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General Information about this Document

What’s in this document?

This Draft Initial Study with proposed Negative Declaration (IS/ND) examines the potential
environmental effects of a proposed bridge replacement project on State Route 299, in Modoc
County. The purpose of the project is to restore the long-term reliability of the Butte Creek
Bridge and Ash Creek Bridge, and reduce the need for continued maintenance and repairs.
This Initial Study was prepared to comply with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).
This document describes the purpose and need for the project, project alternatives, existing
conditions, and potential effects from the proposed project.

What should you do?

e Please read this Initial Study

e You are invited to review the environmental document and technical studies. A printed
copy of the document and technical studies can be found during business hours
(Monday-Friday, 8:00 a.m. to 4:30 p.m.) at the Caltrans District Office located at 1657
Riverside Drive in Redding, or a printed copy of the document is available for review at
the Adin Post Office (Monday-Friday, 8:30 a.m. to 2:00 p.m. and 2:30 p.m. to 5:00 p.m),
located at 512 South Main Street in Adin. A copy of the environmental document is also
available on Caltrans’ website
at www.dot.ca.gov/dist3/departments/envinternet/envdoc.htm.

e We welcome your comments. If you have any information or concerns regarding the
project, please send your written comments to Caltrans by the deadline. Submit
comments via regular mail to:

California Department of Transportation

Attention: Chris Quiney

North Region Office of Environmental Mgmt., MS-30
1657 Riverside Drive

Redding, CA 96001

o You may also submit comments via e-mail to Chris.Quiney@dot.ca.gov
. Submit comments by the deadline: December 3, 2016.

What happens after this?

After comments are received from the public and reviewing agencies, Caltrans may (1) give
environmental approval to the proposed project, (2) undertake additional environmental
studies, or (3) abandon the project. If the project is given environmental approval and funding
is appropriated, Caltrans could 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: Chris Quiney, North Region Environmental Management, 1657
Riverside Drive, Redding, CA 96001, (530) 225-3174 Voice, or use the California Relay
Service TTY number, 711 or 1-800-735-2929.
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Butte & Ash Creek Bridge Replacement Project

In Modoc County near Adin at Butte Creek Bridge and at Ash Creek Bridge
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA SCH No.

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 02-MOD-299-PM 0.5, 1.0
EA#: 02-4F210
EFIS#. 0212000072

Proposed Negative Declaration

Pursuant to: Division 13, California Public Resources Code

Project Description

The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) proposes to replace two bridges along
State Route (SR) 299 in Modoc County. The purpose of the project is to restore the long-term
reliability of the Butte Creek Bridge and Ash Creek Bridge, and reduce the need for continued
maintenance and repairs. Work activities would include the construction of two new bridges on
their existing alignment, installation of new guardrails and bridge railing, reconstruction of
approach pavement and shoulders to conform to the new bridges, and the improvement of road
connections within the project limits. The project would require vegetation clearing, temporary
construction easements, and acquisition of new right-of-way. The project would include water
diversion at Ash Creek Bridge, and pile driving at both the Butte Creek and Ash Creek Bridges.
Vehicle parking and construction stockpiling would occur within Caltrans right-of-way. The
project would require permits from the California Department of Fish and Wildlife (1600},
Regional Water Quality Control Board (401), and a non-reporting permit from the U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers (404).

Determination

This proposed Negative Declaration (ND) is included to give notice to interested agencies and
the public that it is Caltrans’ intent to adopt an ND for this project. This does not mean that
Caltrans’ decision regarding the project is final. This ND is subject to change based on
comments received by interested agencies and the public.

Caltrans has prepared an Initial Study for this project, and pending public review, expects to
determine from this study that the proposed project would not have a significant impact on the
environment for the following reasons:

*» The proposed project would have no impact with regard to aesthetics, agriculture and
forest resources, cultural rescurces, geology and soils, land use and planning, mineral
resources, population and housing, public services, recreation, tribal cultural resources,
utilities and service systems, energy resources, or mandatory findings of significance.

* The proposed project would have less-than-significant impacts with regard to air quality,
biological resources, hazards and hazardous materials, hydrology and water quality,
noise, and transportation/traffic.

W= e /1] ¢
Afnber Kelley &—— Date '
Office Chief - Redding
North Region Environmental Services
California Department of Transportation
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Chapter 1. Proposed Project

Project Title
Butte & Ash Creek Bridge Replacement Project

Lead Agency Name and Address
California Department of Transportation, District 2
Office of Environmental Management, MS-30
1657 Riverside Drive

Redding, CA 96001

Contact Person and Phone Number
Chris Quiney

Office of Environmental Management Branch Chief
Phone: (530) 225-3174

Email: chris.quiney@dot.ca.gov

Project Location
The project is located on State Route 299 (SR 299), at Post Mile (PM) 0.5, and 1.0 in Modoc
County (Figures 1 and 2a-2c).

Project Sponsor’'s Name and Address
California Department of Transportation, District 2
1657 Riverside Drive

Redding, CA 96001

Purpose and Need

The purpose of the project is to restore the long-term reliability of the Butte Creek Bridge and
Ash Creek Bridge, and reduce the need for continued maintenance and repairs. Both bridges
are exhibiting deterioration of the concrete understructures and decks, primarily due to age.

Existing Facilities

The proposed project is located in the town of Adin, in Modoc County, on SR 299. Adin serves
as a community hub with approximately 250 residents. SR 299 passes through this community
and serves as its central arterial. Within the project vicinity SR 299 is a two-lane highway, with
12-foot wide travel lanes and treated shoulders that vary between four- to 8-feet wide. Butte
Creek Bridge was built in 1929, is 48-feet long and 42-feet wide (with 12-foot wide travel lanes
and 8-foot wide shoulders), and has one pier in Butte Creek. Ash Creek Bridge was built in
1929, is 130-feet long and 42-feet wide (with 12-foot wide travel lanes and 8-foot wide
shoulders), and has two piers in Ash Creek.

State Route 299 — Butte & Ash Creek Bridge Replacement Project 1
Initial Study/Proposed Negative Declaration


mailto:chris.quiney@dot.ca.gov

Butte & Ash Creek Bridge Replacement Project

Project Description (Build Alternative)

The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) is proposing to replace the Butte Creek
Bridge (Bridge No. 03-0001) at PM 0.51, and the Ash Creek Bridge (Bridge No. 03-002) at PM
1.02 on State Route (SR) 299 in Modoc County. Work activities would include the construction
of two new bridges on their existing alignment, installation of new guardrails and bridge railing,
reconstruction of approach pavement and shoulders to conform to the new bridges, and the
improvement of some road connections within the project limits. The new bridges would be
longer and wider than the existing bridges, in order to meet current design standards (Table
1). The existing bridges would be removed in sections as the new bridges are being
constructed. Construction would occur over two years, and utilize half-width construction
methods and the One Way Reversing Traffic Control methodology.

Table 1. Summary of Existing and Proposed Bridge Dimensions

Dimensions

Bridge Length Width Piers

(feet) (feet)
Butte Creek Bridge
Existing 48 42 1
Proposed 60 44 0
Change +12 +2 -1
Ash Creek Bridge
Existing 130 42 2
Proposed 150 44
Change +20 +2 N/A

Construction activities at Butte Creek Bridge would consist of construction of a single 60-foot
long, 44-foot wide pre-cast, pre-stressed concrete slab bridge that spans the entire creek. The
existing pier in Butte Creek would be removed. The new bridge would be wide enough to
accommodate two 12-foot wide lanes and two eight-foot wide shoulders. The new bridge deck
would have a polyester concrete overlay, and type ST-70 (see-through metal) bridge railing
would be used. Itis anticipated that abutments would be founded on steel piles. During
construction, some existing in-channel vegetation within the Environmental Study Limits (ESL)
may be removed, and the existing streambed may be graded to improve flows and to minimize
potential future debris accumulation.

Construction activities at Ash Creek Bridge would consist of construction of a single 150-foot
long, 44-foot wide pre-cast, pre-stressed concrete slab bridge with two piers in Ash Creek. The
existing two piers in Ash Creek would be removed and replaced with two new piers. The new
bridge would be wide enough to accommodate two 12-foot wide lanes and two eight-foot wide
shoulders. The new bridge deck would have a polyester concrete overlay, and type ST-70 (see-
through metal) bridge railing would be used. It is anticipated that the abutments would be
founded on steel piles. The piers would be formed using Cast-in-steel-shell (CISS) piles or a
similar type of pile. Clear water diversion is anticipated to be used to isolate construction from
stream flow; a portable settling tank or a settling basin outside the creek or in an adjacent
upland area may be employed for the dewatering of cofferdams. As a Caltrans standard
practice, in-water construction would occur during the low flow period (May-October).
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Butte & Ash Creek Bridge Replacement Project

The existing bridges would be broken into manageable pieces and removed in sections using
cranes as the new bridges are being constructed. In accordance with Caltrans standard
practice, exclusion devices to protect migratory birds would be used, as needed. Excavation
would be required prior to the removal of abutments and piers; excavation near piers may
require the use of cofferdams. Temporary access roads would be required to access work
areas below the bridges; removal of vegetation is anticipated for the construction of temporary
access roads or in locations where access is necessary to safely facilitate construction. In
accordance with Caltrans standard practice, Environmentally Sensitive Area fencing would be
used to protect riparian vegetation that is outside of the disturbance area, and vegetation would
be removed outside of the nesting period for migratory birds (February 15 — September

1). Relocation of existing buried and overhead electrical utilities would be coordinated with the
appropriate utility companies.

No borrow or disposal of earthen material is anticipated for this project. All vehicle parking and
construction stockpiling would occur within Caltrans right-of-way; Temporary Construction
Easements would be required for work outside of Caltrans’ right-of-way. The project would
require the acquisition of minor amounts of new right-of-way to better accommodate future
bridge maintenance and access.

Project Alternatives
Two project alternatives, one of which is a “no-build” alternative, were developed as potential
solutions to address the purpose and need for the proposed project.

Alternative 1 (Build Alternative) is the preferred alternative as it meets the project purpose and
need.

Alternative 2 (No Build Alternative) does not meet the purpose and need of this project. On-
going maintenance would be required to maintain the existing bridges. This strategy would
result in a higher cost to the taxpayer, and greater and prolonged environmental disturbance,
while only temporarily delaying replacement of the aging bridges.

Permits and Approvals

Proposed work activities would require permits from the California Department of Fish and
Wildlife (CDFW), U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (ACOE) (hon-reporting), and the Regional
Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB).

A Water Pollution Control Program (WPCP) would be prepared and implemented in accordance
with Caltrans Standard Specifications for Water Pollution Control (Caltrans, 2016a).
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Figure 1: Project Vicinity Map
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Figure 2a: Project Location Map
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Chapter 2. CEQA Environmental Checklist

This checklist identifies physical, biological, social, and economic factors that might be
affected by the proposed project. In many cases, background studies performed in
connection with the projects indicate no impacts. A NO IMPACT answer in the last
column reflects this determination. Where there is a need for clarifying discussion, the
discussion is included in the section following the checklist. The words "significant” and
"significance" used throughout the following checklist are related to CEQA, not NEPA,
impacts. The questions in this form are intended to encourage the thoughtful
assessment of impacts and do not represent thresholds of significance.

