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Negative Declaration

Pursuant to: Division 13, California Public Resources Code

Project Description

The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) proposes to rehabilitate and widen the
existing Spring Garden Bridge and Overhead (Bridge No. 09-0062) on SR 70. The primary
purpose for the project is to provide a reliable highway crossing that meets modern seismic and
highway design standards and accommodates interregional transportation needs. The project
would include bridge rehabilitation and widening, road widening, paving, sign replacement, road
striping, metal beam guardrail installationfreplacement, retaining walls, grading and earthwork,
relocation of ice warning system conduit and conductors, vegetation removal and tree clearing,
and temporary placement of clean gravel fill in Greenhorn Creek. The new bridge would be
approximately the same height and length as the existing bridge, and approximately 12 feet
wider than the existing bridge.

Determination

The Department has prepared an Initial Study for this project, and following public review, has
determined from this study that the proposed project would not have a significant effect on the
envircnment for the following reasons:

e The proposed project would have no effect with regard to agriculture and forest
resources, cultural resources, geology and soils, land use and planning, mineral
resources, noise, population and housing, public services, recreation, utilities and
service systems, or energy resources.

» The proposed project would have a less-than-significant impact with regard to
aesthetics, air quality, biological resources, hazards and hazardous materials, hydrology
and water quality, and transportation/traffic.
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Chapter 1. Proposed Project

Project Title
Spring Garden Bridge and Overhead Rehabilitation 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

Caltrans Environmental Branch Chief

Phone: (530) 225-3174

Project Location
The project is located on SR 70, from PM 50.9 to PM 51.6 (Figure 1).

Project Sponsor’s Name and Address
California Department of Transportation, District 2
Office of Environmental Management, MS-30

1657 Riverside Drive

Redding, CA 96001

Purpose and Need

The purpose and need of the proposed project is to provide a reliable highway crossing that
meets modern highway design standards and accommodates interregional transportation
needs. The existing bridge exhibits deck deterioration and deterioration of the paint system.
The project would include a seismic retrofit of the bridge and upgrades to meet current design
standards.

Project Description

The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) is proposing to rehabilitate the existing
Spring Garden Bridge and Overhead (Bridge No. 09-0062) (Bridge) on State Route (SR) 70 in
Plumas County. The new bridge would be approximately the same height and length as the
existing bridge, and approximately 12 feet wider than the existing bridge (Table 1). The
rehabilitated bridge would maintain the existing alignment of the existing Bridge. Construction
would occur over two years, and utilize the One Way Reversing Traffic Control methodology, as
described in Figure 3.

Table 1: Bridge Dimensions

Existing (ft) | New (ft) Change (ft)
Height 74 74.5 0.5 (approximate)
Length 426 426 0
Width 28 40 12
State Route 70 — Spring Garden Bridge and Overhead Rehabilitation Project 1
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Spring Garden Bridge and Overhead Rehabilitation Project

The rehabilitated bridge structure would provide a 12-foot-wide lane in each direction, with
eight-foot-wide shoulders (Figures 2 and 3). The existing Metal Beam Guard Rail and approach
rail would be removed and upgraded to meet Caltrans Standard Plans. Ice warning system
conduit and conductors would be relocated within the widened roadway. Existing paint would
be removed and existing girders would be repainted. A hazardous materials survey-site
investigation to determine the presence/absence of Asbestos Containing Materials/Lead
Containing Paint, Naturally Occurring Asbestos, and Aerially Deposited Lead would be
completed prior to project construction, in accordance with Caltrans’ standard specifications.

Existing bent caps, columns, and footings at Bents 2, 3, and 7 would be widened to support the
new, wider Bridge, including concrete infill of the existing columns. Widening of the footings
would require excavations in between each footing, as well as around them, to allow for filling
the space between footings with concrete. Work on Bents 4, 5, and 6 would consist of the
widening of the bent caps. Shoring may be needed for work at Bent 4 to avoid impacts to the
railroad tracks and Greenhorn Creek. Construction of a crash barrier and/or third rail may be
required by the railroad. Clean gravel pads would be placed temporarily within Greenhorn
Creek in order to support falsework for work on Bent 5; the pads would be up to 3 feet wider
than the bent footing. Approximately 0.010 acres of perennial stream would be temporarily
impacted by the project. All work adjacent to and in Greenhorn Creek would be in accordance
with Caltrans’ standard specifications and applicable regulatory permits.

Access to the construction area would be via two existing dirt roads to the southeast of the
existing bridge, and a new temporary access road that would be constructed to the northwest of
the existing bridge, north of the proposed retaining wall. A temporary work trestle would be
placed across Greenhorn Creek to access Bents 2, 3, and 4. The trestle would be used for both
vehicle crossing and other construction uses. The trestle would likely consist of a timber deck
supported by steel round or H-piles. The piles would be installed with a pile driver. Staging
would be limited to within the project right-of-way, as well as two existing U.S. Forest
Service/Union Pacific Railroad access roads that leave SR 70 from the east side of the Bridge.

Construction would extend approximately 1,150 feet to the west of the Bridge and approximately
750 feet to the east of the Bridge in order to tie back into the existing roadway; the roadway
would be approximately 12 feet wider than the existing roadway on either end of the Bridge, and
would gradually conform to the existing roadway width over the extent of the project area. The
project would require grading and cut/fill from the west side of the bridge in order to
accommodate the wider roadway and provide material for the new retaining wall behind
Abutment 1. As ground disturbance resulting from the project would be more than one acre in
size, a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP), including stormwater-related Best
Management Practices, would be prepared and implemented in accordance with the National
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES). The project would include the removal of
trees on the slope to the southwest of the Bridge in order to allow for road widening and along
the road in either direction of the bridge in order to establish a Clear Recovery Zone for errant
vehicles, and the removal of trees under the Bridge and along existing access roads to allow for
construction activities. The project would require the removal of vegetation, including trees and
shrubs, from several areas totaling approximately 1.6 acres. Trimming of riparian vegetation
under the Bridge within the right-of-way would be necessary for construction activities. Riparian
vegetation impacts include 0.020 acres of trimming; riparian vegetation would not be removed.
All tree removal/trimming and vegetation clearing would be in accordance with Caltrans’
standard specifications related to nesting migratory birds. A chain link fence and splashboard
would be constructed to limit project impacts to the railroad tracks that run underneath the

State Route 70 — Spring Garden Bridge and Overhead Rehabilitation Project 2
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Spring Garden Bridge and Overhead Rehabilitation Project

Bridge. As standard practice, Environmentally Sensitive Area (ESA) fencing would be used to
protect sensitive resources that should not be impacted by the project.

State Route 70 — Spring Garden Bridge and Overhead Rehabilitation Project 3
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Figure 1. Project Vicinity Map
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Figure 3: Project General Plan
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Spring Garden Bridge and Overhead Rehabilitation Project

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 project.

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

Alternative 2 (no-build) does not meet the purpose and need of this project. Numerous smaller
projects and on-going maintenance would be required to maintain the existing structure. 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 structure.

Permits and Approvals

Proposed work within Greenhorn Creek would require permits from the California Department of
Fish and Wildlife (CDFW), U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (ACOE), and the Regional Water
Quiality Control Board (RWQCB). In addition, Right of Entry permission would be required for
work within the Union Pacific Railroad right-of-way, and a Special Use Permit would be required
for work on U.S. Forest Service (USFS) land.

A Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) would be prepared and implemented in
accordance with the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES).

State Route 70 — Spring Garden Bridge and Overhead Rehabilitation Project 11
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Spring Garden Bridge and Overhead Rehabilitation Project

Environmental Factors Potentially Affected
The environmental factors checked below may be potentially affected by this project. Please
see the checklist beginning on page 15 for additional information.

[] | Aesthetics | [] | Agriculture and Forestry [ | Air Quality

[] | Biological Resources [] | Cultural Resources [ ] | Geology/Soils -
[ ] | Greenhouse Gas [ | Hazards and Hazardous [<] | Hydrology/Water Quality

Emissions Materials I

[ ] | Land Use/Planning [:l Mineral Resources [ ]| Noise

|| | Population/Housing [ | | Public Services [ ] | Recreation
' [X] | Transportation/Traffic | []] Utilities/Service Systems [ ] | Mandatory Findings of

| Significance |

Environmental Determination

On the basis of this initial evaluation:
- | | find that the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment, and
| @8 NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.
[ ] | | find that although the proposed project couid have a significant effect on the environment,
| there will not be a significant effect in this case because revisions in the project have been
| made by or agreed fo by the project proponent. A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION
| will be prepared.

i "I find that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, andan |
| ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required.

