

Short Term $1,600 Local Funds, 

STIP 

LSR29 Ridge Road Reconstruction Short Term $340 Local Funds, 

STIP 

LSR30 Robinson Avenue 

Reconstruction 

Short Term $410 Local Funds, 

STIP 

LSR31 Lansing Avenue 

Reconstruction and Drainage 

Short Term $1,000 Local Funds, 

STIP 

LSR32 Uhl Avenue Reconstruction 

(Old Hwy 53 to Buckeye 

Street) 

Short Term $7,000 Local Funds, 

STIP 

LSR33 40th Avenue (Old Hwy 53 to 

Alvita Avenue) 

Short Term $1,000 Local Funds, 

STIP 

LSR34 Various Roads 

Reconstruction/Overlay 

(Ridge View Drive, Lakeside 

Drive, Pineview Drive, 

Pineview Court, Lakeview 

Way) 

Short Term $1,100 Local Funds, 

STIP 

LSR35 Various Roads Reconstruction 

(Morgan Avenue, Manakee 

Avenue, Huntington Avenue, 

Scenic Road, Taawina Street, 

Pomo Road, Mountain View 

Street, Halika Street, Vista 

Street, Ciwa Street, Kahul 

Short Term $3,600 Local Funds, 

STIP 
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* Short-term projects are expected to be completed within a one- to ten-year period. 

Long-term projects are those expected to be completed within an eleven- to twenty-year period. 

** Estimates reflect potential rates of inflation over term of project. 

 

POTENTIAL FUNDING SOURCES  

 

Funding for local road improvements comes from a number of sources.  Below is a list of available 

funding programs with some that are on-going, such as the State Transportation Improvement 

Program, while others are competitive grant programs and only periodically available. 

 

Project 

Number 

Project Name Timeframe* Cost**   

($1,000s) 

Potential 

Funding 

Source  

Street, Ukiah Street, Covelo 

Street, Arcata Street) 

LSR36 Olympic Drive Grind  

Overlay (Lakeshore to 

Highway 53) 

Short Term $1,400 Local Funds, 

STIP 

LSR37 Roadway 

Reconstruction/Rehabilitation   

Long term $20,000  STIP, Local 

funds, 

CDBG 

LSR38 Roadway Overlay Long term $15,000 STIP, Local 

funds 

 

 City of Lakeport  

LSR39 Roundabout- Eleventh 

Street/Forbes Street 

Long term $5,000 STIP, ATP, 

HSIP, Local 

funds 

LSR40 Lakeport Blvd/Bevins St 

Roundabout (SR 29 Lakeport 

Blvd Interchange)  

Long term $9,841 STIP, Local 

Funds 

LSR41 Lakeport Blvd/Todd Rd 

Roundabout (SR 29 Lakeport 

Blvd Interchange) 

Long term $5,376 STIP, Local 

Funds 

LSR42 Lakeport Boulevard 

Improvement Project Phase 2 

Short term $2,500 STIP, Local 

funds 

 

LSR43 Roadway 

Reconstruction/Rehabilitation 

Long term $12,000  STIP, Local 

Funds, 

HUTA  

LSR44 Roadway Overlay Long term $12,000 STIP, Local 

Funds, 

HUTA 
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State Transportation Improvement Program 

The State Transportation Improvement Program (STIP) is one of the main sources of transportation 

related funding within the Lake County region for larger scale projects.  With cycles updated every 

two years, funding in the STIP is intended mainly for capital projects, such as State highway 

improvement, local roads, public transit (including buses), pedestrian and bicycle facilities, grade 

separations, intermodal facilities and safety projects.  While these funds may also be used for local 

road rehabilitation, the California Transportation Commission (CTC) has not supported such non-

capital projects in recent STIP cycles, which limits the funding available for maintenance and 

rehabilitation of local streets and roads.   

 

Highway Users Tax Account  

Drawn mainly from excise taxes on gasoline and diesel fuel, the Highway Users Tax Account 

(HUTA) provides revenues for transportation improvement efforts. These per-gallon rates are 

adjusted for inflation (as of July 2020), with a set of formulas at the State level used to determine 

how much cities and counties receive on an annual basis. Table 4.7 provides a breakdown of 

revenues to jurisdictions within the Lake County region.   

 

Table 4.7 HUTA Funding to Local Jurisdictions Since 2021 

 

Fiscal Year 2020/21 2022/23 2023/24 2024/25 2025/26 

(est.) 

County of Lake $2,779,980 $3,183,858 $3,417,913 $3,597,422 $3,593,841 

Lakeport  $107,435 $127,734 $138,107 $145,194 $145,438 

Clearlake $334,896 $420,412 $458,303 $480,816 $481,640 

Source: California State Controller 

 

Senate Bill 1 Funds 

Senate Bill (SB) 1 was passed at the state level in 2017. Through a combination of increased fuel 

taxes and vehicle fees, it has generated millions of dollars annually for transportation projects in 

regions like Lake County. These funds are deposited into accounts such as the Road Maintenance 

and Rehabilitation Account (RMRA), which distributes money annually to state highways and 

local streets and roads. RMRA funding augments existing programs, including two-year STIP 

cycles, State Transit Assistance funds, and competitive programs like the Active Transportation 

Program. 

 

Local Streets and Roads Program 

With RMRA funding, revenues through the Local Streets and Roads Program (LSRP) are 

distributed by formula to cities and counties for basic road maintenance, rehabilitation, and critical 

safety projects on the local streets and roads system. Each year, cities and counties are required to 

submit a proposed project list adopted at a regular meeting by their board or council that is then 

submitted to the California Transportation Commission (CTC) for final approval prior to the funds 

becoming available. The table below shows additional funding through the RMRA since 2021. 

 

Table 4.8 RMRA Funding to Local Jurisdictions Since 2021 
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Fiscal Year 2020/21 2022/23 2023/24 2024/25 2025/26 

(est.) 

County of Lake $2,686,778 $3,192,940 $3,692,906 $3,748,717 $3,882,864 

Lakeport  $88,114 $111,565 $128,178 $130,268 $134,930 

Clearlake $282,712 $376,607 $435,477 $441,112 $456,897 

Source: California State Controller 

 

Local Partnership Program (LPP)  

The objective of this formulaic program is to provide extra funding to counties or cities in which 

voters have approved fees or taxes dedicated solely to transportation improvements (specific tax 

requiring a supermajority vote of 66.7%) or that have imposed fees, including uniform developer 

fees, dedicated solely to transportation improvements. The City of Clearlake is the only jurisdiction 

from the region that qualifies for these funds based on a locally approved specific tax measure 

passed in 2016. 

 

Surface Transportation Block Grant Program 

Formerly known as the Regional Surface Transportation Program, the Surface Transportation 

Block Grant (STBG) Program provides federal monies that are exchanged for State funds (in rural 

areas) and distributed by the State to the APC. The APC determines a methodology to distribute 

these funds to local agencies, which can be used for a variety of project types including 

construction, reconstruction, rehabilitation, resurfacing, restoration and operational improvements 

on roads classified above a local or rural minor collector.   

 

Highway Bridge Program 

The Highway Bridge Program (HBP) is a federally funded program administered by Caltrans. Its 

purpose is to replace or rehabilitate eligible public highway bridges that are structurally deficient 

or functionally obsolete, including bridges over waterways, topographical barriers, or other 

highways.  As most bridges in the region are on local roads and owned by local agencies, additional 

eligibility requirements may apply. Projects can include replacement, rehabilitation, painting, 

scour countermeasures, bridge approach barrier and railing replacement (where entire bridge 

structures are to be replaced), low water crossing replacement, and ferry service replacement. An 

offshoot of the HBP, the Bridge Preventative Maintenance Program (BPMP), provides funding for 

cost-effective maintenance of qualifying bridges in good or fair condition, aimed at extending 

useful life and avoiding more costly future repairs. 

 

Highway Safety Improvement Program 

More federal funding is available through the Highway Safety Improvement Program (HSIP). The 

competitive program is intended to reduce fatalities and serious injuries on all public roads.  

Eligible projects can include infrastructure (i.e. pedestrian and bikeway, traffic calming, pavement 

marking programs, etc.) or non-infrastructure (i.e. road safety audits, enforcement, data 

improvements, etc.) projects and must be consistent with the State Highway Safety Plan (SHSP). 

Since 2022, all eligible agencies must have an adopted Local Roadway Safety Plan (LRSP) in 

place before applying for funds. 

 

High Risk Rural Roads Program 
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The High Risk Rural Roads (HRRR) Program is a competitive federal grant program. It is intended 

to correct or improve hazardous roadway conditions on rural major and minor collectors and rural 

local roads with ñsignificant safety risksò as defined in the State Highway Safety Plan.  Examples 

of such roads include those with higher-than-average fatality rates or those correlated with severe 

crash types (i.e. lack of shoulders, substandard alignment, hazardous roadside, etc.). 

 

 

Federal Lands Access Program  

The California Federal Lands Access Program (FLAP) is funded through the Federal Highway 

Administration and is intended to improve or maintain transportation facilities providing access to 

federal lands. Competitive funding is made available to State, County, Local, or Tribal entities that 

owning or maintaining such facilities.  These can include public highways, roads, bridges, trails 

or transit systems located on or are adjacent (no more than 10 miles away) to federal lands. Eligible 

projects are those involving rehabilitation, restoration, construction, and reconstruction projects, 

engineering and environmental, operations and maintenance of transit facilities, and transportation 

related planning. 

 

Community Development Block Grant 

Community Development Block Grants (CDBG) are federal funds provided by the U.S. 

Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) to local and state governments covering 

a variety of community development activities.  In California, the program is administered by the 

State Department of Housing and Community Development (HCD) with money used in many 

rural communities to fund projects involving housing, economic development and infrastructure 

improvement.  Jurisdictions within the Lake County region have periodically used local CDBG 

funds for transportation purposes, including street improvement work, paving and other road 

related projects. 

   

Local Transportation Funding Sources  

Local jurisdictions have also used local ballot measures to impose either specific or general taxes 

on local residents for transportation funding purposes.  In 2016, Measure Z was passed in the City 

of Lakeport calling for a one-cent sales ñgeneralò tax (requiring over 50% of votes cast) for use on 

public safety and road/infrastructure maintenance needs.  The tax is estimated to generate 

approximately $1.5 million annually. Clearlake voters passed a one-cent ñspecificò tax (receiving 

the required supermajority of at least 66.7%) raising an estimated $1.6 million annually for road 

maintenance purposes.  Further, because of the Clearlake measure being a specific tax, the City of 

Clearlake was classified as a ñself-helpò jurisdiction under State law, qualifying them for 

additional matching dollars through the above referenced Road Maintenance and Rehabilitation 

Account (SB 1 legislation). 

