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1. INTRODUCTION 
 

The California State Department of Transportation intends to improve mobility and 
safety along 1.8 miles of US 395 by realigning horizontal and vertical curves to increase 
design speed and by increasing shoulder width from 2 to 8 feet.  The proposed project is 
located adjacent to Topaz Lake, between the highway’s junction with State Route 89 and 
the California-Nevada border, PM 117.8 to 119.6.  The current non-escalated 
construction cost ranges from $36,400,000 (Alternative 1) to $33,900,000 (Alternative 2). 
Right-of-way and utility relocation cost is $1,451,000 escalated to 2010.  A 
Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) has been signed between Inyo, Mono, and Kern 
County RTPA’s, in which parties agreed to program future components of this project. 
This project has been assigned to Project Development Category 4A as it will require 
new right-of-way. 

 
There are two viable Build Alternatives, and a No-Build Alternative.  Alternative 1 will 
widen shoulders to 8 feet and realign curves, using a cut and fill approach, to increase the 
design speed to 60 mph.  Significant cuts will be made.  Retaining walls will be used to 
keep fill out of Topaz Lake.  Alternative 2 will widen shoulders to 8 feet and realign 
curves to increase the design speed to 60 mph, using a 505-foot concrete bridge to avoid 
one curve, one considerable cut and one retaining wall. 

2. RECOMMENDATION 

It is recommended that this project be approved using the preferred alternative, 
Alternative 1, and that the project proceed to the design phase.  The Project Development 
team is in general concurrence with the preferred alternative.  The Mono County Local 
Transportation Commission, Mono County Department of Public Works, Mono County 
Board of Supervisors, the Department of Fish and Game, the Bureau of Land 
Management, the Great Basin Unified Air Pollution Control District, the Lahontan 
Regional Water Control Board, the Walker River Irrigation District and the Antelope 
Valley Regional Planning Advisory Committee have been consulted in respect to the 
recommended alternative, their views have been considered, and the local agencies are in 
general accord with the plan as presented.  

3. BACKGROUND  

A. Project History 
 

The Project Study Report (Project Development Support) was approved March 16, 2000.  
The project was delayed until recently due to a lack of funding.  A Value Analysis (VA) 
report was completed June 2004.  The survey data was updated and converted to US 
Customary units by December 2006.  A preliminary geotechnical report was received 
May 2006.  No Right of Way has been acquired to date.   

Preliminary geometrics have been completed for the alternatives.  Suggestions for further 
consideration include: 1) exclude the middle curve correction from the project as 
recommended by the Value Analysis team; 2) Lower the design speed to 55 mph to 
provide additional flexibility in the horizontal alignment design within the difficult 
geographic constraints; 3) Using slope stabilization strategies as a less obtrusive 
alternative to flatter cut slopes and catchment area; 4) Accelerate the project and reduce 
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cost using full closure of Route 395 during portions of the day with signed detours on 
existing highways.  

B. Community Interaction 

In the early phases of this project, the Departmental planners and designers were in 
contact with agencies such as the Mono County Local Transportation Commission and 
the US Bureau of Land Management to gain their input.  In a 1999 letter, the Mono 
County Local Transportation Commission originally asked the Department to look at this 
section of US 395 to “consider increasing the radii of the curves to provide a more 
consistent driving speed” to “review curves that are against north facing slopes to see if 
possibilities exist to minimize icy conditions” to “consider improvements that will have 
the potential to reduce the type of accidents that are occurring” and include “additional 
improvements that focus on traveler safety and/or enhancements that could be included.”  
The US Bureau of Land Management requested an upgraded roadway connection for 
“Fish Camp” a pullout used for fishing in Topaz Reservoir at PM 119.35.  Alternatives 1 
and 2 will increase the radii of the curves and make improvements that tend to decrease 
accidents by increasing sight distance.  The slope cuts created by the new alignments may 
increase the amount of sunlight on the north facing curves, thereby reducing the roadway 
ice.  Improving the roadway connection for “Fish Camp” would be an enhancement for 
travelers and residents. 

According to the Mono County Regional Transportation Plan adopted 2001, the residents 
of Antelope Valley are most concerned about the safety on US 395 and one other local 
road.  If given a choice, the community would rather have improvements like shoulder 
widening than turning US 395 into a four-lane highway.  The residents would also like to 
keep the scenic quality of the area.   Alternatives 1 and 2 will widen the shoulders for this 
segment of US 395.  According to the Visual Impact study completed 2006, “The project 
alternatives will not result in significant visual impacts to views of sensitive receptors 
including residents living to the north and south of the project site, fishermen at lake edge 
vantage points, users of Topaz Lake Park on the east side of the lake and boaters on the 
lake.” 

This project was discussed in a meeting with the Nevada Department of Transportation in 
July 2006, and they didn’t have any concerns or needs regarding this project. 

The Draft Environmental Document was circulated for review and public comment 
between August 8, 2007 and September 6, 2007.  Public and local agency comments 
from that review are incorporated in the Final Environmental Document, Attachment F. 

A public hearing was held on August 29, 2007 at the Walker Community Center in the 
town of Walker.  This project was also presented at Antelope Valley Regional Advisory 
Planning Committee meetings on September 6, 2007 and on November 1, 2007 at the 
Walker Community Center in the town of Walker.  Public comments are incorporated in 
the Final Environmental Document, Attachment F. 

C. Existing Facility 

US 395 has been the transportation backbone of the Eastern Sierra for many years.  It has 
provided a way for goods and services to travel from the urbanized areas to the 
communities along its path, as well as a means for visitors to explore the area. 
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The highway started out as trails and wagon wheel ruts, which eventually were graded 
and paved.  As it stands now, US 395 is a conventional 2-lane highway for the length of 
the project, paved with asphalt concrete.  The terrain for the length of the project is 
rolling to mountainous terrain with elevations ranging from 5031 to 5050 feet at the 
highest point (“High Point”).  The width of the traveled way is 24 feet.  It has varying 
shoulder widths that average 2 feet wide and there are several turnouts.   

According to the Preliminary Geotechnical Report dated May 8, 2006, most of the 
existing cut and fill slopes are 1:1 or steeper and do not have slope stabilizing materials 
on them.  The Department’s Maintenance forces have to clean up the rock fall 
periodically.  Very little vegetation has grown back since the existing cuts were made.  
However, the vegetation is sparse on the entire hillside due to a fire in 2002.  

There are several curves that require a recommended speed lower than the posted speed 
limit of 55 mph.  According to the 2006 Traffic Data Report, “There are two curve speed 
advisories within the limits of this project.  The first recommends a speed of 45 MPH for 
the curves between approximate PM 117.95 and PM 118.20 while the second 
recommends a speed of 35 MPH for the curves between approximate PM 119.00 and PM 
119.25.”  

Recent projects that have occurred that included the limits of this project are: in 2004 a 
project placed a 4-inch asphalt concrete overlay (EA 09-282504) and another project 
installed flashing advisory speed signs at High Point Curve (installed by Caltrans 
Maintenance crews); in 2005 a project installed centerline rumble strip through the entire 
project limits (EA 09-328904); and in 2006 a project placed a 1.25-inch rubberized 
asphalt concrete overlay (EA 09-317604).  Maintenance seals the cracks on this section 
of highway occasionally.  

The adjacent property owners are the US Bureau of Land Management and the Walker 
River Irrigation District.  Some utility relocation will be required as part of this project.   

4. NEED AND PURPOSE 

A. Problem, Deficiencies, Justification 

The purpose of this project is to: 

• Improve the safety of U.S. Highway 395. 

• Improve the Level of Service on this segment of U.S. Highway 395. 

Safety improvements to U.S. Highway 395 would be accomplished by realigning 
horizontal and vertical curves, widening of outside shoulders, and installing rumble 
strips.  Along this section of US 395 the fatal accident rate is 960% higher than the state 
wide average.  The total accident rate with injuries is 300% above the statewide average.  
With a more consistent driving speed, increased sight distance and a wider paved cross 
section as proposed in both Alternatives 1 and 2, safety will be improved. 

Maintenance currently needs to monitor the existing road cuts and push aside the rocks 
that fall into the road quite often during the wetter months.  The new road cuts will be at a 
flatter slope with catchment areas below them or will have slope stabilization applied, 
such as erosion control blanket and anchored mesh.   
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The project would also improve the overall Level of Service by constructing curve 
corrections and providing a consistent design speed throughout the segment. For this 
section of US 395 the Level of Service (LOS), a measure to compare the quality of 
service for travelers, is currently at “D,” defined as Approaching Unstable Flow in A 
Policy on Geometric Design of Highways and Streets from AASHTO, and is predicted to 
fall to “E,” Unstable Flow, before this project is scheduled for construction.  Improving 
the alignment will result in a LOS of  “C,” which is defined as Stable Flow and is the 
design level the Traffic Concept Report recommends for US 395. 

U.S. Highway 395 in the project area follows a winding alignment and mountainous 
terrain adjacent to Topaz Lake.  The proximity of the highway to the lake and 
microclimate conditions contributes to the icing that occurs on the roadway surface 
during the colder months.  The existing alignment, along with the icy conditions, has 
contributed to accidents on this segment of the highway. 

Currently, the 85th percentile speed for the area around this project is 61 mph, but there 
are several curves within the project limits that have recommended speeds below the 
posted speed limit of 55 mph.    

B. Regional & System Planning 

US 395 is on the Federal Aid Primary (FAP) system, the State Freeway and Expressway 
System and the State Scenic Highway Master Plan.  This Route is also considered a High 
Emphasis Focus Route as part of the Interregional Road System (IRRS) and connects 
transportation systems across four states.  It is included in the SHELL (Subsystem of 
Highways for the Movement of Extra Legal Permit Loads) system, and is a Federal 
STAA (Surface Transportation Assistance Act) route. 

The US 395 Transportation Concept Report states, “In Mono County, US 395 is expected 
to be 4-laned between the Inyo/Mono County line and Lee Vining during the 20-year 
planning horizon.  The concept LOS of B or better will be maintained in the 4-lane 
sections.  North of Lee Vining, the concept LOS is reduced to C to reflect the change in 
concept facility from 4-lane expressway to fully improved 2-lane roadway with a 
minimum of 8-foot shoulders and passing lanes.  A concept LOS of B was considered 
and rejected for these segments as unattainable due to the concept facility standards and 
topographic constraints.  Some segments north of Lee Vining could be 4-laned during the 
20-year planning horizon, however, lack of available funding and public support in some 
areas may not allow the areas to be upgraded during this period.  For those areas, the 
LOS is expected to drop to as low as E.” 

According to the Mono County Regional Transportation Plan adopted 2001, the county’s 
goal for Antelope Valley is to, “Provide and maintain an orderly, safe, and efficient 
transportation system that preserves the rural character of the Antelope Valley.”  The 
plan’s recommendation is to, “Support operational improvements to the existing 2-lane 
Hwy. 395,” and, “Promote shoulder widenings along Hwy. 395 to allow for bike, 
pedestrian and equestrian use.”  Alternatives 1 and 2 will widen the shoulders and 
improve the operations for this segment of US 395, consistent with the Regional 
Transportation Plan.   

This project is identified in the Mono County Regional Transportation Plan as a 
financially constrained project.  The project is currently programmed through PS&E, 
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although the programmed amount for PS&E, $1.258 million, is less than the $2.331 
million estimated to complete project design.  The Mono County Local Transportation 
Commission is currently determining its funding priorities and is expected to support 
providing additional funding for this project in the 2008 STIP. 

C. Traffic 

The Eastern Sierra is a recreational haven that attracts many people who travel up and 
down US 395.  Topaz Reservoir, the eastern border for most of this project, is a popular 
place for residents and visitors to fish.  Commuters who use this segment of US 395 
include residents in the southern part of Antelope Valley who work in Nevada and 
military personnel who live in the communities north of the California-Nevada border 
and commute to the Marine base at Sonora Junction. 

The following is a summary of various current and projected traffic data, based on 2004 
Traffic Volumes and the 2004 Annual Average Daily Truck Traffic.  The future traffic 
volumes are based on a growth rate of 0.5% per year.  AADT stands for Annual Average 
Daily Traffic and DDHV stands for Directional Design Hourly Volume. 

 
 2004 2012 2017 2022 2032 
AADT 4000 4160 4270 4380 4600 
Peak Hour Volume 550     
Peak Hour Direct. 
Split 

54%     

DDHV  310 320 320 340 
% Trucks 6.3     
Traffic Index   8.0 9.0 9.5 

Current, construction year and projected Levels of Service are presented below, 
according to the US 395 Traffic Concept Report, updated 2000. 

 

The total five-year (4/01/00 through 3/31/05) accident rate along the project is 4.19 
Accidents per Million Vehicle Miles (ACCS/MVM) with a total statewide average of 
1.40 ACCS/MVM.  The following table shows a breakdown of accidents during this 
period.  The TASAS and Table B information sheets are included in the attachments. 

 

 

 

 

 2004 2012 2017 
LOS – No Improvement D E E 
LOS – Improved 2-Lane 
Conventional Highway 

C C C 
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Five Year Accident Table – Mono 395 PM 117.9/119.4 
Type and Number of Accidents Accidents /MVM 

Fatal      3  Actual Statewide Average 
Injury      9 Fatal 0.299 0.031 
Property Damage Only      30 Fatal + Injury 1.20 0.68 
Total      42 Total 4.19 1.40 

In the five-year period there were 3 fatal accidents in the project area resulting in 3 
persons killed.  The Fatal Accident rate is 9.6 times higher than the Statewide Average.  
The primary causes of the accidents along this segment were as follows; 33% unsafe 
speed, 33% failure to maintain vehicle, 10% improper turn, 7% driving under the 
influence, 2% following too close, 2% driving left of a solid double yellow line, 2% 
unsecured/spilled load, 2% operating a combination of unsafe vehicles, 2% failure to 
drive on the right half of the roadway, 2% deer and 2% bear.   

Over half of the accidents (52%) were hit object type collisions, 29% were overturn 
collisions, 7% were head-on collisions, 7% were sideswipe collisions and 5% were rear 
end collisions.  The majority (83%) of the collisions occurred when the weather was clear 
versus 17% when it was either raining, snowing or foggy.  67% occurred when the 
pavement was dry versus 33% when it was snowy or icy. 

Most of the accidents have been concentrated at two locations within the limits of the 
project: at PM 119.1 “High Point Curve” at the north end; and at PM 118.1 “Palmer 
Curve” at the south end of the project. 

As discussed in the Background section, due to the higher than expected accident rate, 
traffic safety enhancement projects near PM 119.1 “High Point Curve” have installed a 
flashing curve warning sign, centerline rumble strip and curve chevrons.  Since those 
safety enhancements have been installed, the fatality rate has gone down but the accident 
rate still remains high at nearly 6 times the expected rate for a similar facility.  The total 
two-year (9/15/04 through 12/31/06) accident rate in that vicinity within the project limits 
is 8.11 Accidents per Million Vehicle Miles (ACCS/MVM) with a total statewide 
average of 1.39 ACCS/MVM.  Typically, a three-year accident rate is used for accident 
analysis; however, three years of data are not yet available.  The following table shows a 
breakdown of accidents during this period.   

 
Two Year Accident Table – Mono 395 PM 118.5/119.2 

Type and Number of Accidents Accidents /MVM 
Fatal      0  Actual Statewide Average 
Injury      5 Fatal 0.000 0.031 
Property Damage Only      13 Fatal + Injury 2.25 0.67 
Total      18 Total 8.11 1.39 

Alternatives 1 and 2 are expected to improve safety for this segment of US 395 by 
improving the horizontal and vertical alignments, widening shoulders, and creating flatter 
slopes/embankments, all of which will raise the design speed and increase sight distance.  

 

 



Page 10 
Project Report 

“High Point Curve Realignment” 
09-Mno-395-PM 117.8/119.6 

EA: 09-237700 

5. ALTERNATIVES 

A.  Viable Alternatives 

Three alternatives were evaluated for the proposed U.S. Highway 395 High Point Curve 
Corrections project: two Build alternatives and one No-Build alternative.  Alternatives 1 
and 2, the build alternatives, propose to raise the design speed to 60 miles per hour for the 
length of the project by correcting several horizontal and vertical curves and also to 
widen the existing shoulders from 2 to 8 feet wide each.  Alternate 3 is the No-Build 
Alternative. 

Alternative 1: 

Alternative 1 proposes to raise the design speed to 60 miles per hour and to widen the 
existing shoulders from PM 117.8 to 119.6.  Refer to Attachment B for Alternative 1 
alignment and Attachment C for the typical cross-sections. 

Alternative 1 proposes to implement a design speed of the highway for the length of the 
project of 60 mph by using a cut and fill approach to realign vertical and horizontal 
curves.  Up to nine (9) retaining walls will be used to keep fill out of Topaz Lake.  Metal 
beam guard railing will be installed at these locations.  The shoulders will be widened 
from 2 feet to 8 feet.  Catchment areas will be constructed below the cut slopes to keep 
rock and debris out of the traveled way.  Alternative 1 meets mandatory highway 
geometric standards so mandatory design exceptions will not be required.  An advisory 
design exception for embankment slopes steeper than 4:1 has been approved.  Blasting 
may be necessary in some areas of rock outcroppings.   

The proposed cut slopes will be flattened to 1 horizontal to 1 vertical (1:1) from the 
existing steep slopes to promote revegetation and stability in areas that are not solid rock. 
The proposed fill slopes will be 1.5:1 or flatter to promote revegetation and stability. 

Drainage for the project will be perpetuated and improved.  Culvert and downdrain 
energy dissipators are proposed to prevent erosion and scouring.  Traction sand / 
sediment basins are proposed to treat pavement runoff. 

Although scenic pullouts are not included there will be widened areas resulting from the 
highway realignment that will provide pullout opportunities.  Parking will not be 
prohibited. 

Excess excavated material may be generated from this project, which will become the 
property and disposal responsibility of the Contractor.  Potential disposal site(s) will be 
identified in the plans and specifications. 

Alternative 1 Cost Estimate, non-escalated: 
Roadway $36,400,000 
R/W Acquisition $1,215,000 
TOTAL $37,615,000 

The escalated costs for the programmed year are shown under the Programming section 
of this report.  A preliminary cost estimate is included in this report as an attachment. 
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Alternative 2: 

This alternative proposes to implement a design speed of 60 miles per hour and to widen 
the existing shoulders from PM 117.8 to 119.6 as described under Alternative 1.  
However, it proposes to eliminate one curve along the project by constructing a 505-foot 
bridge from beginning Station 75+63 just north of “High Point” to 80+68.  In doing so, 
one retaining wall can be avoided and two large cuts above the area of the bridge can be 
significantly reduced.  Alternative 2 meets mandatory highway geometric standards so 
mandatory design exceptions will not be required.  An advisory design exception for 
embankment slopes steeper than 4:1 has been approved.  Blasting may be necessary in 
some areas of rock outcroppings.   

