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General Information About This Document

What’s in this document?

The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans), as California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA) lead agency, has prepared this Initial Study (IS), which examines
the potential environmental impacts of the alternatives being considered for the
proposed project located in Nevada County, California. The document tells you why the
project is being proposed, what alternatives we have considered for the project, how the
existing environment could be affected by the project, the potential impacts of each
alternative, and the proposed avoidance, minimization, and/or mitigation measures.

What should you do?
* Please read the document.

e Additional copies of this document, as well as technical studies, are available
for review at the Caltrans District 03 Office at 703 B. Street, Marysville, CA
95901 and at the following web site:

http://www.dot.ca.qov/dist3/departments/envinternet/nevada.htm

e We’d like to hear your thoughts. If you have any comments regarding the
proposed project and environmental document, please send your written
comments to Caltrans by the deadline stated below. Submit comments via postal
mail service to the following Caltrans office:

Environmental Coordinator
Attn: Angela Shepard
Department of Transportation, Environmental Planning
703 B. Street, Marysville, CA 95953
e Submit comments via email to: angela.shepard@dot.ca.gov
e Be sure to submit comments by the deadline: January 27, 2016

What happens next?

After comments are received from the public and reviewing agencies, Caltrans may
1) give environmental approval to the proposed project, 2) do additional
environmental studies, or 3) abandon the project. If the project is given
environmental approval and funding is appropriated, Caltrans could design and
construct all or part of the project.

For individuals with sensory disabilities, this document is available in Braille, large print, on
audiocassette, or computer disk. To obtain a copy in one of these alternate formats, please call or
write to Caltrans, Attn: Deanna Shoopman, Public Information Officer, (530) 741-4572, or use the
California Relay Service TTY number, 1-800-735-2929.
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SCH #
03-NEV-80-19.25
EA: 03-0H180
EFIS: 0315000090

Proposed Negative Declaration
Pursuant to: Division 13, Public Resources Code
This project is located in Nevada County near Interstate 80 (I-80), at post mile (PM) 19.25.
The facility, which is called the Donner Pass California Highway Patrol (CHP) Truck
Inspection Facility, is adjacent to the Agriculture Inspection Station on 1-80. This project
proposes to improve the Donner Pass California Highway Patrol (CHP) Truck Inspection
Facility by performing the following work items described as follows:
1) Repair and in some portions replace the roof. This will include the entire roof over
the office of the CHP Truck Inspection Facility.
2) Install snow fences, snow guards and add heat strips to reduce damage caused by
excessive snow build-up.
3) Repair and/or replace exterior walls of the CHP Truck Inspection Facility that have
been damaged by salt exposure.
4) Repaint the newly refurbished exterior walls.
5) Replace the existing water tank with a larger tank that is up to current health and

fire protection codes.

This work needs to be performed to provide a safer working environment and replace

various items before they are no longer functional.

Determination

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

public.



Caltrans has prepared an Initial Study for this project and, pending public review,
expects to determine from this study that the proposed project would not have a

significant effect on the environment for the following reasons:

e The proposed project would have no effect on visual aesthetics, agricultural
resources, air quality, biological resources, cultural resources, geology/soils,
hydrology/water quality, land use/planning, mineral resources, noise,
population/housing, public services, recreation, transportation/traffic, or

utilities/service systems.

» The proposed project would have a less than significant impact on hazardous
materials. Environmental Regulations require the preparation of an Initial Study,
at the least, when a project is located within a Cortese Site List. The Cortese Site
list is a list of properties which either have contained in the past or may still
contain hazardous spill material.

John D. Webb, Chief Date
North Region Environmental Services, South



Initial Study

Project Title
CHP Truck Inspection Station Rehabilitation

Lead Agency Name and Address

California Department of Transportation
District 03

703 B. Street

Marysville, CA 95901

Project Location

This project is located in Nevada County near Interstate 80 (I-80), at post mile (PM)
19.25. The facility, which is the called the Donner Pass California Highway Patrol

(CHP) Truck Inspection Facility, is adjacent to the Agriculture Inspection Station on
Interstate 1-80.