 

GOALS, OBJECTIVES AND POLICIES  

 

Table 4.9 below lists Goals, Objectives and Policies, which are intended to guide transportation 

development projects over the next four years.  
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Table 4.9 Local Streets and Roads (LSR) Goals, Objectives and Policies 

Goal: Provide a well maintained, safe and efficient local circulation system that is 

coordinated and complementary to the State Highway system and meets interregional 

and local mobility needs of residents, visitors and commerce.   

 

Objectives Policies 

LSR-1: Maintain, 

rehabilitate and construct 

local streets and roads 

consistent with local and 

regional needs, city and 

County area plans and 

policies, and Complete 

Streets principles. 

LSR-1.1: Identify local streets and roads reconstruction 

projects for funding consideration from the State 

Transportation Improvement Program (STIP) as well as 

other sources.  

LSR-1.2: Prioritize funding resources that may be available 

through the STIP for capital and safety projects ahead of 

those for potential rehabilitation projects. 

LSR-1.3: Plan and design rehabilitation and reconstruction 

projects consistent with Complete Streets concepts and 

design strategies.  

LSR-1.4: Use the Pavement Management Program to 

identify and prioritize rehabilitation and reconstruction 

needs. 

LSR-2: Develop multi-

modal transportation 

facilities as needed to 

adequately serve the 

mobility needs of 

residential, commercial 

and industrial 

development. 

LSR-2.1: Coordinate with state and local agencies and 

developers to ensure that multi-modal transportation 

alternatives, consistent with the Complete Streets Act, are 

considered in the design and construction of their 

transportation projects. 

LSR-2.2: Support establishment of traffic impact fees to 

construct new transportation facilities associated with new 

development.    

LSR-2.3: Identify for funding consideration multi-modal 

mobility improvements on the Eleventh Street corridor in 

Lakeport consistent with recommendations of the Eleventh 

Street Corridor Multimodal and Engineered Feasibility 

Study. 

LSR-2.4: Continue to prioritize projects identified as 

regionally significant by Lake Area Planning Council 

Resolution 17-18-10, when considering potential uses of 

STIP funding. 

LSR-3: Improve traffic 

capacity, safety and 

operations on the local 

transportation network. 

LSR-3.1: Identify for funding consideration local streets and 

roads capacity, safety, and operational projects from funding 

sources available through STIP and other resources such as 

ATP. 
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LSR-3.2: Coordinate with local agencies on security and 

emergency response planning efforts, including the 

identification of key evacuation and emergency access 

routes that may come from the Wildfire Evacuation and 

Preparedness Plan.  

LSR-3.3: Limit the approval of new direct access points to 

State highways. 

LSR-3.4: Plan and design local and State improvements 

consistent with the SR 53 Corridor Study. 

LSR-3.5: Plan and design improvements consistent with the 

Highway 20 Northshore Communities Traffic Calming Plan. 

LSR-4: Pursue federal, 

State, local and private 

funding sources for 

transportation system 

maintenance, restoration 

and improvement projects 

consistent with this Plan. 

LSR-4.1: Consider development and implementation of a 

Transportation Impact Fee Program in coordination with the 

County of Lake, the City of Lakeport and the City of 

Clearlake.  

LSR-4.2: Assist local agencies in identifying and applying 

for funding resources for improvements to all travel modes. 

LSR-4.3: Support with studies or other activities local 

efforts to increase transportation funding including local-

option sales taxes or other programs.   
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V.  ACTIVE TRANSPORTATION  
 

Efforts have been made in recent years to promote healthier and more active lifestyles.  From a 

transportation planning perspective, the concept of ñactive transportationò fits well with State 

planning goals such as improved health, Greenhouse Gas (GHG) reduction and sustainability.  This 

element will evaluate projects involving non-motorized (active) modes of transportation such as 

walking and cycling by identifying infrastructure needs, safety enhancements, and connectivity 

improvements within the Lake County region.  

 

ACTIVE TRANSPORTATION PLAN/ACTIVE TRANSPORTATION ELEMENT  

 

A separate and stand-alone ñActive Transportation Plan for Lake Countyò (ATP) was first adopted 

by the Lake APC in 2016.  Because the formerly titled ñNon-Motorizedò element of the RTP 

covered much of the same relevant information included in the stand-alone Active Transportation 

Plan, this element (and all subsequent updates) has served as the regionôs ATP since that time.  

Thus, this RTP element plays a dual role.  It is used to demonstrate baseline eligibility requirements 

needed for grant applications under the Active Transportation Program within the region.  It also 

continues to function as the bicycle and pedestrian (non-motorized) component of this and future 

RTP updates.   Projects within the City of Lakeportôs recently (and separately) adopted Active 

Transportation Plan will also be incorporated to inform and strengthen this element. 

 

CURRENT ISSUES, CHALLENGES AND OPPORTUNITIES  

 

As noted earlier under the Local Streets and Roads element, the ñ2023 California Statewide Local 

Streets and Roads Needs Assessmentò listed Lake County as one of only several counties in the 

State to receive a ñpoorò rating. Unpaved or failing roads requiring complete reconstruction 

continue to exist throughout the region.  Many other local streets and roads fall short of current 

standards or else lack adequate right-of-way to safely accommodate transit, pedestrians and 

cyclists. The issue has been consistently noted through public surveys and other feedback 

platforms during the community input process of the RTP update, with poor road conditions 

repeatedly identified as a major concern in the region.  Local public works departments within the 

region are challenged with many identifiable needs in this area, a condition often exacerbated by 

inadequate road maintenance and rehabilitation funding. Addressing this issue will likely continue 

as a primary focus of local agencies in the foreseeable future.   

 

One of the primary sources of funding for non-motorized projects in the region has been the Stateôs 

Active Transportation Program. Through this highly competitive program, applicants must 

compete against hundreds of projects statewide for a limited pot of funds with only a small fraction 

of proposals ultimately being awarded. While Lake County agencies are not guaranteed funding 

through a given cycle (typically every two years), they have enjoyed a fair amount of success over 

the years since its inception in 2013. These include the following: 
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2014- Cycle 1: A grant for $564,000 was awarded to the City of Clearlake for the installation of 

nearly a mileôs worth of bicycle lanes on each side of Phillips/Garner Avenue between 18th 

Avenue and 40th Avenue.  The project was complemented by additional Community Development 

Block Grant (CDBG) funds that were used to rehabilitate the existing roadway, considered an 

important ñcollectorò street for this section of the City. 

 

2015- Cycle 2: The County of Lake was successful in securing $481,000 from the Program for 

curb, gutter and sidewalk construction within the unincorporated community of Upper Lake.  The 

project included over 900 total feet of sidewalk at two locations (Government Street and First 

Street) near the townôs schools, creating a safer route to school for students and pedestrians in that 

area.   

 

2015- Cycle 2: A second grant for $1,430,000 was awarded to the County enabling the construction 

of a multi-use paved path for bicyclist, pedestrian and equestrian use within the SR 29 right-of-

way south of the unincorporated community of Middletown. This project helped to fill critical 

gaps in the non-motorized infrastructure of the County.  

 

2016- Cycle 3: Safety concerns were addressed near the City of Lakeportôs northern limits with a 

grant for $1,870,000 to be used for sidewalks, curbs and gutters along Hartley Street.  The passage 

is used by students walking to and from the complex of local schools with the improvements 

extending approximately four-tenths of a mile between residential neighborhoods and the four-

school campus.  The project was completed in 2023. 

 

2021- Cycle 5: The City of Clearlake was awarded a grant in the amount of $997,000 for a sidewalk 

and bicycle lane project along Dam Road Extension and South Center Drive.  The project 

complements a funded (yet to be built) transit center on the corner of Dam Road Extension and 

South Center Drive by providing safe bicycle and pedestrian access to and from the planned transit 

development. This included sidewalks on either side of the newly constructed road segment 

between Dam Road Extension and 18th Avenue, further connecting one of the Cityôs largest 

residential areas with the transit hub, schools, shopping opportunities, fast food dining and County 

services.  

 

Completion of these and future projects will benefit the region with additional or improved Active 

Transportation facilities, including improved or new sidewalks, multi-use paths, and bicycle 

facilities.   

 

ACCOMPLISHMENTS SINCE 2022 UPDATE 

 

The following is a list of notable projects completed since the previous RTP was adopted in 2022:  

 

Spring 2022 ï North Main Street Sidewalk Project was completed by the City of Lakeport. The 

project installed new sidewalk and driveway sections on the east side of North Main adjacent to 

the new park. The project improved pedestrian access and connectivity.  
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April 2024 ï South Main Street Sidewalk Project was completed by the City of Lakeport. The 

Project installed sidewalk, curb, gutter, and Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) ramps from 

D Street to Lupoyoma Avenue. The project included minor paving, handrails, and drainage 

improvements. 

 

December 2024 ï Completion of a Class I multi-use path adjacent to State Route 29 in the 

community of Middletown, between Rancheria Road and Central Park Road. The new facility 

provides a safe alternative to State Route 29 closing an effective gap in non-motorized facilities. 

This project had been listed as a high priority project for the Middletown community. The Lake 

APC was successful in acquiring funding for this project in Cycle 2 of the Active Transportation 

Program (see above). 

 

REQUIRED PLAN ELEMENTS  

 

The Active Transportation Plan Guidelines state that a city, county, county transportation 

commission, regional transportation agency, MPO, school district, or transit district may prepare 

an active transportation plan (bicycle, pedestrian, safe-routes-to-school, or comprehensive). An 

active transportation plan prepared by a city or county may be integrated into the circulation 

element of its general plan or a separate plan which is compliant or will be brought into compliance 

with the Complete Streets Act, Assembly Bill 1358 (Chapter 657, Statutes of 2008). An active 

transportation plan must include, but not be limited to, the following components or explain why 

the component is not applicable: 

  

Table 5.1 

 

Requirement Page 

A. Mode Share: The estimated number of existing bicycle trips and pedestrian 

trips in the plan area, both in absolute numbers and as a percentage of all trips, 

and the estimated increase in the number of bicycle trips and pedestrian trips 

resulting from implementation of the plan. 

