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Appendix A  Project Plans 
Typical Cross Section sheets X-1 through X-6 illustrate the preliminary typical roadway cross section at each of the five project 
locations. Layout sheets L-1 through L-8 illustrate the preliminary project plans.  
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Appendix B CEQA Checklist 
Supporting documentation of all CEQA checklist determinations is provided in Chapter 2 of this 
Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Assessment. Documentation of “No Impact” 
determinations is provided at the beginning of Chapter 2. Discussion of all impacts, avoidance, 
minimization, and/or compensation measures is under the appropriate topic headings in 
Chapter 2. 

 Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 
with 
Mitigation 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact 

No 
Impact 

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? 

    

     

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

    

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? 

    

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

    

     

 

III. 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?  
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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?  

    

     

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?  

    

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

    

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? 

    

     

V. CULTURAL RESOURCES: Would the project:      

a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an 
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?  
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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 liquefaction?      

iv) Landslides?     

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

c) Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that would 
become unstable as a result of the project, and potentially result in 
on- or offsite 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?  

    

     

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

    

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

    

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

    

     

VIII. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY: Would the project:      

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

    

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

    

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

    

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 offsite?  

    

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

    

f) Otherwise substantially degrade water quality?      

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

    

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

    

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

    

j) Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow     

     

IX. LAND USE AND PLANNING: Would the project:     

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

    

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

    

     

X. 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 state?  

    

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

    

     

XI. 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? 

    

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

    

     

XII. POPULATION AND HOUSING: Would the project:      

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

    

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

    

c) Displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating the 
construction of replacement housing elsewhere?  
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XIII. PUBLIC SERVICES:     

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

    

Fire protection?     

Police protection?     

Schools?     

Parks?     

Other public facilities?     

     

XIV. 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? 

    

     

XV. TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC: Would the project:     

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

    

b) Exceed, either individually or cumulatively, a level of service 
standard 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?     

f) Result in inadequate parking capacity?     
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g) Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs supporting 
alternative transportation (e.g., bus turnouts, bicycle racks)? 

    

     

XVI. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS: Would the project:     

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

    

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

    

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

    

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? 

    

     

XVII. 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, 
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? 

    

  



Appendix B CEQA Checklist 

Hecker Pass Safety Improvement Project B-8 

 

 

 

This page intentionally left blank



Appendix C  Supplemental information of Section 4(f) and de minimis Impacts to Section 4(f) Resources 

Hecker Pass Safety Improvement Project C-1 

Appendix C  Concurrrence Letter and Supplemental information of 
Section 4(f) and de minimis Impacts to Section 4(f) Resources 
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Section 4(f), of the US Department of Transportation Act of 1966, states that the Federal 
Highway Administration “…may approve a transportation program or project…requiring the use 
of publicly owned land of a public park, recreation area, or wildlife and waterfowl refuge of 
national, State, or local significance, or land of an historic site of national, State, or local 
significance (as determined by the Federal, State, or local officials having jurisdiction over the 
park, area, refuge, or site) only if…there is no prudent and feasible alternative to using that land; 
and…the program or project includes all possible planning to minimize harm to the park, 
recreation area, wildlife and waterfowl refuge, or historic site resulting from the use.” (49 U.S.C. 
303[c]) 

A “use” of a Section 4(f) resource, as defined in “Title 23, Code of Federal Regulations, Part 
771.135(p),” occurs: 1) when land is permanently incorporated into a transportation facility; 2) 
when there is a temporary occupancy of land that is adverse in terms of the statute’s 
preservationist purposes; or 3) when there is a constructive use of land. A constructive use of a 
Section 4(f) resource occurs when the transportation project does not incorporate land from a 
Section 4(f) resource, but the project’s proximity impacts are so severe that the protected 
activities, features, or attributes that qualify a resource for protection under Section 4(f) are 
substantially impaired. For example, a constructive use can occur when: 

a) the projected noise level increase, attributable to the project, substantially interferes with 
the use and enjoyment of a noise-sensitive facility of a resource protected by Section 4(f); 