State Route 299 — Butte & Ash Creek Bridge Replacement Project
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Potentially Less Than Less Than No

Significant Significant  Significant Impact
Impact with Impact
Mitigation

|. AESTHETICS: Would the project:

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

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

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

0O o
0O o
0O o
X X XK

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

The project site is located along SR 299 within the community of Adin. The project site is not
located within an area designated by Modoc County as a scenic area; however, it is within an
area designated by the state of California as an Eligible State Scenic Highway — Not Officially
Designated (Caltrans, 2016c).

Minor vegetation removal is necessary for this project in order to accommodate construction
activities and safety requirements. In accordance with Caltrans standard construction
specifications, areas cleared of vegetation during construction activities would be reseeded
following construction.

The proposed project consists of the replacement of existing bridges, and would have no impact
to scenic vistas, scenic resources, and would not substantially degrading the existing visual
character or quality of the site and its surroundings. The proposed project would not create a
new source of light or glare.

The proposed project would have no impact to aesthetics.

State Route 299 — Butte & Ash Creek Bridge Replacement Project 10
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Potentially Less Than Less Than No
Significant Significant  Significant Impact
Impact with Impact

Mitigation

Il. AGRICULTURE AND FOREST 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. In determining whether impacts to forest
resources, including timberland, are significant environmental
effects, lead agencies may refer to information compiled by the
California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection regarding
the state’s inventory of forest land, including the Forest and
Range Assessment Project and the Forest Legacy Assessment
Project; and the forest carbon measurement methodology
provided in Forest Protocols adopted by the California Air
Resources Board. Would the project:

a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of

Statewide Importance (Farmland), as shown on the maps |:| |:| |:| IXI
prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring

Program of the California Resources Agency, to non-agricultural

use?

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

[]
[]
X

¢) Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of, forest |:| |:| |:|
land (as defined in Public Resources Code section 12220(g)),

timberland (as defined by Public Resources Code section 4526),

or timberland zoned Timberland Production (as defined by

Government Code section 51104(g))?

X

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

X

e) Involve other changes in the existing environment which, due |:| |:| |:|
to their location or nature, could result in conversion of

Farmland, to non-agricultural use or conversion of forest land to

non-forest use?

X

There is no Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, Farmland of Statewide Importance, or a
Williamson Act contract in the project vicinity (California Department of Conservation, 2016a).
Some Farmland of Local Importance is located northeast of Ash Creek Bridge in a vacant,
graveled area that would be temporarily used by the project for vehicle parking and stockpiling
of materials. The parcel is not currently in use as farmland. Vehicle parking and/or stockpiling
of materials are not activities that are anticipated to have an impact on the designation of the
parcel as Farmland of Local Importance.

Land in the immediate project vicinity is within the town of Adin and is not considered to be
forest land and/or timberland.

The proposed project would have no impact to agriculture and forest resources.
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Potentially Less Than Less Than No

Significant Significant  Significant Impact
Impact with Impact
Mitigation
I1l. 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:
a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air |:| |:| |:| |Z|

quality plan?

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

[]
[]
[]
X

¢) Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any |:| |:| |:|
criteria pollutant for which the project region is non- attainment

under an applicable federal or state ambient air quality standard

(including releasing emissions which exceed quantitative

thresholds for ozone precursors)?

X

d) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant

concentrations? |:| |:| |X| |:|
e) Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of

o) et [] [] [] X

See Section 3.1: Air Quality.

IV. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES: Would the project:

a) Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through |:| |:| |X| |:|
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?

b) Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or

other sensitive natural community identified in local or regional |:| |:| |X| |:|
plans, policies, regulations or by the California Department of

Fish and Game or US Fish and Wildlife Service?

c) Have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected

wetlands as defined by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act |:| |:| |:| |Z|
(including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.)

through direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other

means?

d) Interfere substantially with the movement of any native

resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or with established |:| |:| |:| |Z|
native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use

of native wildlife nursery sites?

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

State Route 299 — Butte & Ash Creek Bridge Replacement Project
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Potentially Less Than Less Than No

Significant Significant  Significant Impact
Impact with Impact
Mitigation
f) Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat
Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation Plan, or |:| |:| |:| IX'
other approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation
plan?
See Section 3.2: Biological Resources.
V. CULTURAL RESOURCES: Would the project:
a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a
historical resource as defined in §15064.5? |:| |:| |:| IX'
b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an
archaeological resource pursuant to §15064.5? |:| |:| |:| IX'
c) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological
resource or site or unique geologic feature? |:| |:| |:| |Z|
d) Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside |:| |:| |:| IXI

of formal cemeteries?

Literature and record searches of the proposed project area included visits to and/or contacts
with a number of repositories, agencies, organizations, and Native American representatives.
The cultural resources field review for this project was conducted in 2016. The purpose of these
efforts was to identify and evaluate any cultural resources that may exist within the project Area
of Potential Effects (APE), and to assess any effects that the proposed project might have
related to the cultural resources.

Both the Butte Creek Bridge and Ash Creek Bridge have been evaluated by Caltrans (Caltrans,
Office of Environmental Analysis, North Region, 2016a) and determined to be Category 5
bridges (i.e., not eligible for inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places or the California
Register of Historical Resources). The proposed project would have no impact to historical
resources.

Three previously recorded archaeological sites were identified within the project vicinity; these
resources are not within the project APE and would not be affected by the proposed project
(Caltrans, Office of Environmental Analysis, North Region, 2016a). The proposed project would
have no impact to archaeological resources.

The Adin Supply Company is a National Register Listed Property that is located adjacent to the
APE. A small curb (within the APE) within Caltrans right-of-way would be replaced in the street
in front of the storefront, at the request of the property owner. This work would not affect the
Adin Supply Company building, or its listing on the National Register of Historic Places, as the
work would consist of replacing an existing feature within Caltrans right-of-way, and would not
consist of work related to the Adin Supply Company building.

State Route 299 — Butte & Ash Creek Bridge Replacement Project 13
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Potentially Less Than Less Than No

Significant Significant  Significant Impact
Impact with Impact
Mitigation

It is Caltrans’ policy to avoid impacting cultural resources whenever possible. If buried cultural
materials are encountered during construction, it is Caltrans’ policy that work stop in the area
until a qualified archaeologist can evaluate the nature and significance of the find.

There are no known paleontological resources in the proposed project limits; the proposed
project is not expected to have an impact to paleontological resources.

The proposed project would have no impact to cultural resources.

VI. GEOLOGY AND SOILS: Would the project:

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 427

X

ii) Strong seismic ground shaking?

iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction?

iv) Landslides?

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 on- or off-site landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence,
liquefaction or collapse?

OO don
OO don
OO don
XX XX KX

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

[]
[]
[]
X

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

The project site is not located in an area that contains a known earthquake fault (California
Department of Conservation, 2016b), or that is subject to strong seismic ground shaking,
seismic-related ground failure, and/or landslides.

Soil types found in the project area are not known to be expansive (Natural Resources
Conservation Service, 2016). While some soil types in the proposed project area can have
some unstable properties, work activities would be within the existing roadway and disturbed
areas, and would not include new facilities on unstable soil.

State Route 299 — Butte & Ash Creek Bridge Replacement Project 14
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The project does not include the use of septic tanks and/or alternative waste water disposal

systems.

Potentially Less Than Less Than No

Significant Significant  Significant Impact
Impact with Impact
Mitigation

The proposed project would have no impact to geology and soails.

VIl. CLIMATE CHANGE: Would the project:

a) Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or
indirectly, that may have a significant impact on the
environment?

b) Conflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation adopted
for the purpose of reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases?

See Section 3.3: Climate Change.

VIIl. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS: Would the
project:

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

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?

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

d) Be located on a site which is included on a list of hazardous

materials sites compiled pursuant to Government Code Section
65962.5 and, as a result, would it create a significant hazard to
the public or the environment?

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?

An assessment of the greenhouse gas emissions and
climate change is included in the section following the
checklist. While Caltrans has included this good faith
effort in order to provide the public and decision-
makers as much information as possible about the
project, it is Caltrans determination that in the
absence of further regulatory or scientific information
related to GHG emissions and CEQA significance, it
is too speculative to make a significance
determination regarding the project’s direct and
indirect impact with respect to climate change.
Caltrans does remain firmly committed to
implementing measures to help reduce the potential
effects of the project. These measures are outlined in
the section following the checklist.
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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?

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

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?

Potentially
Significant
Impact

[

See Section 3.4: Hazards and Hazardous Materials.

IX. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY: Would the project:

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

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

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

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

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

f) Otherwise substantially degrade water quality?

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?

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

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

[]

[]

O o oo o

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation

[

[

[]

[]

O o oo o

Less Than
Significant
Impact

[

0 X

[]

O o oo o

No
Impact

X

[]

X

MK X XX X
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Potentially Less Than Less Than No

Significant Significant  Significant Impact
Impact with Impact
Mitigation

j) Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow |:| |:| |:| IZ

See Section 3.5: Hydrology and Water Quality.

X. LAND USE AND PLANNING: Would the project:

a) Physically divide an established community? |:| |:| |:| |Z|

b)Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation
of an agency with jurisdiction over the project (including, but not |:| |:| |:| IX'

limited to the general plan, specific plan, local coastal program,
or zoning ordinance) adopted for the purpose of avoiding or
mitigating an environmental effect?

¢) Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or
natural community conservation plan? |:| |:| |:| IX'

The proposed project would not physically divide an established community.

Land in the immediate project vicinity is within the town of Adin. The project consists of the
replacement of existing bridges; there is no conflict with regard to any applicable land use plan,
policy, and or regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the project (Modoc County, 1998).
The project would require the acquisition of minor amounts of new right-of-way.

There are no habitat conservation plans and/or natural community conservation plans that apply
to the project site.

The proposed project would have no impact to land use and planning.

XI. MINERAL RESOURCES: Would the project:

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 |:| |:| |:| |Z|
state?

b) Result in the loss of availability of a locally-important mineral |:| |:| |:| |Z|

resource recovery site delineated on a local general plan,
specific plan or other land use plan?

The proposed project consists of the replacement of bridges; there would be no impact to
mineral resources.
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Potentially Less Than Less Than No

Significant Significant  Significant Impact
Impact with Impact
Mitigation

XIl. NOISE: Would the project result in:

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?

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

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

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

O o o o o
O o o o o
O X O 0O 0O
X O XX 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?

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

[]
[]
[]
X

See Section 3.6: Noise.