 

75 

B. Description of Land Use/Destinations: A map and description of existing 

and proposed land use and settlement patterns which must include, but not be 

limited to, locations of residential neighborhoods, schools, shopping centers, 

public buildings, major employment centers, major transit hubs, and other 

destinations. Major transit hubs must include, but are not limited to, rail and transit 

terminals, and ferry docks and landings. 

 

 

75 

C. Pedestrian Facilities: A map and description of existing and proposed 

pedestrian facilities, including those at major transit hubs and those that serve 

public and private schools. 

 

82 

D. Bicycle Facilities: A map and description of existing and proposed bicycle 

transportation facilities including those at major transit hubs and those that serve 

public and private schools. 

 

83 

E. Bicycle Parking: A map and description of existing and proposed end-of-

trip bicycle parking facilities. Include a description of existing and proposed 

 

84 
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policies related to bicycle parking in public locations, private parking garages and 

parking lots and in new commercial and residential developments. Also include a 

map and description of existing and proposed bicycle transport and parking 

facilities for connections with and use of other transportation modes. These must 

include, but not be limited to, bicycle parking facilities at transit stops, rail and 

transit terminals, ferry docks and landings, park and ride lots, and provisions for 

transporting bicyclists and bicycles on transit or rail vehicles or ferry vessels. 

 

 

 

F.         Wayfinding: A description of existing and proposed signage providing 

wayfinding along bicycle and pedestrian networks to designated destinations. 

 

 

85 

G. Non-Infrastructure: A description of existing and proposed bicycle and 

pedestrian education and encouragement programs conducted in the area included 

within the plan. 

 

85 

H.       Collision Analysis: The number and location of collisions, serious injuries, 

and fatalities suffered by bicyclists and pedestrians in the plan area, both in 

absolute numbers and as a percentage of all collisions and injuries, and a goal for 

collision, serious injury, and fatality reduction after implementation of the plan. 

 

85 

I. Equity Analysis: Identify census tracts that are considered disadvantaged 

or low-income and identify bicycle and pedestrian needs of those disadvantaged 

or low-income residents, including lack of connectivity to key destinations, 

mobility challenges, public health concerns, and safety issues. 

 

89 

J. Community Engagement: A description of the extent of community 

involvement in development of the plan, including disadvantaged and 

underserved communities. 

 

89 

K. Coordination: A description of how the active transportation plan has been 

coordinated with neighboring jurisdictions, including school districts within the 

plan area, and is consistent with other local or regional transportation, air quality, 

housing or energy conservation plans, including, but not limited to, general plans 

and a Sustainable Community Strategy in a Regional Transportation Plan, and 

local or regional housing plans or process improvements that are adopted or in 

development.  

 

 

 

90 

L. Prioritization: A description of the projects and programs proposed in the 

plan and a listing of their priorities for implementation, including the methodology 

for project prioritization and a proposed timeline for implementation. 

 

91 

M. Funding: A description of future financial needs for projects and programs 

that improve safety and convenience for bicyclists and pedestrians in the plan area. 

Include anticipated cost, revenue sources and potential funding for bicycle and 

pedestrian uses. 

 

92 

N.         Implementation: A description of steps necessary to implement the plan 

and the reporting process that will be used to keep the adopting agency and 

community informed of the progress being made in implementing the plan. 

 

93 

O.          Maintenance: A description of the policies and procedures for maintaining 

existing and proposed bicycle and pedestrian facilities, including, but not limited 

to, the maintenance of smooth pavement, ADA level surfaces, freedom from 
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encroaching vegetation, maintenance of traffic control devices including striping 

and other pavement markings, and lighting. 

P.          Resolution: A resolution showing adoption of the plan by the city, county 

or district. If the active transportation plan was prepared by a county transportation 

commission, regional transportation planning agency, MPO, school district or 

transit district, the plan should indicate the support via resolution of the city(s) or 

county(s) in which the proposed facilities would be located. 

 

Appendix  

G 

 

A. Mode Share 

 

The Lake Area Planning Council currently has no mechanism for tracking the number of bicycle 

or pedestrian trips throughout the region.  Lake APC works closely with Caltrans District 1, which 

has recently developed a Travel Demand Model specific to Lake and Mendocino counties.  While 

the model is still unable to capture the needed data to track bicycle or pedestrian trips at this time, 

it is anticipated that future updates will allow for that capability. In the interim, other methods will 

need to be used (likely on a case-by-case basis) to record baseline counts when evaluating existing 

and future conditions for potential project funding. 

 

B. Land Use/Destinations 

 

Land use is a key indicator for determining where sidewalks and bikeways are needed. The Active 

Transportation Program Guidelines require a map and description of existing and proposed land 

uses as well as settlement patterns. Land use is regulated at the local level, so separate maps and 

discussions are provided for the County and two cities. 

 

Lakeport  

The City of Lakeport has a 2025 population estimate of 5,026.  Given recent growth trends, the 

population is not expected to increase substantially within the timeframe of this plan.  

 

There are four main activity centers around which most active transportation is focused: 

 

¶ Westside Park, on the west side of State Route 29  

¶ Downtown and the lakefront parks 

¶ The four Lakeport public schools (Lakeport Elementary School, Terrace Middle School, 

Clear Lake High School and Lakeport Alternative/Home School), located adjacent to one 

another at the north end of town 

¶ The Mendocino College campus at the south end of town 

 

The Westside Park hosts recreational ball fields. The area is accessed most directly via Lakeport 

Boulevard, which crosses over a freeway segment of State Route 29. The overpass has limited 

bicycle and pedestrian facilities. Class IV (separated) bikeways are listed as potential projects for 

Parallel Drive and Westside Park Road connecting the college campus with the Westside Park 

recreational sports fields to the north. 
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Other bicycle and pedestrian facilities are proposed on the north end of the City to provide safe, 

non-motorized access to schools and surrounding neighborhoods.  

 

The City of Lakeport is the County seat and contains much of the Countyôs commercial services. 

The primary commercial corridors are: 

 

¶ Main Street (North and South) 

¶ Forbes Street 

¶ North High Street 

¶ Lakeshore Boulevard 

¶ Eleventh Street 

¶ Bevins Street 

¶ Parallel Drive 

¶ Lakeport Boulevard 

 

The City has received complaints in the past about the lack of bicycle and pedestrian access along 

11th Street.  The Eleventh Street Corridor Multi-modal Engineered Feasibility Study was 

completed in 2020.  This study will be used to apply for future grants or funding opportunities 

when available. In addition, the Cityôs newly adopted Active Transportation Plan provides a 

comprehensive framework of corridor specific recommendations that include 11th Street 

enhancements, helping to prioritize projects and bolster future funding applications. 
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Clearlake 

The City of Clearlake has a 2025 population estimate of 16,533 and is the largest city in the Lake 

County region. The City of Clearlake has constructed several bike and pedestrian improvements 

on collectors and arterials in recent years, although additional investment in transportation 

infrastructure is needed for all modes of travel. 

 

The Bikeway Plan for the City of Clearlakeôs General Plan Circulation Element is limited to the 

collectors and arterial streets where most of the commercial activity is located. The primary 

commercial corridors are: 

 

¶ Dam Road/Dam Road 

Extension 

¶ Old Highway 53 

¶ Lakeshore Drive 

¶ 40th Avenue 

¶ Olympic Drive 

 

Other important collector streets 

include: 

 

¶ Phillips Avenue 

¶ Austin Road 

¶ Burns Valley Road 

¶ Arrowhead Road 

¶ Sulphur Bank Road 

¶ 18th Avenue 

 

Recently, the City has been 

focusing transportation 

improvements in two areas: 

Lakeshore Drive, and Dam 

Road/Dam Road Extension. The 

City has been working to 

implement the Lakeshore Drive 

Downtown Corridor Plan, which 

includes upgrades to three City 

parks and enhanced bicycle and 

pedestrian facilities to support 

increased use by neighboring 

residents. In addition, the City is advancing plans for the Dam Road/Dam Road Extension 

Roundabout, which include pedestrian and bicycle improvements. 
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Lake County 

The unincorporated portion of Lake County has an estimated 2025 population of 45,695. Most of 

the development is located within a number of small, unincorporated communities, including: 

 

¶ Upper Lake 

¶ Nice 

¶ Lucerne 

¶ Clearlake Oaks 

¶ Lower Lake 

¶ Clearlake Riviera 

¶ Kelseyville 

¶ Cobb 

¶ Middletown/Coyote Valley 

 

 
 

Each of the unincorporated communities has limited commercial development. Other activity 

centers include tribal casinos, which are located in Upper Lake (Running Creek), outside of Nice 

(Robinson Rancheria), between Lakeport and Kelseyville (Konocti Vista), and on the outskirts of 

Middletown (Twin Pine).  

 

In recent years, Caltrans has funded various planning grants involving unincorporated 

communities within the region (e.g. State Route 53 Corridor Study, Highway 20 Northshore 

Communities Traffic Calming Plan, Pedestrian Facilities Needs Study, etc.) and an Active 

Transportation grant for the Middletown Multi-use (Class I) Trail project (completed in 2024). 

Caltrans has also initiated safety projects on State facilities serving as ñmain streetò through 

Middletown (State Route 29) and along the north shore of Clear Lake in Lucerne, as well as Nice 

and Clearlake Oaks (State Route 20). ñActiveò improvements will include components such as 

separated bike paths, sidewalks, curb ramps, bulbouts, and crosswalk improvements. 
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C. Pedestrian Facilities 

 

Historically, planning for pedestrian travel has been the responsibility of local governments. In 

2008, the Complete Streets Act was enacted, requiring that whenever a city or county substantially 

revises the circulation element of its general plan, the legislative body must ensure the plan 

provides a balanced, multimodal transportation network that accommodates the needs of all users 

of streets, roads, and highways. 

 

Although the Lake Area Planning Council has developed regional bikeway plans to identify 

countywide bicycle priorities, most pedestrian trips remain local in nature. Regional or 

interregional pedestrian planning has historically been limited to recreational facilities, with little 

focus on day-to-day transportation. Expanding pedestrian travel for transportation purposes will 

require safe, convenient, and well-connected access to a variety of land uses. 

 

The Lake Active Transportation Plan establishes both short-term priorities and long-term 

recommendations for enhancing pedestrian infrastructure throughout the region, while integrating 

relevant sections of the City of Lakeportôs recently adopted Active Transportation Plan to reflect 

jurisdiction-specific needs. 