Project Sponsor’s Name and Address
California Department of Transportation
703 B. Street

Marysville, CA 95901

Purpose and Need

This project proposes to improve the Donner Pass California Highway Patrol (CHP)

Truck Inspection Facility by performing the following work items described as follows:

1. Repair and in some portions replace the roof. This will include the entire roof over
the office of the CHP Truck Inspection Facility.

2. Install snow fences, snow guards and add heat strips to reduce damage caused by

excessive snow build-up.

3. Repair and/or replace exterior walls of the CHP Truck Inspection Facility that have
been damaged by salt exposure.

4. Repaint the newly refurbished exterior walls.



5. Replace the existing water tank with a larger tank that is up to current health and fire
protection codes.

This work needs to be performed to provide a safer working environment and replace

various items before they are no longer functional.

Description of Project

The Donner Pass CHP Truck Inspection Facility is deteriorating and is need of
repairs. The project proposes to repair/replace the roof, install snow fences, and add
heat strips to reduce damage caused by snow build-up, repair/replace exterior walls
that are deteriorating from salt exposure, repaint the exterior and upgrade the water

supply system to current health/fire protection codes.

Surrounding Land Uses, Setting, and Zoning

The study area is located in Nevada County, California. The project is located within
the town limits of Truckee. The project site is designated for public facilities within
the town limits of Truckee. Some residences and small private businesses are located
in the vicinity of the CHP facility. However, the principal business core and

residential areas of Truckee are located several miles from the CHP facility.

Permits and Approvals Needed

There are no permits or approvals needed for the project, besides those that apply to
all Caltrans’ projects. The project design will comply with the Caltrans Project
Planning and Design Guide, which contains the Storm Water Quality Handbook and

Best Management Practices for storm water pollution prevention.
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Environmental Factors Potentially Affected

The environmental factors checked below would be potentially affected by this project,
involving at least one impact that is a “Less Than Significant Impact” as indicated by the
checklist on the following pages.

Aesthetics

Agricultural Resources

Air Quality

Biological Resources

Cultural Resources

Geology/Soils

X Hazards and Hazardous Materials

Hydrology/Water Quality

Land Use/Planning

Mineral Resources

Noise

Population/Housing

Public Services

Recreation

Transportation/Traffic

Utilities/Service Systems

Mandatory Findings of Significance




CEQA Environmental Checklist
03-NEV-80 19.25

0H180

Dist.-Co.-Rte. P.M/P.M.

E.A.

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 either following the
applicable section of the checklist or is within the body of the environmental document itself. 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.

I. AESTHETICS: Would the project:

a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista

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

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

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

“No Impact” determinations in this section are based on the
project scope and field review.

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
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?

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

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

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

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

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

“No Impact” determinations in this section are based on the

project scope and field review.

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
quality plan?

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

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

d) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant
concentrations?

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

“No Impact” determinations are based on the project
scope, field review, and October 2014 Air Quality Analysis.

IV. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES: Would the project:

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

b) Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or
other sensitive natural community identified in local or regional
plans, policies, regulations or by the California Department of

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

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

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

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

“No Impact” determinations are based on the project
scope, field review, and June 2015 Natural Environment
Study, No Effects Memorandum.

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?

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

“No Impact” determinations are based on the project
scope, field review, and June 2015 Cultural Resources
Study.

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:

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

ii) Strong seismic ground shaking?

iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including liqguefaction?

Potentially
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iv) Landslides?

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

c) Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that
would become unstable as a result of the project, and potentially
result in on- or off-site landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence,
liquefaction or collapse?

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?

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

“No Impact” determinations in this section are based on the
project scope and field review.

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?

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?

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

Potentially Less Than Less Than No
Significant Significant  Significant Impact
Impact with Impact

Mitigation

[]
[]
[

[]
[]
[

[]
[]
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X

An assessment of the greenhouse gas emissions and
climate change is included in the body of
environmental document. 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 body of the environmental document.



Potentially Less Than Less Than No

Significant Significant  Significant Impact
Impact with Impact
Mitigation
d) Be located on a site which is included on a list of hazardous
materials sites compiled pursuant to Government Code Section |:| |:| |X| |:|
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 |:| |:| |:| |X|
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 D D D |X|
the project area?
g) Impair implementation of or physically interfere with an
adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation D D D |X|
plan?
h) Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury |:| |:| |:| |X|

or death involving wildland fires, including where wildlands are
adjacent to urbanized areas or where residences are intermixed
with wildlands?