[]  Iind that the proposed project MAY have a "potentially significant impact® or "potentially
significant unless mitigated" impact on the environment, bui at least one effect 1) has been
adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards, and 2) has
been addressed by mitigation measures based on the earfier anatysis as described on attached
sheets. An ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required, but it must analyze only the
effects that remain to be addressed.

[ 1 |find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment,
because all potentiaily significant effects (a} have been analyzed adequaiely in an eariier EIR
or NEGATIVE DECLARATION pursuant to applicable standards, and (b) have been avoided
or mitigated pursuant to that earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION, including revisions
or mitigatiop, measures ma}?‘eirlmjposed upon the proposed project, nothing further Is required

_Signature: (o Jaeo F 7T Tsin Dater\y 4 .. 2045
Printed Name: /', e <, [ dy For: I
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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.

Potentially Less Than Less Than No
Significant Significant  Significant Impact
Impact with Impact
Mitigation
I. AESTHETICS: Would the project:
a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista |:| |:| |X| |:|
b) Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not
limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and historic buildings within |:| |:| |:| |X|
a state scenic highway
c) Substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality
of the site and its surroundings? |:| |:| |X| |:|
d) Create a new source of substantial light or glare which would |:| |:| |:| |X|

adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area?

The project site is located along SR 70, an existing highway with cut banks and other road-
related features. The project site is not located within a Plumas County-designated Scenic Area
(Plumas County General Plan, 1984); however, it is within the Feather River Scenic Byway.

The viewshed from the traveler’s perspective in the immediate project vicinity consists primarily
of trees and irregular terrain.

Tree removal is necessary for this project in order to accommodate road widening, construction
activities, and safety requirements. The majority of the trees to be removed are on the slope
under the bridge, and within Caltrans, USFS, and UPRR right-of-way and maintenance areas.

Based on the Visual Impact Assessment (Caltrans, 2015), the project would have a less-than-
significant impact with regard to having a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista, or
substantially degrading the existing visual character or quality of the site and its surroundings.
The project would not adversely affect any “Designated Scenic Resource” as defined by CEQA.

State Route 70 — Spring Garden Bridge and Overhead Rehabilitation Project 13
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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 |:| |:| |:| |X|
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|

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

timberland (as defined by Public Resources Code section 4526),
or timberland zoned Timberland Production (as defined by
Government Code section 51104(g))?

d) Resultin the loss of forest land or conversion of forest land
to non-forest use?

[]
[]
[]
X

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

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

non-forest use?

There is no Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, Farmland of Statewide Importance, or a
Williamson Act contract in the project vicinity (California Department of Conservation, 2015).
While land in the immediate project vicinity is designated in the Plumas County General Plan
Update (Plumas County, 2013) as Timber Resource Land, all project activities will occur within
Caltrans, USFS, and UPRR right-of-way and maintenance areas. Based on the trees being
located in Caltrans, USFS, and UPRR right-of-way, the trees are not available for a timber sale
and are not considered to be merchantable timber. Trees cut during construction will be sent to
local mills for processing and/or left for firewood, and appropriate areas will be revegetated.
The proposed project would have no impact to agriculture and forest resources.

State Route 70 — Spring Garden Bridge and Overhead Rehabilitation Project 14
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Potentially Less Than Less Than No

Significant Significant  Significant Impact
Impact with Impact
Mitigation
Ill. 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 |:| |:| |X| |:|

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 |:| |:| |:| IE
under an applicable federal or state ambient air quality standard

(including releasing emissions which exceed quantitative

thresholds for ozone precursors)?

d) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant

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

o) e [] [] [] X

The proposed project would not increase capacity on SR 70, and would not result in any
permanent operational-related air quality impacts. See Section 3.1: Air Quality for potential
construction-related air impacts.

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 |:| |:| IE |:|
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 |:| |:| |:| |X|
(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 |:| |:| |:| IE
native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use

of native wildlife nursery sites?

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

State Route 70 — Spring Garden Bridge and Overhead Rehabilitation 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 |:| |:| |:| |E

Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation Plan, or
other approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation
plan?

Based on the Natural Environment Study prepared by Caltrans (2015), the proposed project
would have no impact with regard to state- or federally-listed candidate, sensitive, or special
status species, wetlands, migratory corridors, local policies or ordinances protecting biological
resources, or habitat conservation plans. Potential project-related impacts to biological
resources are discussed in 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?

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

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

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

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

Caltrans has conducted all of the necessary steps to comply with Section 106 of the National
Historic Preservation Act and Public Resources Code Section 5024. This was accomplished
through appropriate records searches and public and Native American outreach, preparation of
an Area of Potential Effects map, field surveys, preparation of a Historic Property Survey
Report/Archaeological Survey Report. Consultation took place with the USFS Plumas National
Forest Supervisor’'s Office and Mt. Hough Ranger District Offices, Plumas Historical Society and
Museum, Local Native American Tribes and Native American Heritage Commission on various
dates throughout the environmental phase of the project. The project would have no impact on
cultural resources.

State Route 70 — Spring Garden Bridge and Overhead Rehabilitation Project 16
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Potentially Less Than Less Than No

Significant Significant  Significant Impact
Impact with Impact
Mitigation

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 42?

[]
[]
[]
X

i) Strong seismic ground shaking?

iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including liqguefaction?

iv) Landslides?

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

O 0Oododn
O 0Oododn
O 0Oododn
XXX X KX

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?

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 |:| |:| |:| IE
septic tanks or alternative waste water disposal systems where
sewers are not available for the disposal of waste water?

Preliminary drilling studies were completed in order to identify existing, subsurface Bridge
foundation materials (Caltrans Office of Geotechnical Design — North, 2014) and soil types.

The project site is not located in an area that contains a known earthquake fault (California
Department of Conservation, 2015), or that is subject to strong seismic ground shaking,
seismic-related ground failure, and/or landslides.

The soil within the ESL consists of 1% Holland family complex, 36% Kistirn-Aiken
Deadwood family complex, 8% Gansner mucky loam complex, 21% Greenhorn loam
complex, and 34% Skalan-deadwood Kistirn family complex (NES, Caltrans, 2015). None of
these soil types are known to be unstable and/or expansive.

The project does not include the use of septic tanks and/or alternative waste water disposal
systems.

The project would have no impact related to geology and soils.

State Route 70 — Spring Garden Bridge and Overhead Rehabilitation Project
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VIl. GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS: 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; Greenhouse Gas Emissions.

VIII. 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?

c) 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?

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 Less Than Less Than No

Significant Significant  Significant Impact
Impact with Impact
Mitigation

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.

State Route 70 — Spring Garden Bridge and Overhead Rehabilitation Project
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Potentially Less Than Less Than No

Significant Significant  Significant Impact
Impact with Impact
Mitigation

The project does not involve the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials, and
is not located on a known hazardous materials site (Caltrans, 2015).

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, as there are no residents in
the project vicinity.

The project would have no impact related to the above hazards and hazardous materials items.

See Section 3.4: Hazards and Hazardous Materials for additional project-related hazardous
materials information.

IX. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY: Would the project:

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

b) Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere
substantially with groundwater recharge such that there would D D D |X|

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 |:| |:| |:| |X|
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?

[
[
[
X

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?

O 0o oo o

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 o oo O
O o o oo O
X XX XX X

j) Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow |:|
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Potentially Less Than Less Than No

Significant Significant  Significant Impact
Impact with Impact
Mitigation

The project consists of the rehabilitation of an existing bridge, and would not impact
groundwater supplies, alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, create additional
runoff water, or otherwise substantially degrade water quality.

The project site is not within a 100-year flood hazard area.

There are no people and/or structures in the project vicinity.

The project site is not located in an area that would be impacted by a seiche, tsunami, or
mudflow.

The project would have no impact related to the above hydrology and water quality items.

See Section 3.5: Hydrology and Water Quality for additional project-related water quality
information.
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Potentially Less Than Less Than No

Significant Significant  Significant Impact
Impact with Impact
Mitigation

X. LAND USE AND PLANNING: Would the project:

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

b)Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation

of an agency with jurisdiction over the project (including, but not |:| |:| |:| |X|
limited to the general plan, specific plan, local coastal program,

or zoning ordinance) adopted for the purpose of avoiding or

mitigating an environmental effect?

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

The proposed project would not physically divide an established community.

The project consists of the rehabilitation of an existing bridge; there is no conflict with regard to
any applicable land use plan, policy, and or regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the
project. While land in the immediate project vicinity is designated in the Plumas County General
Plan Update (Plumas County, 2013) as Timber Resource Land, all project activities will occur
within Caltrans, USFS, and UPRR right-of-way and maintenance areas. Based on the trees
being located in Caltrans, USFS, and UPRR right-of-way, the trees are not available for a timber
sale and are not considered to be merchantable timber.

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

The project would have no impact with regard 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 D D D |X|
state?