b) the proximity of the project substantially impairs aesthetic features or attributes of a 
resource protected by Section 4(f), where such features or attributes are considered 
important contributing elements to the value of the resource. An example of such an 
effect would be the location of a transportation facility in such proximity that it obstructs 
or eliminates the primary views of an architecturally significant historical building, or 
substantially detracts from the setting of a park or historic site which derives its value in 
substantial part due to its setting; and/or 

c) the project results in a restriction on access, which substantially diminishes the utility of a 
significant publicly owned park, recreation area, or historic site. 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) issued guidance on December 13, 2005, for 
determining de minimis impacts on Section 4(f) resources. This guidance came from an 
amendment of existing Section 4(f) legislation through adoption of the Safe, Accountable, 
Flexible, Efficient Transportation Equity Act: A Legacy for Users (SAFETEA-LU)2 to simplify 
the processing and approval of projects that have only de minimis impacts on lands protected by 
Section 4(f). This is the first substantive revision of Section 4(f) legislation since passage of the 
U.S. Department of Transportation Act of 1966. This revision of Section 4(f) legislation provides 
that once FHWA determines that a transportation use of Section 4(f) property, after consideration 
of any impact avoidance, minimization, and mitigation or enhancement measures, results in a de 
minimis impact on that property, an analysis of avoidance alternatives is not required and the 
Section 4(f) evaluation process is complete. In other words, although some impacts may be 
unavoidable (and would be minimized or mitigated), avoidance alternatives would not need to be 
developed if a de minimis impact determination is made.  

De minimis impacts on publicly owned parks, recreation areas, and wildlife and waterfowl 
refuges are defined as those that do not adversely affect the activities, features, and attributes of 
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the 4(f) resource. The official(s) with jurisdiction over the property must provide written 
concurrence that the project will not adversely affect the activities, features, and attributes that 
qualify the property for protection under 4(f), and the public must be afforded the opportunity to 
review and comment on the effects of the project on the identified 4(f) resource(s).  

De minimis impacts on historic sites are defined as the determination of either "no adverse 
effect" or "no historic properties impacted" in compliance with Section 106 regulations, 
including SHPO's written concurrence and ACHP's written concurrence, when applicable. When 
a Programmatic Agreement is in place for Section 106, the Department must inform the SHPO in 
writing that a non-response for the purposes of a "no adverse affect" or a "no historic properties 
affected" determination will be treated as the written concurrence for the de minimis 
determination; to streamline the process this may be combined with the Section 106 PA 
notification letter to SHPO regarding the finding of effect. 

The Rofinella Winery, discussed in Section 2.1.5.3 of this document, is not eligible for inclusion 
in the National Register of Historic Places. As such, it it not subject to Section 106 regulations, 
and no concurrence of “no adverse effect” or “no historic properties affected” would be secured 
from SHPO or ACHP. In instances where a historic site is not eligible for inclusion in the 
National Register of Historic Places, but is determined by the Department as assigned by FHWA 
to be a Section 4(f) resource, the determination of a de minimis impact to a Section 4(f) resource 
would be made by the Department. 
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Appendix E  Glossary of Acronyms and Technical Terms  
AB  California State Assembly Bill 

ACOE  U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 

ADL  aerially deposited lead 

APE  area of potential effect 

BMP  best management practice 

BT&H  Business, Transportation, and Housing 

CAA  Clean Air Act, as amended in 1990 

CalEPA California Environmental Protection Agency 

Cal IPC California Invasive Plant Council 

CARB  California Air Resources Board 

CCA  cross-centerline accident 

CDFG  California Department of Fish and Game 

CEQA  California Environmental Quality Act 

CERCLA Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act of 
1980 (aka “Superfund”) 

CESA California Endangered Species Act 

CFR Code of Federal Regulations 

CNDDB California Natural Diversity Database 

CO2  carbon dioxide 

CRZ  Clear Recovery Zone 

dbh  diameter at breast height 

Department California Department of Transportation 

EA  environmental assessment 

EIR  environmental impact report 

EIS  environmental impact statement 

EO  Executive Order 

EPA  Environmental Protection Agency 
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ESA  environmentally sensitive area 