“No Impact” and “less than significant” determinations are
based on the project scope, field review, and the April 2015
Initial Site Assessment (ISA).

IX. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY: Would the project:

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

[]
[]
[]
X

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

be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering of the local

groundwater table level (e.g., the production rate of pre-existing

nearby wells would drop to a level 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 |:| |:| |:| |Z|
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 |:| |:| |:| |X|
area, including through the alteration of the course of a stream

or river, or substantially increase the rate or amount of surface

runoff in a manner which would result in flooding on- or off-site?

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

f) Otherwise substantially degrade water quality? |:| |:| |:| |E



Potentially Less Than Less Than No

Significant Significant  Significant Impact
Impact with Impact
Mitigation
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?

or death involving flooding, including flooding as a result of the
failure of a levee or dam?

j) Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow

X XX X

[] [] []
i) Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury |:| |:| |:|
[] [] []

“No Impact” determinations in this section are based on the
project scope and field review.

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|

“No Impact” determinations in this section are based on the
project scope and field review.

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

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

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

“No Impact” determinations in this section are based on the
project scope and field review.

XII. 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 |:| |:| |:| |X|

noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies?

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



Potentially Less Than Less Than No

Significant Significant  Significant Impact
Impact with Impact
Mitigation
c) A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in
the project vicinity above levels existing without the project? |:| |:| |:| |X|
d) A substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise
levels in the project vicinity above levels existing without the |:| |:| |:| |X|
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 |:| |:| |:| |X|
airport or public use airport, would the project expose people
residing or working in the project area to excessive noise levels?
) For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the |:| |:| |:| |X|
project expose people residing or working in the project area to
excessive noise levels?
“No Impact” determinations in this section are based on the
project scope and field review.
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) |:| |:| |:| |E
or indirectly (for example, through extension of roads or other
infrastructure)?
b) Displace substantial numbers of existing housing,
necessitating the construction of replacement housing D D D |X|
elsewhere?
c) Displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating the |:| |:| |:| |Z|

construction of replacement housing elsewhere?

“No Impact” determinations in this section are based on the
project scope and field review.

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
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“No Impact” determinations in this section are based on the
project scope and field review.

Potentially Less Than Less Than No
Significant Significant  Significant Impact
Impact with Impact

Mitigation

XV. RECREATION:

a) Would the project increase the use of existing neighborhood

and regional parks or other recreational facilities such that |:| |:| |:| |E
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 D D D |X|
have an adverse physical effect on the environment?

“No Impact” determinations in this section are based on the
project scope and field review.

XVI. TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC: Would the project:

a) Conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance or policy
establishing measures of effectiveness for the performance of |:| |:| |:| |X|

the circulation system, taking into account all modes of
transportation including mass transit and hon-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, |:| |:| |:| |X|
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?

c¢) 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?

I I e T e I
I I e T e I
I I e T e I
XX X X

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?

“No Impact” determinations in this section are based on the
project scope and field review.

XVII. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS: Would the project:

a) Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the applicable
Regional Water Quality Control Board? |:| |:| |:| |E



b) Require or result in the construction of new water or
wastewater treatment facilities or expansion of existing facilities,
the construction of which could cause significant environmental
effects?

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

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

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

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

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

“No Impact” determinations in this section are based on the
project scope and field review.

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
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"
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
substantial adverse effects on human beings, either directly or
indirectly?

Potentially
Significant
Impact

[

[

[

]

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation

[

[

Less Than
Significant
Impact

[

[

No
Impact



Affected Environment, Environmental Consequences,
and Mitigation Measures

HAZARDOUS WASTE/MATERIALS
Regulatory Setting

Hazardous materials and hazardous wastes are regulated by many state and federal
laws. These include not only specific statutes governing hazardous waste, but also

a variety of laws regulating air and water quality, human health and land use.