 

Alternative 2 Cost Estimate, non-escalated: 
Roadway $28,500,000 
Structure $5,400,000 
R/W Acquisition 1,215,000  
TOTAL    $35,115,000 

 

Alternative 3: 

Alternative 3 is the No Build alternative.  The No-Build Alternative will leave this 
segment of U.S. Highway 395 as it is and therefore is not considered a viable alternative.  
Alternative 3 will not address the project’s purpose and need to improve the safety, and 
Level of Service.  As traffic volume increases, the Level of Service and the number of 
accidents may increase. 

Analysis of Proposals: 

Each of the two build alternatives will provide improved safety and Level of Service 
along U.S. Highway 395, from just north of the junction with SR 89 to just south of the 
California-Nevada border.  The two Build alternatives have been estimated at comparable 
cost.  The bridge will allow the highway to be aligned away from the hillside, thereby 
reducing the slope excavation.  Bridge decks have more tendency to develop ice resulting 
in more de-icing work than would occur on the roadbed.  The right of way requirements 
for both alternatives are equal. 

B.  Selection of the Preferred Alternative 

The Draft Project Report and the Initial Study, referred to as the Draft Environmental 
Document (DED), were circulated for public comment and a public hearing was held 
during the comment period.  After the public comment period, the Project Development 
Team (PDT) met on November 2, 2007 to select a preferred alternative. The majority of 
the PDT members recommended that Alternative 1 be carried forward as the preferred 
alternative, giving consideration to three provisos: 1) Reducing the number of curve 
corrections is investigated (e.g., possibly eliminating improvements on the middle curve); 
2) Ways to further reduce slope cutting and ways to further lessen the impacts of the 
slope cuts are investigated; 3) Ways to reduce costs are investigated.   
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In recommending the preferred alternative, consideration was given to safety and the 
economic, social, environmental, traffic and community impacts of each alternative.  The 
recommendation of Alternative 1 by the PDT as the preferred alternative considered the 
following:  

• Accident data through the project limits is above the statewide average. 

• Less possibility of ice on the traveled way (compared to Alternative 2). 

• Less maintenance required (compared to Alternative 2). 

• Life cycle cost for hot mix asphalt is generally lower than concrete. 

• Aesthetics that is more consistent with the area (compared to Alternative 2). 

• Can potentially be completed from 2 to 4 months earlier than Alternative 2. 

• Completion could be accelerated by up to 2 months if full closure of Route 395 
with detours is used for portions of the work. 

• The bridge in Alternative 2 must be constructed in very restrictive space, which 
will add difficulty and disrupt traffic on a regular basis during construction. 

• Comparable estimated construction cost to Alternative 2. 

• Fewer permit requirements (compared to Alternative 2). 

• Alternative 3, the no-build alternative would not provide the upgrades needed to 
improve safety and operation of the system. 

The PDT recommended alternative 1 as the preferred alternative because it has the 
greatest project benefits with the least public impacts.   

C. Rejected Alternatives 

No alternatives were rejected by the Project Development Team. 

6. CONSIDERATIONS REQUIRING DISCUSSION  

A. Hazardous Waste 

No hazardous waste sites were identified in the Initial Site Assessment. 

B. Value Analysis 

A Value Analysis (VA) study was completed June 2004.  According to its synopsis, “The 
VA Study focused on identifying and developing alternatives to the original design 
concept that would improve operations, maintain or improve safety, reduce costs if 
possible and satisfy the local stakeholder issues and concerns.” 

The VA team proposed three conditionally accepted alternatives to the original project 
design.  The team labeled Alternative 2 in this report as the proposed project, which is to 
widen shoulders, and raise the design speed to 60 mph by correcting curves and placing a 
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505-foot bridge.  VA Alternative 1.1 is approximately the same as Alternative 1 (No 
Bridge) in this report.  VA Alternative 1.2 proposes to omit the Middle Curve correction 
on the No Bridge Alternative 1.1.  VA Alternative 1.3 is the No Bridge Alternative 1 with 
an additional retaining wall on the fill slope at the southernmost curve.  After analysis, it 
was determined that a retaining wall is needed at that location to keep the fill out of 
Topaz Lake for all alternatives.  It is no longer considered an Alternative, but is included 
as part of the build alternatives.   

C. Resource Conservation 

Both Alternatives 1 and 2 change the vertical alignment so that part of the new profile is 
above the existing profile and part is below.  Where the grade is being lowered, the 
existing asphalt concrete will be removed and either incorporated in embankments, 
recycled or stored on State property for future use.  Where the new alignment is 
approximately the same elevation as the existing alignment, but offset in the horizontal 
direction, the existing alignment may be converted to turnouts.   

D. Right of Way Issues 

Alternatives 1 and 2 will require new Right of Way.  Right of Way Data sheets are 
included in attachment E.  The right of way costs are the same for both alternatives.  
Utility conflicts include underground fiber optics line (Verizon), and wood power poles 
(Edison).  The fiber optics line may need to be relocated twice to accommodate staged 
construction. 

The right of way costs of $1.215 million (non-escalated) are comprised of $667,000 for 
utility relocation, $489,000 for visual mitigation, $57,000 for acquisition, and $2,000 for 
title and escrow fees.   

E. Environmental Issues 

This project is Categorically Excluded under NEPA.  An Initial Study with Proposed 
Mitigated Negative Declaration was prepared for CEQA.   For more information, refer to 
the Final Environmental Document, Attachment F. 
• Biology— Construction-related activities would result in 12.5 acres of permanent 

impact and 33.5 acres of temporary impact to Pinyon/Juniper Woodland vegetation 
(Natural Environment Study, June7, 2007). 

• Visual— Disturbance and removal of native vegetation would occur during 
construction. Slope cuts would be visible along the project limits on the west side of 
the highway. Plant seed shall be scattered for erosion control or revegetation 
purposes in sections of the project. To avoid the introduction of non-native plants, 
Caltrans would replant the area disturbed by project activities with vegetation native 
to the area as specified in the Visual Impact Assessment (March 2, 2006) and in 
conjunction with the Landscape Revegetation Project administered by the Caltrans 
District 9 Landscape Architect Branch.  Required mitigation for visual impacts is 
described in the Final Environmental Document, Attachment F.  The majority of 
mitigation costs identified above are needed to restore to the extent possible the 
original quality and character of the vegetated slopes adjacent to the roadside.  A 
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separate revegetation contract with extended plant establishment period will follow 
the completion of the project. 

• Cultural Resources—There are no archaeological sites or historical properties in the 
project area (Historic Property Survey Report, April 11, 2007). 

• Hydrology and Floodplain—The project is not situated within the 100-year 
floodplain (Floodplain Evaluation Report and Location Hydraulics Study, February 
23, 2007). 

• Paleontology—The project is not expected to affect any sensitive paleontologic 
resources (Paleontology Identification Report, June 1, 2007). 

• Noise and Vibration—There are no sensitive receptors within the project vicinity 
(Noise Summary, April 18, 2007). 

F. Air Quality Conformity 

According to the Environmental Scoping Checklist, “It is anticipated that the proposed 
project would be in compliance with the 1990 Federal Clean Air Act.”  Both Alternatives 
are fully compatible with the design concept and scope described in the current Regional 
Transportation Plan (RTP) as well as the current Federal Regional Transportation 
Improvement Program (FRTIP), which the Regional Agency has determined to conform 
to the State Implementation Plan (SIP) for air quality. 

G. Title VI Considerations 

This project will conform to the California State Department of Transportation Title VI 
Policy Statement.  No person on the grounds of race, color, sex and national origin will 
be excluded from participation in, be denied the benefits of, or be otherwise subjected to 
discrimination during the processes of developing and constructing this project.  There 
are no private landowners within or adjacent to the project limits to be discriminated 
against.  The construction of this project will benefit all people regardless of race, color, 
sex and national origin. 

7. OTHER CONSIDERATIONS AS APPROPRIATE 

A. Public Hearing Process 

This Draft Project Report and the Environmental Document were made available for 
public comment.   A Public Hearing was given during the public circulation process of 
the environmental document. 

B. Permits 

A 1602 agreement from the California Department of Fish and Game, a 404 permit from 
the Army Corps of Engineers, and a 401 permit from the California Water Resources 
Board will be required for Alternative 2 (bridge).  Permits will not be required for 
Alternative 1 (no bridge). 

A National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) general construction 
permit for storm water discharges issued by the Lahontan Region Water Quality Control 
Board (part of which is the Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP)) will be 
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required.  No earthwork will be done in the rainy season, from October 15 through May 
1. 

C. Transportation Management Plan for Use During Construction 

A traffic management plan will be required for Alternatives 1 and 2.  See also Section D, 
Stage Construction. 
 
Full closure of Route 395 during portions of the day with signed detours on existing 
highways and a public information campaign for a limited time period during sidehill 
excavation will be evaluated, in the interest of expediting the most difficult work and 
minimizing the overall disruption to the public during construction.  The District Lane 
Closure Review Committee must approve all closures longer than 20 minutes. 

 
If full closures are used, there are two proposed detour routes.  Autos may be directed to 
CA Route 89 over Monitor Pass through Markleeville, CA and to CA Route 88 in 
Minden, NV.  This detour will add about 20 miles distance and 39 minutes travel time.  
Monitor Pass is typically open sometime in March or April after winter closure.   
Trucks will be directed to Nevada Rte 208 (“Holbrooke Junction”) and to CA Rte 182 at 
Bridgeport. This detour through Nevada will add about 7 miles distance and 25 minutes 
travel time.  If the Route 88/Route 89 detour route is not available, the detour through 
Nevada for Antelope Valley residents will add up to 45 miles and 65 minutes travel time.  
Interregional trucks on northbound Route 395 would be advised to take Rte 6 from 
Bishop. 
 
The residents of Antelope Valley, including the communities of Walker, Coleville and 
Topaz, CA will be most directly impacted by this project. Many of these residents 
commute north to Nevada: Topaz Lake, Gardnerville, and Carson City.  Public meetings 
in Antelope Valley will be conducted during project development to advise these 
residences of the project and associated traffic control strategy. 

D. Stage Construction 
 

Constraints of the steep hillside to the west and Topaz Lake to the east will create limited 
room for detours and challenging traffic control during the construction of the project. 
 
It is proposed to construct the project in four stages.  Each stage will require one-lane 
reversible traffic control.  The one direction control will be accomplished using flaggers 
and temporary signals at each end of the project – a total of 1.8 miles of one-way traffic 
control.  
 
The duration of the staged one-lane traffic control is estimated to be about 8 to 12 months 
total.  During periods of extended work shutdowns, such as winter suspension, the fully 
operational two-lane highway will be maintained. 
 
A speed limit of 25 mph through the project will create a minimum 10-minute wait at 
each end depending on the queue.  Additional delays will occur when blasting and/or 
sidehill excavation will create unsafe passage.  Although a 20-minute total maximum 
delay will be specified, there will likely be extraordinary occasions where delays of up to 
an additional 50 minutes, for a total of 70 minutes, could occur as excess debris is cleared 
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and cut slopes are stabilized.  To minimize this delay and protect the traveled way, 
temporary rockfall protection will be deployed at the base of major cut slope excavations.   
 
The minimum clear width for public traffic will be 20 feet (a 12 ft lane and two 4 ft 
shoulders).  This will allow room for opposing emergency vehicles to pass and/or through 
traffic to pass stranded vehicles.  There will be several locations where there will be more 
width available for pullouts for stranded vehicles.  At these locations temporary 
emergency call boxes may be installed.  The 4 ft shoulders will provide for bicycle 
traffic. 

8. PROGRAMMING  
 
This project is identified in the Mono County Regional Transportation Plan as a 
financially constrained project.  The project is currently programmed through PS&E, 
although the programmed amount for PS&E, $1.258 million, is less than the $2.331 
million estimated to complete project design.  The Mono County Local Transportation 
Commission is currently determining its funding priorities and is expected to support 
providing additional funding for this project in the 2008 STIP.  If additional funding is 
not included in the 2008 STIP, the project schedule will be revised.   

Milestones Dates from the Project Status Report are listed as follow: 

 
Approve PSR 03/16/2000 
PA&ED 11/21/2007 
District PS&E to HQ 07/01/2010 
R/W Certification 07/01/2010 
Ready to List 11/01/2010 
HQ Advertise 12/01/2010 
Contract Acceptance 09/01/2012 

 
 

Proposed Total Project Cost  
2008 STIP 

 (Alternative 1 costs shown) 

Fiscal Year Project Cost 
Component Prior 2007-08 2008/09 2009/10 2010/11 

Total 

R/W Capital 1,451  1,451
Construction Capital 44,275 44,275
PA & ED 1,846  1,846
PS&E 2,331  2,331
R/W Support 142  142
Construction Support 3,492 3,492

Total 1,846 2,331 142 1,451 47,767 53,537
 

Dollar amounts in thousands of dollars; Capital cost and Right of Way escalation 
rate: 5%; Support cost escalation rate: 3.1% 
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9. REVIEWS 

Ken Cozad, Headquarters Design Coordinator has reviewed and concurred with the 
project.  It is anticipated that this project will be eligible for Federal participation and be 
administered by a Certification Acceptance Agreement.   

 

10. PROJECT PERSONNEL 

Project Manager Cedrik Zemitis (760) 872-0250 

Design Manager Truman Denio (760) 872-0671 

Environmental Manager 

Environmental Planner 

Sarah Gassner 

Michael Calvillo 

(559) 243-8243 

(559) 243-8171 

Right of Way Branch Reviewer Nancy Escallier (760) 872-0641 

Project Engineer Joe Blommer (760) 872-0789 

 

11. LIST OF ATTACHMENTS 

Location Map  ATTACHMENT A  

Layout Sheets ATTACHMENT B 

Typical Cross Sections ATTACHMENT C 

Cost Estimates ATTACHMENT D 

Right of Way Data Sheets ATTACHMENT E 

Final Environmental Document ATTACHMENT F 
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Storm Water Data Report ATTACHMENT H 

Traffic Management Plan Data Sheet ATTACHMENT I 

Risk Management Plan  ATTACHMENT J 
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General Information About This Document 
What’s in this document? 
This document contains a Mitigated Negative Declaration, which examines the environmental 
effects of a proposed project on U.S. Highway 395 in Mono County. 

The Initial Study and proposed Mitigated Negative Declaration was circulated for public review 
and comment from August 8, 2007 to September 6, 2007. Responses to comments on the 
circulated document are shown in the Comments and Responses section of this document, 
which has been added (see Appendix G). Elsewhere throughout this document, a line in the 
margin indicates changes from the circulated document. 

What happens after this? 
The proposed project has completed environmental compliance after the circulation of this 
document. When funding is approved, the California Department of Transportation can design 
and construct all or part of the project. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

For individuals with sensory disabilities, this document is available in Braille, large print, on 
audiocassette, or computer disk. To obtain a copy in one of these alternate formats, please call 
or write to Caltrans, Attn: Sarah Gassner, Southern Sierra Environmental Analysis Branch, 2015 
E. Shields Avenue, Suite 100; (559) 243-8243 Voice, or use the California Relay Service TTY 
number, 1-800-735-2929.
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Mitigated Negative Declaration 
Pursuant to: Division 13, Public Resources Code 

Project Description 
The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) proposes realigning a 1.8-mile 
segment of U.S. Highway 395 from 0.83 mile north of the State Route 89 junction at post 
mile 117.8 to 0.89 mile south of the California/Nevada state line at post mile 119.6 along 
Topaz Lake in Mono County, California. The project would correct several curves and dips 
to increase the design speed, widen the shoulders to 8 feet, construct retaining walls, and 
construct catchment areas below the cut slopes to keep rock and debris off of the highway. 

Determination 
Caltrans has prepared an Initial Study for this project and, following public review, has 
determined from this study that the project would not have a significant effect on the 
environment for the following reasons: 

• The proposed project would not encroach upon the floodplain, increase seismic hazards, 
result in substantial soil erosion, or release hazardous materials into the environment. 

• Air quality, water quality, and sensitive noise receptors, or farmland would not be 
affected. 

• There would be no effects on threatened or endangered species, wetlands, and riparian 
vegetation. 

• There would be no effects on cultural resources, agricultural resources, mineral resources, 
land use and planning, population and housing, and transportation and traffic. 

• There would be no effects on business, industry, the economy, employment, community 
growth, neighborhoods, residences, public services, utility and service systems, 
recreational facilities, or educational facilities. 

In addition, the project would have no significantly adverse effect on visual/aesthetics 
because the following mitigation measures would reduce potential effects to insignificance: 

• Aesthetic impacts would be mitigated under the direction of a Caltrans landscape 
architect. Slope grades would be rounded at edges to have a natural look and constructed 
to facilitate planting, erosion control, and ease of maintenance. Substantial rock 
outcroppings that are unearthed during the slope-cutting operation would be preserved. 
Bridges and retaining walls would be designed with pigments and surface treatments. 

• Caltrans would mitigate by replanting with vegetation native to the area. 
 
______________________________ ________________ 
Christine Cox-Kovacevich, Office Chief Date 
Office of Environmental Management, North  
Central Region Environmental Division 
California Department of Transportation
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Summary 

The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) proposes realigning a 1.8-
mile segment of U.S. Highway 395 from 0.83 mile north of the State Route 89 
junction at post mile 117.8 to 0.89 mile south of the California/Nevada state line at 
post mile 119.6 along Topaz Lake in Mono County, California. 

The purpose and need of this project are to improve the safety and Level of Service 
on this segment of U.S. Highway 395. Level of Service is described on page 7. This 
project is included in the 2006 State Transportation Improvement Program and in the 
Mono County Regional Transportation Plan that was adopted October 15, 2001 and 
updated in 2005. Funding for the project is anticipated in the 2010/2011 fiscal year. 

Three alternatives were considered for the U.S. Highway 395 High Point Curve 
Realignment project: two build alternatives and the no-build alternative. Total project 
costs range from zero dollars for the No-Build Alternative to $37,600,000 for 
Alternative 1. 