FESA  Federal Endangered Species Act 

FHWA  Federal Highway Administration 

FPPA  Farmland Protection Policy Act 

ft  foot/feet 

GHG  greenhouse gas  

HCP/NCCP Habitat Conservation Plan/Natural Communities Conservation Plan 

HFC-23  fluoroform 

HFC-134a  s, s, s, 2 –tetrafluoroethane 

HFC-152a  difluoroethane 

HSA  hydrologic sub-area(s) 

in  inch(es) 

IPCC  Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change 

ISA  Initial Site Assessment 

MBTA  Migratory Bird Treaty Act 

MCE  maximum credible earthquake 

MLD  most likely descendent 

mpg  miles per gallon 

Mt.  Mount 

MTC  Metropolitan Transportation Commission 

NAHC  Native American Heritage Commission 

NEPA  National Environmental Policy Act 

NHPA  National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 

NOAA  National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration 

NPDES National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 

NRCS  Natural Resources Conservation Service 

NRHP  National Register of Historic Places 

OWTS  onsite treatment system(s) 
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PM  post mile 

PRC  Public Resources Code 

project  proposed federal action 

RCRA  Resource Conservation and Recovery Act of 1976 

RWQCB Regional Water Quality Control Board 

SHPO  State Historic Preservation Officer 

SR  State Route 

Sta  station 

SWPPP Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan 

SWRCB State Water Resource Control Board 

TDM  Transportation Demand Management 

TIP  Transportation Improvement Program 

TSM  Transportation System Management 

U.S.  United States 

U.S.C.   United States Code  

USFWS U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service  
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Appendix F  Minimization and/or Mitigation Summary  
This appendix summarizes the minimization and/or mitigation measures discussed in Chapter 2.  

Visual Resources 

Locations 1, 2, and 3 
To address the potential impacts of tree removal at these locations, the following tree 
replacement and revegetation measures are recommended:  

• Minimizing existing tree and forest removal to the greatest possible extent. The limit of work 
shall be kept to the minimum possible footprint, not to exceed 5 feet (ft) from the edge of the 
retaining wall. Priority shall be placed on preserving existing trees nearest the wall, in order 
to preserve views of the forest edge from the road to the greatest extent feasible. 

• Tree replacement planting shall be implemented if appropriate to mitigate for major loss of 
tree canopy, as determined by the project landscape architect.  

To address the potential impacts of visual intrusion from the new retaining walls, the following 
mitigation measures are recommended:  

• Minimizing overall wall height to the greatest extent feasible.  

• Using context-sensitive wall texture and color treatment, in consultation with local agencies, 
to reduce visual contrast and enhance compatibility of visual character to the greatest extent 
feasible.  

• Staining of bottom, safety-barrier portion of walls to reduce overall color contrast and visual 
intrusion.  

• If feasible, walls shall be gutterless and without chain-link safety fence in order to reduce 
visual contrast.  

• Wherever feasible and consistent with safety, the use of crash cushions at retaining walls 
shall be avoided to reduce the visual contrast with the natural environment.  

Location 4 
All avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures that apply to Locations 1, 2, and 3 also 
apply to Location 4. In addition to those measures, the following measures also apply to 
Location 4: 

• To minimize the long-term visual effect of tree removal for Wall 4E as seen from both inside 
and outside of the park, tree replacement and other supplemental native vegetation planting 
will be implemented where feasible adjacent to Wall 4E.  

• To minimize the contrast in visual character and decline in visual quality as a result of Wall 
4E as seen by park visitors, Mitigation Measures VM-2 shall be applied to Wall 4E, 
including context-sensitive wall color and texture treatment. Color shall be dark to minimize 
contrast and reflectivity; texture treatment such as stacked stone, carved rock or other similar 
treatment shall be used to articulate the wall surface and provide a more naturalistic, context-
compatible visual character.  
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Location 5 
• Minimization of existing tree removal to the greatest possible extent. The limit of work shall 

be kept to the minimum possible footprint.  

• Where feasible, tree replacement planting shall be implemented to replace the lost tree 
screening and ‘allee’ pattern at the roadside. 

Light and Glare 
• Construction activities shall limit all construction lighting to within the area of work and 

avoid light trespass through directional lighting, shielding, and other measures as needed.  