XIIl. POPULATION AND HOUSING: Would the project:

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

infrastructure)?

b) Displace substantial numbers of existing housing,

necessitating the construction of replacement housing |:| |:| |:| IX'
elsewhere?

c) Displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating the |:| |:| |:| IXI

construction of replacement housing elsewhere?

The proposed project consists of the replacement of existing bridges; there would be no impact
to population growth, or displacement of housing or people.
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Potentially Less Than Less Than No

Significant Significant  Significant Impact
Impact with Impact
Mitigation

XIV. 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:

[
[
[
X

Fire protection?

Police protection?

Schools?

Parks?

OO g
OO g
OO g
XXX XK

Other public facilities?

The proposed project consists of the replacement of existing bridges; there would be no impact
related to public services. Provisions would be made during construction to minimize traffic
delays and to allow access and passage to emergency vehicles.

The proposed project would have no impact to public services.

XV. RECREATION:

a) Would the project increase the use of existing neighborhood |:| |:| |:| IXI
and regional parks or other recreational facilities such that

substantial physical deterioration of the facility would occur or be

accelerated?

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

The proposed project consists of the replacement of existing bridges; there would be no impact
to recreation.
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Potentially
Significant
Impact
XVI. TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC: Would the project:
a) Conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance or policy |:|

establishing measures of effectiveness for the performance of
the circulation system, taking into account all modes of
transportation including mass transit and non-motorized travel
and relevant components of the circulation system, including but
not limited to intersections, streets, highways and freeways,
pedestrian and bicycle paths, and mass transit?

b) Conflict with an applicable congestion management program, |:|
including, but not limited to level of service standards and travel
demand measures, or other standards established by the county
congestion management agency for designated roads or

highways?

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

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?

f) Conflict with adopted policies, plans or programs regarding
public transit, bicycle, or pedestrian facilities, or otherwise
decrease the performance or safety of such facilities?

I I e T e

See Section 3.7: Transportation/Traffic.

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation

I I e T e

Less Than
Significant
Impact

I I e T e

No
Impact

X

XX X X
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Significant
Impact

XVII. TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES: Would the project

cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a

tribal cultural resource, defined in Public Resources Code

section 21074 as either a site, feature, place, cultural landscape

that is geographically defined in terms of the size and scope of

the landscape, sacred place, or object with cultural value to a

California Native American tribe, and that is:

a) Listed or eligible for listing in the California Register of |:|

Historical Resources, or in a local register of historical resources

as defined in Public Resources Code section 5020.1(k), or

b) A resource determined by the lead agency, in its discretion |:|

and supported by substantial evidence, to be significant
pursuant to criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of Public
Resources Code Section 5024.1. In applying the criteria set
forth in subdivision (c) of Public Resource Code Section 5024.1,
the lead agency shall consider the significance of the resource
to a California Native American tribe.

Less Than Less Than
Significant  Significant
with Impact
Mitigation

[] L1

[] L1

No
Impact

There are no tribal cultural resources that are listed or eligible for listing in the California
Register of Historical Resources, or in a local register or historical resources, or determined to
be significant pursuant to criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of Public Resources Code Section

5024.1 within the project limits.

There would be no project-related impacts to tribal cultural resources.

XVII. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS: Would the project:

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 facilities,

the construction of which could cause significant environmental
effects?

¢) 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?

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

e) Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment |:|
provider which serves or may serve the project that it has

adequate capacity to serve the project’s projected demand in

addition to the provider’s existing commitments?

[]
[]

X X

=

=
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Potentially Less Than Less Than No

Significant Significant  Significant Impact
Impact with Impact
Mitigation
f) Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity to
accommodate the project’s solid waste disposal needs? |:| |:| |:| IX'
g) Comply with federal, state, and local statutes and regulations |:| |:| |:| |X|

related to solid waste?

The proposed project consists of the replacement of existing bridges; there would be no impact
to utilities and service systems.

XVIIl. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE

a) Does the project have the potential to degrade the quality of
the environment, substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or |:| |:| |:| IX'

wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife population to drop below
self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal
community, substantially 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?

b) Does the project have impacts that are individually limited, |:| |:| |:| |Z|
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)?

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

The proposed project consists of the replacement of existing bridges; there would be no impact
related to mandatory findings of significance.
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Chapter 3. Discussion of Environmental Impacts

3.1 Air Quality
The proposed project would not increase capacity on SR 299, and would not result in any
permanent operational-related air quality impacts.

The proposed project would not expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant
concentrations, or create objectionable odors.

The proposed project may result in the generation of short-term construction-related air
emissions, including fugitive dust and exhaust emissions from construction equipment. Fugitive
dust, sometimes referred to as windblown dust or PM10, would be the primary short-term
construction impact, which may be generated during excavation, grading, pavement grinding,
and hauling activities. Both fugitive dust and construction equipment exhaust emissions would
be temporary and transitory in nature, and would not result in long-term adverse conditions.
Temporary construction emissions related to greenhouses gases have been addressed in
Section 3.3: Climate Change.

The proposed project would have a less-than-significant impact to air quality.

3.2 Biological Resources

Biological resources-related literature and record searches of the proposed project area
included review of numerous databases, lists, and maps, as well as visits to and/or contacts
with relevant agencies (Caltrans, Office of Environmental Management, North Region, 2016).

Biological field surveys were conducted on multiple occasions in 2015 and 2016 to assess the
existing environment, gather information on the presence of special status species, and
determine project level impacts with regard to biological resources.

Results and findings based on the above literature searches, surveys, and analyses are
presented below.

Habitats and Natural Communities of Concern
No natural communities of special concern were observed in the proposed project area.

Habitats of concern within the proposed project area include riparian habitat and riverine/waters
habitat. These habitats are protected by both federal and State laws and regulations, and
impacts to these resources require permits or agreements from resource agencies.

Riparian Habitat

Approximately 0.072 acres of riparian vegetation was observed within the project ESL, including
both Butte Creek and Ash Creek. The estimated average width of the riparian corridor within
the ESL is approximately three to four feet for Butte Creek and four to eight feet for Ash Creek,
and is confined to streambanks on both sides of each creek. Riparian vegetation was observed
along the banks in broken bands and patches, and is sparse, as heavy foot traffic occurs in
these areas. Stream banks adjacent to privately owned lands consist mostly of annual grasses.
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Mature tree stands, of any type, provide limited canopy cover or shade along the banks of Butte
Creek and Ash Creek.

Of the 0.072 acres of riparian vegetation observed within the project ESL, an estimated 0.070
acre of riparian vegetation would be temporary impacted, and approximately 0.002 acre of
riparian vegetation would be permanently impacted (Table 2). Temporary impacts include the
clearing of vegetation in locations where access is necessary to facilitate the construction of the
new bridges and removal of the existing bridges. Permanent impacts include the removal of
vegetation in locations needed to accommodate the wider abutments proposed for the new
bridges.

Table 2: Estimated Riparian Habitat and Impact within the ESL

Riparian Habitat Area
Bridge Butte Creek Ash Creek TOTAL
Type Square Feet | Acre | Square Feet | Acre | Square Feet | Acre
Existing 860 0.020 2,252 0.052 2,898 0.072
Permanent Impact 34 0.001 46 0.001 77 0.002
Temporary Impact 826 0.019 2,206 0.051 2,821 0.070

The total estimated riparian area for the combined watersheds (Butte Creek and Ash Creek) is
approximately 379,151 acres (Caltrans, Office of Environmental Management, North Region,
2016). Although the proposed project would result in 0.070 acres of temporary impacts and
0.002 acres of permanent impacts to riparian habitat, this is only a fraction of the total riparian
vegetation area within the Butte Creek and Ash Creek watersheds. Natural revegetation and
recruitment is expected to quickly replace riparian functions and values over the area lost to
permanent impacts.

Impacts from the proposed project would not have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or
indirectly, on the riparian habitat on a local or regional level, and have been determined to be
less-than-significant; however, the following Caltrans standard practices would be included:

e Vegetation removal would not exceed the minimum necessary to complete the project
activities.

e \Woody vegetation in riparian areas that are subject to temporary impacts would be
trimmed instead of completely removed to promote rapid regrowth.

e Areas that are temporarily disturbed during construction would be stabilized by re-
vegetating them with native grasses and forbs.

o Best Management Practices (BMPs) for erosion control would be in place during all
phases of construction to lessen impacts to riparian habitats as a result of increased
sediment from eroding banks.

e To prevent unnecessary vegetation removal on both banks upstream and downstream of
the bridges, temporary protective fencing would be installed during construction to
protect existing and adjacent native plant communities located within the project ESL.

Waters/Riverine Habitat

An investigation of ordinary high water marks (OHWM), completed by Caltrans biological staff,
identified approximately 22,292 square feet or 0.512 acre of stream habitat within the project
ESL. Of this amount, an estimated 22,252 square feet or 0.511 acre of stream habitat would be
temporary impacted, and approximately 40 square feet or 0.001 acre of stream habitat would be
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permanently impacted by project activities. Temporary impacts are a result of in-water work
activities at each creek, including but not limited to clear water diversion and installation and
dewatering of cofferdams. In-water work is needed to isolate construction activities from the
active stream flow during the construction of the abutments and piers at Ash Creek. Permanent
impacts are a result of the placement of the new in-water piers.

Table 3 provides estimated stream habitat and potential impacts that could result from proposed
construction activities to Butte Creek and Ash Creek within the project ESL.

Table 3: Estimated Stream Habitat and Impacts within the ESL
Stream Habitat Area

Bridge Butte Creek Ash Creek Total

Type Square Feet | Acre | Square Feet | Acre | Square Feet | Acre
Existing 4,954 0.114 17,338 0.398 22,292 0.512
Permanent Impact 0.00 0.00 40.00? 0.001 40.00 0.001
Temporary Impact 4,954 0.114 17,298 0.397 22,252 0.511
Net Gain 183* 0.004 336.00° 0.008 519 0.012

1 Removal of Pier 2 at Butte Creek Bridge would provide an additional 183 square feet of
stream habitat.

2 New piers for Ash Creek Bridge are pile extension and therefore do not have footings. The
pier columns are 30 inches in diameter. The area for each column is 4.90 square feet. There
are a total of eight columns.

3The area for the existing piers at Ash Creek Bridge is 188 square feet each. There are
currently two piers. The removal of these piers would provide an additional 376 square feet of
stream habitat.

The total estimated open water (stream habitat) for the combined watersheds (Butte Creek and
Ash Creek) is approximately 96,473,762.88 square feet or 2,214.73 acres (Caltrans, Office of
Environmental Management, North Region, 2016). The removal of existing Pier 2 at Butte
Creek, and the replacement of existing piers with pier columns at Ash Creek would provide an
additional 519 square feet, or 0.012 acre, of stream habitat within the project ESL. There is no
net loss of open water as a result of the proposed project, and a net gain of stream habitat
would occur. The proposed project would not significantly impact waters, directly or indirectly,
on a local or regional level.