The build alternatives, Alternative 1 and Alternative 2, propose the following 
improvements to the existing roadway: 

• Realigning the curves on the two-lane conventional highway to increase the 
design speed. 

• Widening the shoulders from 2 feet to 8 feet and improving clear recovery zones, 
which are unobstructed areas that allow drivers who go off the road to regain 
control of their car. 

• Constructing retaining walls to keep fill out of Topaz Lake. 

• Constructing catchment areas below the cut slopes to keep rock and debris off of 
the highway. 

The main difference between the two build alternatives is that Alternative 2 proposes 
constructing a concrete bridge near the northern end of the project from post miles 
119.0 to 119.1. This location is known as “High Point Curve.” The proposed 505-foot 
bridge would be used to span the most severe set of curves and dips. Alternative 1 
proposes constructing a retaining wall at this location in lieu of a bridge. Both build 
alternatives would require an additional 28.34 acres of additional right-of-way from 
the Bureau of Land Management and the Walker River Irrigation District. No homes 
or businesses would be affected by either of the build alternatives. 
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The No-Build Alternative would keep the roadway as it is. This alternative does not 
meet the project’s purpose and need to improve safety and overall Level of Service, 
and to bring the highway up to Caltrans current design standards. 

Based on the environmental impacts and consideration of public comments, 
Alternative 1 has been selected as the Preferred Alternative. 

Table S.1, Summary of Potential Impacts from Alternatives, compares potential 
impacts among Alternative 1, Alternative 2, and the No-Build Alternative. 

S.1 Summary of Potential Impacts from Alternatives 
 

Potential Impact Alternative 1 Alternative 2 No-Build Alternative 

Business 
displacements None None None 

Housing 
displacements None None None Relocation 

Utility service 
relocation 

Southern California Edison and Verizon utilities 
would require relocation. None 

Right-of-Way 
28.34 acres of right-of-way would be required 
from the Bureau of Land Management and the 
Walker River Irrigation District. 

None 

Traffic and Transportation/ 
Pedestrian and Bicycle 
Facilities 

Better traffic flow and improved safety. Limited traffic flow and 
continued accidents. 

Visual/Aesthetics 

Disturbance and 
removal of native 
vegetation would occur 
during construction. 
Slope cuts would be 
visible along the project 
limits on the west side 
of the highway. 

Disturbance and 
removal of native 
vegetation would occur 
during construction. 
Slope cuts would be 
visible along the project 
limits on the west side 
of the highway. A 
bridge would be added 
to the view. 

None 

Natural Communities 

Construction-related 
activities would result in 
12.5 acres of 
permanent impact and 
33.5 acres of 
temporary impact to 
Pinyon/Juniper 
Woodland vegetation.  

Construction-related 
activities would result in 
12 acres of permanent 
impact and 28 acres of 
temporary impact to 
Pinyon/Juniper 
Woodland vegetation.  

None 
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Chapter 1 Proposed Project 

1.1 Introduction 

The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) proposes realigning a 
segment of U.S. Highway 395 from 0.83 mile north of the State Route 89 junction at 
post mile 117.8 to 0.89 mile south of the California/Nevada state line at post mile 
119.6 along Topaz Lake in Mono County, California. The total length of the project is 
1.8 miles. Figures 1-1 and 1-2 show maps of the project areas. 

In the Topaz Lake area, U.S. Highway 395 follows a winding alignment and 
mountainous terrain along the west side of the lake. The existing roadway within the 
proposed project limits is a two-lane conventional highway with 12-foot lanes and 2-
foot outside shoulders. The outside shoulders do not meet the current design 
standards of 8 feet. The posted speed limit is 55 miles per hour; however, numerous 
curve advisory signs restrict the speed to as little as 35 miles per hour in some 
locations. The proposed improvements include realigning the curves and evening out 
the rolling dips, widening paved shoulders, and improving clear recovery zones, 
which are unobstructed areas that allow drivers who go off the road to regain control 
of their car. 

The Mono County Local Transportation Commission has identified the High Point 
Curve Realignment project as a high priority project due to safety concerns arising 
from speed restrictions caused by a winding roadway. According to the May 2000 
U.S. Highway 395 Route Concept Report, the ideal improvements for this segment 
would be widened shoulders, a Level of Service C, and a curve correction at High 
Point Curve. 

The proposed project is included in the 2006 State Transportation Improvement 
Program that was adopted by the California Transportation Commission on April 27, 
2006. It is also included in the Mono County Regional Transportation Plan that was 
adopted October 15, 2001 and updated in 2005. The Mono County Regional 
Transportation Plan lists the project as financially constrained. This is a 
Memorandum of Understanding project between Mono, Inyo, and Kern counties, 
meaning that all counties would contribute monetarily to the funding of the project. 
Funding for the project is anticipated in the 2010/2011 fiscal year. 
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1.2 Purpose and Need 

1.2.1 Purpose 
The purpose of this project is twofold: 

• Improve the safety of U.S. Highway 395. 

• Improve the Level of Service on this segment of U.S. Highway 395. 

Improvements to U.S. Highway 395 would address safety issues by realigning curves 
and evening out rolling dips, widening outside shoulders, and improving clear 
recovery zones. The project would also improve the overall Level of Service, which 
is described on page 7, by providing the curve corrections and a more consistent 
design speed throughout the segment. 

1.2.2 Need 
1.2.2.1 Safety 
U.S. Highway 395 in the project area follows a winding alignment and mountainous 
terrain adjacent to Topaz Lake. The proximity of the highway to the lake and 
microclimate conditions contribute to icing that occurs on the roadway surface during 
the colder months. The existing alignment along with the icing conditions have 
attributed to a high number of accidents on this segment of the highway. 

Table 1.1 shows the accident data on U.S. Highway 395. The table reflects the 
accident rates and actual numbers of accidents that occurred within the entire length 
of the project limits. 

Table 1.1  Accident Rates 

June 1, 2003 – May 31, 2006 
(Expressed in million vehicle miles traveled) 

 

U.S. Highway 395 Actual Statewide Average 

Between post miles 117.8 
and 119.6 Fatal Fatal + 

Injury Total* Fatal Fatal + 
Injury Total* 

Accident Rates 0.402 1.20 3.21 0.031 0.67 1.39 

Accidents 3 9 24 - - - 

    * Total includes “property damage only” accidents 
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Figure 1-1  Project Vicinity Map 
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Figure 1-2  Project Location Map
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A total of 24 accidents were recorded on this portion of U.S. Highway 395 for the 
most recent three-year period ending May 31, 2006. This resulted in a total accident 
rate of 3.21 per million vehicle miles traveled, more than double the statewide 
average of 1.39 for a similar roadway. More importantly, there were three fatal 
accidents during this period, equating to a fatal accident rate of 0.402, almost 13 
times the statewide accident rate of 0.031 for a similar roadway. 

Of the 24 accidents, 13 (54 percent) involved a vehicle striking an object, six (25 
percent) were overturn-type accidents, three (13 percent) were sideswipe collisions, 
one (4 percent) was a rear-end collision, and one (4 percent) was not identified. Of 
the 24 accidents, 19 (79 percent) were single-vehicle accidents and five (21 percent) 
were multi-vehicle accidents. Fifteen (63 percent) of the accidents occurred when the 
weather was clear, while eight (33 percent) of the accidents occurred on a snowy/icy 
road surface and one (4 percent) occurred on a wet surface. 

1.2.2.2 Level of Service 
The current average daily traffic count along this segment of U.S. Highway 395 is 
4,000 vehicles. Although the posted speed limit is 55 miles per hour, the existing 
alignment and two curve speed advisories restrict speed to as little as 35 miles per 
hour. 

The estimated construction year of the proposed project is 2012 when the average 
daily traffic count is estimated to be 4,160 vehicles. The average daily traffic count is 
expected to reach 4,380 by the year 2022 and 4,600 by the year 2032. 

Level of Service is a measure to compare the quality of service for travelers. For this 
section of U.S. Highway 395, which is in mountainous rural terrain, the Level of 
Service is based on the percent of time a driver spends following another vehicle. 
This rating system ranges from “A” to “F,” with “A” representing a free flow of 
traffic and “F” representing considerable delays. The Level of Service in the project 
area is currently at “D,” which is defined as “Approaching Unstable Flow.” Before 
this project is scheduled for construction, the Level of Service is predicted to fall to 
“E,” which is defined as “Unstable Flow.”  

1.3 Alternatives 

This section describes the proposed action and design alternatives that were 
developed by a multi-disciplinary team to achieve the project purpose and need while 
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avoiding and minimizing environmental impacts. The alternatives consist of the two 
build alternatives (Alternatives 1 and 2) and the No-Build Alternative. Figure 1-3 
shows the proposed alignments of the two build alternatives. Appendix F shows the 
typical cross-sections for these alternatives. 

1.3.1 Build Alternatives 
Final selection of an alternative would not be made until after the full evaluation of 
environmental impacts, consideration of public hearing comments, and approval of 
the final environmental document. 

Common Design Features of the Build Alternatives 
Each of the two build alternatives proposes to realign the horizontal and vertical 
curves of the existing two-lane conventional highway, widen the paved shoulders to 8 
feet, improve the clear recovery zones, construct retaining walls to keep fill out of 
Topaz Lake, and install catchment areas below the cut slopes to keep rock and debris 
off of the highway. 

Alternatives 1 and 2 would improve safety with the proposed curve corrections. A 
consistent design speed throughout the project limits would enable safer travel during 
unfavorable weather conditions. In addition, wider paved shoulders and improved 
clear recovery zones would create an emergency recovery area for drivers and allow 
disabled vehicles to move completely off the road. 

Unique Features of Build Alternatives 
The main difference between the two build alternatives is at the northern end of the 
project limits between post miles 119.0 to 119.1. This location is known as “High 
Point Curve.”  

Alternative 1 proposes a cut and fill approach that would result in the new alignment 
being shifted about 25 feet east, away from the hillside. Alternative 1 also proposes 
the construction of a retaining wall on the east side of the highway to keep fill out of 
Topaz Lake. The current estimated project cost for Alternative 1, including right-of-
way acquisition and utilities relocation, is $37,600,000. 

Alternative 2 proposes the construction of a concrete bridge at this location. The 
proposed 505-foot bridge would allow the new alignment to shift about 100 feet to 
the east. This greater shift away from the hillside would reduce the slope excavation 
needed on the west side of the highway from that required by Alternative 1. All 
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construction work would be performed above the high water line of Topaz Lake. The 
current estimated project cost for Alternative 2, including right-of-way acquisition 
and utilities relocation, is $35,100,000. 

1.3.2 No-Build Alternative 
Under the No-Build Alternative, this segment of U.S. Highway 395 would remain in 
its current condition. No improvements would be made to address the safety concerns 
or the Level of Service. Without the proposed improvements, as traffic increases over 
time, accident rates would increase and the Level of Service would decline. 

1.3.3 Comparison of Alternatives 
An analysis of the project alternatives indicated both build alternatives would satisfy 
the project safety and Level of Service goals. 

Alternatives 1 and 2 would reduce the accident rates for this segment of U.S. 
Highway 395. Realigning the curves and evening out rolling dips would create a more 
consistent design speed throughout the project limits, improve sight distance, and 
enable safer travel during unfavorable weather conditions. Installing wider paved 
shoulders and improving clear recovery zones would create an emergency recovery 
area for drivers and allow disabled vehicles to move completely off the road. 

The environmental impacts are generally the same with both build alternatives. The 
main difference is in regard to biological and visual impacts. For impacts to the 
biological community of Pinyon/Juniper Woodland, Alternative 1 would account for 
six more acres of combined permanent and temporary disturbance than Alternative 2. 
Regarding the visual impact, Alternative 2 introduces a concrete bridge to the existing 
view. Alternative 2 would also require permits and approvals from various agencies 
(see Section 1.4). 

Alternative 1 carries a higher estimated project cost to build due to the greater amount 
of earthwork and higher retaining walls that are required compared to Alternative 2. 
However, Alternative 1 is estimated to take 8 to 10 months to construct, compared to 
12 months for Alternative 2. Due to restrictions imposed by the Lahontan Regional 
Water Quality Control Board, the construction season for earthwork is limited to May 
1 through October 15. If full road closure of U.S. Highway 395 with detours is used 
during major earthwork, it may be possible to construct Alternative 1 in one 
construction season, while Alternative 2 would require two seasons to complete. 
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Although Alternative 2 carries a lower estimated project cost to build, it would 
require additional maintenance over time because of the cold temperatures that would 
result in icing on the proposed bridge. Bridge decks have more tendency to icing, and 
this results in more de-icing work than would occur on the roadbed. With Alternative 
2, Caltrans maintenance crews would need to spread sand and cinder over the bridge 
deck as needed during icy weather. 

If funding were appropriated, Caltrans would proceed with the design phase of the 
project. During this phase, other project possibilities that may be considered include 
omitting the realignment of the middle curve at post mile 118.6, reducing the overall 
design speed of the project, using netting on the fresh slope cuts to manage potential 
rock fall, and full closure of U.S. Highway 395 with detours during major earthwork. 
These design considerations could reduce the initial costs; however, they must be 
weighed against long-term maintenance and operations costs. The project 
development team concurred that design considerations such as these and other 
variations potentially warrant further consideration and evaluation. 

After the public circulation period, all comments were considered, and Caltrans 
selected a preferred alternative and made the final determination of the project’s 
effect on the environment. In accordance with the California Environmental Quality 
Act, no immitigable significant adverse impacts were identified, and Caltrans 
prepared a Mitigated Negative Declaration. Similarly, Caltrans determined the action 
does not significantly impact the environment, and Caltrans, as assigned by the 
Federal Highway Administration, issued a Categorical Exclusion in accordance with 
the National Environmental Policy Act. 

1.3.4 Identification of a Preferred Alternative 
Based on the benefits and impacts of all of the feasible alternatives and consideration 
of public comments, the project development team identified Alternative 1 as the 
Preferred Alternative. 

The project development team identified Alternative 1 as the Preferred Alternative 
because it has the greatest project benefits with the least impacts. In recommending 
Alternative 1 as the Preferred Alternative, the project development team considered 
the following:  

• Alternative 1 has less possibility of icing on the traveled way than Alternative 2. 
• Less maintenance is required for Alternative 1 than Alternative 2. 
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• The aesthetics of Alternative 1 are more consistent with the area compared to 
Alternative 2. 

• Alternative 1 can potentially be completed in one construction season. 
• Construction of Alternative 1 could be accelerated by up to two months if full 

closure of U.S. Highway 395 with detours is used during portions of the work. 
• The bridge in Alternative 2 must be constructed in very restrictive space, which 

would add difficulty and disrupt traffic on a regular basis during construction. 
• Alternative 1 has an estimated construction cost comparable to Alternative 2. 
• Alternative 1 has fewer permit requirements than Alternative 2 because direct 

impacts on the lake would be avoided. 
• The No-Build Alternative would not provide the upgrades needed to improve 

safety and operation of the system. 

The Preferred Alternative meets the purpose and need for the project. Alternative 1 
satisfies the project safety goal by improving sight distance, enabling safer travel 
during unfavorable weather conditions, and providing room for emergency parking 
and errant driver recovery with wider paved shoulders. Alternative 1 also satisfies the 
level of service goal by providing the curve corrections and a more consistent design 
speed throughout this segment of U.S. Highway 395. 

1.3.5 Alternatives Considered and Withdrawn   
No alternatives have been withdrawn during the planning and environmental process 
of this project. 

1.4 Permits and Approvals Needed 

Table 1.2 on the following page lists the permits, reviews, and approvals that would 
be required for the project construction if Alternative 2 were selected as the Preferred 
Alternative: 
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Table 1.2  Summary of Permits, Reviews, and Approvals 

Agency Permit/Approval Status 

United States Army 
Corps of Engineers  

Section 404 Permit for filling or 
dredging waters of the United 
States. 

Application for Section 404 permit 
anticipated before construction.   

California Department of 
Fish and Game 

1602 Agreement for Streambed 
Alteration. 

Application for 1602 agreement 
anticipated before construction. 

California Water Resources 
Board 

Water Discharge Permit 

 

Section 401 permit anticipated 
before construction. 
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Figure 1-3  Project Alternatives Map 
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Chapter 2 Affected Environment, 
Environmental 
Consequences, and 
Avoidance, Minimization, 
and/or Mitigation Measures 

This chapter explains the impacts that the project would have on the human, physical, 
and biological environments in the project area. It describes the existing environment 
that could be affected by the project and potential impacts from each of the 
alternatives.  

As part of the scoping and environmental analysis conducted for the project, the 
following environmental issues were considered, but no adverse impacts were 
identified. Consequently, there is no further discussion regarding these issues in this 
document. 

• Growth—The project would not directly or indirectly induce residential 
development, population growth, or economic activity within the project area 
(field visit, October 16, 2002). 

• Farmlands/Timberlands—The project would not require the conversion of 
farmland or timberland for transportation use (field visit, October 16, 2002). 

• Community Impacts—The project is in a rural area and would not require any 
relocation of people or acquisition of housing (Right-of-Way Data Sheet, May 22, 
2007). 

• Cultural Resources—There are no archaeological sites or historical properties in 
the project area (Historic Property Survey Report, April 11, 2007). 

• Hydrology and Floodplain—The project is not situated within the 100-year 
floodplain (Floodplain Evaluation Report and Location Hydraulics Study, 
February 23, 2007). 

• Geology/Soils/Seismic/Topography—There are no geological, soil, or seismic 
concerns within the project limits as they relate to public safety and project design 
(Preliminary Geotechnical Report, May 8, 2006). 

• Paleontology—The project is not expected to affect any sensitive paleontologic 
resources (Paleontology Identification Report, June 1, 2007). 
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• Hazardous Waste/Materials—There are no known sources of hazardous 
wastes/materials within the project limits (Hazardous Waste Summary, April 18, 
2007). 

• Air Quality—The project would not change the existing traffic patterns and would 
not have any significant long-term impacts to any of the standards for air quality 
(Air Quality Summary, April 18, 2007). 

• Noise and Vibration—There are no sensitive receptors within the project vicinity 
(Noise Summary, April 18, 2007).  

• Plant Species—The project would not affect any special-status plant species 
(Natural Environment Study, June 7, 2007). 