Construction impacts 
• Unsightly material and equipment storage and staging shall not be visible within the 

foreground of the highway corridor to the extent feasible. Where such siting is unavoidable, 
material and equipment shall be visually screened to minimize visibility from the roadway 
and to nearby sensitive off-road receptors.  

• Construction, staging, and storage areas shall be screened by visually opaque screening 
wherever they will be exposed to public view for extended periods of time.  

• Construction activities shall be phased to minimize the duration of disturbance to the shortest 
feasible time.  

• All areas disturbed by construction, staging, and storage shall be revegetated.  

• Construction activities adjacent to residences shall limit all construction lighting to within the 
area of work and avoid light trespass through directional lighting, shielding, and other 
measures as needed.  

Cultural Resources 

• If cultural materials are discovered during construction, all earth-moving activity within and 
around the immediate discovery area will be diverted until a qualified archaeologist can 
assess the nature and significance of the find. 

• If human remains are discovered, State Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5 states that 
further disturbances and activities shall cease in any area or nearby area suspected to overlie 
remains, and the County Coroner contacted. Pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 
5097.98, if the remains are thought to be Native American, the coroner will notify the Native 
American Heritage Commission (NAHC) who will then notify the Most Likely Descendent 
(MLD). At this time, the person who discovered the remains will contact the Department 
District 4 Environmental Branch Office of Cultural Resources Studies so that they may work 
with the MLD on the respectful treatment and disposition of the remains. Further provisions 
of PRC 5097.98 are to be followed as applicable.  

• During coordination with Native American groups, a Native American cultural resources 
monitor was requested. The Department will determine if a Native American cultural 
resources monitor is required during the design phase of the project based on specific 
construction activities that are anticipated. 
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Water Quality and Storm Water Runoff 

Section 401 of the Clean Water Act 
• Section 401 certification will be required for this project. Early discussion will be initiated 

regarding the handling and disposal of water during the design phase. The groundwater will 
be tested for potential contamination as a part of the Hazardous Waste Site Investigation. 
Proper handling and disposal of the groundwater will be based on the levels of contaminants 
reported in the Site Investigation Report. 

Section 402 of the Clean Water Act  
• According to Caltrans NPDES permit and the Construction General Permit, BMPs will be 

incorporated to reduce the discharge of pollutants during construction as well as permanently 
to the Maximum Extent Practicable (MEP). These BMPs fall into three categories, 
Temporary Construction Site BMPs, Permanent Design Pollution Prevention BMPs, and 
Permanent Treatment BMPs.  

Construction Site BMPs 
• Construction Site BMPs are implemented during construction activities to reduce pollutants 

in storm water discharges throughout construction. Temporary silt fence, concrete washout, 
stockpile cover, stabilized construction entrance/exit and temporary soil stabilizers are some 
of the temporary erosion and water pollution control measures that may be used in 
combination to prevent and minimize soil erosion and sediment discharges during 
construction. Given that the anticipated soil disturbance will be greater than 0.4 hectare (1 
acre), a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) will be developed during 
construction. This dynamic document addresses the deployment of various erosion and water 
pollution control measures that are required commensurate to changing construction 
activities. 

Permanent Design Pollution Prevention BMPs 
• Design Pollution Prevention BMPs are permanent measures to improve storm water quality 

by reducing erosion, stabilizing disturbed soil areas, and maximizing vegetated surfaces. 
Erosion control measures will be provided on all disturbed areas to the extent feasible. These 
measures will use a combination of source and sediment control measures to prevent and 
minimize erosion from soil disturbed areas. Source controls can use erosion control netting in 
combination with hydroseeding. 

• The biodegradable netting is effective in providing good initial mechanical protection while 
seed applied during the hydroseeding operation germinates and establishes itself. Other forms 
of source control such as tacked straw may also be used when applicable. Sediment controls 
such as biodegradable fiber rolls can be used to retain sediments and to help control runoff 
from disturbed slope areas. These measures will be investigated during the design phase. 

• Outlet protection and velocity dissipation devices placed at the downstream end of culverts 
and channels are also Design Pollution Prevention BMPs that reduce runoff velocity and 
control erosion and scour. The need of these devices for this project will also be further 
investigated during the design phase. 