The primary federal laws regulating hazardous wastes/materials are the Resource
Conservation and Recovery Act of 1976 (RCRA) and the Comprehensive
Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability Act of 1980 (CERCLA). The
purpose of CERCLA, often referred to as Superfund, is to clean up contaminated
sites so that public health and welfare are not compromised. RCRA provides for
“cradle to grave” regulation of hazardous wastes. Other federal laws include:

o Community Environmental Response Facilitation Act (CERFA) of 1992
0 Clean Water Act

o0 Clean Air Act

o Safe Drinking Water Act

0 Occupational Safety and Health Act (OSHA) Atomic Energy Act

o0 Toxic Substances Control Act (TSCA)
o Federal Insecticide, Fungicide, and Rodenticide Act (FIFRA)

In addition to the acts listed above, Executive Order 12088, Federal Compliance
with Pollution Control, mandates that necessary actions be taken to prevent and
control environmental pollution when federal activities or federal facilities are

involved.

Hazardous waste in California is regulated primarily under the authority of the

federal Resource Conservation and Recovery Act of 1976, and the California Health




and Safety Code. Other California laws that affect hazardous waste are specific to
handling, storage, transportation, disposal, treatment, reduction, cleanup and

emergency planning.

Worker health and safety and public safety are key issues when dealing with
hazardous materials that may affect human health and the environment. Proper
disposal of hazardous material is vital if it is disturbed during project

construction.
Affected Environment

The Initial Site Assessment (ISA) for the Donner Summit CHP Truck Inspection
Station project was completed in March of 2015. The ISA documented that the
project area is listed on the Cortese Site List (also referred to as Government
Code Section 65962.5). The Cortese Site list is a list of properties which either
did contain or may still contain hazardous spill material. As a consequence of
that listing, CEQA requires that an Initial Study be completed to document the
conditions causing the listing and provide information on the remediation of the
hazardous material found on the site.

In November 1994, a Caltrans utility contractor observed petroleum product in the
soil. To investigate the source of the petroleum product, Caltrans tested a nearby
10,000-gallon diesel tank for tightness. The tank passed the tightness test indicating
that a different source was likely responsible for the petroleum product release.
Laidlaw Environmental Services exposed the tank piping in May 1995, in an effort
to locate any potential leaks. Laidlaw observed a piping leak at the elbow of the fuel
return line. The contractor repaired the leak and removed approximately 60 cubic

yards of diesel impacted soil.

In November 1995, Geocon Consultants performed a site investigation to evaluate
potential petroleum hydrocarbon impacts to soil and groundwater resulting from the
diesel tank piping release. The drilling contractor made 10 soil borings and
converted three of the 10 soil borings to groundwater monitoring wells. The
monitoring results indicated distribution of impacted soil appeared to be limited to



the vadose zone soil beneath and in the vicinity of the diesel tank. Geocon installed

two biovent wells for potential use during future site soil remediation activities.

In March 2000, Brown & Caldwell Consultants began remediation efforts,
performing a pilot soil vapor extraction and bioventing (BV) test at the site. Based
on the results of the pilot test, Brown & Caldwell determined BV to be the most
effective remedial approach to clean up the estimated 2,600 gallons of diesel fuel
present in approximately 3,100 cubic yards of soil. Brown & Caldwell installed a
BV system at the site and began air injection in July 2000. Caltrans installed one
additional groundwater well (requested by the Lahontan Regional Water Board staff
in April 2000) to define the down gradient/lateral extent of groundwater

contamination

Concentration of petroleum hydrocarbons in soil and groundwater were greatly
reduced since the setup of the BV system in July 2000. No diesel constituents were
detected in a series of monitoring events concluding in 2002. The status of the site
was changed to “No Further Action” as the facility no longer poses a threat to the

environment.

Impacts

Based on the ISA completed in 2015, two minor hazardous waste/material
issues have been identified for the project as proposed; they are aerially
deposited lead (ADL) and historical total petroleum hydrocarbons (TPH)

contamination.

Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures

No mitigation measures are required and no permits will be required for the
project, according to the ISA’s determination. However, the following
minimization measures for potential hazardous waste material encounter are

required:



e SSP 15-027 — This Standard Special Provision (SSP) is required to comply
with CCR Title 8, Section 1532.1, “lead”, as low levels of lead are anticipated
to be encountered to the soil due to the historical use and associated emission
of lead from leaded gasoline.

e NSSP TPH Contamination — This Non Standard Special Provision (NSSP) for
Total Petroleum Hydrocarbon (TPH) Contamination has been included since
historical leaking underground storage tanks were identified and removed by
Caltrans. Although the site was closed and warranted No Further Action status
for contaminant remediation by the Regional Water Quality Control Board, it is
still possible that miscellaneous TPH contamination may be encountered
during construction. If so, this NSSP provides a process to identify and

manage any encountered TPH contamination.