2.1 Human Environment 

2.1.1 Land Use 

2.1.1.1 Existing and Future Land Use 

Affected Environment 
This portion of U.S. Highway 395 is located in the Antelope Valley of Mono County, 
south of the town of Topaz Lake, Nevada. The highway is situated at 5,000 feet in 
elevation between the east side of the Sierra Nevada Mountains and the western shore 
of Topaz Lake. Land use designations in the Topaz Lake area are open space, 
agricultural, residential, mixed use, and resource management. There are some single-
family residences on the hillsides north and south of the project limits. In addition, a 
fishermen’s camp is next to the highway on the west side of the lake, north of the 
project limits. Topaz Lake is used for recreational purposes such as boating and 
fishing. 

Much of the land in the project area is owned by the Bureau of Land Management 
and has no zoning designation. The human-made Topaz Lake is owned by the Walker 
River Irrigation District and serves as an irrigation reservoir. The area is subject to 
development pressure from the Gardnerville/Carson City area in Nevada. However, 
development in the Antelope Valley is expected to be minimal in the near future. 

Environmental Consequences 
The project is consistent with local and regional land use and transportation planning. 
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Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures 
No mitigation would be required. 

2.1.1.2 Consistency with State, Regional, and Local Plans 
 
Affected Environment 
In Mono County, U.S. Highway 395 is part of the system of routes of statewide 
significance and is included in the National Highway System of the International 
Surface Transportation Efficiency Act of 1991. It is also included in the California 
Freeway and Expressway System. This portion of U.S. Highway 395 currently 
operates as a two-lane, undivided conventional highway. The ideal roadway for the 
project area is an improved two-lane conventional highway. 

The Mono County General Plan identifies land use and circulation policy in the 
project area. The circulation element of the Mono County General Plan (2001) calls 
for the support of safety and operational improvements along the existing two-lane 
U.S. Highway 395 in Antelope Valley. This includes support for widening the outside 
shoulders along the highway. 

The High Point Curve Realignment project is included in the Mono County Regional 
Transportation Plan that was adopted on October 15, 2001. The Community Policy 
Element of the Mono County Regional Transportation Plan also calls for the 
improvements of safety and operation on U.S. Highway 395 in Antelope Valley. The 
regional transportation plan states there are concerns that focus on the safety and 
capacity of the two-lane sections of U.S. Highway 395. It also cites the lack of paved 
shoulders as well as inadequate sight distance in certain areas within the project 
limits. 

Environmental Consequences 
With the proposed realignment of the highway and the widening of paved shoulders, 
the High Point Curve Realignment project is a response to the high accident rates 
within the project limits. It is also considered a high priority project by the Mono 
County Local Transportation Commission because of safety concerns. The proposed 
project supports the community policy element of the regional transportation plan and 
supports the land use and circulation element of the general plan. 

Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures 
No mitigation would be required. 
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2.1.2 Relocations 
Regulatory Setting 
Caltrans’ Relocation Assistance Program is based on the Federal Uniform Relocation 
Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970, as amended, and Title 
49 Code of Federal Regulations, Part 24. The purpose of the Relocation Assistance 
Program is to ensure that persons displaced as a result of a transportation project are 
treated fairly, consistently, and equitably so that such persons will not suffer 
disproportionate injuries as a result of projects designed for the benefit of the public 
as a whole. 

All relocation services and benefits are administered without regard to race, color, 
national origin, or sex in compliance with Title VI of the Civil Rights Act (42 United 
States Code 2000d, et seq.). Please see Appendix C for a copy of Caltrans’ Title VI 
Policy Statement. 

Affected Environment 
Caltrans prepared a Right-of-Way Data Sheet for the project on May 22, 2007.  

The proposed project is in a rural area, and no homes or businesses would be affected. 
The Bureau of Land Management owns much of the land in the project area. Walker 
River Irrigation District owns Topaz Lake, which serves as an irrigation reservoir. 

Environmental Consequences 
The project would require an additional 28.34 acres of land from the Bureau of Land 
Management and the Walker River Irrigation District. There are no irrigation 
structures owned by the Walker River Irrigation District that would require 
relocation. 

Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures 
At the time of right-of-way acquisition, all activities would be conducted in 
accordance with the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition 
Act of 1970, as amended. 
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2.1.3 Utilities/Emergency Services 
 
Affected Environment 
Within the project limits, Verizon owns underground fiber optic lines and wood 
telephone poles and Southern California Edison owns wood electricity poles with 
overhead cables. These utilities are located on the west side of the highway. 

Emergency services come from various locations. The Topaz Lake Volunteer Fire 
Department offers the nearest fire protection. Although its facility is located two 
miles north of the project limits across the state border, the department responds to 
calls of vehicle accidents, structure fires, and wildland fires in Mono County. The 
Mono County Sheriff’s Department provides local law enforcement. Deputies 
stationed at the office in Bridgeport patrol the northern part of Mono County, 
including the project area. The nearest California Highway Patrol office is also 
located in Bridgeport; however, there are officers located at residences in Walker and 
Coleville that service the project area. The Mono County Paramedics respond to calls 
that require medical assistance in the project area. They are dispatched from their 
facility in Walker and transport patients to Nevada by ambulance or air, depending on 
the emergency. 

Environmental Consequences 
Both build alternatives would require the relocation of utilities. Southern California 
Edison poles, Verizon poles with overhead cables, and Verizon fiber optics would be 
relocated further west of their existing placement. 

The project proposes to realign the horizontal and vertical curves on this segment of 
U.S. Highway 395. With these improvements, emergency services such as fire 
protection and law enforcement would be able to arrive at their destinations faster 
since the highway would have a higher design speed to travel and improved sight 
distance. In addition, under the build alternatives, widening the existing shoulders and 
improving the clear recovery zones would give motorists ample room to pull over for 
emergency vehicles to pass. 

Emergency services would have full-time access to the highway. However, there 
could be a slight delay in response time when an emergency vehicle may have to 
weave through opposing traffic or wait for construction work to be stopped and a path 
to be cleared. 
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Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures 
Before construction, utilities affected by the project would be relocated in 
coordination with the utility companies. 

During construction, widened pullouts would be provided where possible throughout 
the controlled section for opposing vehicles to pull out of the way of oncoming 
emergency vehicles. Coordination efforts with emergency service providers would be 
conducted prior to construction. 

2.1.4 Traffic and Transportation/Pedestrian and Bicycle Facilities 
 
Regulatory Setting 
Caltrans, as assigned by the Federal Highway Administration, directs that full 
consideration should be given to the safe accommodation of pedestrians and 
bicyclists during the development of federal-aid highway projects (see 23 Code of 
Federal Regulations 652). It further directs that the special needs of the elderly and 
the disabled must be considered in all federal-aid projects that include pedestrian 
facilities. When current or anticipated pedestrian and/or bicycle traffic presents a 
potential conflict with motor vehicle traffic, every effort must be made to minimize 
the detrimental effects on all highway users who share the roadway. 

Caltrans and the Federal Highway Administration are committed to carrying out the 
1990 Americans with Disabilities Act by building transportation facilities that provide 
equal access for all persons. The same degree of convenience, accessibility, and 
safety available to the general public will be provided to persons with disabilities. 

Affected Environment 
Caltrans prepared a traffic study, dated March 27, 2006, for this project. 

The existing roadway within the project limits follows a winding alignment and 
mountainous terrain west and adjacent to Topaz Lake. The existing roadway within 
the proposed project limits operates as a two-lane conventional highway with 12-foot 
lanes and 2-foot outside shoulders. The outside shoulders do not meet current design 
standards of 8 feet. The posted speed limit is 55 miles per hour; however, numerous 
curve advisory signs restrict the speed to as little as 35 miles per hour in some 
locations. 
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The Mono County General Plan recognizes the need to enhance the U.S. Highway 
395 corridor to provide a safe and accessible route with widened shoulders, turnouts, 
and vista points. Bicycle use is minimal through this segment of U.S. Highway 395. 
Currently, there are no dedicated bike paths or lanes within the project limits, and 
there are no plans to provide them in the future. 

Environmental Consequences 
The build alternatives of the proposed project would improve the safety on this 
portion of U.S. Highway 395 (see Section 1.3). The curve corrections and 8-foot 
paved shoulders would provide more sight distance and room for emergency 
maneuvering, and would decrease accident rates. The improvements would keep 
traffic flowing at a consistent speed through this segment of U.S. Highway 395. The 
installment of catchment areas below the cut slopes would prevent rocks and debris 
from accumulating on the highway. Rocks and debris in the road are a hazard to 
motorists and a potential danger to Caltrans maintenance crews. 

The estimated construction year of the proposed project is 2012 when the average 
daily traffic count is estimated to be 4,160 vehicles. The average daily traffic count is 
expected to reach 4,380 by the year 2022 and 4,600 by the year 2032.  

The Level of Service is a measure to compare the quality of service for travelers. For 
this section of U.S. Highway 395, which is in mountainous rural terrain, the Level of 
Service is based on the percent of time a driver spends following another vehicle. 
This rating system ranges from “A” to “F,” with “A” representing a free flow of 
traffic and “F” representing considerable delays. The Level of Service in the project 
area is currently at “D,” which is defined as “Approaching Unstable Flow.” Before 
this project is scheduled for construction, the Level of Service is predicted to fall to 
“E,” which is defined as “Unstable Flow.” 

A side effect of the proposed project would be the improvement of the overall Level 
of Service. This secondary improvement is a result of the proposed curve corrections 
and consistent design speed throughout the segment. The improved traffic flow would 
result in a Level of Service “C,” which is defined as “Stable Flow” and is the design 
level the May 2000 Route Concept Report recommends for U.S. Highway 395. 

Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures 
No mitigation is necessary since the proposed project would improve traffic flow and 
safety. 
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2.1.5 Visual/Aesthetics 

Regulatory Setting 
The National Environmental Policy Act of 1969, as amended, establishes that the 
federal government use all practicable means to ensure all Americans safe, healthful, 
productive, and aesthetically and culturally pleasing surroundings [42 United States 
Code 4331(b)(2)]. To further emphasize this point, the Federal Highway 
Administration in its implementation of the National Environmental Policy Act [23 
United States Code 109(h)] directs that final decisions regarding projects are to be 
made in the best overall public interest taking into account adverse environmental 
impacts, including among others, the destruction or disruption of aesthetic values. 

Likewise, the California Environmental Quality Act establishes that it is the policy of 
the state to take all action necessary to provide the people of the state 
“with…enjoyment of aesthetic, natural, scenic, and historic environmental qualities.” 
[California Public Resources Code Section 21001(b)] 

Affected Environment 
A Visual Impact Assessment, dated March 2, 2006, was prepared for this project.  

The project area is within a segment of U.S. Highway 395 that extends from the 
Nevada state line in Mono County to southern Inyo County and is designated as a 
Federal Scenic Byway. Between the junction with State Route 89 and northward to 
the Nevada State Line, which includes the project area, U.S. Highway 395 is also 
designated as a scenic highway in the Mono County General Plan. U.S. Highway 395 
within the project area is not officially designated or eligible as a scenic highway or 
route by Caltrans. 

The project is located within a rural, high desert environment in the Antelope Valley, 
east of the Sierra Nevada mountain range and just south of the California state border 
with west-central Nevada. In addition to the vertical rocky cliffs at High Point Curve 
(post mile 119.0), the majority of the hills to the immediate west of the project site 
have a mix of grasses and the burned remains of a Pinyon pine forest from a wildfire 
in July 2002. Immediately to the east is Topaz Lake with the Wellington Hills 
beyond. To the north are the Pine Nut Mountains and to the south are the Sweetwater 
Mountains.  

The visual setting of the project site is dominated by natural forms and Topaz Lake. 
Commercial and residential buildings, although seen to the north and south of the 
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project site, take a secondary role in their dominance of views except when seen up 
close. Highway pavement, rock retaining walls, and directional signs seen within the 
U.S. Highway 395 corridor dominate near views. Utility poles and lines are seen on 
the slopes to the west side of the project site.  

Views within the project area are long-range to the east and short-range to the west, 
as well as through the roadway corridor. See Figure 2-1 for a general view of the area. 
There are views that will be changed substantially that will result in less than 
significant visual impacts. 

Environmental Consequences 
The project alternatives would not result in impacts to views of residents living to the 
north and south of the project site, fishermen at lake edge vantage points, users of 
Topaz Lake Park on the east side of the lake, or boaters on the lake. Neither would 
there be impacts to views of passing motorists. No visual impacts would occur to 
scenic resources since views of distant mountains in all directions and Topaz Lake 
would not be altered. 

Visual impacts are the same for both build alternatives except at High Point Curve. 
Photo simulations comparing these impacts are shown in Figures 2-2 and 2-3. It 
should be noted that no snow is shown on side hill cuts in these simulations so that 
the full extent of the cuts is clearly shown. The addition of the bridge in Alternative 2 
would be seen from vantage points to the east and north, but not from the south due to 
topography that blocks direct views to High Point Curve. Existing views that are 
dominated by the natural landscape would see the addition of a massive concrete 
structure whose geometric forms and consistent color and texture would contrast with 
the diversity seen in the surrounding natural landscape. 

Some views would be changed, resulting in the visual impacts described below. 

From distant points of view, there are two vantage points: single-family residences in 
the Topaz Lake community to the north and Topaz Lake Park on the northeastern 
edge of the lake. Residents would not see details of the highway realignment and the 
bridge because of the distance between the viewer and the project site. They would 
see the slope cuts on the west side of the highway that would contrast with the 
adjacent undisturbed landscape. Many residents that are at highway level or lower do 
not see the project area because of intervening buildings and screening trees. Users of 
Topaz Lake Park would see the project area directly across the lake. Like the 
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residents to the north, park users would not see the details of the new highway 
because of the distance from the project site, except for the slope cuts, which would 
be perceived as a change in the view. 

Adjacent points of view are seen by single-family residences by the lake to the north, 
boaters on the lake, fishermen to the north at the fishermen’s camp, and single-family 
residences to the south. Impacts from the build alternatives on all of these views 
would include the slope cuts on the west side of the highway. Views of naturally 
occurring and undisturbed slopes with a diversity of forms, colors, and textures would 
be changed to views of machine-created slope cuts that would be uniform scallop 
shapes, consistent in color and texture. The new slope cuts would contrast with the 
adjacent undisturbed natural landscape.  

Motorists enjoy views of the scenic resources of Antelope Valley, including distant 
vistas of the Pine Nut Mountains to the north, the Sweetwater Mountains to the south, 
and the Wellington Hills to the east. Also to the east, motorists see views of Topaz 
Lake, a man-made irrigation reservoir adjacent to the highway to the east. None of 
these scenic resources would be blocked or screened from view by the proposed 
project alternatives. The slopes at the west edge of the highway dominate near views 
as motorists follow curves in the road that conform to the topography of the slopes. 
The project would create cut slopes as large as 300 feet high and 1,600 long to 
accommodate the highway realignment. The scalloped uniform shapes, colors, and 
textures would contrast with the adjacent undisturbed natural and diverse landscape.
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Figure 2-1  View 2 North of U.S. Highway 395   
 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 
 
Figure 2-2  Simulated View of Alternative 1 Before Mitigation  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 2-3  Simulated View of Alternative 2 Before Mitigation 
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Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures 
Under the direction of the Caltrans Landscape Architecture representative, 
implementation of the mitigation measures below would reduce the visual impacts of 
the project. 

1. Considerable effort would be made toward the restoration of the original quality 
and character of the vegetated roadside. Duff (the top four inches of soil) from 
disturbed slopes would be stripped and stockpiled. The duff would be evenly 
redistributed over the disturbed slopes before the erosion control application. A 
separate revegetation contract with extended establishment period will follow the 
completion of the roadway project. Materials and methods would be specified in 
the construction documents for the revegetation process.   

2. The cut slopes would be shaped from top to bottom to match the undisturbed 
landforms immediately adjacent to the disturbance so that the slope cuts appear to 
be a natural extension of the undisturbed slopes. Slope grades would be 
constructed to facilitate planting, erosion control and ease of maintenance. 

3. Substantial rock outcroppings that are unearthed during the slope-cutting 
operation would be preserved to restore the diversity seen in the undisturbed and 
natural-occurring landscape. 

4. Existing trees would be preserved wherever possible. 

5. Structures would be designed with architectural details, pigments, and surface 
treatments to minimize the degree of visual impacts expected with the project 
alternatives.  

6. Where feasible, highway signs would not be placed within 30 feet of vista pullout 
locations. Scenic and interpretive nature signs would be placed at the edge of vista 
pullouts. 
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2.2 Physical Environment 

2.2.1 Water Quality and Storm Water Runoff 

Regulatory Setting 
Section 401 of the Clean Water Act requires water quality certification from the State 
Water Resources Control Board or from a Regional Water Quality Control Board 
when the project requires a Clean Water Act Section 404 permit to dredge or fill 
within a water of the United States.   

Along with Section 401 of the Clean Water Act, Section 402 of the Clean Water Act 
establishes the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System permit for the 
discharge of any pollutant into waters of the United States. The federal 
Environmental Protection Agency has delegated administration of the National 
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System program to the State Water Resources 
Control Board and nine Regional Water Quality Control Boards. The State Water 
Resources Control Board and Regional Water Quality Control Boards also regulate 
other waste discharges to land within California through the issuance of waste 
discharge requirements under authority of the Porter-Cologne Water Quality Act.  

The State Water Resources Control Board has developed and issued a statewide 
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System permit to regulate storm water 
discharges from all Caltrans activities on its highways and facilities. Caltrans 
construction projects are regulated under the statewide permit, and projects performed 
by other entities on Caltrans right-of-way (encroachments) are regulated by the State 
Water Resources Control Board’s Statewide General Construction Permit. All 
construction projects require a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan to be prepared 
and implemented during construction. 

Affected Environment 
Caltrans prepared a Water Quality Evaluation, dated April 18, 2007, for this project. 

The proposed project is located on U.S. Highway 395 and is directly adjacent to the 
western shore of Topaz Lake. About 0.6 mile north of the project limits, California 
Creek drains into Topaz Lake. To the west of the project are vertical rocky cliffs with 
the Sierra Nevada mountain range in the distance.  
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The Sierra Nevada range is an effective barrier to moisture moving east from the 
Pacific Ocean. Annual precipitation averages over 30 inches at the crest of the 
mountains, but drops to about 15 inches at the foot of the mountains. Most of the 
precipitation occurs during the winter in the form of snow. Thunderstorms provide 
occasional moisture during the summer months. Winds normally blow from west to 
east, and velocities as high as 60 miles per hour have been recorded. Seasonal 
temperatures range from the 90s in degrees Fahrenheit during the summer to well 
below zero degrees Fahrenheit during the winter. Daily fluctuations can be as great as 
40 degrees Fahrenheit.  