• Generally, as velocities and volume of flow increases, so could the sediment loading. Effects 
to downstream flow will be further investigated during the design phase and the use of 
appropriate Design Pollution Prevention BMPs to address this concern will be considered. 
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Permanent Treatment BMPs 
• This project will be required to incorporate treatment BMPs. Treatment BMPs are permanent 

devices and facilities treating storm water runoff. The Department-approved Treatment 
BMPs are: biofiltration swales, infiltration basins, detention basins, traction sand traps, dry 
weather flow diversions, media filters, gross solids removal devices (GSRDs), multi-chamber 
treatment trains, and wet basins.  

Geology/Soils/Seismic/Topography 

• The field exploration and investigation of this project will include borings. Laboratory tests 
may include corrosion, moisture content, density, plasticity index, graduation, consolidation, 
and triaxial tests. Vertical and horizontal borings will be advanced at all sites where fill or 
walls are proposed. Horizontal borings are recommended at all soil nail wall locations to 
determine whether the contractor will have to case the holes for the soil nails.  

• The soil nail walls and retaining wall at Location 4 may require a fault study, which will 
likely include trenching to verify the exact location of the Sargent and Castro Faults that 
cross the project area limit. The strike of the fault is a design parameter for soil nail wall 
design. These studies will help ensure that the proposed retaining walls will be appropriately 
designed for the site conditions, pursuant to the requirements of latest uniform Building 
Code. 

• Mitigation for the potential reactivation of the landslides and rock fall sites referred to in 
Table 2.2-1 may include avoidance, different wall type, installation of rock nets and 
minimizing cut slopes to a maximum of 2:1. 

Hazardous Waste/Materials 

• Additional review of the data analyzed in the ISA will be performed before ground-
disturbing activities begin, to ensure that the potential hazardous materials site will not have 
an adverse impact on the proposed project. 

• There is a potential for residual ADL in the surface soil. Testing for ADL will be performed 
during the final design stage. If ADL is found, special handling of the contaminated soil will 
be required and will include implementing a health and safety plan. If construction 
encounters soil contamination, all activities involving contaminated soil or groundwater will 
be planned to comply with regulatory agency requirements. 

• Existing yellow roadway striping that will be impacted will be tested for lead-based paint. If 
present, lead-based paint will be handled and disposed of to comply with regulatory agency 
requirements. 

Natural Communities 

• General avoidance and minimization efforts will be incorporated into the design and 
implemented to reduce potential impacts to natural communities and plant and animal 
species. These measures will include minimizing the project footprint, providing 
environmental education for the construction crew, delineating the work area and all 
environmentally sensitive areas with fencing, requiring that an onsite biological monitor be 
present during activities that may impact sensitive biological resources. No compensatory 
mitigation is required for impacts to the communities. 
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• Replacement trees will be planted at a ratio of 3:1 for all native trees, and trees located within 
the riparian zone within California Department of Fish and Game jurisdiction with a dbh of 6 
inches or greater. All other trees will be replaced at a 1:1 ratio. Trees will be planted onsite in 
the project area to the extent possible, after the completion of roadway construction. Offsite 
planting areas will be sought only if onsite mitigation is not possible.  

• The Department will limit construction activities to the smallest area possible to complete the 
work in an effort to minimize impacts to the existing riverine habitat in Bodfish Creek. A 
Department biologist will clearly delineate this limited construction area for incorporation in 
the project plans and specifications. The Department will use environmentally sensitive area 
(ESA) fencing to delineate protected areas and to confine workers and equipment to the 
designated construction areas. The ESA fencing will preclude access to the stream channel 
and riparian habitat along Bodfish Creek, the unnamed tributary to Bodfish Creek, and 
Blackhawk Creek, except as necessary for construction access. 

• Potential instream impacts to Bodfish Creek, the unnamed tributary to Bodfish Creek, and 
Blackhawk Creek aquatic resources and fisheries will be minimized by adhering to State 
Standard Specifications for avoidance of water pollution (Section 7-1.01g) and by 
implementing best management practices (BMPs). These measures include detailed 
recommendations for keeping heavy machinery out of the water, limiting the amount of 
material (excavated or construction materials) that enter the streams, and maintaining flows 
at all times. The State Standard Specifications require the contractor to prepare a plan to 
control water pollution during construction. 