The proposed project would have a less-than-significant impact to waters.

Special-Status Animal Species

Based on database queries, a list of special-status animal species with the potential to occur
within the ESL was compiled and evaluated (Appendix A). Special-status animal species with
the potential to occur within the project limits are discussed in this section.

Special-Status Bat Species

The as-built plans and bridge inspection reports suggested that the existing bridge types have
the potential to provide day and night roosting habitat for special-status bat species (Pallid bat
(Antrozous pallidus), Big brown bat (Espesicus fuscus), California myotis (Myotis californicus),
little brown bat (Myotis lucifugus), long-legged myotis (Myotis volans), fringed myotis (Myotis
thysanodes), long-eared myotis (Myotis evotis), western small-footed myotis (Myotis
ciliolabrumi), and Yuma myotis (Myotis yumanensis)); however, they do not provide hibernation
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roosting habitat. The existing decks lack hollow interiors that would normally provide roosting
conditions suitable for hibernation. Several daylight surveys were conducted to determine if bats
have been using the existing bridge structures as night or day roosting habitat. No bats were
observed within the bridge joints on either structure, and are not being used by day roosting
bats. Based on field observations, night roosting appears to be light and likely seasonal at Ash
Creek Bridge, while night roosting is extremely light, if any, at Butte Creek Bridge. There is no
evidence of a maternity colony or hibernacula use.

Based on the species requirements and the size of trees in the project area, proposed tree
removal activities are not anticipated to have a direct impact on bats, as bats are not anticipated
to be using existing riparian vegetation for roosting.

The removal of vegetation in locations where access is necessary to facilitate the replacement
and demolition and removal of the existing bridge structures may result in impacts to bats
foraging habitats. However, downstream and upstream reaches of Ash Creek contain open
water and riparian vegetation that would provide equal or greater foraging ground to bats. These
foraging grounds are in proximity to the proposed project location and the bats could remain in
the area between hunting forays without expending a large amount of energy. Also, Butte Creek
would be dry during the construction season; therefore, bats would be least expected at this
time and minimally impacted.

Impacts from the proposed project would not have an adverse effect, either directly or indirectly,
on bats or their habitat on a local or regional level, and have been determined to be less-than-
significant. .

Migratory Bird Species

Based on field observations, both Butte Creek Bridge and Ash Creek Bridge are used heavily by
cliff swallows. Demolition of the existing bridges has the potential to affect swallow nesting
under the bridge along the girders, piers, or beneath the exterior web and deck overhang, where
nests are easily attached to the vertical surface. Removal of swallow nests on bridges during
breeding season is prohibited by the Migratory Bird Treaty Act of 1918. The California
Department of Fish and Game considers February 15 to September 1 to be the swallow nesting
season. Netting installation is usually recommended to aid in the deterrent of the swallows from
using the bridges. As Caltrans standard practice, when swallows are present, exclusion devices
are installed prior to February 15, before the swallow arrive to nest.

Other migratory bird species may also be present, and may be utilizing trees and shrubs within
the ESL as nesting habitat.

While the proposed project would have a less-than-significant impact to bird species of special
concern, the following standard practices are included as part of the proposed project:

e Vegetation would be removed outside of the bird nesting season (i.e., removal would
occur between September 1 and February 14).

e Bridge deck work must be done during the non-nesting season from September 1 to
February 15.

¢ Nest removal must be done during the non-nesting season from September 1 to
February 15, and nest materials must not be allowed to fall into waterways.

e Exclusion devices must be installed during the non-nesting season from September 1 to
February 15.
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e Exclusion devices must be one of the following materials:
0 Plastic sheeting that is thick enough to withstand the elements
0 Weather resistant polypropylene netting with 0.25-inch or smaller openings
¢ Install bird exclusion devices such that bird access to the underside of the bridge,
including its exterior girders, is completely blocked.
¢ Clean bird waste or other debris from the contact surfaces of the bridge girders before
installing the exclusion devices.
¢ Monitor the devices daily and maintain and repair them to keep them effective.

Upon completion of the work, bird exclusion devices would become property of the contractor
and must be removed from the job site.

Special Status Plant Species

Based on database queries, a list of special-status plant species with the potential to occur
within the ESL was compiled and evaluated (Appendix A). The ESL supports suitable habitat
for three special-status species; however, they were identified as having low potential to occur
within the ESL. Following a floristic survey and several field reviews, conducted during the
blooming periods of the flowers in accordance with CNPS Botanical Survey Guidelines, the
identified special-status plant species were not observed within the ESL limits and no other
special-status plant species were identified. The proposed project would have no impact to
special-status plant species.

Threatened and Endangered Species
The proposed project would have no impact to federally-listed or state-listed threatened and/or
endangered species.

Invasive Species
Several invasive plant species were observed within the proposed project area, including
Scotch thistle and dyer’s woad.

The proposed project would have a less-than-significant impact with regard to invasive species;
however, to reduce the spread of invasive plant species and minimize the potential for
disturbance that results in a decrease in prevalence of native plant species Caltrans would
implement the following standard construction practices, as practicable:

o Efforts would be made to monitor and remove Scotch thistle and dyer’s woad from the
project ESL until construction begins to reduce the risk of spreading Scotch thistle and
dyer’s woad during construction.

o Plant species used for erosion control would consist of native species or non-persistent
hybrids that would prevent invasive species from colonizing disturbed areas.

e Erosion control materials such as straw and seed mixes would be certified weed-free.
Native vegetation would not be removed unless necessary for construction of the
project.

e Caltrans would not allow transport of soil and/or plant materials from any areas that
support invasive species to areas that support native-dominated plant communities.
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3.3 Climate Change

Climate change refers to long-term changes in temperature, precipitation, wind patterns, and
other elements of the earth's climate system. An ever-increasing body of scientific research
attributes these climatological changes to greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions, particularly those
generated from the production and use of fossil fuels. Research from such establishments as
the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) are primarily concerned with the
emissions of GHGs generated by human activity including carbon dioxide (CO3), methane
(CH.4), nitrous oxide (N-0O), tetrafluoromethane, hexafluoroethane, sulfur hexafluoride (SFe),
HFC-23 (fluoroform), HFC-134a (s, s, s, 2-tetrafluoroethane), and HFC-152a (difluoroethane).

In the United States, the main source of GHG emissions is electricity generation, followed by
transportation. In California, however, transportation sources (including passenger cars, light
duty trucks, other trucks, buses, and motorcycles) make up the largest source (second to
electricity generation) of GHG emitting sources. The dominant GHG emitted is CO., primarily
from fossil fuel combustion.

There are four primary strategies for reducing GHG emissions from transportation sources: 1)
improving the transportation system and operational efficiencies, 2) reducing growth of vehicle
miles traveled (VMT), 3) transitioning to lower GHG emitting fuels, and 4) improving vehicle
technologies. To be most effective all four strategies should be pursued collectively. The
following Regulatory Setting section outlines state and federal efforts to comprehensively
reduce GHG emissions from transportation sources.

Regulatory Setting

This section outlines state and federal efforts to comprehensively reduce GHG emissions from
transportation sources.

State

With the passage of several pieces of legislation including State Senate and Assembly bills and
Executive Orders, California has been innovative and pro-active in addressing GHG emissions
and climate change.

Assembly Bill 1493 (AB 1493), Pavley, Vehicular Emissions: Greenhouse Gases, 2002:
This bill requires the California Air Resources Board (ARB) to develop and implement
regulations to reduce automobile and light truck GHG emissions. These stricter emissions
standards were designed to apply to automobiles and light trucks beginning with the 2009-
model year.

Executive Order S-3-05 (EO) (June 1, 2005): The goal of this EO is to reduce California’s
GHG emissions to: 1) year 2000 levels by 2010, 2) year 1990 levels by the 2020, and 3) 80
percent below the year 1990 levels by 2050. This goal was further reinforced with the passage
of Assembly Bill 32 in 2006 and SB32 in 2016.

Assembly Bill 32 (AB 32), Chapter 488, 2006 Nufez and Pavley, The Global Warming
Solutions Act of 2006: AB 32 codified the 2020 GHG emissions reduction goals as outlined in
EO S-3-05, while further mandating that ARB create a scoping plan and implement rules to
achieve “real, quantifiable, cost-effective reductions of greenhouse gases.” The Legislature also
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intended that that the statewide GHG emissions limit continue in existence and be used to
maintain and continue reductions in emissions of greenhouse gases beyond 2020 (Health and
Safety Code Section 38551(b)). The law requires ARB to adopt rules and regulations in an open
public process to achieve the maximum technologically feasible and cost-effective GHG
reductions.

Executive Order S-20-06 (October 18, 2006): This order establishes the responsibilities and
roles of the Secretary of the California Environmental Protection Agency (Cal/EPA) and state
agencies with regard to climate change.

Executive Order S-01-07 (January 18, 2007): This order set forth the low carbon fuel standard
for California. Under this EO, the carbon intensity of California’s transportation fuels is to be
reduced by at least ten percent by the year 2020. ARB re-adopted the LCFS regulation in
September 2015, and the changes went into effect on January 1, 2016. The program
establishes a strong framework to promote the low carbon fuel adoption necessary to achieve
the Governor's 2030 and 2050 greenhouse gas reduction goals.

Senate Bill 97 (SB 97) Chapter 185, 2007, Greenhouse Gas Emissions: required the
Governor's Office of Planning and Research (OPR) to develop recommended amendments to
the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines for addressing GHG emissions.
The amendments became effective on March 18, 2010.

Senate Bill 375 (SB 375), Chapter 728, 2008, Sustainable Communities and Climate
Protection: This bill requires the California Air Resources Board (CARB) to set regional
emissions reduction targets from passenger vehicles. The Metropolitan Planning Organization
(MPO) for each region must then develop a "Sustainable Communities Strategy" (SCS) that
integrates transportation, land-use, and housing policies to plan for the achievement of the
emissions target for their region.

Senate Bill 391 (SB 391) Chapter 585, 2009 California Transportation Plan: This bill
requires the State’s long-range transportation plan to meet California’s climate change goals
under AB 32.

Executive Order B-16-12 (March 2012) orders State entities under the direction of the
Governor including ARB, the Energy Commission, and Public Utilities Commission to support
the rapid commercialization of zero emission vehicles. It directs these entities to achieve various
benchmarks related to zero emission vehicles.

Executive Order B-30-15 (April 2015), establishes an interim statewide greenhouse gas
emission reduction target to reduce greenhouse gas emissions to 40 percent below 1990 levels
by 2030 in order to ensure California meets its target of reducing greenhouse gas emissions to
80 percent below 1990 levels by 2050. It further orders that all state agencies with jurisdiction
over sources of greenhouse gas emissions to implement measures, pursuant to statutory
authority, to achieve reductions of greenhouse gas emissions to meet the 2030 and 2050
greenhouse gas emissions reductions targets. It also directs ARB to update the Climate Change
Scoping Plan to express the 2030 target in terms of million metric tons of carbon dioxide
equivalent (MMTCO2e). Finally, it requires the Natural Resources Agency to update the state’s
climate adaptation strategy, Safeguarding California, every three years, and to ensure that its
provisions are fully implemented.
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Senate Bill 32 (SB32) Chapter 249, 2016, this legislation codifies the greenhouse gas
reduction targets to achieve a mid-range goal of 40 percent below 1990 levels by 2030
established in EO B-30-15.