Environmental Consequences 
A temporary reduction in water quality is expected during the construction of the 
project. This only applies to the storm water flowing through the work area and not 
Topaz Lake. The impacts would be temporary and not significant. Measures such as 
temporary sediment basin and temporary drainage inlet protection would prevent 
storm water from entering Topaz Lake. 

As the proposed project is located directly adjacent to Topaz Lake, extra precautions 
must be taken to minimize soil loss to erosion. Newly created slopes and other areas 
where the vegetation is disturbed by construction would be more susceptible to soil 
erosion. 

Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures 
Contamination of any surface water, including Topaz Lake, would be avoided. The 
specifics of how contamination would be avoided would be provided in the 
contractor’s water quality control plan, which is mandated. If used, no reclaimed 
water would be allowed to mingle with surface flows. 

Construction site pollutants are controlled by the use of structural devices, such as silt 
fences and straw bales, and non-structural activities such as good housekeeping and 
construction-related waste management. These devices and activities are called Best 
Management Practices. The reason for using Best Management Practices on 
construction projects is to reduce water pollutants coming from Caltrans construction 
projects as much as possible. 

A Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan would be prepared by the contractor and 
implemented during construction to the satisfaction of the resident engineer and 
according to the regulations of the Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board. 
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The Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan would identify the sources of sediment 
and other pollutants that affect the quality of storm water discharges. The plan would 
also eliminate sediment and other pollutants in storm water as well as non-storm 
water discharges. 

To minimize soil erosion, slopes would be kept to the minimum height required in an 
attempt to balance earthwork quantities. The vegetation and top four inches of soil 
(duff) from the excavation areas would be preserved during construction and then 
later used to cover the finished highway slopes. This would aid in the revegetation of 
disturbed areas by incorporating organic matter and any natural seed present in the 
soil. A mixture of native seed and straw would then be punched into these slopes and 
disturbed areas. 

2.3 Biological Environment 

2.3.1 Natural Communities 

Regulatory Setting 
This section of the document discusses natural communities of concern. The focus of 
this section is on biological communities, not individual plant or animal species. This 
section also includes information on wildlife corridors and habitat fragmentation. 
Wildlife corridors are areas of habitat used by wildlife for seasonal or daily migration. 
Habitat fragmentation involves the potential for dividing sensitive habitat and thereby 
lessening its biological value. 

Habitat areas that have been designated as critical habitat under the Federal 
Endangered Species Act are discussed in Threatened and Endangered Species, 
Section 2.3.4. Wetlands and other waters are discussed in Section 2.3.2. 

Affected Environment 
Caltrans prepared a Natural Environment Study, dated June 7, 2007, for this project. 

The project is located on the east side of the Sierra Nevada Mountains in an arid 
basin, just south of the California/Nevada state line, on the west side of Topaz Lake. 
Biological communities in the biological study area consist of Pinyon/Juniper 
Woodland habitat and Fremont Cottonwood habitat. 
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The biological study area is composed of a corridor that runs the length of the project 
limits from post mile 117.8 to post mile 119.6. The study area totals 185 acres and 
consists of Pinyon/Juniper Woodland habitat (161.3 acres), Topaz Lake water (16.7 
acres), Fremont Cottonwood habitat (1.0 acre), and existing asphalt (6 acres). 

Pinyon/Juniper Woodland 
This vegetation community occurs throughout the project study area on the west side 
of U.S. Highway 395. The Pinyon/Juniper Woodland Series is characterized by the 
presence of Pinyon (Pinus monophylla) and California juniper (Juniperus 
californica). This plant community was burned by wildfire in the project area in the 
year 2000.  

Fremont Cottonwood 
Fremont Cottonwood occurs along the western edge of Topaz Lake. The Fremont 
Cottonwood community is typical of riparian areas where soils are flooded 
intermittently by fresh water but remain saturated continuously. Fremont cottonwood 
(Populus fremontii), dominates the overstory along the edge of Topaz Lake. Red 
willow (Salix laevigata), narrow-leaf willow (Salix exigua), and black willow (Salix 
gooddingii) are the dominant species in the understory. 

Environmental Consequences 
In the biological study area, Pinyon/Juniper Woodland occupies 161.3 acres. This 
natural community would be directly affected by the construction-related activities of 
either build alternative selected. See Table 2.1 for habitat acres affected. 

The Fremont Cottonwood natural community was not present within the immediate 
area affected by the project; therefore, no further analysis was conducted. 

Table 2.1  Acres of Affected Pinyon/Juniper Woodland Vegetation 

Build Alternative Acres of  
Permanent Impact 

Acres of  
Temporary Impact 

1 12.5 33.5 
2 12 28 

 
Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures 
Plant seed shall be scattered for erosion control or revegetation purposes in sections 
of the project. To avoid the introduction of non-native plants, Caltrans would mitigate 
for impacts to the area disturbed by project activities by replanting with vegetation 
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native to the area as specified in the Visual Impact Assessment (March 2, 2006) and 
in conjunction with the Landscape Revegetation Project administered by the Caltrans 
District 9 Landscape Architect Branch. See Section 2.1.5, Avoidance, Minimization, 
and/or Mitigation Measures. 

2.3.2 Wetlands and Other Waters 

Regulatory Setting 
Wetlands and other waters are protected under a number of laws and regulations. At 
the federal level, the Clean Water Act (33 United States Code 1344) is the primary 
law regulating wetlands and waters. The Clean Water Act regulates the discharge of 
dredged or fill material into waters of the United States, including wetlands. Waters 
of the United States include navigable waters, interstate waters, territorial seas, and 
other waters that may be used in interstate or foreign commerce. To classify wetlands 
for the purposes of the Clean Water Act, a three-parameter approach is used that 
includes the presence of hydrophytic (water-loving) vegetation, wetland hydrology, 
and hydric soils (soils subject to saturation/inundation). All three parameters must be 
present, under normal circumstances, for an area to be designated as a jurisdictional 
wetland under the Clean Water Act.  

Section 404 of the Clean Water Act establishes a regulatory program that provides 
that no discharge of dredged or fill material can be permitted if a practicable 
alternative exists that is less damaging to the aquatic environment or if the nation’s 
waters would be significantly degraded. The Section 404 permit program is run by the 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers with oversight by the Environmental Protection 
Agency. 

The Executive Order for the Protection of Wetlands (Executive Order 11990) also 
regulates the activities of federal agencies with regard to wetlands. Essentially, this 
executive order states that a federal agency, such as the Federal Highway 
Administration, and Caltrans as assigned, cannot undertake or provide assistance for 
new construction located in wetlands unless the head of the agency finds: 1) that there 
is no practicable alternative to the construction and 2) the proposed project includes 
all practicable measures to minimize harm. 

At the state level, wetlands and waters are regulated primarily by the California 
Department of Fish and Game and the Regional Water Quality Control Boards. In 
certain circumstances, the Coastal Commission (or Bay Conservation and 
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Development Commission) may also be involved. Sections 1600-1607 of the Fish and 
Game Code require any agency that proposes a project that would substantially divert 
or obstruct the natural flow of or substantially change the bed or bank of a river, 
stream, or lake to notify the California Department of Fish and Game before 
beginning construction. If the California Department of Fish and Game determines 
that the project may substantially and adversely affect fish or wildlife resources, a 
Lake or Streambed Alteration Agreement would be required. The California 
Department of Fish and Game’s jurisdictional limits are usually defined by the tops of 
the stream or lake banks, or the outer edge of riparian vegetation, whichever is wider. 
Wetlands under jurisdiction of the Army Corps of Engineers may or may not be 
included in the area covered by a Streambed Alteration Agreement obtained from the 
Department of Fish and Game.    

The Regional Water Quality Control Boards were established under the Porter-
Cologne Water Quality Control Act to oversee water quality. The Regional Water 
Quality Control Boards also issue water quality certifications in compliance with 
Section 401 of the Clean Water Act. Please see the Water Quality section for 
additional details. 

Affected Environment 
Caltrans prepared a Natural Environment Study, dated June 7, 2007, for this project. 

The proposed project is located adjacent to the western shore of Topaz Lake. No 
wetlands or other waters lie in the project area. 

Environmental Consequences 
Each build alternative proposes a different design at the northern end of the project 
limits at High Point Curve (post miles 119.0 and 119.1). Alternative 1 proposes a cut 
and fill approach for curve correction as well as the construction of a retaining wall to 
keep fill out of Topaz Lake. Alternative 2 proposes to construct a concrete bridge at 
this location. The proposed 505-foot bridge would be used to span the most 
constrictive set of horizontal and vertical curves rather than make a large cut into the 
mountainsides. 

The proposed project would not affect Topaz Lake. The construction work proposed 
in both build alternatives would be done above the high water line of Topaz Lake. 
There would be no impacts to wetlands or other waters since there are none within the 
project area. 
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Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures 
Retaining walls would be constructed at various locations within the project limits to 
keep fill out of Topaz Lake. It is also recommended that silt fencing be placed at the 
toe of the slope along the east side of the highway. 

With the selection of Alternative 1 as the Preferred Alternative, the proposed project 
would not require a Streambed Alteration Agreement per Section 1602 of the 
California Fish and Game Code, a Section 401 Water Quality Certification, or a 
Section 404 Permit of the Clean Water Act. 

2.3.3 Animal Species 

Regulatory Setting 
Many state and federal laws regulate impacts to wildlife. The U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service, the National Oceanographic and Atmospheric Fisheries Service, and the 
California Department of Fish and Game are responsible for implementing these 
laws. This section discusses potential impacts and permit requirements associated 
with wildlife not listed or proposed for listing under the state or federal Endangered 
Species Act. Species listed or proposed for listing as threatened or endangered are 
discussed in Section 2.3.4. All other special-status animal species are discussed here, 
including California Department of Fish and Game fully protected species and 
species of special concern, and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service or National 
Oceanographic and Atmospheric Fisheries Service candidate species.   

Federal laws and regulations pertaining to wildlife include the following: 

• National Environmental Policy Act 
• Migratory Bird Treaty Act 
• Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act 

 
State laws and regulations pertaining to wildlife include the following: 

• California Environmental Quality Act 
• Sections 1601 – 1603 of the Fish and Game Code 
• Sections 4150 and 4152 of the Fish and Game Code 
• Section 2081 of the Fish and Game Code 
In addition to state and federal laws regulating impacts to wildlife, there are often 
local regulations (example: county or city) that need to be considered when 
developing projects. If work is being done on federal land (Bureau of Land 
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Management or Forest Service, for example), then those agencies’ guidelines and 
policies are followed. 
 
Affected Environment 
Caltrans prepared a Natural Environment Study, dated June 7, 2007, for this project. 

According to the sensitive species list obtained from the Reno Field Office of the U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service (Appendix C), a total of two special-status animal species 
have the potential to occur in the project area: the bald eagle (Haliaeetus 
leucocephalus) and Lahontan cutthroat trout (Oncorhynchus clarki henshawi). See 
Appendix D. The bald eagle is discussed in Section 2.3.4 Threatened and Endangered 
Species. 

The Lahontan cutthroat trout does not occur within the project area. 

Mule deer (Odocoileus hemionus) do not have a special status, but are considered part 
of the natural environment. The biological study area includes a total of 161.3 acres 
of Pinyon/Juniper Woodland habitat, which is habitat used by deer. 

Environmental Consequences 
Habitat for the Lahontan cutthroat trout does not occur within the project area, 
including Topaz Lake. Therefore, the proposed project would not affect this species 
and no further analysis was conducted. 

Alternative 1 would permanently affect 12.5 acres and temporarily affect 33.5 acres 
of Pinyon/Juniper Woodland habitat. Alternative 2 would permanently affect 12 acres 
and temporarily affect 28 acres. 

Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures 
No mitigation would be required for the Lahontan cutthroat trout. 

Revegetation efforts for the affected acres of Pinyon/Juniper Woodland habitat are 
discussed in Section 2.3.1. 

Caltrans has monitored deer kill numbers since 2003 and will continue these 
monitoring practices after the project is constructed. If there is an increase in kill 
numbers after construction of the project, then Caltrans would implement appropriate 
mitigation measures after consultation with the California Department of Fish and 
Game and the Bureau of Land Management, Bishop Field Office. 
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2.3.4 Threatened and Endangered Species 
Regulatory Setting 
The primary federal law protecting threatened and endangered species is the Federal 
Endangered Species Act: United States Code, Section 1531, et seq. See also 50 Code 
of Federal Regulations Part 402. This act and subsequent amendments provide for the 
conservation of endangered and threatened species and the ecosystems on which they 
depend. Under Section 7 of this act, federal agencies, such as the Federal Highway 
Administration, and Caltrans as assigned, are required to consult with the U.S. Fish 
and Wildlife Service and the National Oceanographic and Atmospheric 
Administration Fisheries Service to ensure that they are not undertaking, funding, 
permitting, or authorizing actions likely to jeopardize the continued existence of listed 
species or destroy or adversely modify designated critical habitat. Critical habitat is 
defined as geographic locations critical to the existence of a threatened or endangered 
species. The outcome of consultation under Section 7 is a Biological Opinion or an 
incidental take statement. Section 3 of the Federal Endangered Species Act defines 
take as “harass, harm, pursue, hunt, shoot, wound, kill, trap, capture, or collect or any 
attempt at such conduct.” 

California has enacted a similar law at the state level, the California Endangered 
Species Act, California Fish and Game Code, Section 2050, et seq. The California 
Endangered Species Act emphasizes early consultation to avoid potential impacts to 
rare, endangered, and threatened species and to develop appropriate planning to offset 
project-caused losses of listed species populations and their essential habitats. The 
California Department of Fish and Game is the agency responsible for implementing 
the California Endangered Species Act. Section 2081 of the Fish and Game Code 
prohibits “take” of any species determined to be an endangered species or a 
threatened species. Take is defined in Section 86 of the Fish and Game Code as 
“hunt, pursue, catch, capture, or kill, or attempt to hunt, pursue, catch, capture, or 
kill.” The California Endangered Species Act allows for take incidental to otherwise 
lawful development projects; for these actions an incidental take permit is issued by 
the California Department of Fish and Game. For projects requiring a Biological 
Opinion under Section 7 of the Federal Endangered Species Act, the California 
Department of Fish and Game may also authorize impacts to the California 
Endangered Species Act species by issuing a Consistency Determination under 
Section 2080.1 of the Fish and Game Code.  
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Affected Environment 
According to the sensitive species list obtained from the Reno Field Office of the U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service (Appendix C), a total of two special-status animal species 
have the potential to occur in the project area: the bald eagle (Haliaeetus 
leucocephalus) and Lahontan cutthroat trout (Oncorhynchus clarki henshawi). 

The Lahontan cutthroat trout does not occur within the project area, including Topaz 
Lake. Therefore, no further analysis was conducted for this species. 

Valley Sedge 
Valley sedge is known to occur in meadows and seeps. The western shore of Topaz 
Lake borders the east side of the biological study area, creating some fringe riparian 
habitat. 

Surveys for the valley sedge were conducted July 11 to 13, 2005 using the Guidelines 
for Conducting and Reporting Botanical Inventories for Federally Listed, Proposed 
and Candidate Species (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 2000). The valley sedge was 
not observed during these surveys. 

Bald Eagle 
Bald eagles are known to nest in large trees within one mile of water. During the 
winter season, bald eagles occupy wintering sites that are generally close to open 
water and offer good perch trees and night roosts. The California Department of Fish 
and Game’s Natural Diversity Database documents an active nest during the periods 
of 1989-1992 and 1994-1996 on private land located about one mile north of the 
project limits along the California-Nevada border. 

Surveys for the bald eagle were conducted using the Bald Eagle Breeding Survey 
Instructions (California Department of Fish and Game 1998). Surveys occurred 
between June 2005 and February 2006. No bald eagles or bald eagle nests were 
observed during these surveys. 

Environmental Consequences 
Valley Sedge 
The proposed project would not have any direct or indirect effects on valley sedge. 

Bald Eagle 
The proposed project would not have any direct or indirect effects on the bald eagle. 
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Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures 
Valley Sedge 
No mitigation would be required for the valley sedge. 

Bald Eagle 
If construction activities could not take place outside the breeding season, pre-
construction surveys for bald eagle nests would be conducted. If bald eagle nesting 
activities are observed, a protective buffer would be delineated by a qualified 
biologist and the entire area would be avoided to prevent destruction or disturbance to 
the nests until they are no longer active. Further nesting bird measures can be found 
under Migratory Bird Protection below and in Appendix E. 

Migratory Bird Protection 
The contractor shall protect migratory birds, their occupied nests, and their eggs as 
specified in these special provisions. 

Nesting or attempted nesting by migratory birds is anticipated to occur between, but 
not limited to between, February 15th and September 1st. The Federal Migratory Bird 
Treaty Act (16 U.S.C. 703 et seq.), Title 50 Code of Federal Regulations part 10, and 
California Department of Fish and Game Code Sections 3503, 3513, and 3800, 
protect migratory birds, their occupied nests, and their eggs. 

The Federal and California Endangered Species Acts protect occupied and 
unoccupied nests of some threatened and endangered bird species. The Bald Eagle 
Protection Act (16 U.S.C. 668) prohibits the destruction of bald and golden eagles’ 
occupied and unoccupied nests. 

When evidence of migratory bird nesting that may be adversely affected by 
construction activities is discovered, or when birds are injured or killed as a result of 
construction activities, the contractor shall immediately stop work within 200 feet of 
the nests and notify the engineer. Work shall not resume until the engineer provides 
written notification that work may begin in this location. 

When ordered by the engineer, the contractor shall use exclusion devices or remove 
and dispose of partially constructed and unoccupied nests of migratory birds on a 
regular basis to prevent their occupation. Nest materials would not be deposited in, 
permitted to pass into, or placed where they can pass into the waters of this state. 
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Penalties as used in this section, “Migratory Bird Protection,” shall include fines, 
penalties, and damages, whether proposed, assessed, or levied against Caltrans or the 
contractor. Penalties shall also include payments made or costs incurred in settlement 
for alleged violations of applicable laws, regulations, or requirements.  Costs incurred 
could include sums spent for mitigation or to remediate or correct violations instead 
of for penalties. 