 

To ensure accessibility for all users, pedestrian facilities must comply with the federal Americans 

with Disabilities Act (ADA). This requires state and local governments to provide persons with 

disabilities access to pedestrian routes within the public right-of-way. It also calls for curb ramps 

to be installed whenever streets, roadways, or highways are altered at intersections where 

pedestrian walkways cross curbs, ensuring that pedestrian facilities remain safe, accessible, and 

usable for everyone. Street alterations include activities such as reconstruction, rehabilitation, 

resurfacing, widening, and other projects of similar scope. Routine maintenance activities, such as 

filling potholes, are not considered alterations. 

 

Connectivity to public transit is another key element of local pedestrian infrastructure. In the City 

of Clearlake, the Lake County Interregional Transit Center (currently in the design phase) will 

feature circulation patterns and improvements that comply with ADA standards, including 

accessible parking, pedestrian crossings, and sidewalks to support safe, non-motorized access. To 

further enhance connectivity, the City of Clearlake has completed sidewalk and other pedestrian 

improvements along Dam Road Extension and South Center Drive, directly supporting walkability 

to and from the transit hub. These enhancements also improve safe access to nearby destinations, 

including residential neighborhoods and local schools, as well as the Woodland Community 

Collegeôs Lake County Campus, ensuring that students, staff, and transit riders can travel safely 

and efficiently throughout the area. 

 

Recent studies provide additional guidance on pedestrian uses of State and local facilities. The 

Lake County Pedestrian Facility Needs Study, completed in 2019, provides a list of the regionôs 

priority pedestrian facilities. The Study prioritizes projects based on technical feasibility, a scoring 

framework, and stakeholder input, and includes planning level cost estimates to support future 

funding opportunities. 
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Two additional studies were completed in 2020. The State Route 20 Northshore Communities 

Traffic Calming Study examined the unincorporated communities of Nice, Lucerne, Glenhaven, 

and Clearlake Oaks, recommending traffic calming measures along with bicycle and pedestrian 

facility improvements. The Eleventh Street Corridor Study in Lakeport analyzed multimodal 

improvement options for one of the Cityôs key access routes to downtown and lakefront parks. 

Collectively, these studies provide informed recommendations for local and regional decision 

makers regarding pedestrian infrastructure improvements in the Lake County region.   

 

Regional pedestrian facility maps can be found on pages 100-110 at the end of this element.  

 

D. Bicycle Facilities 

 

As in many regions, bicycling in Lake County is primarily used for recreational purposes and is 

less frequently relied upon as a mode of transportation. This may reflect the longer distances rural 

residents often travel to work, school, or other destinations. However, it also stems, in part, from 

the absence (whether real or perceived) of safe bicycling facilities along local streets and roads. 

Studies show that reducing cyclistsô ñlevels of stressò through improved bicycle infrastructure can 

lead to higher rates of bicycle travel, encouraging more residents to consider cycling for both 

recreation and transportation. 

 

Bikeway Classifications 

Section 890.4 of the California Streets and Highways Code defines four (4) facility types that 

provide for and promote bicycle travel: 

 

1. Class I Bikeways, also referred to as ñbike pathsò or ñshared use paths,ò provide a 
completely separated right-of-way designated for the exclusive use of bicycles and 

pedestrians with crossflows by motorists minimized. 

 

2. Class II Bikeways, also referred to as ñbike lanes", provide a restricted right-of-way 

designated for the exclusive or semi-exclusive use of bicycles with through travel by motor 

vehicles or pedestrians prohibited, but with vehicle parking and crossflows by pedestrians 

and motorists permitted. 

 

3. Class III Bikeways, also referred to as ñbike routes," which provide a right-of-way on-

street or off-street, designated by signs or permanent markings and shared with pedestrians 

and motorists. 

 

4. Class IV Bikeways, also referred to as ñcycle tracksò or ñseparated bikeways," promote 
active transportation and provide a right-of-way designated exclusively for bicycle travel 

adjacent to a roadway and which are protected from vehicular traffic. Types of separation 

include, but are not limited to, grade separation, flexible posts, inflexible physical barriers, 

or on-street parking. 

 

For most parts of the Lake County region, the most efficient use of construction funding for bicycle 

facilities is to provide Class II bike lanes. The Active Transportation Program is less likely to fund 
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Class III bike lanes, as they do not promote increased use by bicyclists of all abilities.  Due to 

limited road widths, close proximity to traffic and potential hazards at the edge of pavement such 

as steep drainage ditches and fixed objects, bicyclists sensitive to traffic stress consider Class III 

facilities to have an unacceptable exposure to risk. Class III facilities are most appropriate for low 

volume, low speed roads where bicycles can safely assume the travel lane. 

 

Class I and Class IV facilities have limited applicability for most of Lake County as these types of 

projects require right of way acquisition, have an expanded environmental review, and 

substantially increase the cost of the project. Due to the overwhelming need for bicycle facilities 

in the region, and considering the limited supply of funding in relation to need, the region can 

provide more miles of bicycle facilities and provide better access to activity centers by developing 

Class II facilities.  

 

Investment in active transportation projects should strive to maintain geographical equity, ensuring 

that mobility and safety benefits are accessible to residents throughout the region. Connectivity to 

public transit is a key component of this effort. Construction of the Interregional Transit Center in 

Clearlake, currently in the design phase, will include bicycle friendly features such as secure bike 

lockers and enhanced bicycle access. Recent improvements to bike lanes on Dam Road Extension 

and South Center Drive further support this network. Once the transit hub is completed, it will link 

directly to these upgraded bicycle facilities, providing cyclists with safer and more convenient 

access to regional transit. 

 

Regional bicycle maps can be found on pages 98-109 at the end of this element. 
 

E. Bicycle Parking 

Policies and programs related to bicycle parking are addressed in varying degrees across the 

regionôs jurisdictions. The County of Lake General Plan (Transportation and Circulation Element) 

requires that ñgovernment agencies and businesses include bicycle access and provisions for safe 

parking facilities at office buildings, schools, shopping centers, and parksò (Policy T-4.2). The 

County is currently updating its General Plan (Lake County 2050), anticipated for completion in 

2026, and it is expected that similar policies will be retained. 

The City of Clearlake General Plan Circulation Element includes more detailed measures. Program 

CI 4.1.3.1 mandates bicycle parking requirements for non-residential and multi-family residential 

developments, while Program CI 4.1.3.2 directs the City to install bicycle parking at Highlands 

Park, Austin Park, and City Hall, contingent upon available funding. The City of Lakeport General 

Plan also includes provisions for bicycle parking. Community Design Policy CD 6.5 requires that 

all new parking facilities with more than five spaces provide areas suitable for bicycle and 

motorcycle parking. 

At the regional level, the Lake Transit Authority (LTA) provides bicycle accommodation within 

its transit system. Every bus in the fleet is equipped with racks capable of carrying at least two 

bicycles. Additionally, the new transit center planned for Dam Road Extension and South Center 
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Drive (construction to begin in 2026) includes the installation of secure bike lockers. However, 

bicycle parking is not currently provided at other transit stops throughout the system. 

F. Wayfinding 

 

The Clearlake General Plan includes language that the City ñshould provide safe and attractive 

way-finding signs for the community as well as visitors and tourists 

who may not be familiar with the Cityò (Program CI 1.3.1.3). 

Comparable policies are not found in the current General Plans of either 

Lakeport or the County of Lake. Given the limited extent of existing 

non-motorized facilities, priority is placed on developing new 

infrastructure, which reduces the immediate emphasis on wayfinding. 

However, programs that provide traveler information should be 

incorporated when designing and constructing bikeways, sidewalks, 

and trails. The Active Transportation Plan, along with any subsequent 

community-specific bicycle or pedestrian studies, can serve as a 

reminder for lead agencies to evaluate wayfinding needs as a strategy 

to encourage broader use of active transportation facilities. 

 

G. Non-Infrastructure  

 

The Lake Area Planning Council has in the past provided funding and technical support to school 

districts, State and local law enforcement units, and local public works staff when developing 

programs or task forces associated with Safe Routes to School or other traffic safety needs.  

Periodic updates to the Active Transportation Plan offers additional opportunities to promote or 

participate in educational activities. Currently, no programs are mandated through the Lake County 

Office of Education for students regarding bicycle safety. Any education of this sort would be 

organized by schools on an individual basis. 

 

The ñFive Eôsò of transportation planning (Education, Encouragement, Engineering, Enforcement 

and Evaluation) are used when implementing all projects in the region. Public Outreach 

(Education) is part of all planning projects, and many completed projects are presented at public 

forums such as City Hall and County Supervisor meetings.  A more in-depth look at the Five Eôs 

is covered below in the ñCollision Analysisò section. 

 

H. Collision Analysis  

 

Where collision records are strong indicators of safety improvement needs, funding may be 

available through the Active Transportation Program, the Highway Safety Improvement Program 

(HSIP), Office of Traffic Safety (OTS), or other State and federal discretionary funding sources. 

Safety projects are high priorities at all levels of government so a steady stream of funding can 

reliably be expected where collision rates are high enough or where collisions tend to be severe. 
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The table below outlines the incident data that has taken place in the Lake County Region between 

the years 2014 and 2024.  This data was obtained from the Transportation Injury Mapping System 

(TIMS) and the Statewide Integrated Traffic Recording System (SWITRS). 