Federal

Although climate change and GHG reduction are a concern at the federal level; to date no
national standards have been established for nationwide mobile source GHG reduction targets,
nor have any regulations or legislation been enacted specifically to address climate change and
GHG emissions reduction at the project level.

Climate change and its associated effects are being addressed through various efforts at the
federal level to improve fuel economy and energy efficiency.

The Energy Policy Act of 1992 (102nd Congress H.R.776.ENR, abbreviated as EPACT92)
was passed by Congress and set goals, created mandates, and amended utility laws to
increase clean energy use and improve overall energy efficiency in the United States. The Act
consists of twenty-seven titles detailing various measures designed to lessen the nation's
dependence on imported energy, provide incentives for clean and renewable energy, and
promote energy conservation in buildings. Title Ill of EPACT92 addresses alternative fuels. It
gave the U.S. Department of Energy administrative power to regulate the minimum number of
light duty alternative fuel vehicles required in certain federal fleets beginning in fiscal year
1993.The primary goal of the Program is to cut petroleum use in the United States by 2.5 billion
gallons per year by 2020

Energy Policy Act of 2005(109th Congress H.R.6 (2005-2006) Sets forth an energy
research and development program covering: (1) energy efficiency; (2) renewable energy; (3) oil
and gas; (4) coal; (5) Indian energy; (6) nuclear matters and security; (7) vehicles and motor
fuels, including ethanol; (8) hydrogen; (9) electricity; (10) energy tax incentives; (11) hydropower
and geothermal energy; and (12) climate change technology.

Energy Policy and Conservation Action of 1975 and Corporate Average Fuel Standards
The Energy Policy and Conservation Act of 1975 (42 USC Section 6201 [1975]) establishes fuel
economy standards for on-road motor vehicles sold in the United States.

Compliance with federal fuel economy standards is determined through the Corporate Average
Fuel Economy (CAFE) program on the basis of each manufacturer's average fuel economy for
the portion of its vehicles produced for sale in the United States.

Executive Order 13514, Federal Leadership in Environmental, Energy, and Economic
Performance 74 Federal Register 52117 (October 8, 2009). The Executive Order set
sustainability goals for federal agencies and focuses on making improvements in their
environmental, energy, and economic performance. Instituted policy of the United States that
Federal agencies measure, report, and reduce their GHG emissions from direct and indirect
activities.

Executive Order 13653 Preparing the United States for the Impacts of Climate Change (78
Federal Register 66817,November 6, 2013) Builds on a previously released (and since revoked)
EO 13514 Federal Leadership in Environmental Energy, and Economics Performance to
establish direction for federal agencies on how to improve on climate preparedness and
resilience strategies.
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President Obama’s Climate Action Plan June 2013, President Obama announced a
comprehensive plan for action to cut carbon pollution, prepare the Nation for the impacts of
climate change, and lead international efforts to address climate change as a global challenge.
The Plan builds on the work of the 13 USGCRP member agencies, the USGCRP National
Climate Assessment program, and the Interagency Climate Change Adaptation Task Force.

Executive Order 13693 Planning for Federal Sustainability (80 Federal Register 15869, March
2015). Reaffirms the policy of the United States that Federal agencies measure, report, and
reduce their GHG emissions from direct and indirect activities. Sets sustainability goals for all
agencies to promote energy conservation, efficiency, and management while by reducing
energy consumption and GHG emissions. Builds on the adaptation and resiliency goals in EO
13693 to ensure agency operations and facilities prepare for impacts of climate change.
Revokes EO 13514.

U.S. EPA’s authority to regulate GHG emissions stems from the U.S. Supreme Court decision in
Massachusetts v. EPA (2007). The Supreme Court ruled that GHGs meet the definition of air
pollutants under the existing Clean Air Act and must be regulated if these gases could be
reasonably anticipated to endanger public health or welfare. Responding to the Court’s ruling,
U.S. EPA finalized an endangerment finding in December 2009. Based on scientific evidence it
found that six greenhouse gases constitute a threat to public health and welfare. Thus, it is the
Supreme Court’s interpretation of the existing Act and EPA’s assessment of the scientific
evidence that form the basis for EPA’s regulatory actions.

U.S. EPA in conjunction with NHTSA issued the first of a series of GHG emission standards for
new cars and light-duty vehicles in April 2010 and significantly increased the fuel economy of
all new passenger cars and light trucks sold in the United States. The standards set a
requirement to meet an average fuel economy of 34.1 miles per gallon by 2016. In August 2012,
the federal government adopted the second rule that increases fuel economy for the fleet of
passenger cars, light-duty trucks, and medium-duty passenger vehicles for model years 2017
and beyond to average fuel economy of 54.5 miles per gallon by 2025. Because NHTSA cannot
set standards beyond model year 2021 due to statutory obligations and the rules’ long
timeframe, a mid-term evaluation is included in the rule. The Mid-Term Evaluation is the
overarching process by which NHTSA, EPA, and the California Air Resources Board (CARB)
will decide on CAFE and GHG emissions standard stringency for model years 2022-2025.
Standards for model years 2022 through 2025 have not been formally adopted by NHTSA.

NHTSA and EPA issued a Final Rule for “Phase 2" for medium and heavy duty vehicles to
improve fuel efficiency and cut carbon pollution. The agencies estimate that the standards will
save up to 2 billion barrels of oil and reduce CO2 emissions by up to 1.1 billion metric tons over
the lifetimes of model years 2018-2029 vehicles.

Project Analysis

An individual project does not generate enough GHG emissions to significantly influence global
climate change. Rather, global climate change is a cumulative impact. This means that a
project may contribute to a potential impact through its incremental change in emissions when

[ http://www.c2es.org/federal/executive/epa/greenhouse-gas-regulation-fag
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combined with the contributions of all other sources of GHG.! In assessing cumulative impacts,
it must be determined if a project’s incremental effect is “cumulatively considerable” (CEQA
Guidelines sections 15064(h)(1) and 15130). To make this determination the incremental
impacts of the project must be compared with the effects of past, current, and probable future
projects. To gather sufficient information on a global scale of all past, current, and future
projects in order to make this determination is a difficult, if not impossible, task.

The AB 32 Scoping Plan mandated by AB 32 contains the main strategies California will use to
reduce GHG emissions. As part of its supporting documentation for the Draft Scoping Plan,
ARB released the GHG inventory for California (forecast last updated: October 28, 2010). The
forecast is an estimate of the emissions expected to occur in the year 2020 if none of the
foreseeable measures included in the Scoping Plan were implemented. The base year used for
forecasting emissions is the average of statewide emissions in the GHG inventory for 2006,
2007, and 2008.

California Greenhouse Gas Emissions Forecast

:
& 2008
= laverage

e

=50 1] S0 100 150 200 250 200 350 400 450 SO0 S50

Millicn tonnes CO2 equivalent

O Transportaticn DO Electric Povwer B Commarcial & reskdential B Ineclustrial
@ Recycling & Waste  High GWP O Agriculture © Forestry

Source: http://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/inventory/data/forecast.htm
Figure 3: California Greenhouse Gas Forecast

Caltrans and its parent agency, the Business, Transportation, and Housing Agency, have taken
an active role in addressing GHG emission reduction and climate change. Recognizing that 98
percent of California’s GHG emissions are from the burning of fossil fuels and 40 percent of all
human-made GHG emissions are from transportation, Caltrans has created and is implementing
the Climate Action Program at Caltrans, published in December 2006.2

The purpose of the project is to repair and replace culverts in accordance with current
requirements, as well as construct new drainage systems where appropriate. The proposed
project would not increase capacity or vehicle miles travelled, therefore no increases in
operational GHG emissions are anticipated.

! This approach is supported by the AEP: Recommendations by the Association of Environmental Professionals on
How to Analyze GHG Emissions and Global Climate Change in CEQA Documents (March 5, 2007), as well as the
South Coast Air Quality Management District (Chapter 6: The CEQA Guide, April 2011) and the US Forest Service
(Climate Change Considerations in Project Level NEPA Analysis, July 13, 2009).

2 Caltrans Climate Action Program is located at the following web address:

http://Awww.dot.ca.gov/ha/tpp/offices/ogm/key reports_files/State Wide_ Strategy/Caltrans_Climate Action_Program.pdf
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Construction Emissions

Greenhouse gas emissions for transportation projects can be divided into those produced
during construction and those produced during operations. Construction GHG emissions
include emissions produced as a result of material processing, emissions produced by onsite
construction equipment, and emissions arising from traffic delays due to construction. These
emissions would be produced at different levels throughout the construction phase; their
frequency and occurrence can be reduced through innovations in plans and specifications, and
by implementing traffic management practices during construction phases.

In addition, with innovations such as longer pavement lives, improved traffic management plans,
and changes in materials, the GHG emissions produced during construction can be mitigated to
some degree by longer intervals between maintenance and rehabilitation events.

CEQA Conclusion

While construction would result in GHG emissions, it is anticipated that the project would not
cause any increase in operational GHG emissions. It is Caltrans’ determination that in the
absence of further regulatory or scientific information related to GHG emissions and CEQA
significance, it is too speculative to make a significance determination with regard to the
project’s direct impact and its contribution on the cumulative scale related to climate change.
However, Caltrans is firmly committed to implementing measures to help reduce GHG
emissions, as discussed below.

Greenhouse Gas Reduction Strategies

There are typically two terms used when discussing the impacts of climate change.
"Greenhouse Gas Mitigation" is a term for reducing GHG emissions in order to reduce or
"mitigate” the impacts of climate change. “Adaptation,"” refers to the effort of planning for and
adapting to impacts resulting from climate change (such as adjusting transportation design
standards to withstand more intense storms and higher sea levels)3.

Greenhouse Gas Mitigation

AB 32 Compliance

Caltrans continues to be actively involved on the Governor’s Climate Action Team as ARB
works to implement the Executive Orders S-3-05 and S-01-07 and help achieve the targets set
forth in AB 32. Many of the strategies Caltrans is using to help meet the targets in AB 32 come
from the California Strategic Growth Plan, which is updated each year.

The following measures would also be included in the project to reduce the GHG emissions and
potential climate change impacts from the project:

e According to Caltrans Standard Specifications, the contractor must comply with all of the
Lassen County Air Pollution Control District rules, ordinances, and regulations regarding
air quality restrictions.

e Caltrans Standard Specifications, a required part of all construction contracts, should
effectively reduce and control emission impacts during construction under the provisions
of Section 7-1.02C “Emission Reduction” and Section 14-9.03 “Dust Control”. Provision
14-9.02 “Air Pollution Control” requires the contractor to comply with all pertinent rules,
regulations, ordinances, and statutes of the local air district.