Notwithstanding any other remedies authorized by law, Caltrans may retain or 
withhold payment due the contractor under the contract, in an amount determined by 
Caltrans, up to and including the entire amount of penalties proposed, assessed, or 
levied as a result of the contractor’s violation of federal or state law, regulations, or 
requirements. Caltrans may retain funds until final disposition has been made as to 
the penalties. The contractor shall remain liable for the full amount of penalties until 
such time as they are finally resolved with the entity seeking the penalties. Upon final 
disposition, Caltrans shall inform the contractor of the withheld amount. 

2.3.5 Invasive Species 
Regulatory Setting 
On February 3, 1999, President Bill Clinton signed Executive Order 13112 requiring 
federal agencies to combat the introduction or spread of invasive species in the 
United States. The order defines invasive species as “any species, including its seeds, 
eggs, spores, or other biological material capable of propagating that species, that is 
not native to that ecosystem, whose introduction does or is likely to cause economic 
or environmental harm or harm to human health.” Federal Highway Administration 
guidance issued August 10, 1999 directs the use of the state’s noxious weed list to 
define the invasive plants that must be considered as part of the National 
Environmental Policy Act analysis for a proposed project. 

Affected Environment 
Caltrans prepared a Natural Environment Study, dated June 7, 2007, for this project. 

Much of the habitat in the project area was burned by wildfire in July 2000. Since 
then, ruderal habitat has been established and is the most prevalent ground vegetation 
within the biological study area. Ruderal habitat is a plant community made up of 
predominately weedy invasive plant species. The invasive plant species identified 
throughout the biological study area consists primarily of the following: black 
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mustard (Brassica nigra), filaree (Erodium cicutarium), Russian thistle (Salsola kali), 
poison hemlock (Conium maculatum), and brome (Bromus rigidus). 

Environmental Consequences 
The ruderal habitat within the biological study area is primarily composed of the five 
invasive plant species listed above. Some of these invasive plant species may be 
removed during construction of the project. 

Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures 
The landscaping and erosion control included in the project would not use species 
listed as noxious weeds. In areas of particular sensitivity, extra precautions would be 
taken if invasive species were found in or adjacent to the construction areas. These 
include the inspection and cleaning of construction equipment and eradication 
strategies to be implemented should an invasion occur. 

2.4 Construction Impacts  

Temporary construction impacts would result from traffic delays, dust, and noise. 
Invasive plant species were identified in the project area during the biological studies 
(Natural Environment Study, June 7, 2007). Weed seed can also be inadvertently 
introduced into the corridor on equipment during construction and through the use of 
mulch, imported soil or gravel, and sod. 

The residents of Antelope Valley, including the communities of Walker, Coleville, 
and Topaz, California, would be most directly affected by this project. Many of these 
residents commute north to Nevada, to Topaz Lake, Gardnerville, and Carson City.  

During construction of the proposed project, viewers would see materials, equipment, 
and workers, as well as the operations of construction, including trenches, 
excavations, and structures in the process of being built. Impacts of construction are 
unavoidable and are considered less than significant and temporary. Motorists and 
pedestrians would be exposed briefly to construction activities while passing through 
the construction zone. There are about 50 residences approximately one to two miles 
north of the project limits and about 20 residences a half-mile to one mile south of the 
project limits. Residents of these homes would be exposed to construction activities 
on a more continuous basis. 
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Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures 
Caltrans Standard Specifications pertaining to dust control and dust palliative 
requirements are a required part of all construction contracts and should effectively 
reduce and control emission impacts during construction. The provisions of Caltrans 
Standard Specifications, Section 7-1.01F “Air Pollution Control” and Section 10 
“Dust Control,” require the contractor to comply with the Great Basin Unified Air 
Pollution Control District’s rules, ordinances, and regulations. 

Standard Provision Section 7-1.01I “Sound Control Requirements” of the Standard 
Specifications would be included in the construction contract to minimize noise 
impacts. 

The landscaping and erosion control included in the project would not use species 
listed as noxious weeds. In areas of particular sensitivity, extra precautions would be 
taken if invasive species were found in or adjacent to the construction areas. These 
include the inspection and cleaning of construction equipment and eradication 
strategies to be implemented should an invasion occur. Invasive Species are discussed 
in Section 2.3.5. 

Constraints of the steep hillside to the west and Topaz Lake to the east would create 
traffic control challenges during construction that include limited room for detours 
and delays while excess debris is cleared and cut slopes are stabilized. 

During construction, a traffic management plan would be prepared to help reduce 
traffic delays, congestion, and accidents. Standard Caltrans construction practices 
include providing information on roadway conditions and using portable changeable 
message signs, lane and road closures, advance warning signs, alternate routes, 
reverse and alternate traffic control, and a traffic contingency plan for unforeseen 
circumstances and emergencies. Public meetings in Antelope Valley communities 
would be conducted during project development to advise residents of the project and 
associated traffic control strategies. 

It is proposed to construct the project in four stages. Each stage would require one-
lane reversible traffic control. The one-direction control would be accomplished using 
flaggers and temporary signals at each end of the project – a total of 1.8 miles of one-
way traffic. The staged one-lane traffic control is estimated to take 8 to 12 months. 
During periods of extended work shutdown, such as winter suspensions, the fully 
operational two-lane highway would be maintained. 
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A speed limit of 25 miles per hour through the project would create a minimum 10-
minute wait at each end, depending on the queue. Additional delays would occur 
when blasting and/or sidehill excavation create unsafe passage. Although a 20-minute 
total maximum delay would be specified, there would likely be some occasions where 
delays of up to an additional 50 minutes, for a total of 70 minutes, could occur as 
excess debris is cleared and cut slopes are stabilized. To minimize this delay and 
protect the roadway, temporary rock fall protection would be used at the base of 
major cut slope excavations. 

Full closure of U.S. Highway 395 during portions of the day will be considered. This 
would be done in the interest of expediting the most difficult work and minimizing 
the overall disruption to the public during construction. During full closure of the 
project limits, there would be signed detours on existing nearby highways and a 
public information campaign. The District Lane Closure Review Committee must 
approve all closures longer than 20 minutes. 

If full closures are used, there are two proposed detour routes. Automobiles 
northbound on U.S. Highway 395 may be directed to State Route 89 over Monitor 
Pass through Markleeville, California. In Nevada, automobiles may be directed to 
State Route 88 in Minden, Nevada. This detour runs west of the project area and 
would add about 20 miles distance and 39 minutes travel time. Trucks in Nevada 
would be directed to State Route 208 (“Holbrook Junction”). In California, they 
would be directed to State Route 182 at Bridgeport. This detour through Nevada runs 
east of the project area and would add about 7 miles distance and 25 minutes travel 
time. If the State Route 88/State Route 89 detour route is not available, the detour 
through Nevada for Antelope Valley residents would add up to 45 miles and 65 
minutes travel time since motorists would have to travel south to Bridgeport to reach 
State Route 182. Interregional trucks on northbound U.S Highway 395 would be 
advised to take State Route 6 from Bishop. 

Once the Traffic Management Plan is finalized, Caltrans would provide a map of 
detours to the public. 

The Caltrans Public Affairs Office would keep the local media informed of 
construction progress and information pertaining to delays, closures, and major 
changes in traffic patterns. The resident engineer would provide this information 
through the Caltrans District 9 Traffic Branch.  
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2.5 Cumulative Impacts 

Regulatory Setting 
Cumulative impacts are those that result from past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable future actions, combined with the potential impacts of this project. A 
cumulative effect assessment looks at the collective impacts posed by individual land 
use plans and projects. Cumulative impacts can result from individually minor, but 
collectively substantial impacts taking place over a period of time. 

Cumulative impacts to resources in the project area may result from residential, 
commercial, industrial, and highway development, as well as from agricultural 
development and the conversion to more intensive types of agricultural cultivation. 
These land use activities can degrade habitat and species diversity through 
consequences such as displacement and fragmentation of habitats and populations, 
alteration of hydrology, contamination, erosion, sedimentation, disruption of 
migration corridors, changes in water quality, and introduction or promotion of 
predators. They can also contribute to potential community impacts identified for the 
project, such as changes in community character, traffic patterns, housing availability, 
and employment. 

Section 15130 of the California Environmental Quality Act Guidelines describes 
when a cumulative impact analysis is warranted and what elements are necessary for 
an adequate discussion of cumulative impacts. The definition of cumulative impacts, 
under the California Environmental Quality Act, can be found in Section 15355 of the 
California Environmental Quality Act Guidelines. A definition of cumulative 
impacts, under the National Environmental Policy Act, can be found in 40 Code of 
Federal Regulations, Section 1508.7 of the Council on Environmental Quality 
regulations. 

Affected Environment 
There is currently one project being developed on U.S. Highway 395 within the 
general area. This project, which is currently planned for construction in the summer 
of 2008, involves the construction of a left-turn lane between post miles 109.7 and 
115.3. This project is known as the “Topaz-Larson Turn Lane” and is located two 
miles south of the High Point Curve Realignment. 
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Environmental Consequences 
The High Point Curve Realignment project is not expected to cause measurable 
cumulative effects to any natural resources in the area. 

Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures 
No mitigation would be required. 

2.6 Climate Change 

Regulatory Setting 
While climate change has been a concern since at least 1988 as evidenced by the 
establishment of the United Nations and World Meteorological Organization’s 
Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change, the efforts devoted to greenhouse gas 
emissions reduction and climate change research and policy have increased 
dramatically in recent years. In 2002, with the passage of Assembly Bill 1493, 
California launched an innovative and proactive approach to dealing with greenhouse 
gas emissions and climate change at the state level. Assembly Bill 1493 requires the 
Air Resources Board to develop and implement regulations to reduce automobile and 
light truck greenhouse gas emissions; these regulations will apply to automobiles and 
light trucks beginning with the 2009-model year. Greenhouse gases related to human 
activity include carbon dioxide, methane, nitrous oxide, tetrafluoromethane, 
hexafluoroethane, sulfur hexafluoride, HFC-23 (fluoroform), HFC-134a (1,1,1,2-
tetrafluoroethane), and HFC-152a (difluoroethane). 

On June 1, 2005, Governor Arnold Schwarzenegger signed Executive Order S-3-05. 
The goal of this executive order is to reduce California’s greenhouse gas emissions 
to: 1) 2000 levels by 2010, 2) 1990 levels by the 2020, and 3) 80 percent below the 
1990 levels by the year 2050. In 2006, this goal was further reinforced with the 
passage of Assembly Bill 32, the Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006. Assembly 
Bill 32 sets the same overall greenhouse gas emissions reduction goals while further 
mandating that the Air Resources Board create a plan, which includes market 
mechanisms, and implement rules to achieve “real, quantifiable, cost-effective 
reductions of greenhouse gases.” Executive Order S-20-06, signed on October 17, 
2006, further directs state agencies to begin implementing Assembly Bill 32, 
including the recommendations made by the state’s Climate Action Team. 
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Climate change and greenhouse gas reduction is also a concern at the federal level; 
however, at this time, no legislation or regulations have been enacted specifically 
addressing greenhouse gas emissions reductions and climate change. 

Affected Environment 
According to Recommendations by the Association of Environmental Professionals 
on How to Analyze Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Global Climate Change in CEQA 
Documents (March 5, 2007), an individual project does not generate enough 
greenhouse gas emissions to significantly influence global climate change. Global 
climate change is a cumulative impact; a project participates in this potential impact 
through its incremental contribution combined with the cumulative increase of all 
other sources of greenhouse gases. 

Caltrans and its parent agency, the Business, Transportation, and Housing Agency, 
have taken an active role in addressing greenhouse gas emissions reduction and 
climate change. Recognizing that 98 percent of California’s greenhouse gas emissions 
are from the burning of fossil fuels and 40 percent of all human-made greenhouse gas 
emissions are from transportation, Caltrans has created and is implementing the 
Climate Action Program at Caltrans (December 2006).   

One of the strategies in Caltrans’ Climate Action Program to reduce greenhouse gas 
emissions is to make California’s transportation system more efficient. The highest 
levels of carbon dioxide from mobile sources, such as automobiles, occur at stop-and-
go speeds (0-25 miles per hour) and speeds over 55 miles per hour. Relieving 
congestion by enhancing operations and improving travel times in high congestion 
travel corridors will lead to an overall reduction in greenhouse gas emissions. 

Environmental Consequences 
The build alternatives of the proposed project would correct the curves and dips on 
the existing alignment and increase the design speed for this segment of U.S. 
Highway 395. The improvements would keep traffic flowing at a consistent speed 
through the segment. Due to the improved traffic flow, carbon dioxide emissions 
should be reduced despite a slow increase over time in vehicles using the highway. 

Caltrans recognizes the concern that carbon dioxide emissions raise for climate 
change. However, modeling and gauging the impacts associated with an increase in 
greenhouse gas emission levels, including carbon dioxide, at the project level is not 
currently possible. No federal, state, or regional regulatory agency has provided 
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methodology or criteria for greenhouse gas emissions and climate change impact 
analysis. Therefore, Caltrans is unable to provide a scientific- or regulatory-based 
conclusion regarding whether the project’s contribution to climate change is 
cumulatively considerable. 

Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures 
Caltrans continues to be actively involved on the Governor’s Climate Action Team as 
the Air Resources Board works to implement Assembly Bills 1493 and 32. As part of 
the Climate Action Program at Caltrans (December 2006), Caltrans is supporting 
efforts to reduce vehicle miles traveled by planning and implementing smart land use 
strategies: job/housing proximity, transit-oriented communities, and high-density 
housing along transit corridors. Caltrans is working closely with local jurisdictions on 
planning activities; however, Caltrans does not have local land use planning 
authority. Caltrans is also supporting efforts to improve the energy efficiency of the 
transportation sector by increasing vehicle fuel economy in new cars and light and 
heavy-duty trucks. However, it is important to note that control of fuel economy 
standards is held by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency and the Air Resources 
Board. Lastly, the use of alternative fuels is also being considered; Caltrans is 
participating in funding for alternative fuel research at the University of California 
Davis.
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Chapter 3 Comments and Coordination 
Early and continuing coordination with the general public and appropriate public 
agencies is an essential part of the environmental process to determine the scope of 
environmental documentation, the level of analysis, potential impacts and mitigation 
measures, and related environmental requirements. Agency consultation and public 
participation for this project have been accomplished through a variety of formal and 
informal methods, including project development team meetings and interagency 
coordination meetings. This chapter summarizes the results of Caltrans’ efforts to 
fully identify, address, and resolve project-related issues through early and continuing 
coordination. 

As part of the scoping process, Caltrans environmental technical staff gathered 
information for the project through record searches, drive-by surveys, and walk-the-
area surveys. Based on these early results and observations, a Preliminary 
Environmental Analysis Report was completed in October 1999. The report presented 
an overview of potential environmental issues and constraints that might be 
encountered if the proposed project were to move forward with construction. 

In 1999, the Mono County Local Transportation Commission sent a letter to Caltrans 
requesting that this section of U.S. Highway 395 within the proposed project limits be 
examined. In that letter, the Mono County Local Transportation Commission listed 
the following items for Caltrans to consider: increase the radii of the curves to 
provide a consistent design speed, review curves to see if possibilities exist to 
minimize icy conditions, make improvements to reduce accidents, and consider 
additional improvements that focus on traveler safety and/or other enhancements that 
could be included. 

On May 16, 2000, a Caltrans biologist met with the Bureau of Land Management. 
The purpose of the meeting was to discuss the Bureau of Land Management’s main 
points of concern about the proposed project. 

On April 24, 2001, Caltrans received a letter from the Bureau of Land Management. 
The letter referred to the May 16, 2000 meeting with Caltrans and reiterated the 
following main points of concern: cut-slope angle affecting revegetation; deer 
mortality, and maintaining the Topaz Lake fish/boat access; this existing access 
consists of an unmaintained dirt road that leads from the highway to the Topaz Lake 
shoreline. Regarding the cut-slope angle, Caltrans designed the project so that it 



Chapter 3  Comments and Coordination 

 

48 High Point Curve Realignment 

would flatten the slopes more than the current ones to create a stable slope that is 
more prone to revegetation. Regarding deer mortality, a detailed analysis was 
conducted for the mule deer during the biological studies. Regarding the Topaz Lake 
fish/boat access, the project includes an improved standard paved driveway 
connection from the highway at the access road. 

On August 25, 2003, a Caltrans environmental planner requested a species list from 
the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service office in Reno, Nevada. 

On October 2, 2003, a Caltrans environmental planner received a species list for the 
proposed project from the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service in Reno, Nevada. 

In June 2004, Caltrans District 9 staff conducted a Value Analysis Study. The study 
focused on alternatives that would improve operations, maintain or improve safety, 
reduce costs if possible, and satisfy the local stakeholders. 

On October 17, 2005, a Caltrans biologist requested an updated species list from the 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service office in Reno, Nevada. 

On November 2, 2005, a Caltrans biologist received an updated species list for the 
proposed project from the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service office in Reno, Nevada. 

In July 2006, Caltrans met with the Nevada Department of Transportation to discuss 
the proposed project. The Nevada Department of Transportation did not have any 
concerns or needs regarding the project. 

On June 19, 2007, a Caltrans environmental planner spoke with the California 
Highway Patrol office in Bridgeport regarding the status of the project. 

On August 29, 2007, Caltrans held a public hearing at the Walker Community Center 
in Walker. Caltrans staff from project management, design engineering, and 
environmental planning used maps and visual display boards to present project 
information. The public was encouraged to submit comments in writing at the hearing 
or give comments orally to the court reporter, who was present. 

On September 6, 2007, Caltrans staff from project management and design 
engineering attended the Antelope Valley Regional Planning Advisory Committee 
meeting. Caltrans used maps and visual display boards to present project information. 
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On October 9, 2007, the Caltrans project manager spoke with Tim Taylor of the 
Department of Fish and Game about the potential project impacts to mule deer. 
Caltrans agreed to explore the possibilities of monitoring during mule deer activities 
from January through March as well as increasing culvert size to make the culverts 
more accommodating to wildlife. 

On November 1, 2007, Caltrans staff from project management and design 
engineering attended the Antelope Valley Regional Planning Advisory Committee 
meeting. Caltrans presented new project information regarding the project costs and 
traffic management plan. 

On November 2, 2007, staff from Caltrans, Mono County Community Development-
Planning Division, Bureau of Land Management, and California Highway Patrol held 
a meeting to recommend Alternative 1 as the Preferred Alternative. 

Caltrans also made coordination efforts with management staff of the Walker River 
Irrigation District. These efforts included telephone conversations and invitations to 
project development meetings. 
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University of Pacific; 9 years environmental planning experience. 
Contribution: Initiated the environmental studies. 