Climate Change

Climate change refers to long-term changes in temperature, precipitation,
wind patterns, and other elements of the earth's climate system. An ever-
increasing body of scientific research attributes these climatological changes
to greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions, particularly those generated from the
production and use of fossil fuels. Research from such establishments as the
Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) are primarily concerned
with the emissions of GHGs generated by human activity including carbon
dioxide (CO2), methane (CH4), nitrous oxide (N20), tetrafluoromethane,
hexafluoroethane, sulfur hexafluoride (SF6), HFC-23 (fluoroform), HFC-134a
(s, s, s, 2-tetrafluoroethane), and HFC-152a (difluoroethane).

In the U.S., the main source of GHG emissions is electricity generation,
followed by transportation. In California, however, transportation sources
(including passenger cars, light duty trucks, other trucks, buses, and

motorcycles) make up the largest source (second to electricity generation) of



GHG emitting sources. The dominant GHG emitted is CO2, mostly from

fossil fuel combustion.

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

sources.
Regulatory Setting

State

With the passage of several pieces of legislation including State Senate and
Assembly bills and Executive Orders, California launched an innovative and pro-

active approach to dealing with GHG emissions and climate change. Relevant

legislation includes the following policies:

e Assembly Bill 1493 (AB 1493), Pavley.

e Executive Order (EO) S-3-05: (signed on June 1, 2005, by former Governor
Arnold Schwarzenegger)

e AB 32, the Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006, NUfez and Pavley

e Executive Order S-20-06: (signed on October 18, 2006 by former Governor
Arnold Schwarzenegger)

e Executive Order S-01-07: (signed on January 18, 2007 by former Governor
Arnold Schwarzenegger)

e Senate Bill 97 (SB 97) Chapter 185, 2007

e Caltrans Director’s Policy 30 (DP-30) Climate Change (approved June 22,
2012): is intended to establish a Department policy that will ensure coordinated

efforts to incorporate climate change into Departmental decisions and activities.



This policy contributes to the Department’s stewardship goal to preserve and

enhance California’s resources and assets.

Federal

Although climate change and GHG reduction is a concern at the federal level;
currently there are no regulations or legislation that have been enacted
specifically addressing GHG emissions reductions and climate change at the
project level. Neither the United States Environmental Protection Agency
(U.S. EPA) nor the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) has
promulgated explicit guidance or methodology to conduct project-level GHG
analysis. As stated on FHWA’s climate change website
(http://lwww.fhwa.dot.gov/hep/climate/index.htm), climate change
considerations should be integrated throughout the transportation decision-
making process—from planning through project development and delivery.
Despite the lack of Federal GHG regulations and legislation, FHWA as well
as the National Highway Traffic Safety Administration (NHTSA) and U.S.
EPA are taking steps to lessen climate change impacts by improving
transportation system efficiency, creating cleaner fuels, reducing the growth
of vehicle hours travelled, and enabling the production of a new generation of
clean vehicles with reduced GHG emissions and improved fuel efficiency

from on-road vehicles and engines.

Project Analysis

An individual project does not generate enough GHG emissions to significantly
influence global climate change. Rather, global climate change is a cumulative
impact. This means that a project may contribute to a potential impact through its
incremental change in emissions when combined with the contributions of all other
sources of GHG. In assessing cumulative impacts, it must be determined if a
project’s incremental effect is “cumulatively considerable” (CEQA Guidelines
sections 15064(h)(1) and 15130). To make this determination the incremental

impacts of the project must be compared with the effects of past, current, and



probable future projects. To gather sufficient information on a global scale of all
past, current, and future projects in order to make this determination is a difficult, if

not impossible, task.

The AB 32 Scoping Plan mandated by AB 32 contains the main strategies California
will use to reduce GHG emissions. As part of its supporting documentation for the
Draft Scoping Plan, ARB released the GHG inventory for California (forecast last
updated: October 28, 2010). The forecast is an estimate of the emissions expected to
occur in the year 2020 if none of the foreseeable measures included in the Scoping
Plan were implemented. The base year used for forecasting emissions is the average
of statewide emissions in the GHG inventory for 2006, 2007, and 2008 (Figure 7).