8 http://climatechange.transportation.org/ghg_mitigation/
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e Landscaping reduces surface warming, and through photosynthesis, decreases CO2.
The project includes replanting in areas cleared by construction activities. This
replanting would help offset any potential CO2 emissions increase.

¢ Vehicle traffic during construction would be controlled using the One Way Reversing
Traffic Control method. Stop signs would be placed at both ends of the work area for
each bridge location, and traffic would be able to proceed one direction at a time. Idling
time for vehicles would be limited to the amount of time it takes for traffic from one
direction to pass through the construction site.

Adaptation Strategies

“Adaptation strategies” refer to how Caltrans and others can plan for the effects of climate
change on the state’s transportation infrastructure and strengthen or protect the facilities from
damage. Climate change is expected to produce increased variability in precipitation, rising
temperatures, rising sea levels, storm surges and intensity, and the frequency and intensity of
wildfires. These changes may affect the transportation infrastructure in various ways, such as
damaging roadbeds by longer periods of intense heat; increasing storm damage from flooding
and erosion; and inundation from rising sea levels. These effects would vary by location and
may, in the most extreme cases, require that a facility be relocated or redesigned. There may
also be economic and strategic ramifications as a result of these types of impacts to the
transportation infrastructure.

Interim guidance has been released by The Coastal Ocean Climate Action Team (CO-CAT) as
well as the Department as a method to initiate action and discussion of potential risks to the
states infrastructure due to projected sea level rise.

All projects that have filed a Notice of Preparation as of the date of EO S-13-08, and/or are
programmed for construction funding from 2008 through 2013, or are routine maintenance
projects may, but are not required to, consider these planning guidelines. The proposed project
is outside the coastal zone and direct impacts to transportation facilities due to projected sea
level rise are not expected.

Executive Order S-13-08 also directed the Business, Transportation, and Housing Agency to
prepare a report to assess vulnerability of transportation systems to sea level rise affecting
safety, maintenance, and operational improvements of the system, and economy of the state.
The Department continues to work on assessing the transportation system vulnerability to
climate change, including the effect of sea level rise.

3.4 Hazards and Hazardous Materials

An Initial Site Assessment (Caltrans, 2012) identified the potential for several minor hazardous
waste/material issues within the project site; Asbestos Containing Material (ACM), Treated
Wood Waste (TWW), Lead Containing Paint (LCP) related to thermoplastic and/or paint striping
removal, and Aerially Deposited Lead (ADL).

Asbestos Containing Material (ACM) may be present in shims, joints, and/or bearing plates of
the bridges. If ACM is present it would be treated in accordance with the Caltrans Standard
Specifications, including requiring the contractor be notified as to the presence of suspected
ACM. ACM removal must be conducted by a licensed and certified asbestos abatement
contractor.
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Treated wood is present within the project limits in the form of MBGR and sign posts. If Treated
Wood Waste (TWW) is generated during this project, the storage and disposal would be in
accordance with Caltrans Standard Specifications.

In accordance with Caltrans Standard Specifications, a Lead Compliance Plan would be
prepared and implemented to address appropriate lead removal related to Lead Containing
Paint (LCP) and Aerially Deposited Lead (ADL), including temporary storage, testing, and
transportation to an appropriate disposal or recycling facility.

Prior to construction activities a Preliminary Site Investigation would be completed in order to
identify and, if necessary, quantify the presence of these waste/material issues.

The project does not involve the routine transport or disposal of hazardous materials, and is not
located on a known hazardous materials site.

The project is not in the vicinity of an existing or proposed school, or public or private airport
and/or airstrip.

The project would not interfere with an emergency response plan and/or emergency evacuation
plan, or expose people or structures to wildland fire-related hazards.

The proposed project would have a less-than-significant impact related to hazards and
hazardous materials.

3.5 Hydrology and Water Quality

In accordance with Caltrans standard construction specifications, the contractor would be
required to submit a Water Pollution Control Program (WPCP) for the proposed project. The
WPCP would be prepared in accordance with Caltrans’ Storm Water Management Program and
the Statewide Caltrans NPDES Permit issued by the State Water Resources Control Board.
The WPCP would identify potential sources of pollution and includes Caltrans’ Best
Management Practices (BMPs) that would be implemented to avoid and/or minimize potential
water quality-related impacts in the proposed project vicinity (Caltrans, 2016a).

The project consists of the replacement of existing bridges, and would not impact groundwater
supplies, alter existing drainage patterns, create additional runoff water, or otherwise degrade
water quality.

Both Butte Creek Bridge and Ash Creek Bridge are located in a Zone AE Special Flood Hazard
Area (Caltrans, 2016b), where Butte Creek and Ash Creek cross SR 299. A Special Flood
Hazard Area (SFHA) is defined as the land area covered by the floodwaters of base flood
waters (FEMA, 2016). As part of the Floodplain Evaluation Report Summary prepared by
Caltrans (2016), both creeks were modeled using HEC-RAS software. At Butte Creek,
removing the pier lowers the 100-year water surface elevation less than 0.1 foot; there would be
no impact to base flood water elevations. At Ash Creek, there is no significant difference
between the substructure configuration of the existing and proposed structures. Since the 100-
year flow does not interact with the bridge deck (currently or with the proposed, new structure),
there is no significant change in the base flood elevations. This project would not significantly
impact the floodplains or base flood elevations of Butte Creek or Ash Creek.
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The project site is not located in an area that would be impacted by flooding as result of the
failure of a levee or dam, or in an area subject to potential inundation by a seiche, tsunami, or
mudflow.

The proposed project would have a less-than-significant impact related to hydrology and water
quality.

3.6 Noise

Noise generated by construction activities is a function of the noise levels generated by
individual pieces of construction equipment, the type and amount of equipment operating at any
given time, the timing and duration of construction activities, and the proximity of nearby
sensitive receptors.

This project would include demolition, earthwork/excavation, paving, concrete work, and pile
driving. Construction noise would primarily result from the operation of heavy construction
equipment and arrival and departure of heavy-duty trucks. Construction noise levels would vary
on a day-to-day basis during each phase of construction depending on the specific task being
completed.

FHWA'’s Roadway Construction Noise Model was used to calculate the maximum noise levels
anticipated during each phase of construction. Table 4 shows the construction noise levels for
each major phase of the project. Table 5 shows noise generated by impact pile driving
operations at various distances. Noise generated by construction equipment drops off at a rate
of approximately 6 dB per doubling of distance.

Table 4-Construction Noise Levels

Maximum Noise Level

Construction Phase (Lmax, dBA)
50 feet

Demolition 89

Earthwork 85

Paving 85

Structures 101

Table 5-Noise from Impact Pile Driving Operation

Distance from Pile Maximum Noise Level
Driving Operation (feet) | (Lmax, dBA)

50 101
100 95
150 92
200 89
250 87
300 86

The loudest noise generating construction activity on this project would be pile driving. Pile
driving typically occurs during daytime hours over short durations with breaks in between each
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pile. Impact pile driving can generate noise levels up to 101 dBA Lmax at 50 feet. The nearest
sensitive receptor to the Ash Creek Bridge is located approximately 200 feet southeast of the
project area between Center Street and McDowell Street. At this distance, maximum noise
levels during pile driving would be approximately 89 dBA Lmax. The nearest sensitive receptor
to the Butte Creek Bridge is located approximately 70 feet southwest of the project area, west of
SR 299 and south of Butte Creek. At this distance, maximum noise levels during pile driving
would be approximately 98 dBA Lmax.

Construction noise is regulated by Caltrans Standard Specifications Section 14-8.02, “Noise
Control”. These requirements state:

e Control and monitor noise resulting from work activities.

e Do not exceed 86 dBA Lmax at 50 feet from the job site activities from 9 p.m. to 6 a.m.

Construction impacts are temporary in nature and sensitive receptors would not be exposed to
construction noise for any longer than necessary to complete the project. With the
implementation of Caltrans Standard Specifications, no substantial noise impacts from
construction are anticipated.

The proposed project would not result in a permanent increase in noise levels and would have
no long-term impact.

The project site is not located in the vicinity of a public or private airport and/or airstrip.

The proposed project would have a less-than-significant impact related to noise.

3.7 Transportation and Traffic

The proposed project would not result in conflicts or impacts related to an applicable congestion
management program, air traffic patterns, increased hazards due to a design feature,
inadequate emergency access, and/or adopted policies, plans, or programs regarding public
transit, bicycle, or pedestrian facilities.

Vehicle traffic during construction would be controlled using the One Way Reversing Traffic
Control method. Stop signs would be placed at both ends of the work area for each bridge
location, and traffic would be able to proceed one direction at a time. Idling time for vehicles
would be limited to the amount of time it takes for traffic from one direction to pass through the
construction site. Non-motorized traffic would be escorted through the construction area, or a
designated route would be identified at each construction location.

The proposed project would have a less-than-significant impact to transportation and traffic.
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This Initial Study was prepared by the California Department of Transportation, North Region
Office of Environmental Management, with input from the following staff:

Austin Buist, Project Engineer
Contribution: Project design

Chelsea Tran-Wong, Project Biologist
Contribution: Natural Environment Study
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Contribution: Cultural resource surveys and reports

Chris Quiney, Environmental Branch Chief
Contribution: Document preparation oversight

Dan McGann, Project Archaeologist
Contribution: Cultural resource surveys and reports

Eric Akana, Project Manager
Contribution: Project management

Julie McFall, Environmental Coordinator
Contribution: Document writer

Mark Harvey, NPDES Coordinator
Contribution: Water Quality Assessment Report

Mark Melani, Engineering Geologist
Contribution: Initial Site Assessment for Hazardous Waste

Ryan Pommerenck, Air and Noise Specialist
Contribution: Construction Noise Memorandum and Pile Driving Vibration Impacts
Memorandum