Roger Valverde, Graphic Designer II. Certificate of Multimedia, Mount San Jacinto 
and coursework at California State University, Fresno; 24 years visual design 
and public participation experience. Contribution: Prepared graphics. 
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Appendix A California Environmental 
Quality Act Checklist 

The following checklist identifies physical, biological, social, and economic factors 
that might be affected by the proposed project. The California Environmental Quality 
Act impact levels include “potentially significant impact,” “less than significant 
impact with mitigation,” “less than significant impact,” and “no impact.”  

Supporting documentation of all California Environmental Quality Act checklist 
determinations is provided in Chapter 2 of this Initial Study/Environmental 
Assessment. Documentation of “No Impact” determinations is provided at the 
beginning of Chapter 2. Discussion of all impacts, avoidance, minimization, and/or 
mitigation measures is under the appropriate topic headings in Chapter 2. 
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AESTHETICS - Would the project:  
 
a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista?    X      

 
 

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

 
 

 
 

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

 

 
 

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

 
 

 
AGRICULTURE RESOURCES - In determining 
whether impacts to agricultural resources are 
significant environmental effects, lead agencies may 
refer to the California Agricultural Land Evaluation 
and Site Assessment Model (1997) prepared by the 
California Dept. of Conservation as an optional model 
to use in assessing impacts on agriculture and 
farmland. Would the project: 

 

 
 

      X  

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

 

 

 
 

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

 

 

 
 

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

 

 

 
AIR QUALITY - Where available, the significance 
criteria established by the applicable air quality 
management or air pollution control district may be 
relied upon to make the following determinations. 
Would the project: 

 

 
 

      X  a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the 
applicable air quality plan? 
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      X  
b) Violate any air quality standard or contribute 
substantially to an existing or projected air quality 
violation? 

 

 

 
 

      X  

c) Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase 
of any criteria pollutant for which the project region is 
non-attainment under an applicable federal or state 
ambient air quality standard (including releasing 
emissions, which exceed quantitative thresholds for 
ozone precursors)? 

 

 

 
 

      X  d) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant 
concentration? 

 

 

 
 

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

 

 

 
BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES - Would the project:  
 

 

      X  

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

 

 

 
 

    X    

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

 

 

 
 

      X  

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

 

 

 
 

    X    

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

 

 

 
 

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

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

 

 

 
CULTURAL RESOURCES - Would the project:  
 

 

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

 

 

 

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

 

Archaeological resources are considered 
“historical resources” and are covered 
under (a). 

 
 

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

 

 

 
 

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

 
 

 
GEOLOGY AND SOILS - Would the project:  
 

 

      X  
a) Expose people or structures to potential substantial 
adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or 
death involving: 

 

 

 
 

      X  

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

 

 

 
ii) Strong seismic ground shaking?        X  
 

 

      X  iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction? 
 

 

 
iv) Landslides?        X  
 

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

 

 
 c) Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or 

that would become unstable as a result of the project, and 
potentially result in onsite or offsite landslide, lateral 

 

      X  
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spreading, subsidence, liquefaction, or collapse?   

 
 

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

 

 

 
 

      X  

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

 

 

 
HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS - 
Would the project: 

 

 
 

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

 

 

 
 

      X  

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

 

 

 
 

      X  

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

 

 

 
 

      X  

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

 

 

 
 

      X  

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

 

 

 
 

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

 

 

 
 

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

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

 

 

 
HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY - Would 
the project: 

 

 
 

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

 
 

 
 

      X  

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

 

 

 
 

      X  

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

 

 

 
 

      X  

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

 

 

 
 

      X  

e) Create or contribute runoff water that would exceed 
the capacity of existing or planned storm water 
drainage systems or provide substantial additional 
sources of polluted runoff? 

 

 

 
f) Otherwise substantially degrade water quality?      X    

 
 

 

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

 

 

 
 

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

 

 

 
 i) Expose people or structures to a significant risk of 

loss, injury, or death involving flooding, including 
 

      X  
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flooding as a result of the failure of a levee or dam?   

 
j) Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow?        X  

 
LAND USE AND PLANNING - Would the project:   
 
a)  Physically divide an established community?        X  
 

 

      X  

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

 

 

 
 

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

 

 

 
MINERAL RESOURCES - Would the project:   
 

 

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

 

 

 
 

      X  

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

 

 

 
NOISE - Would the project result in:  
 

 

      X  

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

 

 

 
 

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

 

 

 
 

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

 

 

 
 

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

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

 

 

 
 

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

 

 
 

POPULATION AND HOUSING - Would the 
project:  

 
 

      X  

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

 
 

 
 

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

 
 

 
 

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

 
 

 
PUBLIC SERVICES -  

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

 

 
 Fire protection?        X  

 
 Police protection?       X  

 
 Schools?        X  

 
 Parks?        X  

 
 Other public facilities?        X  
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RECREATION -  

 
 

      X  

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

 
 

 
 

      X  

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

 
 

 
TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC - Would the 
project:  

 

 

      X  

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

 

 

 
      X  

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

 
 

 
 

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

 
 

 
 

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

 
 

 

e) Result in inadequate emergency access?        X  

 
f) Result in inadequate parking capacity?        X  

 
 

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

 
 

 
UTILITY AND SERVICE SYSTEMS - Would the project:  

 
 

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

 

 
 b) Require or result in the construction of new water or 

wastewater treatment facilities or expansion of existing 
 

      X  



Potentially 
significant 

impact 

Less than 
significant 

impact with 
mitigation 

Less than 
significant 

impact 
No 

impact 
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facilities, the construction of which could cause 
significant environmental effects? 

 
 

 
 

      X  

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

 
 

 
 

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

 
 

 
 

      X  

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

 
 

 
 

      X  
f) Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted 
capacity to accommodate the project’s solid waste 
disposal needs? 

 
 

 

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

 

 
MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE -  

 

 

      X  

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

 

 

 
 

      X  

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

 

 

 
 

      X  
c) Does the project have environmental effects that 
will cause substantial adverse effects on human 
beings, either directly or indirectly? 
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Appendix B Title VI Policy Statement  
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Appendix C U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
Species List 
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Appendix D Biological Study Area 
Sensitive Species List 

Scientific 
Name 

Common 
Name 

Status Specific 
Habitat 

 
Present/ 
Absent 

Species 
  
 

Present/
Absent 

Rationale for 
Species  

Presence/Absence 
Finding 

Plants: 

Carex vallicola Valley 
sedge CNPS 2 P A 

Habitat present at the 
edge of the biological 
study area. 

Orthotrichum 
shevockii 

Shevock’s 
bristle-moss 

CNPS 
1B P A 

Granitic rocks are not 
present within the 
biological study area. 

Animals: 

Haliaeetus 
leucocephalus Bald eagle SE, FT P A 

Habitat present at the 
edge of the biological 
study area and at the 
historic nesting 
territory at the 
California-Nevada 
border. 

Oncorhynchus 
clarki henshawis 

Lahontan 
cutthroat 
trout 

FT A A 
Habitat not present 
within the biological 
study area. 

 
Odocoileus 
Hemionus 
 

Mule Deer Not 
Applicable P P 

Within designated 
winter range. 

Source: Natural Environment Study (2007) and the California Natural Diversity Database 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

A  No further work is needed  
P  General habitat is present and species may be present 
FT  Federally Threatened    
SE  State Endangered 
CNPS 1B California Native Plant Society listing for plants rare, threatened, or endangered in California 

and elsewhere. 
CNPS 2  California Native Plant Society listing for plants rare, threatened, or endangered in California, 

but more common elsewhere. 
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Appendix E Minimization and/or Mitigation 
Summary 

Utilities/Emergency Services 
Before construction, utilities affected by the project would be relocated in 
coordination with the utility companies. 

During construction, widened pullouts would be provided where possible throughout 
the controlled section for opposing vehicles to pull out of the way of oncoming 
emergency vehicles. Coordination efforts with emergency service providers would be 
conducted prior to construction. 

Visual/Aesthetics 
Under the direction of the Caltrans Landscape Architecture representative, 
implementation of the mitigation measures below would reduce the visual impacts of 
the project. 

1. Considerable effort would be made toward the restoration of the original quality 
and character of the vegetated roadside. Duff (the top four inches of soil) from 
disturbed slopes would be stripped and stockpiled. The duff would be evenly 
redistributed over the disturbed slopes before the erosion control application. A 
separate revegetation contract with extended establishment period will follow the 
completion of the roadway project. Materials and methods would be specified in 
the construction documents for the revegetation process.   

2. The cut slopes would be shaped from top to bottom to match the undisturbed 
landforms immediately adjacent to the disturbance so that the slope cuts appear to 
be a natural extension of the undisturbed slopes. Slope grades would be 
constructed to facilitate planting, erosion control and ease of maintenance. 

3. Substantial rock outcroppings that are unearthed during the slope cutting 
operation would be preserved to restore the diversity seen in the undisturbed and 
natural-occurring landscape. 

4. Existing trees would be preserved wherever possible. 

5. Structures would be designed with architectural details, pigments, and surface 
treatments to minimize the degree of visual impacts expected with the project 
alternatives.  
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6. Where feasible, highway signs would not be placed within 30 feet of vista pullout 
locations. Scenic and interpretive nature signs would be placed at the edge of vista 
pullouts. 

Water Quality and Storm Water Runoff 
Construction site pollutants are controlled by the use of structural devices, such as silt 
fences and straw bales, and non-structural activities such as good housekeeping and 
construction-related waste management. These devices and activities are called Best 
Management Practices. The reason for using Best Management Practices on 
construction projects is to reduce water pollutants coming from Caltrans construction 
projects as much as possible. 

To minimize soil erosion, slopes would be kept to the minimum height required in an 
attempt to balance earthwork quantities. The vegetation and top four inches of soil 
(duff) from the excavation areas would be preserved during construction and then 
later used to cover the finished highway slopes. This would aid in the revegetation of 
disturbed areas by incorporating organic matter and any natural seed present in the 
soil. A mixture of native seed and straw would then be punched into these slopes and 
disturbed areas. 

A Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan would be prepared by the contractor and 
implemented during construction to the satisfaction of the resident engineer and 
according to the regulations of the Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board. 
The Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan would identify the sources of sediment 
and other pollutants that affect the quality of storm water discharges. The plan would 
also eliminate sediment and other pollutants in storm water as well as non-storm 
water discharges. 

Wetlands and Other Waters 
Retaining walls would be constructed at various locations within the project limits to 
keep fill out of Topaz Lake. It is also recommended that silt fencing be placed at the 
toe of the slope along the east side of the highway. 

Biology 
Pinyon/Juniper Woodland 
Plant seed shall be scattered for erosion control or revegetation purposes in sections 
of the project. To avoid the introduction of non-native plants, Caltrans would mitigate 
for impacts to the area disturbed by project activities by replanting with vegetation 
native to the area as specified in the Visual Impact Assessment (March 2, 2006) and 
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in conjunction with the Landscape Revegetation Project administered by the Caltrans 
District 9 Landscape Architect Branch. See Section 2.1.5, Avoidance, Minimization, 
and/or Mitigation Measures. 

Bald Eagle 
If construction activities could not take place outside the breeding season, pre-
construction surveys for bald eagle nests would be conducted. If bald eagle nesting 
activities are observed, a protective buffer would be delineated by a qualified 
biologist and the entire area would be avoided to prevent destruction or disturbance to 
the nests until they are no longer active. Further nesting bird measures can be found 
under the Contract Special Provisions for Migratory Birds described below. 

Migratory Bird Protection 
The contractor shall protect migratory birds, their occupied nests, and their eggs as 
specified in these special provisions. 

Nesting or attempted nesting by migratory birds is anticipated to occur between, but 
not limited to between, February 15th and September 1st. The Federal Migratory Bird 
Treaty Act (16 U.S.C. 703 et seq.), Title 50 Code of Federal Regulations part 10, and 
California Department of Fish and Game Code Sections 3503, 3513, and 3800, 
protect migratory birds, their occupied nests, and their eggs. 

The Federal and California Endangered Species Acts protect occupied and 
unoccupied nests of some threatened and endangered bird species. The Bald Eagle 
Protection Act (16 U.S.C. 668) prohibits the destruction of bald and golden eagles’ 
occupied and unoccupied nests. 

When evidence of migratory bird nesting that may be adversely affected by 
construction activities is discovered, or when birds are injured or killed as a result of 
construction activities, the contractor shall immediately stop work within 200 feet of 
the nests and notify the engineer. Work shall not resume until the engineer provides 
written notification that work may begin in this location. 

When ordered by the engineer, the contractor shall use exclusion devices or remove 
and dispose of partially constructed and unoccupied nests of migratory birds on a 
regular basis to prevent their occupation. Nest materials would not be deposited in, 
permitted to pass into, or placed where they can pass into the waters of this state. 
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Penalties as used in this section, “Migratory Bird Protection,” shall include fines, 
penalties, and damages, whether proposed, assessed, or levied against Caltrans or the 
contractor. Penalties shall also include payments made or costs incurred in settlement 
for alleged violations of applicable laws, regulations, or requirements.  Costs incurred 
could include sums spent for mitigation or to remediate or correct violations instead 
of for penalties. 

Notwithstanding any other remedies authorized by law, Caltrans may retain or 
withhold payment due the contractor under the contract, in an amount determined by 
Caltrans, up to and including the entire amount of penalties proposed, assessed, or 
levied as a result of the contractor’s violation of Federal or State law, regulations, or 
requirements. Caltrans may retain funds until final disposition has been made as to 
the penalties. The contractor shall remain liable for the full amount of penalties until 
such time as they are finally resolved with the entity seeking the penalties. Upon final 
disposition, Caltrans shall inform the contractor of the withheld amount. 

Construction 
Caltrans Standard Specifications pertaining to dust control and dust palliative 
requirements are a required part of all construction contracts and should effectively 
reduce and control emission impacts during construction. The provisions of Caltrans 
Standard Specifications, Section 7-1.01F “Air Pollution Control” and Section 10 
“Dust Control,” require the contractor to comply with the Great Basin Unified Air 
Pollution Control District’s rules, ordinances, and regulations. 

Standard Provision Section 7-1.01I “Sound Control Requirements” of the Standard 
Specifications would be included in the construction contract to minimize noise 
impacts. 

The landscaping and erosion control included in the project would not use species 
listed as noxious weeds. In areas of particular sensitivity, extra precautions would be 
taken if invasive species were found in or adjacent to the construction areas. These 
include the inspection and cleaning of construction equipment and eradication 
strategies to be implemented should an invasion occur. 

During construction, a traffic management plan would be prepared to help reduce 
traffic delays, congestion, and accidents. Standard Caltrans construction practices 
include providing information on roadway conditions and using portable changeable 
message signs, lane and road closures, advance warning signs, alternate routes, 
reverse and alternate traffic control, and a traffic contingency plan for unforeseen 
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circumstances and emergencies. Public meetings in Antelope Valley would be 
conducted during project development to advise these residents of the project and 
associated traffic control strategies. 

It is proposed to construct the project in four stages. Each stage would require one-
lane reversible traffic control. The one direction control would be accomplished using 
flaggers and temporary signals at each end of the project – a total of 1.8 miles of one-
way traffic. The staged one-lane traffic control is estimated to take 8 to 12 months. 
During periods of extended work shutdown, such as winter suspensions, the fully 
operational two-lane highway would be maintained. 

A speed limit of 25 miles per hour through the project would create a minimum 10-
minute wait at each end depending on the queue. Additional delays would occur when 
blasting and/or sidehill excavation would create unsafe passage. Although a 20-
minute total maximum delay would be specified, there would likely be some 
occasions where delays of up to an additional 50 minutes, for a total of 70 minutes, 
could occur as excess debris is cleared and cut slopes are stabilized. To minimize this 
delay and protect the traveled way, temporary rockfall protection would be deployed 
at the base of major cut slope excavations. 

Full closure of U.S. Highway 395 during portions of the day will be considered. This 
would be done in the interest of expediting the most difficult work and minimizing 
the overall disruption to the public during construction. During full closure of the 
project limits, there would be signed detours on existing nearby highways and a 
public information campaign. The District Lane Closure Review Committee must 
approve all closures longer than 20 minutes. 

If full closures are used, there are two proposed detour routes. Automobiles 
northbound on U.S. Highway 395 may be directed to State Route 89 over Monitor 
Pass through Markleeville, California. In Nevada, automobiles may be directed to 
State Route 88 in Minden, Nevada. This detour runs west of the project area and 
would add about 20 miles distance and 39 minutes travel time. Trucks in Nevada 
would be directed to State Route 208 (“Holbrook Junction”). In California, they 
would be directed to State Route 182 at Bridgeport. This detour through Nevada runs 
east of the project area and would add about 7 miles distance and 25 minutes travel 
time. If the State Route 88/State Route 89 detour route is not available, the detour 
through Nevada for Antelope Valley residents would add up to 45 miles and 65 
minutes travel time since motorists would have to travel south to Bridgeport to reach 
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State Route 182. Interregional trucks on northbound U.S Highway 395 would be 
advised to take State Route 6 from Bishop. 

Once the Traffic Management Plan is finalized, Caltrans would provide a map of 
detours to the public. 

The Caltrans Public Affairs Office would keep the local media informed of 
construction progress and information pertaining to delays, closures, and major 
changes in traffic patterns. The resident engineer would provide this information 
through the Caltrans District 9 Traffic Branch.
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Appendix F  Cross-Sections 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure F-1  Alternative 1 Cross-Sections 
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Figure F-2  Alternative 2 Cross-Sections
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Appendix G Comments and Responses 
This appendix contains the comments received during the public circulation and 
comment period from August 8, 2007 to September 6, 2007. A Caltrans response 
follows each comment presented. 

Comment from the State Clearinghouse and Planning Unit 
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Response to Comments from the State Clearinghouse and Planning Unit 
The State Clearinghouse letter acknowledges that Caltrans has complied with review 
requirements for draft environmental documents, pursuant to the California 
Environmental Quality Act. 
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Comment from the Native American Heritage Commission 
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Response to Comments from the Native American Heritage Commission 
Thank you for your comments on the project. 