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

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

The project consists of the rehabilitation of an existing bridge; there would be no impact related
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?

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?

O 0O o d O
O 0O o d O
O 0O o d O
X XX X X

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

Noise and vibration would occur during construction and would be temporary and intermittent in
nature. Sensitive receptors would include travelers and construction workers. There would be
no exposure of persons to excess noise levels and/or vibrations, or a permanent increase in
ambient noise levels.

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

There would be no impacts related to noise.
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Potentially Less Than Less Than No

Significant Significant  Significant Impact
Impact with Impact
Mitigation
XIll. POPULATION AND HOUSING: Would the project:
a) Induce substantial population growth in an area, either
directly (for example, by proposing new homes and businesses) |:| |:| |:| |X|
or indirectly (for example, through extension of roads or other
infrastructure)?
b) Displace substantial numbers of existing housing,
necessitating the construction of replacement housing |:| |:| |:| IE
elsewhere?
c) Displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating the |:| |:| |:| |X|

construction of replacement housing elsewhere?

The proposed project consists of the rehabilitation of an existing bridge; there would be no
impact related to population growth, or displacement of housing or people.

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?

Other public facilities?

OO dodn
OO dodn
OO dodn
XXX X KX

The proposed project consists of the rehabilitation of an existing bridge; there would be no
impact related to public services. Provisions will be made during construction to minimize traffic
delays and to allow access and passage to emergency vehicles.
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Potentially
Significant
Impact

XV. RECREATION:

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

substantial physical deterioration of the facility would occur or be
accelerated?

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

The proposed bridge rehabilitation project would not affect recreation.

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?

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation

[

]

]

I I e T e

Less Than
Significant
Impact

I I e T e

No
Impact

XX X KX

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. The proposed project would provide standard shoulder
width which would improve safety for motorists, bicyclists and pedestrians.

Traffic control methodologies will be utilized during construction activities, and are discussed in

Section 3.6: Transportation/Traffic.
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Potentially Less Than Less Than No

Significant Significant  Significant Impact
Impact with Impact
Mitigation
XVII. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS: Would the project:
a) Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the applicable
Regional Water Quality Control Board? |:| |:| |:| |X|
b) Require or result in the construction of new water or
wastewater treatment facilities or expansion of existing facilities, |:| |:| |:| |X|
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 |:| |:| |:| |X|
construction of which could cause significant environmental
effects?
d) Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project
from existing entitiements and resources, or are new or |:| |:| |:| IE
expanded entitlements needed?
e) Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment
provider which serves or may serve the project that it has |:| |:| |:| |X|
adequate capacity to serve the project’s projected demand in
addition to the provider’s existing commitments?
f) Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity to
accommodate the project’s solid waste disposal needs? |:| |:| |:| IE
g) Comply with federal, state, and local statutes and regulations |:| |:| |:| |X|

related to solid waste?

The proposed project consists of the rehabilitation of an existing bridge; there would be no
impact related 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 |:| |:| |:| |X|

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,

but cumulatively considerable? ("Cumulatively considerable" |:| |:| |:| |X|
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 |:| |:| |:| |X|
substantial adverse effects on human beings, either directly or
indirectly?

The proposed project consists of the rehabilitation of an existing bridge; there would be no
impacts related to mandatory findings of significance.
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Chapter 3. Discussion of Environmental Impacts

Air Quality

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.
Project-related air quality impacts are less than significant.

Biological Resources

The project area consists of upland Sierran mixed conifers, as well as Greenhorn Creek and it's
associated montane riparian vegetation. SR 70 climbs gradually through the project site from
approximately 3,600 feet elevation at the western end to approximately 3,800 feet elevation at
the eastern end. The Spring Garden Bridge and Overhead spans across the Union Pacific
Railroad and Greenhorn Creek, approximately 30 to 70 feet above the Creek. Greenhorn Creek
flows from a large wet meadow southeast of the project through the project site and continues to
flow northwest. Greenhorn Creek eventually flows into the East Branch North Fork Feather
River. The railroad runs underneath the existing Bridge, perpendicular to SR 70 and has a 200
foot easement through USFS land. The land immediately surrounding SR 70 is owned by the
USFS and Union Pacific Railroad. Most of the project would occur within the railroad easement.

Literature and record searches of the proposed project area included consultation of numerous
databases, lists, and maps, and visits to and/or contacts with a number of relevant agencies
(Caltrans, May 2015).

e Species occurrence potential was addressed through background research using the
following web-based resources: United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS)
Threatened and Endangered Species Database, National Wetlands Inventory, Natural
Resources Conservation Service Soil Survey, CDFW California Natural Diversity
Database (CNDDB), California Native Plant Society Inventory of Rare and Endangered
Vascular Plants (CNPS), and California Invasive Plant Inventory.

e Biological field surveys were conducted on several occasions in 2014 and 2015 to
develop an accurate description of the existing environment, gather information on the
presence of special status species, and determine project level impacts with regard to
biological resources. Additional field review included a survey of Ordinary High Water
Mark (OHWM) / Waters of the U.S., following ACOE criteria.

e Agency consultation included discussions with USFS biologists and botanists, as well as
with CDFW.
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Results and Findings

Special Status Species
Based on literature searches, surveys, and analysis performed for this report, the proposed

project would not have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or indirectly, on a local or
regional level, on any species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special status species.
Table 2 outlines special status plant and animal species, and their potential to occur within the

project’s environmental study limits.
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Table 2: Listed, Proposed Species, Natural Communities, and Critical Habitat Potentially Occurring

or Known to Occur in the Project Area.

SEMAEL, SelEmE Status General Habitat Description IS IPRESER) Impact
Name Name Absent
Plants
Perennial herb that occurs in serpentinite, There IS a FS studied
o population.500 feet north
, rocky soils within chaparral, lower montane , L
Constance's | Boechera ) of the project site, just
. 1B.1 coniferous forest, and upper montane Present .
rockcress constancei : : outside the ESL.
coniferous forest habitats. Blooms May to July.
Elevations: 3200-6650 feet. ,
No impact.
Coniferous forest occurs
, Perennial herb that occurs in great basin scrub within the ESL; ho_vvever It
Geyer's . . was not found during
sedge Carex geyeri 4.2 and lower montane co_nlferous forest. Blooms Present botanical surveys
May to August. Elevations 3790-6900 feet. '
No impact.
Coniferous forest occurs
Annual herb that occurs in cismontane within the ESL; however it
Sierra Clarkia viraata | 4.3 woodlands and lower montane coniferous Present was not found during
clarkia 9 ' forest. Blooms May to August. Elevations: botanical surveys.
1312-5300 feet.
No impact.
Perennial rhizomatous herb that occurs in Coniferous forest occurs
. broad leafed upland forest, cismontane within the ESL; however it
mountain N : '
. Cypripedium woodland, lower montane coniferous forest, was not found during
lady's 4.2 . Present .
slipper montanum and north coast coniferous forests. Blooms botanical surveys.

from March to August. Elevations: 605-7300
feet.

No impact.
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Common Scientific Status General Habitat Description Habitat Present/ Impact
Name Name Absent
P.erenmal herb that occurs in openings, often in Found within ESL.
. . disturbed areas, chaparral, cismontane
Quincy Lupinus :
. ) 4.2 woodland, lower montane coniferous forest, Present C
lupine dalesiae . Less than significant
and upper montane coniferous forests. Blooms impact
May to August. Elevation 2805- 8202 feet. pact.
, . . Coniferous forest occurs
Perennial herb that occurs in meta-volcanic o . .
. o within the ESL; however it
closed soils within chaparral, lower montane .
Penstemon . was not found during
throated ersonatus 1B.2 coniferous forest, and upper montane Present botanical Survevs
beardtongue P coniferous forest habitats. Blooms June to ys.
October. Elevations: 3494—-6700 feet. .
No impact.
Perennial deciduous shrub that occurs in lower C_on_lferous fore.:st occurs:
X within the ESL; however it
montane coniferous forest, meadows and :
alder Rhamnus e was not found during
- 2B.2 seeps, riparian scrub, and upper-montane Present .
buckthorn alnifolia ! botanical surveys.
coniferous forest. Blooms May to July.
Elevation 4500-7000 feet. ,
No impact.
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clearings and early successional growth.