 

Table 5.2 

Regional Collision Data  

Clearlake 

Collision 

Severity 

Total 

Colli sion 
Percent Bicycle 

Collision 
Percent Percent of 

Total 

Ped 

Collision 
Percent Percent of 

Total 

Fatal 25 5.63% 3 12.50% 12.00% 14 21.88% 56.00% 

Severe 

Injury  

85 19.14% 8 33.33% 9.41% 11 17.19% 12.94% 

Visible 

Injury  

242 54.50% 9 37.50% 3.72% 35 54.69% 14.46% 

Complaint 

of Pain 
92 20.72% 4 16.67% 4.35% 4 6.25% 4.35% 

All 

Collision 

444 100.00% 24 100.00% 5.41% 64 100.00% 14.41% 

         

Lakeport  

Collision 

Severity 

Total 

Collision 
Percent Bicycle 

Collision 
Percent Percent of 

Total 

Ped  

Collision 
Percent Percent of 

Total 

Fatal 3 1.96% 0 0.00% 0.00% 1 6.25% 0.00% 

Severe 

Injury  

17 11.11% 1 33.33% 5.88% 3 18.75% 17.65% 

Visible 

Injury  

77 50.33% 0 0.00% 0.00% 8 50.00% 10.39% 

Complaint 

of Pain 
56 36.60% 2 66.67% 3.57% 4 25.00% 7.14% 

All 

Collision 

153 100.00% 3 100.00% 1.96% 16 100.00% 10.46% 

         

County of Lake 

Collision 

Severity 

Total 

Collision 
Percent Bicycle 

Collision 
Percent Percent of 

Total 

Ped 

Collision 
Percent Percent of 

Total 

Fatal 144 5.10% 5 10.42% 3.47% 21 21.21% 14.58% 

Severe 

Injury  

487 17.24% 15 31.25% 3.08% 25 25.25% 5.13% 

Visible 

Injury  

1101 38.97% 20 41.67% 1.82% 36 36.36% 3.27% 

Complaint 

of Pain 
1093 38.69% 8 16.67% .73% 17 17.17% 1.56% 

All 

Collision 

2825 100.00% 48 100.00% 1.70% 99 100.00% 3.50% 

 

 

Northshore Pedestrian Safety Corridor 

Caltrans utilized Office of Traffic Safety funds to establish a pedestrian safety corridor along the 

Northshore portion of State Route 20 due to the high number of pedestrian and automobile 
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collisions along the segment of highway. The high number of interregional trips and through truck 

trips on the state route conflicts with the number of communities with a State highway as a main 

street. Pedestrian Safety Corridor signs have been posted on either end of the corridor to alert 

drivers to the presence of bicycles and pedestrians along the route. Caltrans has also installed signs 

to provide notice that State Routes 29 and 53, along the south shore of Clear Lake, are the 

designated routes for trucks hauling hazardous materials.  

 

Three Feet for Safety 

In 2014, legislation in California was passed which requires automobiles to provide three feet of 

separation between the vehicle and any bicyclists on the roadway. When the roadway is too narrow 

to pass slower-moving bicyclists without crossing in front of on-coming traffic, vehicles must slow 

down and wait to pass until it is safe to overtake the bicyclist.  

 

Evaluation and Assessment 

Evaluation is one of the Five Eôs (Education, Encouragement, Engineering, Enforcement and 

Evaluation) and is often used with non-infrastructure projects as one of the approaches to promote 

and enhance Safe Routes to School efforts.  

 

Evaluation and assessment are increasingly used to demonstrate how well transportation 

investments are spent and whether or not transportation policies and programs are effective in 

addressing the publicôs need. Performance measures are used as standard practices to assess 

effectiveness.  

  

Performance measures that could be established for Active Transportation modes in the Lake 

County region include: 

¶ The number of trips made by walking and bicycling 

¶ The number of injuries and fatalities to bicyclists and pedestrians 

¶ The amount of ADA accessible sidewalks and street crossings 

¶ The total amount of sidewalks and bike lanes by jurisdiction 

 

Other performance measures may be developed as needed to address safety, system preservation 

goals, mobility, accessibility, reliability, productivity, public health conditions, or other indicators 

affecting the benefits or services expected from the transportation system. 

 

In the Lake County region, bicycle and pedestrian data is not currently collected to measure system 

performance. Lake APC monitors streets and highways for traffic volumes, prevailing speeds and 

consultants monitor pavement conditions. The California Highway Patrol (CHP) and Caltrans 

monitor collision history, including reported bicycle and pedestrian collisions. Bicycle and 

pedestrian collisions are only recorded if law enforcement files an incident report, which is less 

likely to occur for the less severe injuries. Implementing new data collection programs will require 

additional expense without the benefit of new funding sources.  

 

At this time, no estimates for the number of bicycle or pedestrian trips are available for the region. 

Most methods for estimating volumes for active transportation modes assume that a bicycle and 

pedestrian count program has been employed and that the counts can be incorporated into area 
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travel demand or other simulation models. Theoretical estimates could be determined using 

California Household Travel Survey data or from manual counts with local data, but the lack of 

available data introduces a high degree of uncertainty and variability across the different parts of 

the county.  

 

Enforcement 

Enforcement is one of the Five Eôs and is often used with Safe Routes to Schools programs or 

projects due to the nature of non-infrastructure funding. Examples of enforcement activities 

include the posting of crossing guards, establishing school safety patrols, rewards programs (for 

good behavior), and sting operations where local law enforcement issues citations for moving 

violations within the school zone. 

 

The Lake Area Planning Council has in the past provided funding and technical support to school 

districts, State and local law enforcement units, and local public works staff when developing 

programs or task forces, associated with Safe Routes to School or other traffic safety needs. 

Periodic updates to the Active Transportation Plan offers additional opportunities to promote or 

participate in enforcement activities. 

 

The Active Transportation Program provides funding for non-infrastructure grants on a 

competitive basis for start-up or pilot projects. Supplemental non-infrastructure projects can be 

combined with infrastructure projects and result in an increase in the cost-benefit ratio for the 

project, thus making the application more competitive. These types of projects are commonly 

combined with Safe Routes to School-type projects but could be used to address other safety issues 

as well. 

 

Education 

Non-infrastructure projects consist primarily of education-related programs that target students 

and their parents. Students may attend school-wide assemblies focused on pedestrian and bicycle 

safety, take part in bicycle rodeos or bicycle maintenance workshops, and attend group walkabouts 

or walking audits. The intended outcomes of educational activities are to both increase the number 

of student trips traveling to and from school in the near term and to establish life-long healthful 

and environmentally friendly habits. Currently, no programs are mandated through the Lake 

County Office of Education for students regarding bicycle safety. Any education of this sort would 

be organized by schools on an individual basis.   

 

Encouragement 

Encouragement activities aimed at students help promote walking and bicycling as initial steps 

toward building long-term habits of choosing non-motorized transportation. Examples of such 

activities include organizing walking school bus- and bicycle- trains for children; holding 

competitions centered around bicycling and walking; and offering incentives and rewards for 

students that frequently travel on foot or by bicycle.  

 

While school children make an easy target for developing education, encouragement and 

enforcement programs, transportation and local government officials in the region are encouraged 
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to seek opportunities to identify and reach out to the broadest possible range of groups within their 

respective communities. 

 

Engineering 

Engineering involves ñcreating operational and physical improvements to the infrastructure 

surrounding schools that reduce speeds and potential conflicts with motor vehicle traffic and 

establishing safer and fully accessible crossings, walkways, trails, and bikeways.ò  While 

education, encouragement, enforcement, and evaluation are all important, engineering will create 

the facilities for people to use. Engineering has led to successful Safe Routes to School projects in 

Upper Lake, Clearlake Oaks, and Clearlake. 

  

I. Equity Analysis  

 

Lake County is frequently ranked among the poorest counties in the United States.  Approximately 

17.6% of County residents were considered ñpersons in povertyò according to current Census data, 

compared to 12% statewide.  Median household income was $58,738 (statewide median $96,334) 

as of 2023.  Unemployment figures show Lake County (6.8%) to be higher than that of the 

statewide rate of 5.0%, as of April 2025. According to definitions under Assembly Bill (AB) 1550, 

a ñlow-income communityò is characterized as having a median household income (MHI) equal 

to or less than 80% of the statewide average. Each of the regionôs 21 census tracts are considered 

low-income under this definition.  

 

Low-income families often have limited access to personal vehicles, making them more reliant on 

transit and active transportation. The region also has a senior population well above the State 

average, a disproportionate share of residents with disabilities, and consistently ranks near the 

bottom of statewide health indicators. As a result, nearly all communities in the region would 

benefit from expanded access to active transportation facilities to support commuting and daily 

needs. 

 

Many underserved community members face limited connectivity to essential destinations such as 

jobs, schools, grocery stores, and medical facilities. Gaps in sidewalks, bike lanes, and multi-use 

paths combined with inadequate lighting, unsafe crossings, and poor roadway conditions, create 

significant safety risks for those traveling without a vehicle. Seniors, people with disabilities, and 

households without cars face heightened mobility challenges, often relying on limited transit or 

walking long distances on infrastructure not designed for their needs. These persistent barriers 

contribute to public health concerns, as unsafe or inconvenient active transportation options can 

restrict access to food, healthcare, education, and other vital services. Expanding and improving 

bicycle and pedestrian networks in these areas would help close these connectivity gaps, enhancing 

both safety and overall quality of life. 

 

J. Community Engagement 

 

Community engagement for the Active Transportation Plan combined both in-person and online 

outreach to capture a wide range of community perspectives.  Lake APC staff presented at several 

public meetings including the Lake County Board of Supervisors, various school board meetings, 
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and local town halls and advisory committee gatherings to solicit input on potential improvements. 

Additional tabling events were held at community events such as county fairs, holiday parades, 

and neighborhood festivals where attendees were provided opportunities to discuss transportation 

issues important to their communities.  Online tools included an advertised interactive mapping 

tool enabling users to place pins on a map along with comments explaining a variety of 

transportation concerns, as well as survey.  The survey was used to collect demographic data about 

users including what modes they used, how often, and for what reasons they use the transportation 

network.   

 

More detail and data from interactive mapping tool have been compiled in Appendix C. 

 

K. Coordination 

 

As noted, the Active Transportation Plan serves as the non-motorized element of the larger 

Regional Transportation Plan. Extensive outreach was conducted through online platforms (e.g. 

surveys, interactive mapping tools), in-person presentations to local decision making bodies (e.g. 

the County Board of Supervisors, various school district boards), a number of community advisory 

councils, and ñpop upò tabling events.  Other local planning documents that help to define the 

regional transportation vision and goals are described below.  

 

City of Lakeport  Active Transportation Plan (2024) 

The Active Transportation Plan aims to advance multimodal transportation choices that work, and 

to support a healthy and sustainable transportation environment in Lakeport for people of all ages 

and abilities. Potential projects for this ñregionalò Active Transportation Plan were derived in large 

part from the Cityôs recent efforts.   

 

Local Road Safety Plans (2021/2022) 

Local Road Safety Plans (LRSPs) were prepared for the cities of Clearlake (2021) and Lakeport 

(2021), as well as for the County of Lake (2022). These plans identify locations in each jurisdiction 

that have a history of traffic collisions, and measures that can be taken to lower or eliminate the 

chance of incidents at each location. Adopted LRSPôs are required for local jurisdictions seeking 

Highway Safety Improvement Program (HSIP) funding through the Federal Highway 

Administration. 