Response to comment #1: Chapter 2 and Appendix A of this environmental document 
demonstrate Caltrans’ compliance with California Environmental Quality Act 
guidelines regarding identification of historical resources. All efforts met and/or 
exceeded California Environmental Quality Act guidelines, as they also comply with 
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act, the Programmatic Agreement 
among the Federal Highway Administration, the Advisory Council on Historic 
Preservation, the California State Historic Preservation Officer, and the California 
Department of Transportation Regarding Compliance with Section 106 of the 
National Historic Preservation Act, as it Pertains to the Administration of the 
Federal-Aid Highway Program in California, and the National Environmental Policy 
Act. Caltrans determined that no historic properties or historical resources were 
present within the project Area of Potential Effects. Caltrans submitted these findings 
within the April 2007 Historic Property Survey Report to the State Historic 
Preservation Officer in compliance with the Programmatic Agreement and received 
no comments within the required 30-day comment period. 

Response to comment #2: A records search was performed at the Eastern Information 
Center of the California Historical Resources Information System in July 2002. 

7 

8 
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Response to comment #3:  An archaeological survey was performed in 2002 and 
2003 and documented in a June 2003 Negative Archaeological Survey Report. 

Response to comment #4: The Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) was 
contacted on July 1, 2002 to search its Sacred Lands File and to obtain a list of Native 
American Contacts list. The NAHC responded on July 17, 2002. Letters were sent to 
all names on the Native American Contacts list on July 23, 2002 and August 29, 
2002. Caltrans received no responses. 

Response to comment #5: Caltrans agrees that the lack of surface evidence of 
archaeological resources does not always preclude their subsurface existence.  
However, in this particular instance, it does. The project is located in a steep slope-cut 
along the 20-million-year-old surfaces of the Sierra Nevada Mountains. These are a 
deflated landscape devoid of sedimentary processes that could bury archaeological 
resources. Therefore, the likelihood of encountering buried archaeological deposits 
during construction is extremely low.  

It is standard Caltrans practice that language regarding encountering archaeological 
resources during construction be included within the standard Special Provisions 
section of the construction contract. The project area is not considered 
archaeologically sensitive. 

Response to comment #6: It is Caltrans practice that language regarding encountering 
human remains during construction be included within the standard Special 
Provisions section of the construction contract. The likelihood of encountering human 
remains or unmarked cemeteries during construction is extremely low. 

Response to comment #7: Caltrans does comply with the Health and Safety Code. 

Response to comment #8:  Because the cultural resources inventories performed for 
this project resulted in negative findings, avoidance measures are not necessary. 
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Comment from California Regional Water Quality Control Board 
Lahontan Region 
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Response to Comments from the Regional Water Quality Control Board 
Lahontan Region 
Thank you for your comments on the project. 

Response to comments #1 and #2: Caltrans would coordinate with the Lahontan 
Regional Water Quality Control Board during the design and construction phases of 
the project. Caltrans would outline the Best Management Practices to be included in 
the plan prior to the construction contract being awarded. A Storm Water Pollution 
Prevention Plan would also be prepared by the contractor and implemented during 
construction to the satisfaction of the resident engineer. Caltrans would coordinate 
with the Regional Water Quality Control Board during the design phase to determine 
what permits would be needed for this project. 

Response to comment #3: Per Section 401 of the Clean Water Act, Caltrans would 
coordinate with the Regional Water Quality Control Board during the design phase to 
determine if a Section 401 Water Quality certification would be needed for this 
project. 

Response to comment #4 and #5: Section 2.2.1 of this environmental document 
discusses how potential impacts to surface Waters of the State would be avoided. 
Mitigation per the Best Management Practices in Caltrans’ statewide permit would be 
used. The purpose and need for this project are discussed in Chapter 1 of this 
environmental document. 
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Response to comment #6 through #9: Caltrans would coordinate with the Regional 
Water Quality Control Board during the design and construction phases of the 
project. The schedule for future phases of the project, including construction, would 
be established accordingly when funding becomes available for those remaining 
phases. Coordination efforts with the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and Department 
of Fish and Game would also be made before issuance of a grading permit. 
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Comment from the Great Basin Unified Air Pollution Control District 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

1 

2 



Appendix G  Comments and Responses 

 
 

High Point Curve Realignment 93 

Response to Comments from the Great Basin Unified Air Pollution 
Control District 
Thank you for your comments on the project. 

Response to comment #1: Section 2.4 of this environmental document has been 
corrected to reflect the Great Basin Unified Air Pollution Control District as the local 
authority pertaining to dust control and dust palliative requirements. 

Response to comment #2: Thank you for concurring that Section 10 of the Caltrans 
Standard Specifications addresses District Rule 401’s intent. 
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Comment from the California Department of Fish and Game 
Eastern Sierra – Inland Deserts Region 
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Response to Comments from the California Department of Fish and 
Game Eastern Sierra – Inland Deserts Region 
Thank you for your comments on the project. The Caltrans biologist coordinated with 
staff from the California Department of Fish and Game in an effort to accurately 
address Fish and Game’s comments. 

Response to comment #1: Section 2.3.3 has been revised. Thank you for the 
clarification. 

Response to comment #2: Section 2.3.3 has been revised. Thank you for the 
clarification. 
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Response to comment #3: The Natural Environment Study dated June 7, 2007 was the 
source for the information displayed in the table in Appendix D of the environmental 
document. The table was composed of information gathered from a search of the 
California Natural Diversity Database and biological surveys conducted by the 
Caltrans biologist. The source of information for the table in Appendix D has been 
cited. 

Response to comment #4: Under Biological Resources of the California 
Environmental Quality Act Checklist (Appendix A of this Environmental Document), 
the level of impact for topics “b” and “d” have been revised to reflect a “less than 
significant impact” for each. Thank you for the clarification. 

Response to comment #5: The Natural Environment Study dated June 7, 2007 was the 
primary source for the biology sections of the draft environmental document. 
Caltrans’ response to Fish and Game’s comments include revisions made to these 
biology sections for the final environmental document. Furthermore, Caltrans 
determined that none of the material contained in these revisions constitutes the type 
of “significant new information” that requires a second circulation period for further 
public comment under California Environmental Quality Act Guideline Section 
15088.5. 

Response to comment #6: For all future Caltrans California Environmental Quality 
Act documents submitted by District 9 for agency review, Caltrans will include the 
corresponding Natural Environment Study. 

Response to comment #7: Section 2.3.1 and Appendix E have been revised. Thank 
you for the clarification. 
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Comment from the United States Department of the Interior 
Bureau of Land Management 
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Response to Comments from the United States Department of the 
Interior Bureau of Land Management 
Thank you for your comments on the project. 

Response to comment #1: Caltrans did identify non-native weedy species during the 
biological surveys. Section 2.4 of the environmental document has been revised. 
Additional information on the non-native weedy species can be found under Section 
2.3.5 Invasive Species. 

Response to comment #2: Caltrans would use plant species native to the project area 
for restoration efforts. 

Response to comment #3: Caltrans would require that construction equipment be 
washed between sites to prevent the spread of invasive species. 

Response to comment #4: Caltrans would revegetate areas disturbed by construction 
with native plant seeds. However, Caltrans cannot be responsible for full weed 
eradication since the area is currently infested with cheatgrass. 

Response to comment #5: Caltrans does not recommend heating the duff as it will 
destroy all vegetative species. However, Caltrans will explore other options to 
provide weed control in revegetated areas. Thank you for the recommendation. 

Response to comment #6: The potential for decreased soil stability will be taken into 
account when determining cut-slope angles during the design phase of the project. 

Response to comment #7: According to the Natural Environment Study dated June 7, 
2007, mule deer do not have a special status. Surveys specifically for mule deer were 
not conducted and no deer were observed during botanical or animal surveys 
conducted for this project. However, mule deer are considered part of the natural 
environment and Caltrans would revegetate affected acres of Pinyon/Juniper 
Woodland habitat, which is considered habitat used by deer. 

Caltrans currently monitors deer kill numbers and will continue these monitoring 
practices after the project is constructed. If there is an increase in kill numbers after 
construction of the project, then Caltrans would implement appropriate mitigation 
measures after consultation with the California Department of Fish and Game and the 
Bureau of Land Management, Bishop Field Office. For a copy of the deer kill data, 
please contact Wendy Campbell, Caltrans District 9 biologist, at (760) 872-2331. 



Appendix G  Comments and Responses 

 
 

102 High Point Curve Realignment 

Response to comment #8: Thank you for your comment on Alternative 2. Caltrans 
coordinated with the Bureau of Land Management during the selection of the 
Preferred Alternative and will continue the coordination efforts during the design and 
construction phases of the project. 

Response to comment #9: The existing access points to Topaz Lake from U.S. 
Highway 395 will be maintained. In addition, Caltrans intends to enhance safety to 
the access points where possible as well as consider possible measures to reduce 
erosion. 

Response to comment #10: Caltrans contacted Mr. Primosch. Caltrans will work with 
the Walker River Irrigation District on right-of-way issues as project design proceeds.
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Comments submitted to the Court Reporter at the Public Hearing on 
August 29, 2007 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Appendix G  Comments and Responses 

 
 

104 High Point Curve Realignment 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Appendix G  Comments and Responses 

 
 

High Point Curve Realignment 105 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

3

1

2

4

5

6



Appendix G  Comments and Responses 

 
 

106 High Point Curve Realignment 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

7 

8 

9 



Appendix G  Comments and Responses 

 
 

High Point Curve Realignment 107 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

10 



Appendix G  Comments and Responses 

 
 

108 High Point Curve Realignment 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Appendix G  Comments and Responses 

 
 

High Point Curve Realignment 109 

Response to Comments submitted to the Court Reporter at the Public 
Hearing on August 29, 2007 
Thank you all for your comments on the project. 

Response to comment #1 (Ms. Bonnet): Standard Caltrans construction practices 
include providing information on roadway conditions and using portable changeable 
message signs, lane and road closures, advance warning signs, alternate routes, 
reverse and alternate traffic control, and a traffic contingency plan for unforeseen 
circumstances and emergencies. Alternate routes will be publicized, including 
possibly placing one or more signs north of the project limits in Nevada. 

Response to comment #2 (Mr. Woodworth): The existing access points to Topaz 
Lake from U.S. Highway 395 will be maintained. In addition, Caltrans intends to 
enhance safety to the access points where possible. 

Response to comment #3 (Mr. Woodworth): The construction window of May 1 
through October 15 is a requirement of the Regional Water Quality Control Board. 
Caltrans will explore alternatives to reduce construction impacts, including requesting 
a variance from the Regional Water Quality Control Board to begin construction 
before May 1 and/or longer road closures to shorten construction duration. 

Response to comment #4 (Mr. Woodworth): In Section 1.3.4 of this environmental 
document, Caltrans considered icing on the proposed bridge as a negative aspect of 
Alternative 2. Alternative 1 was selected as the Preferred Alternative and proposes a 
cut and fill approach at the High Point Curve location in lieu of a 505-foot concrete 
bridge. 

Response to comment #5 (Mr. Woodworth): Any existing and permitted access to 
U.S. Highway 395 will be maintained. In addition, Caltrans intends to enhance safety 
to the access points where possible. 

Response to comment #6 (Mr. Woodworth): Caltrans has coordinated with Tim 
Taylor of the California Department of Fish and Game. Caltrans agreed to explore the 
possibilities of monitoring mule deer during January to March as well as increasing 
culvert size to make the culverts more accommodating to wildlife. Caltrans has also 
documented deer kill numbers since 2003. If there is an increase in kill numbers after 
construction of the project, then Caltrans would implement appropriate mitigation 
measures after consultation with the California Department of Fish and Game and the 
Bureau of Land Management, Bishop Field Office. 
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Response to comments #7 and #8 (Mr. Hinds): Any temporary economic change 
would not result in a direct or indirect physical change on the environment. There 
must be a physical change resulting from the project directly or indirectly before the 
California Environmental Quality Act will apply. Caltrans will work with and contact 
the local community to minimize the economic impacts this project might temporarily 
cause.  

The construction window of May 1 through October 15 is a requirement of the 
Regional Water Quality Control Board. Caltrans will explore alternatives to reduce 
construction impacts, including requesting a variance from the Lahontan Regional 
Water Quality Control Board to begin construction before May 1 and/or longer road 
closures to shorten construction duration. 

Response to comments #9 and #10 (Mr. Hinds): The project location is in a high 
elevation, and the typically harsh conditions of the winter season limit the type of 
construction activities that can occur during this time. The construction window of 
May 1 through October 15 is a requirement of the Regional Water Quality Control 
Board. Caltrans will explore alternatives to reduce construction impacts, including 
requesting a variance from the Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board to 
begin construction before May 1 and/or longer road closures to shorten construction 
duration. 
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Comment from Bruce Woodworth 
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Response to Comments from Bruce Woodworth 
Thank you for your comments on the project. 

Response to comment #1: The existing access points to Topaz Lake from U.S. 
Highway 395 will be maintained. In addition, Caltrans intends to enhance safety to 
the access points where possible. 

Response to comment #2: The construction window of May 1 through October 15 is a 
requirement of the Regional Water Quality Control Board. Caltrans will explore 
alternatives to reduce construction impacts, including requesting a variance from the 
Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board to begin construction before May 1 
and/or longer road closures to shorten construction duration. 

Response to comment #3: In Section 1.3.4 of this environmental document, Caltrans 
considered icing on the proposed bridge as a negative aspect of Alternative 2. 
Alternative 1 was selected as the Preferred Alternative and proposes a cut and fill 
approach at the High Point Curve location in lieu of a 505-foot concrete bridge. 

Response to comment #4: Any existing and permitted access to U.S. Highway 395 
will be maintained. 

Response to comment #5: Caltrans has documented deer kill numbers since 2003. 
Caltrans has also coordinated with Tim Taylor and Brad Henderson of the California 
Department of Fish and Game. 
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Comments from Lynne Katusich 
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Response to Comments from Lynne Katusich 
Thank you for your comments on the project. 

Response to comment #1: Thank you for endorsing Alternative 1. Your support has 
been noted. 

Response to comment #2: With the selection of Alternative 1 as the Preferred 
Alternative, the project could possibly be built in one construction season, which 
commonly lasts from May 1 through October 15. The construction window is a 
requirement of the Regional Water Quality Control Board. Caltrans will explore 
alternatives to reduce construction impacts, including requesting a variance from the 
Regional Water Quality Control Board to begin construction before May 1 and/or 
longer road closures to shorten construction duration. 

Response to comment #3: Section 2.4 of this environmental document discusses the 
projected traffic delays during construction as well as alternatives for detours. 
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Comment from Nancy Sims 
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Response to Comments from Nancy Sims 
Thank you for your comments on the project. 

Response to comment #1: The resident engineer will use various methods such as 
newspaper ads and bulletin boards to notify residents. Radio announcements could 
also be an option. 

Response to comment #2: During construction, lake access within the project 
boundaries will be restricted. However, after project completion, the existing access 
points to Topaz Lake from U.S. Highway 395 will be maintained. In addition, 
Caltrans intends to enhance safety to the access points where possible. 

Response to comment #3: Thank you for endorsing Alternative 1. Your support has 
been noted. 
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Comment from David V. Spangler 
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Response to Comments from David V. Spangler 
Thank you for your comments on the project. 

Response to comment #1: If construction is funded, the project will be paid for with 
money from fuel tax revenues, not the Mono County General Fund. Mono County’s 
share in this cooperatively funded project is 40 percent (with Caltrans also at 40 
percent and Inyo and Kern Counties at 10 percent each). For the Preferred Alternative 
(Alternative 1), Mono County’s share equates to $15,040,000. 

Response to comment #2: It is possible that there would be temporary power outages 
during the relocation of utilities.  

Response to comment #3: Section 2.4 of this environmental document discusses 
possible full road closures during construction as well as alternatives for detours. 

Response to comment #4: Your support of the lower-cost alternative is noted. Thank 
you for your input. 
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Comment from Arden Gerbig 
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Response to Comments from Arden Gerbig 
Thank you for your comments on the project. 

Response to comment #1: Yes, this project is needed to improve the safety and level 
of service on this segment of U.S. Highway 395. 

Response to comment #2: Thank you for endorsing Alternative 1. Your support has 
been noted. 



Appendix G  Comments and Responses 

 
 

High Point Curve Realignment 121 

 

Comment from Mark Langner 
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Response to Comments from Mark Langner 
Thank you for your comments on the project. 

Response to comments #1 through #3: Thank you for your input. 

Response to comment #4: The footing of the proposed bridge in Alternative 2 would 
be made of concrete. 

Response to comment #5: U.S. Highway 395 within the project area is not officially 
designated or eligible as a scenic highway or route by Caltrans. However, U.S. 
Highway 395 within the project area is designated a scenic transportation corridor by 
Mono County. The project would create cut slopes as large as 300 feet high and 1,600 
long to accommodate the highway realignment. Although the new cut slopes would 
contrast with the adjacent undisturbed natural landscape, no visual impacts would 
occur to scenic resources that made this route eligible for the County scenic 
designation because views of distant mountains in all directions and Topaz Lake 
would not be altered. 

Response to comment #6: During construction, lake access within the project 
boundaries will be restricted. However, after project completion, the existing access 
points to Topaz Lake from U.S. Highway 395 will be maintained. In addition, 
Caltrans intends to enhance safety to the access points where possible. 
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Comment from Doris Spencer 
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Response to Comments from Doris Spencer 
Thank you for your comments on the project. In Section 1.3.4 of this environmental 
document, Caltrans considered icing on the proposed bridge as a negative aspect of 
Alternative 2. Alternative 1 was selected as the Preferred Alternative and proposes a 
cut and fill approach at the High Point Curve location in lieu of a 505-foot concrete 
bridge. 
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Comment from Mark Spencer 
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Response to Comments from Mark Spencer 
Thank you for your comments on the project. 

Response to comment #1: In Section 1.3.4 of this environmental document, Caltrans 
considered icing on the proposed bridge as a negative aspect of Alternative 2. 
Alternative 1 was selected as the Preferred Alternative and proposes a cut and fill 
approach at the High Point Curve location in lieu of a 505-foot concrete bridge. 

Responses to comments #2 and #3: Thank you for your suggestion. Section 2.4 of this 
environmental document discusses the traffic control during construction as well as 
alternatives for detours. Details will be worked out during the design phase of this 
project, along with input from the local community. 
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List of Technical Studies that are Bound Separately 

Air Quality Summary 
Noise Study Summary 
Water Quality Summary 
Natural Environment Study 
Location Hydraulic Study 
Historical Property Survey Report 

• Archaeological Survey Report 
Hazardous Waste Summary 
Visual Impact Assessment 
Paleontological Identification Report 
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Storm Water Data Report 
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Traffic Management Plan 
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Risk Management Plan 
 

 