SR SEEmie Status General Habitat Description SREIBIED Presemni Impact
Name Name Absent
A perennial herb that occurs in sandy or Cpnllferous for?st oceurs.
X o . . within the ESL; however it
. gravelly soils within Great Basin scrub (volcanic .
Webber's . . 1B.1, . . was not found during
o Ivesia webberi ash), lower montane coniferous forest, Pinyon Present .
ivesia FT o . botanical surveys.
and juniper woodland habitats. Blooms May to
July. Elevations: 3280—6810 feet. .
No impact.
Animals
Inhabits coniferous forests, but will also inhabit A I_:orest S_erwce PAC
. i : exists a mile north of the
northern Accipiter deciduous and mixed forests from sea level to ;
. SSC . : : Present project.
goshawk gentilis subalpine areas. This species may also be
found in urban forested parks. .
No impact.
Only 2 populations are
known to exist. First near
Lassen Peak and Sonora
Sierra Vulpes vulpes Restricted to alpine and subalpine meadows Pass. Closest occurrence
Nevada red b P ST P P Present to project site is from 1975,
necator and montane boreal forests. )
fox three miles west of the
project.
No impact.
Closest occurrence is from
. . Breeds in moist, shrubby areas, often with 198.6 ten. miles south Qf the
Willow Empiodonax SE standing or running water. Winters in shrubb No habitat project site. Closest willow
Flycatcher traillii 9 9 : y stand is 700 feet SE of

project site.
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C(l)\lmmon Scientific Status General Habitat Description Habitat Present/ Impact
ame Name Absent

No impact.

A Forest Service PAC
California Stri>_< _ Inhabits old growth forests in the Sierra.Nevada exigts a mile NW of the
spotted owl occidentalis SSC from a_pproxmately 3,000 to 7,000 feet in Present project.

occidentalis elevation.

No impact.

Appropriate aquatic habitat
Eoothill Creeks or rivers in woodlands or forests with present; however surveys

.. rock and gravel substrate and low overhanging determined that species is
yellow- Rana boylii SSC . ) Present
legged frog vegetation along the edge; usually found near not present.
riffles with rocks and sunny banks nearby.

No impact.

Closest known occurrence

was observed in 1998 10
Sierra miles west of the project
Nevada Rana sierra FE Lakes, ponds, marshes, meadows, and Present site. Critical habitat is
Yellow streams between 3500-12,000 feet elevation. located 7 miles west of the
legged frog project site.

No impact.

Critical habitat 32 miles

frog project site. Closest

known occurrence 33
CAred . Quiet water refugia with emergent vegetation miles from 2007. The
legged frog Rana draytonii al normally under 39,500 feet eIe\g/Jation. ) Absent project is outside elevation

range. The project is
outside of its current and
historic range. Abundant
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Common

Name Name

Scientific

Status

General Habitat Description

Habitat Present/
Absent

Impact

surveys have been
conducted throughout the
Plumas National Forest
over the past 15 years,
with no new populations
found.

No impact.

Pacific
Fisher

Martes pennanti

FSS/S

Inhabit upland and lowland forests, including
coniferous mixed and deciduous forest.

Present

Low potential to occur
within the ESL. Potentially
may travel through ESL.
Nearest documented is 9
miles away recorded in
1983.

No impact.

Absent [A] - no habitat present and no further work needed. Habitat Present [HP] -habitat is, or may be present. The species may be present.
Present [P] - the species is present. Critical Habitat [CH] - project footprint is located within a designated critical habitat unit, but does not
necessarily mean that appropriate habitat is present. Status: Federal Endangered (FE); Federal Threatened (FT); Federal Proposed (FP, FPE,
FPT); Federal Candidate (FC), Federal Species of Concern (FSC); State Endangered (SE); State Threatened (ST); Fully Protected (FP); State
Rare (SR); State Species of Special Concern (SSC); California Native Plant Society (CNPS), etc.

State Route 70 — Spring Garden Bridge and Overhead Rehabilitation Project

Initial Study/Negative Declaration

34




Spring Garden Bridge and Overhead Rehabilitation Project

This page blank.

State Route 70 — Spring Garden Bridge and Overhead Rehabilitation Project 35
Initial Study/Negative Declaration



Spring Garden Bridge and Overhead Rehabilitation Project

Quincy lupine. Quincy lupine is listed in the California Natural Diversity Database as “California
Rare Plant Rank 4.2: Uncommon in California, Fairly Endangered in California”. However,
according to a Plumas National Forest monitoring report, the Quincy lupine population is
considered stable (USFS, 2010) in the area. Approximately 0.184 acre of Quincy lupine was
observed south of SR 70 within Caltrans right-of-way along a dirt road and its adjacent slope.
Due to road widening the slope containing Quincy lupine would be cut back. This would result
in permanent impacts to 0.121 acre, or 66% of the 0.184 acre of Quincy lupine within the ESL.

Impacts to the Quincy lupine are less than significant as: the proposed project would not have a
substantial adverse effect, either directly or indirectly, on a local or regional level; there are 228
documented population occurrences within Plumas County; and according to the Plumas
National Forest monitoring report the Quincy lupine population is considered stable.

Although the project impacts to Quincy lupine are less than significant, it is Caltrans’ practice to
further reduce impacts where possible. In order to further lessen impacts to Quincy lupine in the
project vicinity, seeds would be collected by Caltrans biologists after the plant’s blooming
period. These seeds would be dispersed, along with erosion control seeding, to ensure
propagation.

Figure 4: Slope on the west end of the bridge that would be cut back to allow for road
widening. The population of Quincy lupine is located on the top of the slope.

Sensitive Natural Communities
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Riparian Habitat. Riparian habitat within the ESL consists of approximately 0.101 acre on the
banks of Greenhorn Creek; the riparian zone is approximately 10 feet thick at its widest point.
The riparian habitat through the ESL consists mainly of large grey alders and black willow, is
undisturbed, and has an established canopy over Greenhorn Creek.

Figure 5: Riparian area under bridge

Project construction activities would include trimming riparian trees at a point approximately 15’
up the trunk. Approximately 0.020 acre of riparian trees would be trimmed by a qualified
arborist. No riparian trees would be removed as a result of the project. The trimming would
result in a slight decrease in the canopy cover over Greenhorn Creek; however, this change
would be insignificant because what remains of the tree after trimming would continue to
provide shade to the creek for temperature control purposes, and the original canopy is
expected to be quick to reestablish. All other important functions of riparian habitat, including
the availability of wildlife habitat and a safe migration corridor, would not be impacted by the
proposed project. The project would have a less than significant impact to riparian vegetation.
Consistent with Caltrans standard practice, temporary fencing would be installed at strategic
locations to create an Environmentally Sensitive Area (ESA) in order to protect upland and
riparian vegetation located beyond the work limits from inadvertent impacts during construction.

Sierran Mixed Conifer. Sierran mixed conifer habitats are an assemblage of conifer and
hardwood species that form a multilayered forest (CWHRS). In the project area the species
include, Ponderosa pine (Pinus ponderosa), incense cedar (Calocedrus decurrens), Douglas fir
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(Pseudotsuga menziesii), and white fir (Abies concolor). There are approximately 15 acres of
mixed conifer within the project ESL. The proposed project would result in the permanent
impact to approximately 1.2 acres and the temporary impact to approximately 0.4 acre of upland
Sierran mixed conifers in order to provide access for construction equipment and to widen SR
70. The proposed project would impact approximately 10% of the mixed conifer habitat within
the ESL.

Mixed conifer forest is abundant and the Plumas County General Plan EIR Update (Plumas
County, 2012) indicates that approximately 72% of Plumas County comprises conifer/mixed
conifer forest habitat. A land use survey completed in 1997 by the California Department of
Water Resources (California Department of Water Resources, 1997) states that there are one
and a half million acres of native vegetation in Plumas County. Given the local habitat levels,
regional habitat levels, and current forestry practices, the project would have no adverse impact
on conifer habitat, nor would it have an adverse impact aesthetically.

Jurisdictional Waters of the U.S.

Waters. Greenhorn Creek, a perennial stream, flows northwest through the ESL; approximately
0.144 acre of Greenhorn Creek is within the ESL. Project construction activities would require
the placement of a clean gravel pad to support falsework at Bent 5, resulting in the temporary
impact to approximately 0.010 acre of perennial waters. All gravel placed into Greenhorn Creek
would be washed offsite and free of any particulates prior to placement in Greenhorn Creek.
Clean fabric would be placed under the gravel pad to guarantee removal of rocks following
construction activities. All work within Greenhorn Creek would be subject to Department of Fish
and Wildlife 1600 Permit requirements, and compliance with Sections 401 and 404 of the Clean
Water Act would be required. Temporary impacts to perennial waters are minimal in nature,
and are considered to be less than significant.

Wetlands. No wetlands are present in the project area.

Migratory Bird Species

The proposed project would remove trees that provide potential nesting habitat for birds, which
are protected under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act. Standard special provisions would be
included in the construction contract to allow the removal of trees and shrubs during the non-
nesting season. The nesting season is defined as February 15 to September 1. If necessary,
trees may also be removed during the nesting season after being cleared by a qualified
biologist. If a nesting bird is found, the tree would not be removed until the qualified Caltrans
biologist confirms that all birds have fledged. Project activities would no impact to nesting
migratory birds.