 

Caltrans Active Transportation Plan (2021) 

The Caltrans Active Transportation (CAT) Plan identifies pedestrian and bicycle needs on and 

across the State Highway System, while prioritizing highway segments and crossings to inform 

future investments. Plans are separated by individual Caltrans districts in the State, with Lake 

County located in District 1 (along with Del Norte, Humboldt and Mendocino counties), and 

presented in interactive fashion where community needs are displayed in a ñStory Mapò format. 

 

Highway 20 Northshore Communities Traffic Calming Plan (2020) 

The Highway 20 Northshore Communities Traffic Calming Plan was prepared to evaluate the 

needs, priorities and feasibility of traffic calming measures along Highway 20 through four 

communities fronting the lakeôs north shore: Nice, Lucerne, Glenhaven and Clearlake Oaks. The 



 

91 

 

goal of the Plan is to improve safety and mobility for all users (residents, visitors and through 

traffic) by slowing traffic and providing a mix of transportation modes.   

 

Eleventh Street Corridor Multimodal and Engineered Feasibility Study (2020) 

The study analyzes alternatives for Complete Streets-type improvements and developed 

recommendations to enhance transportation access and safety along the Eleventh Street corridor 

in the City of Lakeport. 

 

Lake County Pedestrian Facility Needs Study (2019) 

The study identifies a list of 10 priority pedestrian infrastructure improvements in four key areas 

of the region: Clearlake, Lakeport, unincorporated communities within Lake County, and Caltrans 

facilities (including State highways serving as community Main Streets). 

 

Lakeshore Drive Downtown Corridor Plan (2014) 

The Plan proposes to establish a Complete Street environment to revitalize commercial nodes and 

public parks in order to draw additional tourism and create a positive experience for visitors to 

Clearlake. Improvements aim to preserve and enhance the connection between the community and 

the lakeshore.  

 

Middletown Community Action Plan  (2014) 

Caltrans and the Lake Area Planning Council collaborated on a Public Partnership Planning grant 

project to plan for the development of a multi-modal transportation network in the community of 

Middletown. The Plan addresses community needs on State Routes 29 and 175, which serve as 

ñMain Streetò through much of the town. Enhancements include walkability/livability  for 

community members while continuing to serve regional and interregional travel along the two 

State highways.  

 

General Plan and Area Plans 

Lake County adopted their current General Plan in 2008, with goals and policies discussed in its 

Transportation and Circulation Element.  Circulation plans were also developed as part of eight 

Local Area Plans adopted at various times between 1989 and 2010. These diverse sub-regions of 

the County include Lower Lake, Cobb Mountain, Kelseyville, Lakeport, Upper Lake-Nice, 

Rivieras, Shoreline Communities, and Middletown. An update of the General Plan and the Local 

Area Plans (Lake County 2050) has been well underway over the past year with adoption expected 

sometime in 2026.    

 

General Plans for the cities of Clearlake (2017) and Lakeport (2009) contain their own 

circulation/transportation elements, which include goals and policies specific to those 

jurisdictions.  Proposed projects within the Active Transportation Plan are expected to be 

consistent with each of the individual planning documents.     

 

L. Prioritization  

 

Please see ñAction Plan (Proposed Projects)ò section below. 
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M. Funding Sources 

 

Local Sources 

None of the local governments in the region maintain a dedicated funding source for bicycle, 

pedestrian, or passenger transit facilities. In 2016, Lakeport voters approved Measure Z, a one-

cent sales tax to augment the Cityôs general fund for public safety and road or infrastructure 

maintenance. While not dedicated to active transportation, portions of these funds have supported 

related projects. Similarly, Clearlake voters approved Measure V, a one-cent special tax (requiring 

a two-thirds supermajority), which generates more than $1 million annually for road maintenance. 

At the County level, staff have successfully secured competitive funding through the Active 

Transportation Program, Highway Safety Improvement Program, and High-Risk Rural Roads 

Program. However, dollar amounts allocated exclusively to bicycle and pedestrian improvements 

are not readily available. 

 

Transportation Development Act  

The Transportation Development Act (TDA) provides funding for public transportation through 

the Local Transportation Fund (LTF) and the State Transit Assistance (STA) fund.  These funds 

come from sales tax revenues that are generated locally.  Lake APC annually allocates 2% of the 

regional LTF allocation for funding bicycle, pedestrian or ADA projects through a competitive 

process.  These funds can also be used by local agencies as a match for competitive grants, such 

as the Active Transportation Program. 

 

State Transportation Improvement Program  

Historically, the State Transportation Improvement Program (STIP) has been the primary source 

of funding in the Lake County Region for capital projects, as opposed to maintenance or 

rehabilitation projects. These funds can vary significantly with each two-year cycle, and any active 

transportation uses are typically folded into larger capital improvements. Eligible uses of STIP 

funding include improvements to state highways and local roads, public transit (including buses), 

pedestrian and bicycle facilities, grade separations, intermodal facilities, and safety projects. 

 

Surface Transportation Block Grant  

The Surface Transportation Block Grant (STBG) program was previously known as the Regional 

Surface Transportation Program (RSTP).  These funds are distributed annually by the APC to each 

local jurisdiction on a formula basis and may be used on local streets and roads projects, including 

improvements for bikeway and pedestrian facilities. The source of these funds is the federal 

Surface Transportation Program, which are converted into State funds to help streamline projects. 

 

Active Transportation Program  

Senate Bill 99 established the Active Transportation Program (ATP) in 2013, consolidating State 

and federal funding sources, such as the Bicycle Transportation Account, the State and federal 

Safe Routes to School programs, the Transportation Alternatives Program (formerly the 

Transportation Enhancement program) and the federal Recreational Trails Program, into a single 

unified program. The intent was to streamline funding for non-motorized transportation 

improvements by replacing several smaller, narrowly focused programs with one comprehensive 
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source. A key benefit of this consolidation is the ability to fund larger, more impactful projects 

that can significantly influence travel behavior across California. 

With the current emphasis by the State on building a more sustainable transportation network, 

the ATP has become one of the most reliable and substantial sources for active transportation 

improvements. As resources for traditional roadway capital projects have become increasingly 

limited, the Lake APC region is expected to place greater focus on expanding its limited bikeway 

and pedestrian networks. Increased investment in non-motorized infrastructure is anticipated to 

encourage more residents to adopt sustainable, cost-effective travel modes. 

Community Development Block Grant  

The Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) program, administered by the U.S. 

Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) through the State of California, provides 

communities with resources to address a wide range of unique community development needs.  

Among the eligible project categories is the construction or reconstruction of streets, including 

bike lanes and sidewalks. Both the County of Lake and the City of Clearlake have successfully 

secured CDBG funds for projects that incorporated street improvements.   

 

Office of Traffic Safety 

The Office of Traffic Safety (OTS) program provides competitive grant funding to local agencies 

for bicycle and pedestrian safety and education initiatives. These grants are awarded statewide but 

cannot be used for the construction of bikeway facilities. 

 

Carbon Reduction Program  

The Infrastructure Investment and Jobs Act (IIJA) established the Carbon Reduction Program 

(CRP) to provide federal funding for projects that reduce transportation-related carbon dioxide 

(CO ) emissions from on-road and highway sources. Eligible projects include a wide range of 

strategies, such as improvements supporting active transportation. 

 

N. Implementation 

 

Since the initial adoption of the Lake County Active Transportation Plan (ATP) in 2016, 

implementation has been demonstrated through the successful funding and completion of projects 

across the regionôs jurisdictions. Notable examples include the City of Lakeportôs Hartley Street 

Safe Routes to School Project (ATP grant awarded in 2016, completed in 2022), various sidewalk 

improvements, and funding for the Tenth Street Bike Boulevard through the Lake APC 2% Bike 

and Pedestrian Program. The City of Clearlake has also advanced active transportation by 

constructing sidewalks and bike lanes along Dam Road Extension with Active Transportation 

Program funds, while leveraging local sales tax revenues to implement non-motorized 

improvements on Lakeshore Boulevard. At the county level, a major Class I multi-use trail was 

completed, connecting the community of Middletown with the Twin Pine Casino and Middletown 

Rancheria to the south.  

 

The primary goal of active transportation improvements is to encourage more residents to walk 

and bicycle by funding projects that make these modes safer, more convenient, and more 
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appealing. With increased emphasis on this priority, the region has made steady progress in 

securing funding and implementing projects consistent with the overall aims of the ATP. 

Subsequent updates in 2022 and 2026 (this document) continue to reinforce this focus before the 

regionôs decision-making bodies.      

 

O. Maintenance 

 

With respect to maintenance of active transportation facilities, each of local jurisdictions currently 

have policies and procedures in place to effect preservation.  The Circulation Element of the City 

of Clearlake Plan includes Policy CI 1.1.1, requiring City staff to ñ[m]maintain roadways and 

circulation improvements to ensure safe, energy efficient, and convenient daily travel for 

pedestrians, bicyclists, transit users and drivers as Clearlake grows.ò  Similar policies are found in 

the Lakeport General Plan as follows: 

¶ Program T 21.1-g: Continually maintain bikeways through patching and sweeping to 

remove debris; implement a program for inspecting road cuts by contractors and utility 

companies to ensure compliance with City standards and reduce hazards. Responsibility: 

Community Development and Public Works Departments. 

¶ Policy T 25.1: Improve pedestrian facilities by creating and maintaining a safe and 

convenient pedestrian system. 

¶ Program T 25.1-a: Establish and enforce standards for sidewalks, curbs, gutters, and 

pedestrian pathways in the Municipal Code for all new developments. Responsibility: 

Community Development and Public Works Departments. 

¶ Policy T 30.1: Provide street lighting designed for pedestrian rather than vehicular needs 

in areas with moderate to heavy pedestrian traffic to improve safety. 

¶ Program T 30.1-a: Establish lighting standards and specifications for pedestrian paths 

and sidewalks in the Zoning Ordinance. Responsibility: Community Development and 

Public Works Departments. 

The current General Plan for the County of Lake includes policies within the Transportation and  

Circulation Element calling for ñ[d]design standards for the development, maintenance and 

improvement of bicycle routeò (Policy T-4.3) and for the County to 

ñconstruct and maintain bicycle routes and trailséò (Policy T-4.5) to avoid conflict between 

multimodal transportation system users. An update of the General Plan (Lake County 2050), 

expected in 2026, is anticipated to retain or expand on these policies.   

 

P. Resolution 

 

Applicable resolution is attached to Appendix G. 
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ACTION PLAN (PROPOSED PROJECTS) 

 

This Action Plan includes projects within individual jurisdictions of the Lake County region.  The 

projects listed are either ñfinancially constrained,ò in that they are currently programmed in the 

State Transportation Improvement Program (STIP) or funded by other sources, or else ñfinancially 

unconstrained,ò which are those projects identified as priorities by local agencies but currently 

unfunded. 