• All temporary impacts will be restored to pre-construction conditions. Compensatory 
mitigation for permanent impacts to waters of the U.S. will not likely be required by the 
Corps of Engineers; however, mitigation may be required by the RWQCB for waters of the 
State. 

Animal Species 

• A qualified biologist will survey the work site in the vicinity of Location 4, no more than 48 
hours before start-of-work activities begin, for signs of western pond turtles and/or western 
pond turtle nesting activity (i.e., recently excavated nests, nest plugs) or nest depredation 
(partially to fully excavated nest chambers, nest plugs, scattered egg shell remains, egg shell 
fragments). Preconstruction surveys to detect western pond turtles will focus on suitable 
aerial and aquatic basking habitat such as logs, branches, rootwads, and rip-rap, as well as the 
shoreline and adjacent warm, shallow waters where pond turtles may be present below the 
water surface beneath algal mats or other surface vegetation. Preconstruction surveys to 
detect western pond turtle nesting activity will be concentrated within approximately 1,300 ft 
of suitable aquatic habitat and will focus on areas along south- or west-facing slopes with 
bare hard-packed clay or silt soils or a sparse vegetation of short grasses or forbs. If western 
pond turtles or their nesting sites are found, the biologist will contact CDFG to determine 
whether relocation and/or exclusion buffers are appropriate. If CDFG approves of moving 
the animal, the biologist shall be allowed sufficient time to move the western pond turtle(s) 
from the work site before work activities begin.  

• Preconstruction bird surveys will be conducted by a qualified biologist no more than 2 weeks 
before construction begins for activities occurring during the breeding season (February 1 to 
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August 31) or during the wintering period (September 1 to January 31) for sensitive 
wintering species. 

• If active nests of special-status bird species are found in the vicinity of the limits of grading 
or construction work, within 100 ft of passerine nests or within 300 ft of raptor nests, a non-
disturbance buffer will be established at a distance sufficient to minimize nest/roost 
disturbance based on the nest location, topography, cover, the species’ sensitivity to 
disturbance, and the intensity/type of potential disturbance. Buffer size will be determined in 
cooperation with CDFG and USFWS. 

• If rescheduling work around active nests/roosts of special-status bird species is infeasible, a 
qualified biologist will monitor nests for signs of disturbance. If it is determined that project 
activities are resulting in nest/roost disturbance, work will cease immediately, and the CDFG 
and the USFWS will be contacted for guidance. 

• Within 30 days before construction begins, burrowing owl preconstruction surveys will be 
conducted at Location 5 of the project area by a qualified biologist in accordance with 
CDFG’s Staff Report on Burrowing Owl Mitigation (CDFG 1995) and the California 
Burrowing Owl Consortium’s Burrowing Owl Survey Protocol and Mitigation Guidelines 
(CBOC 1993). Preconstruction surveys, consisting of winter season surveys (between 
December 1 and January 31) and nesting season surveys (between April 15 and July 15), will 
be conducted for Location 5 of the project area and within a 500 ft buffer where possible to 
identify and map active burrowing owl burrows. Surveys will consist of walking transects of 
no more than 100 ft apart.  

• Occupied burrows will not be disturbed during the nesting season (February 1 through 
August 31) unless a qualified biologist approved by CDFG verifies through noninvasive 
methods that either: (1) the birds have not begun egg-laying and incubation; or (2) that 
juveniles from the occupied burrows are foraging independently and are capable of 
independent survival.  

• If burrowing owls are detected in the project footprint or within 500 ft of the project 
footprint, a non-disturbance buffer will be established within a 160-ft radius surrounding 
occupied burrows during the nonbreeding season (September 1 through January 31) or within 
a 250-ft radius surrounding occupied burrows during the breeding season of February 1 
through August 31.  

• If avoidance is not feasible and owls must be moved away from the disturbance area, one of 
the two following passive relocation techniques will be used rather than trapping. At least 1 
full week will be necessary to accomplish this and allow the owls to acclimate to alternate 
burrows. 