Critical Habitat

Based on Caltrans’ review, no designated critical habitats for listed species occur within the
proposed project location. The Federal Register and USFWS Critical Habitat Mapper were
used to map the critical habitat of listed species and it was confirmed that no known critical
habitat exists within the project area, and the proposed project location does not fall within
federally designated or proposed critical habitats. Therefore, project activities would have no
impact to critical habitat for proposed or listed species.
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Greenhouse Gas Emissions

An individual project does not generate enough greenhouse gas (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 combined with the contribution 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: May 2014). 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.

Califernia Greenhouse Gas Emissions Forecas?
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Source: http://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/inventory/data/forecast.htm
Figure 6: 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

! 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://www.dot.ca.gov/ha/tpp/offices/ogm/key_reports_files/State Wide Strategy/Caltrans_Climate Action_Program.pdf
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Project Analysis

The purpose of the proposed project is to provide a reliable highway crossing that meets
modern highway design standards and accommodates interregional transportation needs. The
proposed project would not increase capacity or vehicle miles travelled, therefore no increases
in operational GHG emissions are anticipated.

Construction Emissions

GHG 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. Even though the
project is not anticipated to increase operational GHG emissions, the proposed project would
generate some GHG emissions during construction.

CEQA Conclusion

While construction would result in a slight increase in GHG emissions during construction, it is
anticipated that the project would not result in any increase in operational GHG emissions. Itis
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 follows:

Project level GHG measures

During construction, the project would utilize a One Way Reversing Traffic Control type
of temporary detour, which would eliminate traffic delays and long periods of traffic
holding (idling). While construction emissions of greenhouse gases are unavoidable, the
proposed project is minor in scope, and construction utilizing mechanized equipment
would be of relatively short duration.

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. Former Governor Arnold Schwarzenegger’s Strategic Growth Plan calls for a $222
billion infrastructure improvement program to fortify the state’s transportation system,
education, housing, and waterways, including $100.7 billion in transportation funding
during the next decade. The Strategic Growth Plan targets a significant decrease in
traffic congestion below today’s level, and a corresponding reduction in GHG emissions;
the Strategic Growth Plan proposes to accomplish these targets while accommodating
growth in population and the economy. A suite of investment options has been created
that, combined together, are expected to reduce congestion. The Strategic Growth Plan
relies on a complete systems approach to attain CO;reduction goals: systems
monitoring and evaluation, maintenance and preservation, smart land use and demand
management, and operational improvements, as depicted in Figure 5.
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Figure 7: Mobility Pyramid

Caltrans is supporting efforts to reduce vehicle miles traveled by planning and
implementing smart land use strategies: job/housing proximity, developing transit-
oriented communities, and high density housing along transit corridors. Caltrans works
closely with local jurisdictions on planning activities, but does not have local land use
planning authority. Caltrans assists efforts to improve the energy efficiency of the
transportation sector by increasing vehicle fuel economy in new cars, and light and
heavy-duty trucks; Caltrans is doing this by supporting on-going research efforts at
universities, by supporting legislative efforts to increase fuel economy, and by its
participation on the Climate Action Team. It is important to note; however, that the
control of the fuel economy standards is held by the U.S.EPA and ARB.

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 will 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.

On November 14, 2008, former Governor Arnold Schwarzenegger signed EO S-13-08
which directed a number of state agencies to address California’s vulnerability to sea
level rise caused by climate change. This EO set in motion several agencies and actions
to address the concern of sea level rise.
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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.

The proposed project location is outside of the coastal zone and is not in an area
expected to experience direct impacts due to sea level rise for the projected 2050 and
2100 years.

Currently, the Department is working to assess which transportation facilities are at
greatest risk from climate change effects. However, without statewide planning
scenarios for relative sea level rise and other climate change effects, the Department
has not been able to determine what change, if any, may be made to its design
standards for its transportation facilities. Once statewide planning scenarios become
available, the Department will be able review its current design standards to determine
what changes, if any, may be warranted in order to protect the transportation system
from sea level rise.

Climate change adaptation for transportation infrastructure involves long-term planning
and risk management to address vulnerabilities in the transportation system from
increased precipitation and flooding; the increased frequency and intensity of storms and
wildfires; rising temperatures; and rising sea levels. The Department is an active
participant in the efforts being conducted in response to EO S-13-08 and is mobilizing to
be able to respond to the National Academy of Science Sea Level Rise Assessment
Report.

Hazards and Hazardous Materials

An Initial Site Assessment (Caltrans, 2005) and updated Initial Site Assessment (Caltrans,
2011), identified the potential for several minor hazardous waste/material issues within the
project site; Lead Containing Paint (LCP) related to thermoplastic and/or paint striping removal,
Aerially Deposited Lead (ADL), the potential for Asbestos Containing Material (ACM), and
Naturally Occurring Asbestos (NOA).

Portions of the existing steel bridge structure may contain LCP. In addition, soils beneath the
bridge could be contaminated with lead from sandblasting operations, which may result in the
release of ADL. Based upon visual inspection, review of as-builts, and past history of similar
structures there is some potential that ACM could be present in joint filler material, abutment

joints, and/or expansion joints. .

If LCP, ADL and/or NOA are present, construction specifications would be included to address
appropriate lead removal (including preparation of a Lead Compliance Plan), and temporary
storage, testing, and transportation to an appropriate disposal or recycling facility. In addition, a
requirement would be included for the contractor to provide written documentation that recycling
or disposal facilities acknowledge the potential for lead on the material received.

If ACM is present it would be treated in accordance with the appropriate construction
specifications, including requiring the contractor be notified as to the presence of suspected
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ACM. ACM removal must be conducted by a licensed and certified asbestos abatement
contractor.

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. Project impacts
related to hazards and hazardous materials are less than significant.

Hydrology and Water Quality

Project construction activities would require the placement of a clean gravel pad to support
falsework at Bent 5. Placement of the clean gravel pad would be in accordance with Caltrans’
standard specifications for a clear water diversion. All gravel placed into Greenhorn Creek
would be washed offsite and free of any particulates prior to placement in Greenhorn Creek.
Clean fabric would be placed under the gravel pad to guarantee removal of rocks following
construction activities. All work within Greenhorn Creek would be subject to Department of Fish
and Wildlife 1600 Permit requirements, and compliance with Sections 401 and 404 of the Clean
Water Act would be required.

In accordance with construction specifications, the contractor would be required to submit a
SWPPP. The SWPPP 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 SWPPP identifies potential sources of pollution and includes
Caltrans’ Best Management Practices (BMPs) that would be implemented to avoid and/or
minimize potential sediment delivery or chemical contamination to Greenhorn Creek (Caltrans,
2015).

Project impacts related to hydrology and water quality are less than significant.
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Transportation and Traffic

Vehicle traffic during construction would be controlled using the One Way Reversing Traffic
Control method. Signals would be placed at both ends of the bridge, 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. Construction
would occur in two stages, with approximately half of the bridge being constructed at a time, and
traffic would proceed on the bridge in accordance with these construction stages. Project-
related impacts to transportation and traffic are less than significant. Proposed shoulder
widening would improve safety for motorists, bicyclists and pedestrians.
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Chapter 4. List of Preparers

This Initial Study was prepared by the California Department of Transportation, North Region
Office of Environmental Management, with input from the following staff:

Thomas Graves, Associate Engineering Geologist
Contribution: Initial Site Assessment for Hazardous Waste

Blossom Hamusek, Project Archaeologist
Contribution: Cultural resource surveys and reports

Hanna Harrell, Project Biologist
Contribution: Natural Environment Study

Mark Loader, Hydraulics Project Engineer
Contribution: Floodplain Evaluation Report Summary and Location Hydraulic Study

Julie McFall, Environmental Coordinator
Contribution: Document writer

Darrell Naruto, NPDES Coordinator
Contribution: Water Quality Assessment Report

Tom Penick, Project Engineer
Contribution: Project design

Chris Quiney, Environmental Branch Chief
Contribution: Document preparation oversight

Mike Feakes, Senior Project Engineer
Contribution: Project design oversight

Rob Burnett, Jr., Project Manager
Contribution: Project management
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Chapter 6. Project Comments and Responses
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)
Governor's Office of Planning and Research g ﬂ
Brate Clearinghouse and Planning Unit M
Edmumd G. Brown Jr. kKen Alex
Threcior

Cigvernor

Tunc 17, 2015

Julie McFall

California Department of Transpartation, District 2
1657 Riverside Drive:

P.Cx Box 496073

Redding, CA 95001

Subject: Spring Garden Rridge snd Overhsad Rehebilitation Project
SCH#: 2015052047

Dear Julig McFalb;

The State Clearinghouse submilicd the above narmed Negative Declaration 1o selected stats agencies for
review. Onthe enciosed Document Delails Repont please note that the Clearinghouse has listed the state
agencies that reviewed your docurnent. The review perlod closed on June 16, 2015, and the comumeits
from the responding agency (ies) is (are) enclosed, 1f thiz comment paclage Is net in order, please notify
the State Clearinghouse immediately, Please refer to the project’s ten-digit State Clearinghouss numiber in
future comrespondence so that we may respond prompily,

Please note that Section 21104(c) of the Caiifornin Public Resources Code stares that:

“A responsible or other public agency shall only make substantive comuments regarding those
activities involved in 4 project which are within an area of expertise of the agency or which are
required to he carried out ot approved by the sgency. Those comments shall be supported by
specific documentation.”