 

Active Transportation Projects- Financially Constrained 

 

Table 5.3 

 

* Estimates reflect potential rates of inflation over term of project. 

Project 

Number 

Project Name Timeframe* Cost**   

($1,000s) 

Potential 

Funding 

Source  

 Lake County  

AT1 South Main Street/Soda Bay 

Road Bike Lanes and Safety 

Improvements 

1 - 5 years $8,832 STIP 

AT2 Kelseyville Sidewalks Project 1 - 5 years $700 HIP, Federal 

earmark 

funding 

AT3 SR 20 PM 16.74 ï 18.02 

Lucerne Complete Streets 

Improvements** 

1 ï 5 years  $29,000 SHOPP, 

Federal 

Grants 

AT4 Highway 20 in Upper Lake- 

pedestrian improvements** 

1 ï 5 years TBD STIP, 

SHOPP, 

Federal 

Grants 

AT5 Highway 20 in Nice- 

pedestrian improvements** 

1 ï 5 years TBD STIP, 

SHOPP, 

Federal 

Grants 

 City of Clearlake 

AT6 Burns Valley Sidewalks 

Project  

 

1 - 5 years $200 CRP, Local 

Funds 

 City of Lakeport  

AT7 Lakeport Boulevardï Phase 1  

Pedestrian Improvements 

(Forbes to Larrecou Ln) 

1 - 5 years $900 STIP 

AT8 Tenth Street Bike Boulevard 

Improvement Project 

1-5 years $150 Local Funds 
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** Projects that lie within State right-of-way will typically be implemented by Caltrans unless 

separate agreements are reached between the State and the individual local agency 

 

Active Transportation Project List ï Financially Unconstrained  

 

Table 5.4 

 

Project 

Number 

Project Name Timeframe* Cost**   

($1,000s) 

Potential 

Funding 

Source  

 Lake County  

AT9  

 

Bridge Arbor Bikeway  1 - 5 years TBD 

Federal 

Innovative 

Concepts 

Program, 

ATP, STIP 

AT10 Rainbow Road and Howard 

Avenue Complete Streets 

Improvements (North 

Lakeport) 

1 ï 5 years TBD ATP 

AT11 Nice Lucerne-Cutoff Safety 

Improvements and Bicycle 

Lanes 

10-20 years TBD ATP 

AT12 Lakeshore Boulevard (North 

Lakeport) pedestrian 

improvements 

10 ï 20 years TBD ATP 

AT13 Central Lucerne- northern 

side- Country Club Drive, 3rd,  

9th, and 10th Avenues 

pedestrian improvements  

10 ï 20 years TBD ATP 

AT14 Central Lucerne- southern 

side- 14th, 15th, 16th, and 17th 

Avenues and Country Club 

Drive pedestrian 

improvements 

10 ï 20 years TBD ATP 

AT15 Lake Street (Lower Lake) 

pedestrian improvements 
10 ï 20 years TBD ATP 

AT16 Middletown- north of Hwy 

175- pedestrian improvements 
10 ï 20 years TBD ATP 

AT17 Middletown- south of Hwy 

175- pedestrian improvements 
10 ï 20 years TBD ATP 

AT18 Bush Street/Pine Streets 

(Middletown) pedestrian 

improvements 

10 ï 20 years TBD ATP 
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Project 

Number 

Project Name Timeframe* Cost**   

($1,000s) 

Potential 

Funding 

Source  

AT19 Live Oak Drive/Main Street 

(Kelseyville) pedestrian 

improvements 

10 ï 20 years TBD ATP 

AT20 Main Street- Kelsey Creek to 

SR 29/175 (Kelseyville) 

pedestrian improvements 

10 ï 20 years TBD ATP 

AT21 Bell Hill Drive/Main Street 

(Kelseyville) -pedestrian 

improvements 

10 ï 20 years TBD ATP 

AT22 Highway 53 in 

Clearlake/Lower Lake 

pedestrian improvements**   

10 ï 20 year TBD ATP 

AT23 Highway 29 (Calistoga Road) 

in Middletown pedestrian 

improvements**  

10 ï 20 years TBD ATP 

AT24 Highway 175 (Main Street) in 

Middletown pedestrian 

improvements**    

10 ï 20 years TBD ATP 

AT25 Highway 175 in Cobb 

pedestrian improvements**  
10 ï 20 years TBD ATP 

AT26 Highway 281 (Soda Bay 

Road) in Clearlake Riviera 

pedestrian improvements**   

10 ï 20 years TBD ATP 

 City of Clearlake 

AT27 Olympic Drive and Lakeshore 

Drive pedestrian 

improvements   

1 ï 5 years $700  Local funds, 

STIP, ATP 

AT28 Redbud Park Promenade 5 ï 10 years $1,400 Local Funds, 

ATP 

AT29 Huntington 

Avenue/Arrowhead Road 

pedestrian improvements  

5 ï 10 years TBD ATP, STIP, 

HSIP, Local 

Funds 

AT30 Rumsey Road/Bowers 

Avenue pedestrian 

improvements 

5 ï 10 years TBD ATP, STIP, 

HSIP, CRP 

Local Funds 

AT31 Olympic Drive pedestrian 

improvements 

5 ï 10 years TBD ATP, STIP, 

HSIP, Local 

Funds 

AT32 Walnut Avenue/Olive Street 

pedestrian improvements 

5 ï 10 years TBD ATP, STIP, 

HSIP, Local 

Funds 



 

98 

 

Project 

Number 

Project Name Timeframe* Cost**   

($1,000s) 

Potential 

Funding 

Source  

AT33 Division Avenue/Austin Road 

pedestrian improvements 

5 ï 10 years TBD ATP, STIP, 

HSIP, Local 

Funds 

AT34 Old Highway 53 pedestrian 

improvements 

5 ï 10 years TBD ATP, STIP, 

HSIP, Local 

Funds 

AT35 Lakeshore Drive-Olympic 

Avenue to Redbud Park 

pedestrian improvements  

5 ï 10 years TBD ATP, STIP, 

HSIP, Local 

Funds 

AT36 Lakeshore Drive/40th Avenue- 

east of Redbud Park 

pedestrian improvements 

5 ï 10 years TBD ATP, STIP, 

HSIP, Local 

Funds 

AT37 Phillips Avenue pedestrian 

improvements 

5 ï 10 years TBD ATP, STIP, 

HSIP, Local 

Funds 

 City of Lakeport  

AT38 Lakeshore Boulevard (City 

Limits to 20th, 20th to Hartley)  
1 - 5 years TBD ATP, RTIP, 

HSIP 

AT39 North High Street (Tenth Street 

to Twentieth Street) Pedestrian 

Improvements 

1 ï 5 years TBD ATP, RTIP, 

HSIP 

AT40 Forbes Street Improvements 

(Bike/Ped Safety) 
1 ï 5 years TBD ATP, RTIP, 

HSIP 

AT41 Armstrong Street Walkway 

Project/Pedestrian 

Improvements (City Limits 

(east) to Berry Street) 

1 ï 10 years $1,415 ATP, RTIP, 

HSIP 

AT42 Martin Street Walkway Project 

(Main Street to City Limits 

(west)) 

1 ï 10 years $1,274 ATP, RTIP, 

HSIP 

AT43 North High Street Walkway 

Project (Martin Street to 11th 

Street) 

1 ï 10 years $889 ATP, RTIP, 

HSIP 

AT44 6th Street Bike/Ped 

Improvements (North Main 

Street to City Limits (west)) 

1 ï 10 years $1,264 ATP, RTIP, 

HSIP 

AT45 11th Street Walkway Project 

(Main Street to City Limits) 
1 ï 10 years $1,295 ATP, RTIP, 

HSIP 

AT46 Hillcrest Walkway Project 

SRTS (Terrace Drive to 

Giselman Street) 

1 ï 10 years $443 ATP, RTIP, 

HSIP 
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Project 

Number 

Project Name Timeframe* Cost**   

($1,000s) 

Potential 

Funding 

Source  

AT47 1st Street Walkway Project 

(North High Street to North 

Russell Street) 

1 ï 10 years $545 ATP, RTIP, 

HSIP 

AT48 Esplanade Street Walkway 

Project (South Main Street to 

Lakeport Boulevard) 

1 ï 10 years $568 ATP, RTIP, 

HSIP 

AT49 Estep Street Walkway Project 

(Martin Street to End of 

Segment) 

1 ï 10 years $329 ATP, RTIP, 

HSIP 

AT50 South Main Street Walkway 

Project (Martin Street to City 

Limits (south)) 

1 ï 10 years $1,092 ATP, RTIP, 

HSIP 

AT51 Armstrong Street Bike Project 

Class III/II (City Limits (east) 

to Berry Street) 

1 ï 10 years $497 ATP, RTIP, 

HSIP 

AT52 Martin Street Bike Project 

Class IV (Main Street to City 

Limits (west)) 

1 ï 10 years $29 ATP, RTIP, 

HSIP 

AT53 North Main Street Bike Project 

Class IV (16th Street to 1st 

Street) 

1 ï 10 years $35 ATP, RTIP, 

HSIP 

AT54 11th Street Bike Project Class II 

(Main Street to City Limits 

(west)) 

1 ï 10 years $242 ATP, RTIP, 

HSIP 

AT55 Parallel Dr Bikeway Project 

Class IV (Westside Park Road 

to City Limits (south)) 

1 ï 10 years $69 ATP, RTIP, 

HSIP 

AT56 South Main Street Bike Project 

Class IV (1st Street to City 

Limits (south)) 

1 ï 10 years $61 ATP, RTIP, 

HSIP 

AT57 Estep Street Bike Project Class 

III (Martin Street to 5th Street) 
1 ï 10 years $43 ATP, RTIP, 

HSIP 

AT58 Hartley Street Bike and Ped 

Project (Tenth Street to City 

Limits North) 

1 ï 10 years $243 ATP, RTIP, 

HSIP 

AT59 Forbes Creek Trail Bike and 

Ped Project (Armstrong Street 

to the South (.41 miles to 

private lands)) 

1 ï 10 years $290 ATP, RTIP, 

HSIP 

AT60 Konocti Avenue Bike and Ped 

Project (South Larrecou Lane 

to Forbes Street) 