Steve Topal, Design Senior
Contribution: Design oversight
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Special-Status Plants Evaluation For Butte and Ash Creek Replacement Project

legs| Statie

Seien tfic Nome Comman Mame Ferlera |/State/CNFS Otter Status Hatitat Habitat Preszrt? Fotert al for Oscume roes 8 Ratiorale
FLANTS
Great Besin scrub | Lowier montane coniferous forest | Weadow &s eep. Open, damp depressioms and meadows in
erevc o futgens hils ide arnica -f=j282 sazebrush s cub or juniperwoodisnd. 1310-2195 m. Ho Mot present. Suitable habitat & not present within the ESL.
Great Basinscrub | Pinon & juniper wondlands | Upper montane aniferous forest. Shallaw barren valcnic outaps in
 astrogoius oo [Aish Val ey milk-vetch -/={183 BLIV_§-5 ensitive | LSFS_S-Sers itive sgebrish-juniper-lefirey pine arems . 1565-1665 Ho ot presem. Suitable hab tat & not present within the BSL ESL s out of spedes! &levation range
 strogatus lemmeanii Lemmon's milk-vetch —-f1B2 BLM §-Sensitive | LEFE_§-Sers itive Great B in scrub | Mars h & swamp | Meadow & seep | Wetland. Lakeshores, mead ows and s eeps. 1007-2200 m. Ho Mot present. Suitable habitat & not present within the ESL.
Great Besin scrub | Loweer montane coniferous forest | Weadow &s eep | Vernal ponl | Wetland. Inwet meadmes or
inck o lonz-haired star-tulip -j=f1B2 BLI S-S ensitive | LSFS S-Sers itive =rassy aress sinng drainages within forest. Claysoils., 9752365 m. Ho ot prese . Suitable habitat & not present within the ESL.
0y otherodes [wh eat sedge - fam2 tarsh &swamp | Meadow & seep | Pinon & juniper wondiand: | Wetland. 1300-1540m Ho Mot presem. Suitable hab tat & not present within the ESL.
Eroadieaved upland farest | Lower montane conifernus forest | Meadow 85 2ep | Pinon & juniper woodiands | Wetland
vy petasats Liddans sedge —-f283 [935-2020 m Ho ot present. Suitable habitat i not present within the ESL.
Freshwater marsh | Lower montane anfferaus farest | Marsh & swamp | Riparians qub | Wetland. Mesicsites; alang 5p ecies was it obs erved during field surveys
vy shetcanii [Sheldon's sedze -f=j28.2 reeks and in wat meadmws, 12002015 m. Yes
roeoegus eostlegevensis Castlegar hawtharne -2 Fiparian wondland makt roday oam Yes 5 pe dies was it obs erved during field surw
Cepiscuncinote [Fiddleleaf hawksbeard -f=f252 Mojavean deserts qub | Finon & juniper wondlands. Maist, alkaline valley botto ms. 2802110 m. Ho ot present. Suitable habitat i not present within the ESL.
cimeresio howetti doublet -={283 Lower mantane mniferous forest | Pinon & juniper wondlands. On slopes in dry gravelly volnics ois. 1340-3380 m Suitable habitat & not present within the ESL
Great Basinscrub | Mars h & swamp | Meadow Biseep | Pinan & juniperwoodiands | ¥ernal pool | Wetland. In mes ic
Cowmingia inew Great Bain downingia ——f2EE sites or wetlands, 1230-2200 m. Suitable habiar & not present within the ESL.
Great Besin scrub | Wars h & swamp | Meadow & seep | Pinan & juniperwandiands | ¥ernal pool | Wetland. In mesic
Cowningie veiw Great Basin downingia -j=f282 sites or wetlands, 1230-2200 m, Ho ot prese . Suitable habitat i not present within the ESL,
Great Basinscrub | Pinon & juniper wondlands | Upper montane anifernus forest. Bry valcanicslopes and hilk, e psan
prostrate buckwheat ~f=f1B2 BLIV S-S ensitive | LSFS_S-Sers itive Manual says granite). 1300-3705 m Ho Suitable habitat & not present within the ESL
Great Basinscrub | Lower montane coniferous forest | Upper montane coniferous forest, Sandy orgravelly sites. 1535-
Eringarrur var. glaberrimuim [Warne r Mountains buckwheat —-f1E3 BLM_§-Sensitive | LEFE_§-Sers itive 2300 m. Ho ot present. Suitable hab tat i not present within the ESL ESL s out of spedes! elevation range.
Geurn sleppic um lalzppa avers Great Besin scrub | Lowier mantane coniferous forest | hesdow &s sep. 450-1500 m. Ho Mot preset. Suitable hab tat & not present within the BSL.
Freshwater marsh | Marsh & swamp | Vernal poal | Wetland, Claysils; usuall in vernal pols, sometimes on lake
—/EB.2 margins_10-2375 m Ho Suitable habitat & not present within the ESL
Bakers globe mallow —/—f2 Chaparal | Pinon & juniper wondlands. Rodey loam or volmnicsnis. 1000-2500 m Ho ot present. Suitable habitat i not present within the ESL.
Great Basinscrub | Finon & juniper wondlands | Upper montane conifernus forest. Graselly, s hallow, valcanic h on
vesic porveutata lsh Creek ivesia -J=j18.2 BLIV S-S ensitive | LSFE_S-Sers itive barren ridges. 16301915 m. Ho _Suitable habitat & not present within the ESL. ESL 5 out of spe dss' el evation rangs.
Chenopod sarub | Great Basinsaub | Lower montane niferows farest | Finon & juniper woodlands. Volcanicsail, 1200-
i t o foenicutoeeum s macde ol Ia o nugal's lomatium 3065 m. Ho Suitable habtat & not present within the ESL
Great Besin scrub. Open, s lightly alkaline flats, poory drsined adobes oib. Often with Artemisia tridentats, G rayia, etc.
o t o rovensi Ravens lamatium -f={28.3 1000-2000 m. Ho ot present. Suitable habitat i not present within the ESL.
Jpiterten sio toagifiom long biluzh el —j=j2m2 Great B in scrub | Lower montane coniferous forest. 13351630 m Ho Suitable habitat & not present within the ESL
Great Basinscrub | Lower montane coniferous forest, Roads ides, gravelley sites. Dnsaree, vol@nicsubstrates. 1430-1500
ot i cusictdi Cusicks monkeyfiower ——f283 m s 5pe dies wes ot obs erved during field surw
Great e in scrub | Lower montane coniferous forest | Pinan & junip erwondlands . Gravelly or ro dey sites; vernally mesic.
i ot s evone seens 2ph emeral monkeyfiower |BLM S-S ensitive | USFS_S-Sers itive 1350-1740 m. Ho Mot present. Suitable hab tat & not present within the ESL.
riemaphits e -/=j283 Great Besin scrub | Meadmw & seep | Upper momane conifernus forest. Mesicsites. 1530-2410 m. Ho ot presem.Suitable habitat & not present within the BSL ESL s out of spedes! &l evation range
Great Basinscrub | Lower montane coniferous forest | Finon & juniper wondlands . olmnics oik; gravelly sites, 1065-2350)
P ste o joishrine lanishs beardrongue ——f2EE BLIV &G ensitive m Ho Mot presem. Suitable habitat & ot present withinthe BSL.
[Fogogyne foribunda profuse-flowered pogoayne =42 Vernal pool | Wetland. Heaw daysoil sumounding com munity often pine/juniper or sggebrsh s aub. 945-1745 m Ho Mot present. Suitable habitat & not present within the ESL.
|Raiune o o macani Wamuns buttercup {282 Great Besin scrub | Meadow & seep | Pinon & juniper wondiands | Wetland Mesicsites 1400-1800 m Ho ot presem. Suitable hab tat & not present within the BSL ESL s out of spedes! &l evation range
& teliario goteric oot marsh skullcap i) Lower mantane niferow forest | Marsh & swamp | headow &5 eep | Wetland. Swamps and wet places. 01350 m. Ho Mot present. Suitable habitat & not present within the BZL.
Oregun campion -j=j28.3 Great Besinscrub | Subalpine coniferaws farest. 16752930 m. Ho ot prese . Suitable hab tat & not present within the ESL ESL s out of spe des! elevation range.
marsh hedge-nettle R Great B in scrub | Meadmw & seep. Mesics tes. 1300-1720 m Ho Mot presem. Suitable hab tat & not present within the ESL.
Graat Basinscrub | Meadow 8 seep | Pinon & juniperwoodlands. Exposed ridges and flats inshallmw, rodkysoil. Often in
[woalkys tenotus -f=f282 BLM S-S ensitive sazebrush at edges of other veget atinn types. 1500-1330 m. Ho ot present. Suitable hab tat i not present within the ESL ESL s out of spedies’ elevation range.
Howiell's thebyp odium -=j1B.2 BLIV S-S ensitive | LSFE_S-Sers itive Graat Besinscrub | Meadmw 8 seep. Maist alkaline mezsdows. 1200-1330 m. Ho Hotprese . Suitable habitat & not present within the BSL.
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~ = Mostaws

3 =HNeed more information about ths plant (Review List)

4 = LUmited distribution (Watdh Lit)

1B =Rare, threatenad, or endargered in Califomia and ek swhere

6 =Rare, threatenad, or endargered in Califomia but more mmmon ebewhere
0.1 =Serinusly endangered in Califarnia

0.2 =Fairy endangered in Califarnia

0.2 = Not very endangered in Califamia

el ypock v hawelid ssp._bawelii Howe ' thebypodium ~/=f1B.2 ELI 55 ensitive | LSFS S-Serstive Great Besin scrub | Meadow 8 seep Moist alkaline meadows._1200-1530 m Ho ot prese . Suitable hab tat & not present within the ESL
Triteiei grandifiars |arge-finwered riteleia =381 Great Bz inscrub | Pinon & juniper woodlands. |n mcky ares in sagebrush soub, and inwoodland. 700-1500m No ot presem. Suitable habitat & not present within the BSL.
5= s Definition

Calfifornia Native Plant Socety (CNPS)

Federal
- =nNostats

State
- =Nostatus
E - Endangered
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Butte & Ash Creek Bridges Replacement Project