Passive Relocation – With One-Way Doors. Owls will be excluded from burrows in the 
immediate impact zone and within a 160-ft buffer zone by installing one-way doors in 
burrow entrances to allow the birds to leave the burrow, but not return. One-way doors 
(e.g., modified dryer vents) will be left in place 48 hours to ensure owls have left the 
burrow before excavation. Two natural or artificial burrows will be provided for each 
burrow in the project area that will be affected. The project area will be monitored daily 
for 1 week to confirm owl use of burrows before excavating burrows in the immediate 
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impact zone. Whenever possible, burrows will be excavated using hand tools and refilled 
to prevent reoccupation. Sections of flexible plastic pipe will be inserted into the tunnels 
during excavation to maintain an escape route for any animals inside the burrow. 

Passive Relocation – Without One-Way Doors. Two natural or artificial burrows will 
be provided for each burrow in the project area that will be affected. The project area will 
be monitored daily until the owls have relocated to the new burrows. The formerly 
occupied burrows may then be excavated. Whenever possible, burrows will be excavated 
using hand tools and refilled to prevent reoccupation. Sections of flexible plastic pipe will 
be inserted into burrows during excavation to maintain an escape route for any animals 
inside the burrow. 

• Several months in advance of construction activities, surveys will be conducted in all 
forested areas in the project footprint to locate active woodrat nests.  

• If active woodrat stick nests are found within the project footprint area at the time of 
construction, relocation measures, developed in conjunction with CDFG, will be 
implemented to ensure that the project footprint is clear of woodrat nests before construction 
begins. 

Threatened and Endangered Species 

California Red-Legged Frog 
• Seasonal Avoidance: To the extent practicable, construction will not occur during the wet 

season, when California red-legged frogs are more likely to disperse through upland habitats. 
Work within all waters, wetlands, and the riparian corridor will be limited to the period from 
April 15 to October 15, with the exception of vegetation clearing. Vegetation clearing may be 
done outside of this period, if necessary, to avoid disturbance to nesting birds.  

• Preconstruction Surveys: A qualified biologist will conduct a California red-legged frog 
preconstruction survey of the work site 2 weeks before start-of-work activities begin, 
including vegetation clearing, grubbing, or other ground disturbance activities. If California 
red-legged frog adults, tadpoles, or eggs are found, the biologist will contact the USFWS and 
CDFG to determine whether relocating the species is appropriate. If the agencies approve of 
relocation, a USFWS-approved biologist will be allowed sufficient time to move the species 
from the work site before work activities begin. Only USFWS-approved biologists will 
participate in activities associated with the capture, handling, and monitoring of California 
red-legged frogs. 

• Construction Area Delineation: Before any ground disturbance occurs on the project site, the 
boundaries of the project area will be clearly delineated with orange plastic high-visibility 
construction fencing (ESA fencing) or solid barriers to prevent workers or equipment from 
inadvertently straying from the project area.   

• Wildlife Exclusion Fencing: Exclusion fencing will be erected along each section of the 
project area before project activities begin, including staging equipment and supplies. 
Fencing will be a minimum of 3 ft high and buried in the soil or form a tight seal with the 
pavement to prevent California red-legged frog from crawling under and entering the project 
area.  
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• Procedure for California Red-Legged Frog Discovery Onsite: If a California red-legged frog, 
or any amphibian that construction personnel believe may be this species, is encountered 
during project construction, or if any contractor, employee, or agency personnel inadvertently 
kills or injures a California red-legged frog, the following protocol will be followed: 

− All work that could result in direct injury, disturbance, or harassment of the individual 
animal will immediately cease. 

− The resident engineer will be immediately notified. 

− The resident engineer will notify the approved onsite biologist. 

− In case a non-injurious encounter occurs, the approved onsite biologist will transport the 
California red-legged frog immediately in a cool, moist container to a suitable location 
outside the project area (e.g., suitable habitat elsewhere in the Bodfish Creek watershed). 
This relocation site will be determined in advance by a qualified biologist in consultation 
with the USFWS and CDFG. The relocated individual(s) will be monitored until it is 
determined that the animal(s) are not imperiled by predators or other dangers. 