1 ï 10 years $47 ATP, RTIP, 

HSIP 
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Project 

Number 

Project Name Timeframe* Cost**   

($1,000s) 

Potential 

Funding 

Source  

AT61 Lupoyoma Heights Bike and 

Ped Project (South Main Street 

to Lupoyoma Circle) 

1 ï 10 years $32 ATP, RTIP, 

HSIP 

AT62 Lupoyoma Circle Bike and Ped 

Project (South Forbes Street to 

Lupoyoma Heights) 

1 ï 10 years $81 ATP, RTIP, 

HSIP 

AT63 South Smith Street Bike and 

Ped Project w/Class II Bike 

lanes (Armstrong Street to 

State Highway 29) 

1 ï 10 years $65 ATP, RTIP, 

HSIP 

AT64 Class I Bike/Pedestrian Path 

adjacent to SR 29 right-of-way 

between Eleventh Street and 

Martin Street) 

1 ï 10 years TBD ATP, RTIP, 

HSIP 

AT65 Safe Routes to School 

Lakeshore Boulevard 

pedestrian improvements 

1 ï 10 years TBD ATP, RTIP, 

HSIP 

AT66 Fairview Way Walkway 

Project SRTS (Terrace Drive to 

Green Street) 

10 ï 15 years $394 ATP, RTIP, 

HSIP 

AT67 Forest Drive Walkway Project 

SRTS (Terrace Drive to Lange 

Street) 

10 ï 15 years $509 ATP, RTIP, 

HSIP 

AT68 Sayre Street Walkway Project 

SRTS (To Lakeshore 

Boulevard) 

10 ï 15 years $432 ATP, RTIP, 

HSIP 

AT69 Terrace Street Walkway 

Project SRTS (To Jones Street) 
10 ï 15 years $37 ATP, RTIP, 

HSIP 

AT70 16th Street Bike and Ped 

(Mellor Drive to City Limits 

(east)) 

10 ï 15 years $755 ATP, RTIP, 

HSIP 

AT71 Spurr Street Bike Project Class 

II (Central Park Avenue to 

Armstrong Street)  

10 ï 15 years $106 ATP, RTIP, 

HSIP 

AT72 High Street Bike Project Class 

III or IV (20th Street to 16th 

Street) 

10 ï 15 years $11 ATP, RTIP, 

HSIP 

AT73 Lange Street Bike Project Class 

II (Lakeshore Boulevard to 

Forest Drive) 

10 ï 15 years $42 ATP, RTIP, 

HSIP 

AT74 Lakeshore Boulevard Bike 

Project Class IV (Green Street 

to Lange Street) 

10 ï 15 years $19 ATP, RTIP, 

HSIP 
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Project 

Number 

Project Name Timeframe* Cost**   

($1,000s) 

Potential 

Funding 

Source  

AT75 Manzanita Street Bike Project 

Class III (6th Street to 11th 

Street) 

10 ï 15 years $5 ATP, RTIP, 

HSIP 

AT76 20th Street Bike and Ped Project 

(Green Street to City Limits 

(west)) 

10 ï 15 years $158 ATP, RTIP, 

HSIP 

AT77 Mellor Drive Bike and Ped 

Project (Page Drive to 11th 

Street) 

10 ï 15 years $76 ATP, RTIP, 

HSIP 

AT78 Larrecou Lane Bike and Ped 

(Lakeport Boulevard to End of 

Segment) 

10 ï 15 years $31 ATP, RTIP, 

HSIP 

AT79 Montana Vista Street (Via Del 

Larg Street to Marlah Way) 
10 ï 15 years $30 ATP, RTIP, 

HSIP 

AT80 Marian Way Bike and Ped 

Project (Montana Vista Street 

to Main Street) 

10 ï 15 years $30 ATP, RTIP, 

HSIP 

AT81 Page Drive Bike and Ped 

Project (Mellor Drive) 
10 ï 15 years $66 ATP, RTIP, 

HSIP 

AT82 Bevins Court Trail Project 

(Martin Street to Forbes Creek) 
10 ï 15 years $406 ATP, RTIP, 

HSIP 

AT83 9th Street Trail Project (Pool 

Street to End of Segment to the 

West) 

10 ï 20 years $223 ATP, RTIP, 

HSIP 

AT84 Spurr Street onto South Main 

Street Trail Project (Eleventh 

Street to Martin Street) 

10 ï 20 years $581 ATP, RTIP, 

HSIP 

AT85 Westside Park Road Bike 

Project Class IV (Parallel Drive 

to City Limits) 

10 ï 20 years $15 ATP, RTIP, 

HSIP 

AT86 Central Park Avenue Bike 

Project Class III (Spurr Street 

to 11th Street) 

10 ï 20 years $78 ATP, RTIP, 

HSIP 

AT87 Bevins Street (Lakeport 

Boulevard to Martin Street)  

10 ï 20 years TBD  ATP, RTIP, 

HSIP 

AT88 Eleventh Street (Central Park 

Avenue to North Main Street) 

continuous sidewalks 

10 ï 20 years 
TBD 

ATP, RTIP, 

HSIP 

AT89 Lakeport Boulevard (South 

Main Street to Parallel Drive) 
10 ï 20 years 

TBD 
ATP, RTIP, 

HSIP 

AT90 Downtown: Main Street, 

Forbes Street, Park Street 

10 ï 20 years 
TBD 

ATP, RTIP, 

HSIP 
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*  Estimates reflect potential rates of inflation over term of project. 

**  Projects that lie within State right-of-way will typically be implemented by Caltrans unless 

separate agreements are reached between the State and the individual local agency 

 

GOALS, OBJECTIVES AND POLICIES  

 

Table 5.5 below lists Goals, Objectives and Policies intended to guide the development of active 

transportation projects over the next four years.  

 

Table 5.5 Active Transportation Goals, Objectives and Policies 

 

Project 

Number 

Project Name Timeframe* Cost**   

($1,000s) 

Potential 

Funding 

Source  

between Martin Street and 

Eleventh Street 

AT91 Lakefront Promenade 10 ï 20 years 
TBD 

ATP, RTIP, 

HSIP 

AT92 Parallel Drive (Mendocino 

College to Westside Park 

Road) 

10 ï 20 years 

TBD 
ATP, RTIP, 

HSIP 

AT93 Twentieth Street (North High 

Street to Alden Street) 

10 ï 20 years 
TBD 

ATP, RTIP, 

HSIP 

AT94 Hwy 175 (Parallel Drive to 

South Main Street)**  

10 ï 20 years 
TBD 

ATP, RTIP, 

HSIP 

AT95 C Street pedestrian 

improvements 

10 ï 20 years 
TBD 

ATP, RTIP, 

HSIP 

AT96 Howard Avenue Trail 10 ï 20 years 
TBD 

ATP, RTIP, 

HSIP 

AT97 Lakeshore Boulevard (Beach 

Lane to Ashe Street) 

10 ï 20 years 
TBD 

ATP, RTIP, 

HSIP 

AT98 North Main Street/Sixteenth 

Street pedestrian 

improvements 

10 ï 20 years 

TBD 
ATP, RTIP, 

HSIP 

AT99 Martin/South High/South 

Forbes/First/C streets 

pedestrian improvements near 

Konocti Christian Academy 

and County Fairgrounds 

10 ï 20 years TBD ATP, RTIP, 

HSIP 
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Goal:  Increase the number of local and regional trips accomplished by bicycling and 

walking; increase safety and mobility for non-motorized modes of travel; enhance public 

health by providing access to non-motorized facilities while reducing overall Vehicle Miles 

Traveled (VMT), both locally and regionally. 

 

Objectives Policies 

AT-1: Facilitate and 

promote walking, 

bicycling and other 

active modes of 

transportation. 

AT-1.1: Increase the utility of the non-motorized transportation 

network by expanding the extent and connectivity of the existing 

bicycle and pedestrian facilities. 

AT-1.2: Collect data for the region to identify and prioritize travel 

demand and investment priorities. 

AT-1.3:  Work with State and local agencies to incorporate bicycle 

and pedestrian amenities, like secure bicycle parking facilities, and 

safety countermeasures into planning requirements and 

improvement projects. 

AT-1.4: Encourage and assist local agencies to develop and revise 

planning documents, zoning ordinances and policies to meet the 

objectives of the Active Transportation Program and the legislation 

related to active transportation. 

AT-2: Reduce 

Greenhouse Gas 

emissions and Vehicle 

Miles Traveled (VMT). 

 

AT-2.1: Encourage reduction of Greenhouse Gas (GHG) emissions 

and VMT by increasing pedestrian and bicycle trips. 

AT-2.2: Promote safe and convenient bicycle and pedestrian access 

to transit. 

AT-2.3: Assist local agencies in the adoption of policies, ordinances, 

and plans that promote more walkable communities with a mix of land 

uses. 

AT-2.4: Encourage VMT reducing mitigation measures for 

discretionary development projects at the local, regional and State 

level. 

AT-3: Enhance public 

health through the 

development of active 

transportation projects. 

AT-3.1: Work with local agencies, schools and public health 

organizations to engineer, educate, encourage, enforce and evaluate 

bicycle and pedestrian environments for the benefit of all users and 

all abilities. 

AT-3.2: Identify for funding consideration pedestrian facility 

improvements consistent with the Lake County Pedestrian Facilities 

Needs Study and other active transportation plans. 

AT-4: Preserve 

investments in the 

multi-modal 

transportation system. 

AT-4.1: Maintain safe and accessible bicycle and pedestrian 

environments to encourage active transportation. 

AT-4.2: Plan and budget for lifecycle costs when constructing new 

facilities for active transportation. 

AT-5: Increase funding 

for transportation 

AT-5.1: Pursue non-traditional funding sources for planning, design 

and construction of active transportation facilities. 
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Goal:  Increase the number of local and regional trips accomplished by bicycling and 

walking; increase safety and mobility for non-motorized modes of travel; enhance public 

health by providing access to non-motorized facilities while reducing overall Vehicle Miles 

Traveled (VMT), both locally and regionally. 

 

Objectives Policies 

planning, design and 

construction of active 

transportation facilities. 

AT-5.2: Work cooperatively and collaboratively with other agencies 

to secure funding for projects that further the goals, objectives, and 

policies of local and regional Active Transportation Plans.  

AT-5.3: Incorporate bicycle and pedestrian facilities into road 

improvement and maintenance projects. 

AT-5.4: Encourage local agencies to require new development to 

install, contribute to and/or maintain bicycle and pedestrian 

facilities, including end-of-trip facilities. 
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