Thesc comments are forwarded for use in preparing your final environmental docmpent, Should you need
mmore information or clarificatfon of the enclosed commenis, we recommend that you contact the
commenting apency dircetly.

This Tetter acknowledges that you have coraplied with the State Clearinghouse review requirements for
draft environmental docunents, puranant to the Califirnia Environmental Quality Act. Please contset the
Slate Clearinghouse at (916) 445-06 13 if you have any guestions regarding the environmental review

pmcea;s.

Scott Morgan
Director, Stute Clearinghouse

Enclosures
oo Resources Apency

1460 TENTH STREET PO BOX 8044 SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNLA 95812-3dd
TEL (316) 446-0618 FAX (916) 325-30 18  www.opr ca.gov
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SCHE
Profect THe
Lead Agency

Document Details Report
State Clearinghouse Data Bazse

2015052047
Spring Garden Bridge and Overhead Rehabllitatlan Project

Calirans #2

Type
Deseripifon

Meg Megative Declaration

Calltans is proposing to rehabilitate the existing Spring Garden Bridge and Cverhead (Bridge Ma.
09-0052) (Bridge) on SR 70 in Flumas County. The new brfdge would be approximately the ssme
height and length as the existing biidge, and approximately 12 feet wider than the existing bridge
{Table 1), The rehahilitated bridge would maintain the existing alipnment of the existing Bridge.
Construction would gocur over two years, and utilize the Gne Way Reversing Traffic Contral
meathadalogy.

Lead Agency Contact

Name
Ageney
Phora
email
Address

city

Jullie McFall
Califarnia Department of Transportation, District 2
30 225 2828 Fax

16887 Riverside Orive
P.O. Box 406073
Redcing Sfate CA  Zip B5O01

Project Location

Caounty

City

Regicn

Lat/ Long
Crpgs Sireats
Farcel No.
Township

Flumas
Quincy

36° 54' 42" N 120" 48" 48" W

SR 70, Did State Highwey 4024

USFS, UR, and Caltrans ROW

24N Hange 10E Section 25 Base

Proximity to:

Rigfrways
Airporis
Railways
Waterways
Scheools
Land Use

Hwy ¥0

UPRR
Greenhom Creek, Squirrel Creek, Estray Creek

USFS land, Urion Pacific right-of-way, Caltrans right-of-way

Project Issues

Biplogical Resources; Vegetation; Wedland/Riparian

Reviewing
Agencies

Resources Agency; Department of Fish and Wildlifa, Region 2; Office of Historic Preservation;
Department of Parks and Recreation; Department of Water Resources; Office of Emergency Services,
Califarnla; California Highway Fatrol; Air Resources Board; Regianal YWater Quality Control Bd.,
Regien 5 (Redding); Native American Heritage Commission; State Lands Cammissian

Datc Received

0&/M18/2(115 Start of Review 08M1Bf2015 End of Review 08162015
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Sierra Pacific Industries
PO Box 750 Quincy, CA 95971
(530) 283-2820

May 20, 2015

California Department of Transportation
Attention: Chris Quiney

Caltrans District 2

1657 Riverside Drive

Redding, CA 96001

Re: Comment on Draft Initial Study — Spring Garden Bridge and Overhead
Rehabilitation Project (02-PLU-70-PM 50.9/51.6)

Hello Chris —

As you may know Sierra Pacific Industries (SP1) operates lumber manufacturing
and electric cogeneration facilities in Quincy, and a lumber manufacturing
facility in Oroville, CA, among other locations throughout the State. As a result,
the Highway 70 corridor between Oroville and Reno is used daily by SPI and our
contractors for the transportation of logs and biomass from our timberlands and
purchased sales, and for the transportation of finished lumber and by-products
from our sawmills to the destinations of our customers.

In addition products purchased by SPT through vendors including, fuel, parts for
machinery, and other items necessary for production, are routed across Hwy 70
to our facilities daily.

In short, SPI depends on Hwy 70 as an efficient and timely route of
transportation for our products as well as purchased items for which our business
is dependent.

It is our request that whatever Alternative be chosen as a part of this process, the  SP1
route remain open and safe for commerce and that any transportation and traffic
delays be minimized.

Regards, ‘
Jared J. Ta; , Divi rester
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA—CALIFORNLA STATE TRANSPORTATION AGENCY EDMUND G BROWN Jr. Governor

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

1657 RIVERSIDE DRIVE
REDDING, CA 956001
PHONE (530) 225-3174
TTY 711

www. dot.ca.gov/dist2/

Serious drotight.
Felp save water!

June 20,2014

Jared I. Tappero, Division Forester
Sierra Pacific Industries

P.O. Box 750

Quincy, CA 95971

Dear Mr. Tappero:
Thank you for providing comments related to Caltrans’ proposed Spring Garden Bridge and
Overhead Rehabilitation project.

Caltrans has included a response to each of your comments in this letter; comments are
nurmmbered for reference purposes and correspond with the annotations in your letter dated May
20,2015,

Comment and Response SPI-1
Your letter requests that the route [State Route 70] remain open and safe for commerce and that
any transportation and traffic delays be minimized.

As stated in the Draft Initial Study/Negative Declaration, vehicle traffic during construction will
be outlined in a Traffic Management Plan, and is anticipated to be controlled using the One Way
Reversing Traffic Control method. Signals will be placed at both ends of the bridge, and traffic
will be able to proceed one direction at a time. Idling time for vehicles will be limited to the
amount of time it takes for traffic from one direction to pass through the construction site.
Construction will occur in two stages, with approximately half of the bridge being constructed at
a time, and traffic will proceed on the bridge in accordance with these construction stages. Due
to the limited project area, it is anticipated that transportation and traffic delays will be minimal
and will not significantly impact commerce activities.

If you have any questions about the project or the environmental process, please contact the
environmental coordinator, Julie McFall, at {(530) 225-2828.

Sincerely,
Chna &4«9

Chris Quiney, Branch Chief
Office of Environmental Management — R1 Branch

“Provide a safe, sustainable, rtegrated and efficient transportation system
to enhance California’s economy and livability”

State Route 70 — Spring Garden Bridge and Overhead Rehabilitation Project 54
Initial Study/Negative Declaration



Spring Garden Bridge and Overhead Rehabilitation Project

SAMIFTFANIAE g

3 M.thE:v rRD:IHIﬂu!!
‘Water Boards - R C T -

Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board

21 May 2015

Mr. Christopher Quiney

Caltrans

North Regian Office of Environmental Mgmt., M3-30
1657 Riverside Drive

Redding, CA 98001

COMMENTS ON THE NEGATIVE DECLARATION FOR PROPOSED SPRING GARDEN
BRIDGE & OVERHEAD REPLACEMENT PROJECT, QUINCY, PLUMAS COUNTY

Tha Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board (Central Valley Water Board) is a
responsible agency for this project, as defined by the California Ervironmental Quality Act
(CEQA). On 11 May 2015, we received vour request for Gomments on the Negative Declaration
-for the Spring Garden Bridge & Overhead Replacement Project,

Caltrans is proposing a bridge rehabilitation project on State Route 70 in Plumas County, east of
Quincy. The primary purpose for the project is to provide a reliable highway crossing that meets
modern seismic and highway design standards and accommodates interregional transpertation
needs. The project would include bridge rehabilitation and widening, road widening, paving,
sign replacement, road striping, metal beam guardrail installationfreplacement, retaining walls,
grading and earthwork, relocation of ice warning system conduit and conductors, vegetation
removal and tree clearing and temporary placement of clean gravel fill in Gragnhorn Creek,

Based on our review of the information submitted for the proposed project, we have the
following comments:

Clean Water Act (CVWA) Section 401, Water Quality Certification

The Central Valley Water Board has regulatory authority over wetlands and waterways under
both the Federal Clean Water Act (CWA) and the Califomia Water Code, Division 7 (CWC).
Discharge of dredged or fill material to waters of the United States requires a CWA Section 401
Water Quality Certification from the Central Valiey Water Board. Typical activities include any
modifications to these waters, such as stream crossings, stream bank modifications, filing of  CywWB-1
wetlands, etc. 401 Certifications are issued in combination with CWA, Section 404 Permits
issuad by the Army Corps of Engineers. The proposed project must be svaluated for the
presence of jurisdictional waters, including wetlands and other waters of the State, Steps must
be taken to first avoid and minimize impacts to these waters, and then mitigate for unavaidable
impacts. Both the Section 404 Permit and Section 401 Water Quality Certification must be
obtained prior to site disturbance.