− The approved onsite biologist will notify the USFWS within 24 hours after California 
red-legged frog(s) have been relocated. 

− If a California red-legged frog has been killed or injured, the biologist will contact the 
USFWS and CDFG within 24 hours. 

• Entrapment Avoidance: To prevent inadvertent entrapment of California red-legged frog or 
other animals during construction, all excavated, steep-walled holes or trenches more than 2 
ft deep will be covered with plywood or similar materials at the end of each working day, or 
the holes or trenches will contain one or more escape ramps constructed of earth fill or 
wooden planks. Before such holes or trenches are filled, they will be thoroughly inspected for 
trapped animals. If, at any time, a trapped California red-legged frog (or other wildlife) is 
discovered, USFWS and CDFG will be contacted. 

• Prohibition of Erosion Control Materials Potentially Harmful to California Red-Legged Frog: 
Plastic monofilament netting (erosion control matting) or similar material will not be used at 
the project site because California red-legged frog may become entangled and trapped in it. 
Tightly woven fiber netting or similar material will be used for erosion control or other 
purposes.  

• Prevention of Introduction of Amphibian Diseases: Biologists will take all precautions to 
prevent spread of amphibian diseases when handling the listed species. All equipment and 
clothing will be disinfected per protocol standards.  

• Regular Work Area Surveys: The biological monitor will conduct frequent surveys along the 
work area boundaries and will notify the USFWS-approved biologist if a California red-
legged frog is found within the work area.  

• Because California red-legged frog could be present throughout the project limits, 
temporarily or permanently impacted habitat, excluding existing hardscape features such as 
the roadway or road shoulder, will be mitigated by habitat restoration/replacement. 
Approximately 6.32 acres of permanent upland dispersal and aestivation habitat loss will be 
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mitigated at a 3:1 ratio resulting in 18.96 acres of mitigation for California red-legged frog 
upland dispersal and aestivation habitat. Temporary impacts will be mitigated at a 1.1:1 ratio, 
for a total of 0.84 acre. Of this, 0.76 acre will be onsite, in-kind restoration. Total mitigation 
(for both temporary and permanent loss) will be 19.80 acres.  

California Tiger Salamander 
• If California tiger salamander adults or juveniles are found, all work that could result in 

direct injury, disturbance, or harassment of the individual animal will immediately cease. The 
biological monitor will contact the USFWS and CDFG to determine whether relocating the 
species is appropriate. If the agencies approve of relocation, a USFWS-approved biologist 
will be allowed sufficient time to move the species from the work site before work activities 
begin. Only USFWS-approved biologists may participate in activities associated with the 
capture, handling, and monitoring of California tiger salamander. 

• Temporarily or permanently impacted habitat, excluding existing hardscape features such as 
the roadway or road shoulder, will be mitigated by habitat restoration/replacement. 
Approximately 2.3 acres of permanent upland dispersal and aestivation habitat loss will be 
mitigated at a 3:1 ratio, resulting in 6.9 acres of mitigation for California tiger salamander 
upland dispersal and aestivation habitat. Temporary impacts of 0.67 acre will be mitigated at 
a 1.1:1 ratio, for a total of 0.74 acre. Of this, 0.67 acre will be restored onsite. Total 
mitigation (for both temporary and permanent loss) will be 7.64 acres. 

Invasive Species 

In compliance with the Executive Order on Invasive Species, E.O. 13112, and subsequent 
guidance from the Federal Highway Administration, the landscaping and erosion control 
included in the project will not use species listed as noxious weeds. In areas of particular 
sensitivity, extra precautions will be taken if invasive species are found in or adjacent to the 
construction areas. These include the inspection and cleaning of construction equipment and 
eradication strategies to be implemented should an invasion occur.  
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Appendix G  List of Technical Studies 
The following technical studies were prepared to support this environmental document:  

• Archaeological Survey Report, April 2009 

• Biological Assessment, June 2009 

• Historic Property Survey Report, May 2009 

• Storm Water Data Report, February 2009 

• Natural Environment Study, January 2010 

• Visual Impact Assessment, September 2009 

• Water Quality Report, August 2008 

• Preliminary Geotechnical Report 

• Initial Site Assessment, August 2009 

 