Special-Status Wildlife Evaluation For Butte and Ash Creek Bridge Replacement Project

cealSlatus Habitat
Scientific Nane Common Na me Fede mlfState Other Status Ha bitat Present? Potential for Occurrences & Rationale
[Amphibians
BLM_S-Sensitive | CDFW_S5C-Spedesof Spedal  |Low swam py areas in mountainous woodlands & wet meadows, springs, small mold streams & lakes in
Ron g pretios Oregon spotted frog T/ concern | IUCN_YU-Yulnerable northeastern CaliforniaStanding water needed for breeding No Mot present. The ESL does not contain suitable habitat for the spedes.
Birds
BLM_S-Sensitive | CDF_S-Sensitive | COFW_S5C-
Spedesof Spedal Concern | IUCK_LC-Least [within, and invicinity of, coniferous forest. Uses old nests, and maintains alternate sites Usually nests on
Accigiter gentiis northem goshawk Concern | USFS_S-Sensitive north slopes, near water. Red fir, lodgepole pine, leffrey pine, and aspens are typical nest traes Ha Mot present. The ESL does not contain suitable habitat for the spedies
Ereeds ingrasslands with scatteredtrees, juniper-sage flats, riparian areas, savannahs, & =gricultural or Unlikely. Although the project ESLis generally within the species’ range, there, the|
BLM_S-Sensitive | IUCN_LG-Least Cancern | ranch lands with groves or lines of trees. Require s adjacent suitable foragirg areas such asgrasslands, or project ESL does not contain suitable habitat for the species. See MES for further
Bute o swdn soni Swainson's hawk USFWS_BCC-Birds of Conservation Concern alfalfa or grainfields supparting rodent populations. Ves discussian.
BLW_5-Sensitive | CDFW_S5C-Spedes of Spedal
Concern | IUCM_NT-Mear Threatened | USFS_S  |Found in the northeastern, Great Basin portion of state. Restricted to flat/rolling terrain vegetated by sage-
(Cenbrocerous urophos mus grester ssge-grouse Sensitive brush, upan whidh it depends for both food and shelter. No Mot present. The ESL does not contain suitable habitat for the spedes.
BLM_S-Sensitive | NABCI_RWL-Red Watch List |
USFS_S-Sensitive | USFWS_EBCCEirds of Riparian forest nester, along the broad, lower flood-battoms of larg er river systems.Mests in riparian
Coceyz us arnesican us ooz ntalis western yellow billed cudcoo TE Conservation Concern liungles of willow, often mixed with cottonwoods, wy lower story of blackberry, nettles, or wildgrape. No Not present. The ESL does not contain suitable habitat for the spedes.
Unlikely. Although Butte and Ash Creeks are shallow streams, Butte Creek dries upf
during the summer months and both oeeks are near agrioulture lands, the proje df
BLM_S5-Sensitive | CDFW_FP-Fully Protected | Mests in wetland habitats in northeastern Californis; winters in the Central Walley.Prefers grainfialds within ESL ladks riparian thickets that would provide adequate habitat require bythe
Gius conatensis talida ereater sandhill crane USF5_S-Sensitive 4 mi of a shallow body of water used as a communal roost site; irrigated pasture used as loafing sites Yes species. See MES for further discussion
BLM_S-Sensitive | CDF_S-Sensitive | CDFW_FP-
Fully Protected | IWCN_LC-Least Concern | USFS_S{Coean shore, lake mangins, & riversfor both nesting & wintering. Most nests within 1 mi of water.Nestsin
Sensitive | USFWS_BCC-Birds of Conservation large, old-growth, or dominant live tree w/open branches, especially ponderosa pine. Roosts communally
Hafigeetus feucocephatus bald eagle D/E Concern in winter Mo Mot present. The ESL does not cantain suitable habitat far the spedes
Owerthe full extert of their range, Spotted Owls ocaur in 3 variety of habitat types centered around mature]
forests with dense canopies The Northern Spotted Owl requires unlogged, expansive, mature coriferous
[farest stands with large trees and a complex array of vegetation types, sizes and sges. This subspeciestends
to @void dossing dearcut, recently logged, or brushy areas, but will forage in redwood forests that have
Strix occidentalis cauring Morthern spotted owd T been previously logged if sorne old and large trees remain. No Mot presant. The ESL does not contain suitable habitat for the spedes.
Fish
Unlikely. Although Butte and Ash Creeks are streams, Butte Creek does notflow
AFS_EN-Endargered | COFW_FP-Fully Protected | |Found in tributary stream's of the upper Pit River Found in large, shallow, muddy-battomed poals. They are year round and both creeks do not contain suitable pool for the spedesta utilize
(Catostorm us microEs Modoc sucker E/E IUCH_EM-Endangerad even found in intermittent streams. Spawn in riffle areas, Ves within the project ESL. See MES for further discussian.
AFS_EN-Endangered | COFW_FP-Fully Protected | |Mative tothe Klamath and Lost River systerns in California & Oregon.Spend most of year in open waters of
(Chosmistes brevirostris shortnose sudcer E/E IUCN_EM-Endangered large |akes. They feed on plankton. Spawn in tributary streams. Mo Mot present. The ESL does not contain suitsble habitat for the spedes.
AFS_EMN-Endangered | COFW_FP-Fully Prateted | |Wative tothe Lost River system in Califarnia & Oregon.Primarily @ lake spedes found in fairly deep water.
Deltistes luxatus Lost River sucker E/E IUCH_FM-Endangered & dults run up tributary stream s to spawn in the spring Mo Mot present. The ESL does not cantain suitable habitat far the spedes
[The Upper Pit River Watershed begins in the Warner Mountains of northeast California and flows in a
southwe sterhy direction toward Shasta Lake. The watershed is characterized by sagebrush, juniper, and
Pit River Droinoge Modcoe Sucker Pit River Drainage ModacSucker mixed conifer forests, rugged mountains, and broad alluvial valleys that contain significert riparian areas,
Stream Stream meadaws, and irrigated pastures Mo Mot present. The ESL does not cantain designated critical habitat for the species
Mannmals
Deserts, grassiands, shrublands, woodlands & forests. Most common in open, dry habitats with rodey areas
BLM_S-Sensitive | CDFW_S5GSpedes of Spedal  |for roosting Roosts must protect bats fram high temperatures. Very sensitive to disturbance of roosting
Concern | IUCN_LC-Least Concern | USFS_S- sites. Day raostsindude rods outcraps, mines, caves, tree hollows, buildirgs, and bridges. Night raosts
[Antrozous pollious pallid bat Sensitive | WEWG_H-High Priarity cormmanly under bridge s, Ves Likely. Assumed night roosts under bridge(s)
Habitat generalists, histarically ocoupying diverse habitats indudirg tundra, forests, grasslands, and
deserts. Primary habitat requirements are the presence of adequate ungulate prey, water, and low human
Caonis fupus gray walf E/E IUCH_LCLeast Concern contad. No Mot present. The ESL does not contain suitsble habitat for the spedes.
ariety of habit.Day roosts in mines, caves, buildings, bridges, andtrees (e.g., ponderass, aspen, ozks, and
Eptesicus fuscus big brown bat IUCN_LGLeast Concern | WBWG_L-Low Priority  |sycamares). Might roosts in open setting including building s, mines, and bridges. Yes Likely Assumed night roasts under bridge(s)
Found in the north coast mountains and the Sierra Mevada. Found in a wide variety of high elevation
CDFW_FP-Fully Protected | IUCH_NT-Mear habitats. Needs water source. Uses caves, logs, burrowsfor cover & den area Huntsin more open areas.
Gulo guto califamia wolverine s Threatened | USFS_S-Sensitive Can travel long distances o Mot present. The ESL does not contain suitable habitat for the spedes
Primarily a coastal & montane forest dweller feedirg over streams, ponds & open brushy areas.Roosts in
IUCN_LGLeast Concern | WEWG_M-Medium hollow trees, beneath exfoliating bark, abandaned woodpedser holes & rarely under rodks. Needs drinking Mot present. It's atree roosting species, but may be present inthe projed ESL for
i osicn ote As noctivagans silver-haired bat Priority water No water
IUCH_LGLeast Concern | WEBW G_IM-Medium Prefers open habitats or habitat mosaics, with access to trees for cover & open areas or habitat edges for Mot present. It's atree roosting species, but may be present inthe projed ESL for
i osiurus cinefeus hoary bat Priority feeding.Roosts in dense foliage of medium to large trees. Feeds primarily on moths. Requires water No water
Variety of habitats from lowerSonaran desert soub to forestsWide variety of day roosts indudirg mines,
caves, buildings, rock aevices, hollow trees, and under tree bark Crevice raosting. Night roostsina wider
Mvotis cdifomicus Califarnia myotis IUCN_LCLeast Concern | WEWG_L-Low Priority  |varistion of structures. Yes Likely. Assurned night roosts under bridge(s)
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BLM_S-Sensitive | IUCK_LC-Least Concern

[Wide rarge of habitats mostly arid wooded & brushy uplands near water. Seeks cover in caves, buildings,
mines & oevices.Prefers open stands in forests and woodlands. Requires drinking water. Feeds on awide

Myotis cificabrum western small-footed royatis fen WEWE_M-Medium Priority variety of small flying insects ves  |Likely. Assumed night roosts under bridge(s)
Found in all brush, woodland & forest habitats from sealevel to about 3000 ft. prefers coniferous
BLM_S5-Sensitive | IUCK_LC-Least Concern waodlands & forests.Mursery colonies in buildings, Tevices, spaces under bark, & snags. Caves used
Myotis evolis long-eared myntis e WEW S_h-Medium Priority prim arily as night roosts Vas Likely. Assumed night roosts under bridgeis)
Found primarily at higher elevations and hig her latitudes, often associated with coniferous. Needs water
nearby.Day roostsin hallow trees, rock outcrops, buildirgs, and occsionally mines and caves. Night roosts
IUCH_LGLeast Concern | WEBWG_M-Medium maybe same strudtures usedfor day roost, butin more openlocations. Hibernate generally in mines or
Iyolis lucifugus litt]e brown bat E3E Priarity caves. ves  |Likely. Assumed night roosts under bridge(s)
In & wide variety of habitats, optimal habitats are pinyon-juniper, valley foothill hardwood & hardwood-
Myobis thyson odes fringed myotis —fe COFW_WL-Watch List | IUCH_LC-Least Concern  |onifer Uses caves, mines, buildings or crevices for mater nity mlonies and roosts. Yes Likely. Assumed night roosts under bridgeis)
Mast common in woodland & forest habitats above 4000 ft. Trees are importart day roosts; ceves & mines
are night roosts.Mursery calonies usually under bark orin hollow trees, but occasionally in oevices or
Iyvotis vola s long-legged myotis o IUCH_LGLeast Concern | WBWG_H-High Priority |buildings s Likely. Assumed night roosts under bridge(s)
BLM_S-Sensitive | IWCN_LGLeast Concern | Optimal habitats are open forests and woodlands with sources of water over which to feed. Distribution is
Iyvolis yumanensis Yum a myotis P WEWG_LIW-Low-MMedium Priority dosely tied to bodies of water Maternity colanies in caves, mines, buildings ar crevices, s Likel. Assumed night roosts under bridge(s)
Found mostly st lower elevations, but has been known to ocour aver 10,000 ft. in the Sierra Mevada. [sthe
most common spedes inthe Central alley of California. Roosts may vary considerably, from diff faces,
Todaddobrasiienss Brazilian or Mexican free-tailed bat —f-- IUCH_LGLeast Concern | WBWG_L-Low Priority  |bridges, building, mines, and caves s Likely. Assumed night roosts under bridge(s)
[Repilifes
& thoroughly aquaticturtle of pands, marshes, rivers, streams & irrigation ditches, usually with aquatic Unlikely. Although the projed ESL is within species’ elevation rang e and contain
BLM_5-Sensitive | COFW_35CG5pedes of Spedal  |vegetation, below 6000 ft elevation.Need basking sites and suitable [sandy banks or grassy open fields) stream habitat, only Ash Creek contains water year round. See MES for further
(Actine mys mormorota) western pond turtle o Concern | IUCH_VU-vulnerable | USFS_S-Sensitivelupland habitat up to 0.5 km from water for egg-laying. Yas disaussion.

Status Explanation:
Federal

- = Mo status definition
D = Delisted

E =Endangered

State

— =Mostatus definition

E = Listed as endangered under the California EndangeredSpedes Act
T = Listed as threatened under the California Endangered Species At
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