Caltrans Statewide Storm Water Permit

In order to protect water guality from the potential development activities, appropriate starm

water pollutant controls will be required during construction. Canstruction activities for this

project must be covered under the Caltrans Statewide Storm Water Permit (Order Ne. 89-06-  CVWWE-2
DWQ), adopted in July 1988, The Calirans Statewide Storm Water Permit covers all Caltrans

kane E- LoNcLEY S0, P.E., cHaR | Pames . CreenoM PLE., HGEE, EXTOUTIVE BFFICER

63 Khollorsat Drbea, Soles 205, Pedding, S BELDZE | waw, watariooards eagovicaniralvaliey
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Christopher Quiney -2- 21 May 2015
Caltrans

construction actvities. Caltrans construction activities must also comply with all requirements of
the General Permit for Storm Water Discharges Associated with Censtruction and Land
Disturbance Activities {CGP}. Caltrans is required to notify the Central Valley Board that a
project is to be covered under the permit at least 30-days prior ta the start of construction.

If you have any questions or comments regarding this matter please contact me at
{530) 224-4784 or by email at szaitz@waterboards. ca. gov.

Y

Scoft A, Zaitz, RE.H.5.
Envirenmental Scientist
Storm Water & Water Quality Certification Unit

SAZ wrb:lmw
cCcwio

enclosures:  Mr. Matt Kelley, U.S. Army Corp of Engineers, Redding
Department of Fish and Wildlife, Region 2, Rancha Cordova

RIRBSRSASeehnniN Central Valley'aCross SactionChericaliStomm_watenSZailzi201 WCECH Spring Garden Bridge and Overhead Replacemenl
Project, Celtrans.doc

State Route 70 — Spring Garden Bridge and Overhead Rehabilitation Project 56
Initial Study/Negative Declaration



Spring Garden Bridge and Overhead Rehabilitation Project

STATE OF CALIFORNIA—CALIFORNLA STATE TRANSPORTATION AGENCY EDMUND G BROWN Jr. Governor

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

1657 RIVERSIDE DRIVE
REDDING, CA 956001
PHONE (530) 225-3174 Sericus draught.

TTY 711 Felp save water!
www. dot.ca.gov/dist2/

June 20, 2015

Scott Zaitz, Environmental Scientist

Storm Water & Water Quality Certification Unit
Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board
365 Knollcrest Drive, Suite 205

Redding, CA 96002

Dear Mr. Zaitz:
Thank vou for providing comments related to Caltrans’ proposed Spring Garden Bridge and Overhead
Rehabilitation project.

Caltrans has included a response to each of your comments in this letter; comments are numbered for
reference purposes and correspond with the annotations in your letter dated May 21, 2015.

Comment and Response CVWB-1
Your letter states that both a Section 404 Permit and Section 401 Water Quality Certification must be
obtained prior to site disturbance.

Caltrans will procure both a Section 404 Permit and Section 401 Water Quality Certification prior to site
disturbance.

Comment and Response CVWB -2

Your letter states that construction activities for the project must be covered under the Caltrans Statewide
Storm Water Permit, must comply with all requirements of the General Permit for Storm Water
Discharges Associated with Construction and Land Disturbance Activities, and that Caltrans is required to
notify the Central Valley Board that a project is to be covered under the permit at least 30-days prior to
the start of construction.

Construction activities for the project will be covered under the Caltrans Statewide Storm Water Permit,
Caltrans will comply with all requirements of the General Permit for Storm Water Discharges Associated
with Construction and Land Disturbance Activities, and Caltrans will notify the Central Valley Board that
the project is to be covered under the permit at least 30-days prior to the start of construction.

If vou have any questions about the project or the environmental process, please contact the
environmental coordinator, Julie McFall, at (530) 225-2828.

Sincerely,
Chiel )

Chris Quiney, Branch Chief
Office of Environmental Management — R 1 Branch

“Provide a safe, sustainable, itegrated avd efficient transportation system
to enhance California’s economy and livability”
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From: Herrin, Becky [mailto:BeckyHerrin@countyofplumas.com)]
Sent: Friday, May 29, 2015 3:01 PM

To: Quiney, Chris D@DOT; Marcelino Gonzalez

Cc: Wilson, Randy; Scott J. Lawson (pcmuseum @psin.com)
Subject: FW: Attached Image

Good afternoon,
My name is Rebecca Herrin, a Senior Planner for Plumas County Planning and Building Services.
| have been a CEQA practitioner for over twenty years.

| am in receipt of the Initial Study with Proposed Negative Declaration for the Spring Garden Bridge and
Overhead Rehabilitation Project and | have been trying to review the document. | drive over this bridge
twice every work day and sometimes on weekends and | am fairly familiar with the site.

First of all, let me say that | am not against the project. | feel it is necessary and it is a much better
alternative design than others that have been discussed by CALTRANS over the past many years.

| have attached a copy of the instructions for the CEQA checklist from the OPR website.

| direct your attention to instruction number 1:

“1) A brief explanation is required for all answers except ‘No Impact’ answers that are adequately
supported by the information sources a lead agency cites in the parenthesis following each

question. A ‘No Impact’ answer is adequately supported if the referenced information sources show
that the impact simply does not apply to projects like the one involved (e.g., the project falls outside a
fault rupture zone). A ‘No Impact’ answer should be explained where it is based on project-specific
factors as well as general standards (e.g., the project will not expose sensitive receptors to poliutants,
based on a project-specific screening analysis).
While the Initial Study checklist shows “No Impact” checked boxes in numerous categories (Aesthetics,

Agriculture and Forest Resources, Cultural Resources, Geology and Soils, Land Use Planning, Mineral

Resources, Moise, Population and Housing, Public Services, Recreation, and Utilities and Service

Systems), | can find no explanation as to how these conclusions were reached.

In most cases, there is little or no evidence given in the project description that could be used to reach a

“No Impact” conclusion, For example, in the narrative the following evidence is presented:

“The project would include the removal of trees on the slope to the southwest of the Bridge in order to

allow for road widening, as well as the removal of trees along the road in either direction of the bridge

in order to establish a Clear Recovery Zone for errant vehicles. The project would require the removal of
approximately 1.6 acres of upland trees and vegetation.”

1.6 acres of trees and vegetation will be removed and yet, “No Impact” boxes are checked for both |b.
“substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and
historic buildings within a state scenic highway” and lld. “result in the loss of forest land or conversion
of forest land to non-forest use” with no explanation of why these two items do not apply to the
project.
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Another example is the conclusion of “No Impact” to cultural resources. It is well known that there are
existing cultural resources adjacent to the proposed project (for example, the historic Beckwourth Trail),
and yet there is no evidence presented that CALTRANSs has even studied the cultural resources in the
area. There must be studies that have been consulted in order to arrive at a conclusion of “No Impact”
to cultural resources.

The bridge is an older bridge. Why is there no discussion of its age or possible historical value. There
may not be any significance, but that conclusion must be explained in the document.

Plumas County recently adopted an update to its General Plan. There are many policies regarding scenic
resources and yet, there is “No Impact” to Land Use and Planning. While | have not evaluated the

project in light of the General Plan, there should be some mention that the General Plan policies have
been reviewed and considered in reaching a “No Impact” conclusion to Land Use and Planning.

It appears that the only discussion provided is for categories with checked boxes that indicate “Less than
Significant Impact”.

My advice is to rewrite the Initial Study and recirculate the document for another thirty days so that it
will meet the State requirements and become compliant with the California Environmental Quality
Act. This project has been considered for many years and surely, there must be time to provide an
adequate and a legal CEQA review document.

Thanks for your attention,
Rebecca K. Herrin

Senior Planner
Plumas County Planning and Building Services
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STATE OF CALIFORMIA —CATIFORNIA STATE TRANSPORTATION AGENCT EDMUND G _BROWHN Jr. Covernor

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

1657 RIVERSIDE DRIVE
REDDING, CA 956001
PHONE (530) 225-3174

Serious drovght.
TTY 711 Help save water!
www.dot.ca. gov/dist2/

June 20, 2015

Rebecca K. Herrin, Senior Planner

Plumas County Planming and Building Services
555 Main Street

Quincy, CA 95971

Dear Ms. Herrin:

Thank you for your email dated May 29, 2015, providing cormments related to Caltrans’
proposed Spring Garden Bridge and Overhead Rehabilitation project. A representative of
Caltrans® Environmental Office left you a voicemail message on June 4% offering to discuss any
questions or concerns you many have with the project; however we did not hear from you prior
to preparation of the Final Imtial Study. We have included a response to each of vour comments
in this letter; comments are mumbered for reference purposes and correspond with the
annotations in your email dated May 29, 2015.