California Greenhouse Gas Emissions Forecast
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Figure 7: California GREENHOUSE GAS Inventory

Source: http://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/inventory/data/forecast.htm

The Department 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, the Department has created and is implementing the Climate Action

Program at Caltrans that was published in December 2006.*

This project is a structure replacement project, and will not increase or change long-
term traffic in the area. Therefore, no increase in operational GHG emissions is

anticipated to occur with the project.

Construction Emissions

Greenhouse gas emissions for transportation projects can be divided into those produced
during construction and those produced during operations. Construction GHG
emissions include emissions produced as a result of material processing, emissions
produced by onsite construction equipment, and emissions arising from traffic delays
due to construction. These emissions will 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 better traffic management during

construction phases.

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

and rehabilitation events.

CEQA Conclusion

Although construction emissions are unavoidable and are expected to be minimal, the
proposed project will not increase capacity and is not expected to result in additional
operational CO2 emissions. However, it is Caltrans’ determination that in the absence
of further regulatory or scientific information related to greenhouse gas emissions and
CEQA significance, it is too speculative to make a determination regarding significance
of the project’s direct impact and its contribution on the cumulative scale to climate
change. However, Caltrans is firmly committed to implementing measures to help

! Caltrans Climate Action Program is located at the following web address:
http://www.dot.ca.qgov/hg/tpp/offices/ogm/key_reports_files/State Wide Strategy/Caltrans_Climate Action_Program.pdf




reduce the potential effects of the project. These measures are outlined in the following

section.

Greenhouse Gas Reduction Strategies

There are typically two terms used when discussing the impacts of climate change.
"Greenhouse Gas Mitigation™ is a term for reducing GHG emissions in order to reduce
or "mitigate” the impacts of climate change. “Adaptation," refers to the effort of
planning for and adapting to impacts resulting from climate change (such as adjusting

transportation design standards to withstand more intense storms and higher sea levels).

Greenhouse Gas Mitigation

AB 32 Compliance
Caltrans continues to be actively involved on the Governor’s Climate Action Team as

ARB works to implement Executive Orders S-3-05 and S-01-07 and help achieve the
targets set forth in AB 32. Many of the strategies Caltrans is using to help meet the
targets in AB 32 come from the California Strategic Growth Plan, which is updated each

year.

The following measures will be included in the project to reduce the GHG emissions

and potential climate change impacts from the project:

Landscaping reduces surface warming, and through photosynthesis, decreases CO2. Any
project landscaping will be based on recommendations of the Caltrans landscape
architect and will consist of native plant species. Caltrans is not removing any trees for
this project.

2. Compliance with Title 13, California Code of Regulations §2449(d)(3)—Adopted by
the Air Resources Board on June 15, 2008, this regulation would restrict idling of
construction vehicles to no longer than 5 consecutive minutes. The Contractor must
comply with this regulation in order to reduce harmful emissions from diesel-powered

construction vehicles.

3. Portland Cement- Use of lighter color surfaces such as Portland cement helps to
reduce the albedo effect (measure of how much light a surface reflects) and cool the

surface; in addition, Caltrans has been a leader in the effort to add fly ash to Portland



cement mixes. Adding fly ash reduces the greenhouse gas emissions associated with
cement production which also can make the pavement stronger. The project contains a

small sidewalk that uses Portland Cement.

4. To the extent that it is feasible for the project, the use of reclaimed water may be
used to reduce GHG emissions produced during construction. Currently 30 percent of
the electricity used in California is used for the treatment and delivery of water. Use of
reclaimed water helps conserve this energy, which reduces greenhouse gas emissions

from electricity production.

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, variability in storm surges and
intensity, and the frequency and intensity of wildfires. These changes may affect the
transportation infrastructure in various ways, such as damage to roadbeds from 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.

Interim guidance has been released by The Coastal Ocean Climate Action Team (CO-
CAT) as well as Caltrans as a method to initiate action and discussion of potential risks

to the states infrastructure due to projected sea level rise.

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

facilities due to projected sea level rise are not expected.



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

vulnerability to climate change, including the effect of sea level rise.
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