Comment and Response PC-1

Your email references the CEQA checklist from the Office of Planning and Research website,
which indicates that a “No Impact® answer should be adequately supported with reference
information, and that it is not clear in the Initial Study how many of the ‘No Impact’ conclusions
were reached.

As lead agency, Caltrans has fully evaluated the proposed project in accordance with CEQA and
other applicable state and federal environmental regulations to determine potential effects that
may result from the proposed project. Caltrans has documented its decisions and any
coordination or consultation that has occurred in the project record. In some instances Caltrans
may utilize a version of the CEQA checklist which does not explain how it arrived at its ‘No
Impact’ conclusions. For purposes of the Final Tnitial Study for the Spring Garden Bridge and
Overhead Rehabilitation project, Caltrans has included information to support each “No Impact’
conclusion, based on professional judgment or technical studies completed for the project. All
referenced information and a complete list of technical studies is included in both the Draft and
Final Initial Study.

Comment and Response PC-2

In your email you point out that 1.6 acres of trees and vegetation will be removed and yet, “No
Impact”™ boxes are checked for both Ib. “substantially damage scenic resources, including, but
not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and historic buildings within a state scenic highway™ and
IId. “result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest land to non-forest use™ with no
explanation of why these two items do not apply to the project.

“Provide o safe, sustainable, integ rated and efficient transportation system
to erhance Califarnin’s economy and [vability”
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Ms. Rebecca Herrin
June 20, 2015
Page 2

The project is limited to modifications to the existing highway structure and adjacent slopes, the
purpose of which is to improve traffic safety and operations of the highway. Vegetation removal
is necessary for construction related access and staging. The estimated area of vegetation
removal, 1.6 acres, is the total area comprised of several different locations within the project
limits, which is approximately 20 acres. The number of trees and the individual areas are
relatively small. In addition, most of the trees are located within Caltrans and Union Pacific
Railroad right-of-way adjacent to the highway and railroad tracks. The loss of this small number
of trees of various sizes will not constitute a substantial adverse effect relative to scenic or forest
resources. No scenic resources (e.g., extraordinary trees or rock outcroppings) would be affected
by the project, nor would the characteristics of the highway corridor in the eye of the traveler be
drastically changed.

Comment and Response PC-3

Your email indicates that it is well known that there are existing cultural resources adjacent to
the proposed project, and that there is no evidence presented that Caltrans has studied the cultural
resources in the area.

Caltrans has conducted all of the necessary steps to comply with Section 106 of the National
Historic Preservation Act and Public Resources Code Section 5024. This was accomplished
through appropriate records searches and public and Native American outreach, preparation of
an Arca of Potential Effects map, field surveys, preparation of a Historic Property Survey
Report/Archaeological Survey Report. Consultation took place with the USFS Plumas National
Forest Supervisor’s Office and Mt. Hough Ranger District Offices, Plumas Historical Society
and Museum, Local Native American Tribes and Native American Heritage Commission on
various dates throughout the environmental phase of the project. Although potentially
significant cultural resources exist within the general vicinity of the project, there are no historic
properties or state-owned historical resources within the Area of Potential Effects (APE).
Caltrans shall ensure that there are measures are in place to limit the work to within the existing
defined limits of the proposed project.

Comment and Response PC-4

Your email indicates that Plumas County has recently updated its General Plan and that there
should be some mention that General Plan policies have been reviewed and considered in
reaching a “No Impact™ conclusion to Land Use and Planning, particularly with regard to
scenic resources. Please refer to Comment Response PC-2.

Caltrans has thoroughly reviewed all applicable reference material, including the Plumas
County General Plan Update relative to the proposed bridge rehabilitation project. It was
determined based on this review that the project would not conflict with any local or regional
plans. Caltrans has also considered visual/aesthetic impacts that may result from the project

“Provide a safe, sustainable, imtegrated and efficient transporiation system
to enhance California’s economy and fivability”
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Ms. Rebecca Herrin
June 20, 2015
Page 3

and has determined that no scenic resources would be affected nor would visual characteristics
of the highway be adversely affected.

1 hope that we have adequately addressed any concerns or questions yvou may have. If you
have further questions about the project or the environmental document, please feel free to
contact me or the project’s environmental coordinator, Julie McFall, at (530) 225-2828.

Sincerely,

Chris Quiney, Branch Chief
Office of Environmental Management — R1 Branch

“Provide a safe, sustainable, integrated and efficient transportation system
10 enhance California’s econemy and livability”
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From: Brenzovich, Erika -F5 [mailto:ebrenzovich@fs fed.us

Sent: Friday, June 12, 2015 4:02 PM
To: Quiney, Chris @ OOT

Cec: Donald, Michael -F5; Gillingham, Colin -F5; Melvin, Tauni B@DOT
Subject: RE: Spring Garden Bridge Draft Initial Study

Chris,

Staff on the Mt Hough Ranger District have done a review of the Draft Initial Study with Proposed

Megative Declaration on the Spring Garden Bridge and Overhead Rehakilitation Project in PLUMAS

COUNTY, CALIFORNIA. Itis not clear to the Forest Service in the Draft Initial Study how and when frog
surveys were conducted for the project Could you please provide the Mt Hough Ranger District with a

copy of the amphibian survey report and data forms used for the study so that the Forest Service can

ensure there are no resource impacts to frogs.

Additionally, during our field wisit with Cal Trans last summer we found bat guano underneath the Spring

Garden bridge. The US Forest Service has 3 species of sensitive bat species. There is no mention of

surveys or potential impact to bat species. The Forest Service would like Caltrans to address any USFS-2
potential impacts to sensitive bat species in the Study and Proposed Negative Declaration.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment, Erika Brenzowich

Erika Brenzovich
Public Service Staff Officer

Forest Service

Plumas Mational Forest
Mt. Hough Ranger District
p: 5302837620

f: 530-283-1821
ehrenzovichigifs fed.us
39656 Highway 70

Cluincy, CA 95971
ey fs fed us

=y K

Caring for the land and serving people
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA—CALIFORNIA STATE TRANSPORTATION AGENCY EDMUND G. BROWN Jr. Governor

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

1657 RIVERSIDE DRIVE
REDDING, CA 96001
PHONE (530) 225-3174
TTY 711
www.dot.ca.gov/dist2/

Serious Drovught.
Serious drought.
Help save water!

June 20, 2015

Erika Brenzovich, Public Service Staff Officer
Plumas National Forest, Mt. Hough Ranger District
39696 Highway 70

Quincy. CA 95971

Dear Ms. Brenzovich:

Thank you for providing comments on behalf of the Plumas National Forest, Mount Hough Ranger
District (Forest Service) related to Caltrans’ proposed Spring Garden Bridge and Overhead Rehabilitation
project.

Caltrans has included a response to each of your comments in this letter; comments are numbered for
reference purposes and correspond with the annotations in your email dated June 19, 2015.

Comment and Response USFS-1
In vour email you request a copy of the amphibian survey report and data forms used for the study so that
the Forest Service can ensure there are no resource impacts to frogs.

Caltrans biological staff completed amphibian surveys in accordance with the Fellers standardized
protocol for surveying aquatic amphibians; surveys were conducted during the Fall of 2014 and Spring of
2015. No special status frog species were observed during these surveys. A copy of the report and
accompanying data forms will be provided to yvou.

Comment and Response USFS -2

Your email states that the US Forest Service has 3 species of sensitive bat species. and that the Forest
Service would like Caltrans to address any potential impacts to sensitive bat species in the Study and
Proposed Negative Declaration.

Caltrans biological staff have determined that the bridge has potential bat roosting habitat. Construction is
scheduled to begin 2016. Caltrans plans to conduct bat surveys this summer (2015); results will be
provided to you. Ifit is determined that the bridge is a night roost, the bats will not be affected by the
work and no additional avoidance and minimization measures will be recommended. If the bridge is
determined to be a day roost. avoidance measures such as installation of a temporary exclusion device
may be required during construction.

If yvou have any questions about the project or the environmental process, please contact me or the
project’s environmental coordinator, Julie McFall. at (530) 225-2828.

Sincerely,

Chris Quiney, Branch Chiefl
Office of Environmental Management — R1 Branch

“Provide a safe, sustainable, integrated and efficient transportation system
to enhance California’s economy and livability”
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